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Abstract
Though observers at the time noted that a well-coordinated lobbying campaign contributed
to enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, subsequent popular and scholarly accounts have
largely ignored the role of institutional advocacy, focusing instead on either the inspirational
effects of direct-action protest outside of Washington or unhindered institutional activity by
policymakers themselves to explain the achievement of this legislation. In contrast, this arti-
cle investigates civil rights movement organizations’ engagement in federal legislative lobbying
and the broader network of labor, religious, and other public interest lobbyists within which
their Washington representatives collaborated. Using archived sign-in sheets from meetings
hosted by the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, I identify 138 individuals who partic-
ipated in the Civil Rights Act’s lobbying campaign as Washington representatives of various
organizations. Drawing on their memoirs, obituaries, and other records of their professional
careers, I trace these Washington representatives’ paths to the Civil Rights Act lobby. This
descriptive analysis reveals a critical mass of Washington representatives with ample Beltway
experience, findings that challenge conventional periodization of the civil rights movement’s
institutionalization and suggest new interconnections in the development of the administrative
and civil rights states.

Soon after the House of Representatives voted to enact the omnibus bill that would become
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Congressional Quarterly (CQ) published the last of three special
reports on lobbying in the 88th Congress. The report posited that “the bipartisan civil rights bill
(H.R. 7152) which passed the House Feb. 10 was the subject of some of the most intensive and
effective behind-the-scenes lobbying in modern legislative history,” and it went on to describe a
robust effort involving an extensive set of organizations and “literally thousands” of individuals
who were on hand in the Capitol and House office buildings, acting in coordination with the
Democratic Study Group and other congressional champions of the bill to ensure H.R. 7152’s
undiluted passage.1

This CQ report is cited merely a handful of times in the voluminous literature on civil rights
policy development.2 Indeed, legislative lobbying is rarely featured in the pre-Voting Rights
Act (VRA) civil rights movement’s story at all, let alone as a superlatively “intensive and effec-
tive” means for achieving policy victories during the movement’s heyday. Instead, and in line
with what Kenneth T. Andrews calls “action-reaction models” of social movement influence,3
scholarly and popular accounts alike envision the civil rights movement as a series of direct-
action protest events that prompted policymakers to react without further intervention. In
these accounts, civil rights movement activity occurs at both geographic and figurative dis-
tance from Beltway institutions; consequently, it has “little or no direct influence [on policy]
beyond the initial point.”4 Meanwhile, institutional political actors—that is, entrepreneurial

1“Intensive Lobbying Marked House Civil Rights Debate,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly, February 21, 1964, pp. 364–366.
The Democratic Study Group was a caucus of liberal Democrats in the House of Representatives during the latter half of the
twentieth century; on its role in civil rights policy development, see Ruth Bloch Rubin, Building the Bloc: Intraparty Organization
in the US Congress (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

2The report appears most prominently in Robert D. Loevy, To End All Segregation: The Politics of the Passage of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1990). See also Lucius J. Barker and Donald Jansiewicz, “Coalitions
in the Civil Rights Movement,” in The Study of Coalition Behavior: Theoretical Perspectives and Cases from Four Continents, S.
Groennings, E.W. Kelley, and M. Leiserson, eds. (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1970), p. 192, where it is referenced to
highlight the “strength and unity” of support for civil rights legislation in 1963–64, and Sean Farhang, “The Political Development
of Job Discrimination Litigation, 1963–1976,” Studies in American Political Development 23 (2009), pp. 42–43, which uses the
report’s listing of organizations to determine that, in contrast to their heavy involvement in lobbying for the Civil Rights Attorney’s
Fees Awards Act during the 1970s, “lawyers’ associations were simply not on the scene” to lobby for the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

3Kenneth T. Andrews, “Social Movements and Policy Implementation: The Mississippi Civil Rights Movement and the War
on Poverty, 1965 to 1971,” American Sociological Review 66 (2021): 71–95.

4Andrews, “Social Movements,” p. 75.
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and pivotal members of Congress, presidents, and other execu-
tive branch officials—take center stage. While the reforms they
implement are spurred on by extra-institutional social movement
activity, interbranch negotiations and legislative maneuvers ensue
largely unhindered by nongovernmental actors.

This article seeks to bridge this bifurcated narrative by zeroing
in on the Civil Rights Act lobby—that is, on the throng of orga-
nizational Washington representatives who worked to strengthen
H.R. 7152’s provisions and secure its passage through conventional,
institutionally embedded lobbying activity. Drawing on archival
records, published biographies and obituaries, and other resources
that lend insight into the professional careers of over a hundred
men and women who participated in the Civil Rights Act lobby,
it supplements the CQ report’s partial enumeration of organiza-
tions and individuals who participated in this lobbying campaign
to investigate its claim that pro-civil rights organizations brought
“superior resources and talent” to the 1963–64 legislative battle.

The questions that motivate this descriptive analysis are simple:
Who were the Civil Rights Act’s lobbyists, and what prior expe-
riences did these individuals bring to their efforts to strengthen
H.R. 7152 and ensure its passage? Investigating their personal
and professional paths to the Civil Rights Act lobby does not
merely add color and detail to CQ’s reporting, however. Rather, it
provides a window into the civil rights movement’s strategic orien-
tation and capacity, calling into question the received wisdom that
the movement exerted pressure through conventional, institution-
ally embedded advocacy (as opposed to extra-institutional direct-
action protest) only after Black voter registration and descriptive
representation had increased in the later 1960s.

This study’s principal finding thus challenges conventional peri-
odization of the civil rights movement’s developmental trajec-
tory. Electoral markers of social movement institutionalization
were lacking prior to implementation of the VRA of 1965, to be
sure. But the present analysis shows that an extensive Beltway
network afforded the pre-VRA civil rights movement institu-
tional access through legislative lobbying. Civil rights movement
organizations—including those best known for extra-institutional
insurgency—lobbied Congress simultaneously with their direct-
action protest campaign sponsorship prior to 1965, and they
did so in collaboration with an experienced coterie of religious,
labor, and other public interest lobbyists. While some Civil Rights
Act lobby participants were principally invested in direct-action
protest activity, they were outnumbered by a robust network
of civil rights and allied lobbyists with extensive policymak-
ing experience and a professional commitment to institutional
advocacy.

This finding further challenges scholars to reimagine how non-
governmental activists and institutional incumbents interacted to
construct the mid-to-late twentieth-century civil rights state. It
complicates state-centered narratives of American political devel-
opment (APD), shedding new light on ways in which “meaningful
political development” does not come about merely through the
actions of officeholders “act[ing] in a vacuum,” but “is also a prod-
uct of … the contestation that happens between those on the side-
lines and those in power.”5 By drawing attention to lobbyists’ role

5Megan Ming Francis, “The Strange Fruit of American Political Development,” Politics,
Groups, & Identities 6 (2018), p. 130. See also Celene Reynolds, “Repurposing Title IX: How
Sexual Harassment Became SexDiscrimination in AmericanHigher Education,”American
Journal of Sociology 128 (2022): 462–514; and Chloe N. Thuston, At the Boundaries
of Homeownership: Credit, Discrimination, and the American State (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2018).

in bridging the extra-institutional protest and institutional policy-
making realms, moreover, it problematizes dichotomous “insider”
vs. “outsider” classifications and calls attention to crossover per-
sonnel as an important force connecting social movements to
policymaking institutions.6

A second intriguing finding is that the emergence of the Civil
Rights Act’s lobbyist network was intertwined with federal state
building in the 1930s and 1940s. While the career paths that
brought individuals to the Civil Rights Act lobby varied consid-
erably, a critical mass of those who helped orchestrate the 1963–64
lobbying campaign had cut their teeth in NewDeal andWorldWar
II agencies some 20–30 years prior. In highlighting the Civil Rights
Act lobby’s personnel connections to the FDR and Truman-era
administrative state, this finding adds a new dimension to the idea
of a “long civil rights movement” that had its roots in pre-1950s
political developments. While investigating the substantive impact
of these erstwhile administrators’ early-career experiences on the
Civil Rights Act and other policy developments is beyond the scope
of this article, illuminating these origins should encourage future
research on the interconnected development of the administrative
and civil rights states.

The article proceeds as follows: The next section situates this
study in the context of prior research on social movement insti-
tutionalization. After that, I introduce the Leadership Conference
on Civil Rights (LCCR or Leadership Conference), which was the
principal coordinating agency for federal civil rights legislative lob-
bying during the mid-1960s, and describe my efforts to trace the
career development of over a hundred organizational representa-
tives who participated in its campaign for the Civil Rights Act of
1964.The following two sections discuss the results of these efforts.
They reveal considerable investment by civil rights and allied orga-
nizations in federal legislative lobbying and a diverse network of
civil rights lobbyists, many of whom had deep roots inWashington
policymaking circles. The final section explores the implications of
these findings and directions for future research.

1. The timing of civil rights movement institutionalization

Social movement theorists have traditionally conceptualized insti-
tutionalization as a process some social movements experi-
ence late in their development—that is, as part and parcel of
their decline after having achieved some success through extra-
institutional direct-action tactics.7 In this view, social move-
ments are mobilizations of marginalized outsiders who lack access
to conventional institutional means for pursuing their political
goals. Their “key challenge,” Doug McAdam writes, is “to devise
some way to overcome the basic powerlessness that has con-
fined them to a position of institutionalized political impotence.”8
And so they deploy extra-institutional tactics—public demonstra-
tions, boycotts, violent or nonviolent resistance, and the like—to
disrupt routine politics and prompt powerholders to respond.

6This dynamic is already highlighted in literature on the women’s movement, most
prominently in Lee Ann Banaszak, The Women’s Movement Inside and Outside the State
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009).

7As Suzanne Staggenborg notes, “theorists have viewed various phenomena as aspects
of the ‘institutionalization’ of social movements.” I use the term here primarily “in the
sense that they operatewithin social institutions and organizations.” Suzanne Staggenborg,
“Institutionalization of Social Movements,”TheWiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social and
Political Movements, D.A. Snow, D. della Porta, B. Klandermans, and D. McAdam, eds.
(Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2013), p. 1.

8Doug McAdam, “Tactical Innovation and the Pace of Insurgency,” American
Sociological Review 48 (1983), p. 735.
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Often ensuing in tandem with radicalization,9 institutionaliza-
tion is a potential—and controversial—outcome of successful
disruption.10

While the institutionalization framework generalizes broadly,
David S. Meyer has argued that the American political system is
especially prone to this outcome.11 As envisioned in The Federalist
No. 10, he maintains, the United States government’s institutional
design “allows, and even encourages, group participation in often
ritualized political conflict.”12 The result is a pluralist system that
incentivizes marginalized groups to “fight for access to the are-
nas of decision making and the right to engage in institutional
politics, essentially seeking recognition as legitimate contenders.”
When successful, they “gain access to the system, though gen-
erally not the resources to win outright victories within it” and
subsequently “accommodate themselves to institutional rules and
norms” in pursuit of substantive goals.13

The civil rights movement is a frequent exemplar of these
dynamics. Drawing on McAdam’s influential Political Process and
the Development of Black Insurgency, Meyer offers the civil rights
movement as illustrative of “a pattern ofmovement decline defined
by the fragmentation of political action of a movement coalition,
accompanied by the institutionalization of part of the coalition.”14
Elsewhere, McAdam himself points to black voter registration and
officeholding rates to show that “by any measure of institution-
alized political power blacks were almost totally powerless in the
middle decades of this [i.e., the twentieth] century.”15 Accordingly,
he maintains, “any complete account of how blacks were able to
mount such a successful insurgent campaign must focus squarely
on their willingness to bypass ‘proper channels’ in favor of non-
institutionalized form of protest.”16 Writing at about the same
time, J. Craig Jenkins and Craig M. Eckert note that “virtually all
observers agree” that the civil rights movement’s decline in the
late 1960s owed to “partial victories” in the form of the Civil and
Voting Rights Acts of 1964 and 1965, which prompted moderate
activists to determine that “insurgency was no longer necessary”
and adopt “institutional tactics, especially Congressional lobbying

9This pattern is first identified in Mayer N. Zald and Roberta Ash, “Social Movement
Organizations: Growth, Decay and Change,” Social Forces 44 (1966): 327–341. It is elab-
orated and theorized more extensively in, inter alia, Jai Kwan Jung, “Disentangling
Protest Cycles: An Event-History Analysis of New Social Movements in Western Europe,”
Mobilization 15 (2010): 25–44; Ruud Koopmans, “The Dynamics of Protest Waves: West
Germany, 1965 to 1989,” American Sociological Review 58 (1993): 637–658; Wayne A.
Santoro and Max Fitzpatrick, “‘The Ballot or the Bullet’: The Crisis of Victory and the
Institutionalization and Radicalization of the Civil Rights Movement,” Mobilization 20
(2015): 208–229; and Sidney Tarrow, Democracy and Disorder: Protest and Politics in Italy,
1965–1975 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).

10Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward are especially critical of the tendency
for institutionalization to undermine social movements’ disruptive power; see their Poor
People’s Movements: Why They Succeed, How They Fail (New York: Vintage, 1977). But
as Pettinicchio writes, “a negative connotation has surrounded ‘institutions’ and ‘institu-
tionalization’” more broadly in the literature. David Pettinnicchio, “Institutional Activism:
Reconsidering the Insider/Outsider Dichotomy,” Sociology Compass 6 (2012), p. 501.

11David S. Meyer, “Institutionalizing Dissent: The United States Structure of Political
Opportunity and the End of the Nuclear Freeze Movement,” Sociological Forum 8 (1993):
157–179; The Politics of Protest: Social Movements in America, 2nd ed. (New York and
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2014), chapter 8.

12Meyer, “Institutionalizing Dissent,” p. 162.
13Ibid., p. 163. See also David S. Meyer and Eulalie Laschever, “Social Movements

and the Institutionalization of Dissent in America,” in Richard Valelly, Suzanne Mettler,
and Robert C. Lieberman, eds., The Oxford Handbook of American Political Development
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2016), pp. 563–590.

14Meyer, “Institutionalizing Dissent,” p. 175.
15McAdam, “Tactical Innovation,” p. 737.
16Ibid., p. 738.

and electoral support of the Democratic Party” while their militant
counterparts radicalized.17 More recently, Thomas V. Maher and
coauthors see institutionalization only in the last of three phases
after the civil rights movement’s initial mobilization: “(1) emer-
gence on the national stage and success (1960–68), (2) repression
and demobilization (1968–1977), and (3) institutionalization and
postmobilization (1978–1995).”18

Much as the original institutionalization framework can claim
some degree of “theoretical consensus,”19 an alternative approach
envisions institutionalization as a strategy activists pursue rather
than an outcome or evolutionary stage in their movements’
development; as Lorenzo Bosi summarizes, it is “a premedi-
tated action taken by social movements in order to advance
their goals.”20 Rather than see institutionalization as evidence of
social movements’ cooptation by antagonistic governments, this
alternative framework suggests that social movement strategists
deliberately enter into relationships of “conflictual cooperation”
with policymakers—that is, they adopt an “ambivalent strategy of a
combination of conflict and cooperation” with state actors, engag-
ing them via conventional institutional channels to advance social
movement objectives “at different points in the political process.”21
As Doowon Suh emphasizes, moreover, they may opt to do so
simultaneously with their participation in the extra-institutional
activities that are more commonly associated with social move-
ments’ tactical repertoires.22 As he describes with respect to
the Korean women’s movement, “institutionalization … does not
mean that they became merely an interest group. Instead, the
women’smovement pursued a dual strategy, simultaneously retain-
ing the character of social movements and pursuing ‘institutional
politics.’”23

Yet even when adopting this reconceptualization, scholar-
ship on the civil rights movement still depicts the conven-
tional stagewise progression with institutionalization setting in
only after the legislative breakthroughs of the mid-1960s. For
example, much as Wayne A. Santoro and Max Fitzpatrick con-
ceptualize institutionalization as “shifting tactics”—and not as a
symptom of the civil rights movement “nearing its end”—and
challenge the traditional focus on state-centered mechanisms as
drivers of institutionalization, their investigation does not alter

17 J. Craig Jenkins and Craig M. Eckert, “Channeling Black Insurgency: Elite Patronage
and Professional Social Movement Organizations in the Development of the Black
Movement,” American Sociological Review 51 (1986), p. 816. Emphasis added.

18ThomasV.Maher, AndrewMartin, JohnD.McCarthy, and LisaMoorhead, “Assessing
the Explanatory Power of Social Movement Theories across the Life Course of the Civil
Rights Movement,” Social Currents 6 (2019), p. 400.

19Jung, “Disentangling,” p. 26.
20Lorenzo Bosi, “Incorporation and Democratization: The Long-Term Process of

Institutionalization of the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Movement,” in The Consequences
of Social Movements, L. Bossi, M. Giugni, and K. Uba, eds. (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2016), p. 342.

21Marco Giugni and Florence Passey, “Contentious Politics in Complex Societies: New
Social Movements between Conflict and Cooperation,” in From Contention to Democracy,
M. Giugni, D. McAdam, and C. Tilly, eds. (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield,
1998), p. 85. See also, inter alia, Robert Davidson, “Strategic Tradeoffs: Movement-
Government Interactions and Dutch Gay and Lesbian Policy, 1986–1994,” Mobilization
23 (2018): 203–218; Mirella Landriscina, “A Calmly Disruptive Insider: The Case of
an Institutionalized Advocacy Organization at Work,” Qualitative Sociology 29 (2006):
447–466.

22Doowon Suh, “Institutionalizing Social Movements: The Dual Strategy of the Korean
Women’s Movement,” Sociological Quarterly 52 (2011), pp. 442–471. This is not to sug-
gest that institutionalization is always an option for social movement leaders; indeed, Suh’s
principal focus is on the conditions under which it is undertaken.

23Ibid., p. 451.
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the conventional timeline.24 Tracking Black congressional office-
holding and southern Black voter registration rates, they find that
“protest decline corresponded to greater political inclusion” only
after 1965.25 And while they include lobbying in their definition
of institutionalization as “the shifting of the movement’s tactical
repertoire fromnonviolent protest tomore routine and legally cod-
ified tactics like voting, office holding, litigation, and lobbying,”26
they do not investigate whether or when this tactic was in fact
employed by civil rights movement organizations.

Although it does not address the timing of the civil rights
movement’s institutionalization per se, APD research gives rea-
son to question the social movement theorists’ consensus. Several
studies suggest that electoral access has not historically been pre-
requisite for institutionally oriented advocacy in U.S. politics. For
example, Daniel Carpenter’s research on congressional petitions
shows that this institutional tactic was used early and often by
aggrieved communities and individuals, including some who were
fully disenfranchised from electoral politics.27 Elisabeth Clemens,
meanwhile, contends that it was precisely their exclusion from
electoral participation that facilitated Progressive Era women’s
organizations’ innovative advocacy in the halls of government—
and, through this work, their contribution not only to specific leg-
islative outcomes but to a “broader reworking of the organizational
framework of American politics” featuring the rise of the mod-
ern interest group as a vehicle for extra-electoral yet institutional
grievance representation.28

The NAACP was among the wave of associations that emerged
during this time, and Megan Ming Francis shows that its lead-
ers combined extra-institutional protest activity with a varie-
gated institutional strategy—including congressional lobbying as
early as 1919—to advocate for anti-lynching legislation decades
before the VRA.29 Desmond King and Robert C. Lieberman
similarly highlight the importance of “associational connections
between civil society and the state” in the development of state
power,30 and identify an important role for NAACP advocacy
in facilitating the federal government’s forceful intervention in
the 1962 integration of the University of Mississippi.31 And, in
their typology of social movements’ relationship with U.S. pres-
idents, Sidney M. Milkis and Daniel J. Tichenor classify the
1950s–1960s civil rights movement as a “formative movement”

24Santoro and Fitzpatrick, “‘The Ballot or the Bullet’: The Crisis of Victory and the
Institutionalization and Radicalization of the Civil Rights Movement,” Mobilization 20
(2015), p. 209.

25Ibid.
26Ibid., p. 208; emphasis added.
27Maggie Blackhawk, Daniel Carpenter, Tobias Resch, and Benjamin Schneer,

“Congressional Representation by Petition: Assessing the Voices of the Voteless in a
Comprehensive New Database, 1789–1949,” Legislative Studies Quarterly 46 (2021):
817–849; Daniel Carpenter, Democracy by Petition: Popular Politics in Transformation,
1790–1870 (Cambridge,MA:HarvardUniversity Press, 2021); Daniel Carpenter andColin
D. Moore, “When Canvassers Became Activists: Antislavery Petitioning and the Political
Mobilization ofAmericanWomen,”AmericanPolitical Science Review 108 (2014): 479–498.

28Elisabeth S. Clemens, “Organizational Repertoires and Institutional Change:Women’s
Groups and the Transformation of U.S. Politics, 1890–1920,”American Journal of Sociology
98 (1993), p. 760; see also Clemens, The People’s Lobby: Organizational Innovation and the
Rise of Interest Group Politics in the United States, 1890–1925 (Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press, 1997).

29Megan Ming Francis, Civil Rights and the Making of the Modern American State (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2014). See also Megan Ming Francis and Leah Wright-
Rigueur, “Black Lives Matter in Historical Perspective,” Annual Review of Law and Social
Science 17 (2021): 441–458.

30Desmond King and Robert C. Lieberman, “‘The Latter-Day General Grant’: Forceful
Federal Power and Civil Rights,” Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 6 (2021), p. 539.

31King and Lieberman, “Latter-Day,” pp. 556–557.

that deployed “significant conventional political leverage” through
“electoral mobilization, lobbying access, litigation, or formal insti-
tutional allies” while mounting a “significant tactical challenge
to [the] social, economic or political order.”32 For Milkis and
Tichenor, it is precisely this combination that renders American
social movements “most viable in their pursuit of contentious
change,”33 and their expansive account of the civil rights move-
ment’s relationship with presidents throughout the twentieth cen-
tury is replete with instances of insider negotiation between
civil rights movement leaders and high-ranking government
officials.

Prior APD research thus both disentangles social movements’
strategic orientation from their electoral access and shows that
the civil rights movement in particular was inclined to com-
bine direct-action protest with institutional political advocacy,
including congressional lobbying, from early on in its develop-
ment. But there has been little systematic assessment of the civil
rights movement’s capacity for institutional advocacy. Regardless
of their willingness to pursue a simultaneous strategy, did pre-
VRA civil rights forces have the wherewithal to mount an effec-
tive lobbying campaign once favorable legislation was in the
offing?

This study seeks to fill the lacuna. To my knowledge, it is
the first effort to empirically assess the personnel capacity of the
civil rights movement’s congressional lobbying forces.34 Whereas
the measurement of office-holding and voter registration rates
is relatively straightforward, reconstructing the Civil Rights Act
lobby is akin to piecing together a puzzle whose pieces have frayed,
faded, or even gonemissing in the passage of time. Yet even the nec-
essarily limited analysis that follows reveals a robust lobbying arm
for the civil rights movement that existed prior to—and engaged
in institutionally embedded advocacy to facilitate—the legislative
achievements of the mid-1960s.

2. Tracing Washington representatives’ paths to the civil
rights act lobby

The CQ report on the Civil Rights Act lobby notes that “all major
organizations backing the bill participated through the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights.”35 Currently in its eighth decade as a
coalition of more than 200 organizations devoted to the advance-
ment of a broad range of civil and human rights through legislative
advocacy,36 the Leadership Conference was founded in the early
1950s to coordinate 52 civil rights, labor, religious, civic, and other
organizations’ efforts to encourage the Republican andDemocratic
Parties to adopt strong civil rights planks in their quadrennial
platforms, pressure the House and Senate for congressional rules

32Sidney M. Milkis and Daniel J. Tichenor, Rivalry and Reform: Presidents, Social
Movements, and the Transformation of American Politics (Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press, 2019), p. 19.

33The quote is from Milkis and Tichenor, Rivalry and Reform, p. 30.
34There is case-study analysis of advocacy groups’ organizational capacity for coordi-

nating pro-civil rights legislative lobbying, including for the Civil Rights Act of 1964, in
Shamira Gelbman, The Civil Rights Lobby: The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights and
the Second Reconstruction (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 2021). Much as that
study shows that new organizational practices facilitated coordination within the Civil
Rights Act lobby, it does not investigate the composition of its personnel resources or their
embeddedness in federal policymaking circles.

35“Intensive Lobbying,” p. 364.
36For more information on the Leadership Conference’s current operations, see its

organizational website, http://www.civilrights.org.
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reform, and lobby for federal civil rights legislation.37 Though its
leadership of the Civil Rights Act lobby was not a foregone con-
clusion immediately after H.R. 7152’s introduction, the Leadership
Conference emerged from a June 22, 1963 White House meet-
ing effectively charged with coordinating advocacy groups’ efforts
to promote the administration bill. Shortly thereafter, its officers
established and staffed a Washington, DC office to facilitate this
work.38

The LCCR’s Washington office records are the starting point for
my effort to investigate the Civil Rights Act lobby’s personnel, as
this office was the site of regular meetings of member and allied
organizations’ Washington representatives for the duration of the
Civil Rights Act campaign.39 These meetings served as the coali-
tion’s principal venue for keeping organizations up-to-date on leg-
islative developments, identifying their consensus on substantive
and strategicmatters asH.R. 7152wended throughCongress, coor-
dinating a division of labor for direct lobbying by the Washington
representatives themselves, and identifying appropriate strategies
for engaging grassroots supporters nationwide in the legislative
process.40

Few records remain of the Leadership Conference’sWashington
representatives meetings, as formal minutes were not generally
taken. However, the meeting sign-in sheets were retained and are
archived in the Library of Congress’ Manuscript Division.41 Using
these sign-in sheets, I identified 133 individuals who attended at
least two of the 44 Washington Representatives meetings that were
held in the year leading up to the Civil Rights Act’s passage.42 To
this initial list, I added five others whom the CQ report names as
organizational lobbyists for the Civil Rights Act or whom other
documentation suggests were instrumental to the LCCR’s work but
don’t meet the two-meeting sign-in threshold.

I used a variety of sources to trace asmany of the total list of 138
Washington representatives’ pre-June-1963 professional careers as
possible. As the sign-in sheets themselves only list their names and
home organizations, they offered a meager starting point for my
research.There is no central repository forWashington representa-
tives’ career information andmany of the individuals whose names
appear with some frequency on the sign-in lists are not household
names, even if they represented very prominent organizations.
Therefore, reconstructing eachWashington representative’s path to
participation in the Civil Rights Act lobby was a unique adven-
ture. For a few individuals, a published memoir, biography, or
oral history provides ample insight into their personal circum-
stances and career trajectories. In most cases, however, I resorted
to scouring the Internet for obituaries, biographical blurbs, hiring
and retirement announcements, genealogical records, and other

37On the LeadershipConference’s founding, seeGelbman,Civil Rights Lobby, pp. 34–39,
and Kevin M. Schultz, “The FEPC and the Legacy of the Labor-Based Civil Rights
Movement of the 1940s,” Labor History 49 (2008), pp. 84–86.

38Gelbman, Civil Rights Lobby, pp. 77–79.
39The first Washington Representatives meeting was held on July 17, 1963, about a

month after President Kennedy delivered his proposal for an omnibus civil rights bill to
Congress, and the last was held on July 1, 1964, the day before President Johnson signed
the Civil Rights Act into law.Meetings were generally held on a weekly basis in the interim,
but were sometimes canceled due to other events (e.g. the August 28, 1963 March on
Washington) or if otherwise merited by the legislative calendar.

40Gelbman, Civil Rights Lobby, pp. 79–81.
41The sign-in sheets from the Civil Rights Act lobbying campaign are all in Part I, Box

34, LCCR Records, with one exception: theMay 6, 1964meeting sign-in sheet is in Part IX,
Box 119, folder 6, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People Records,
Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington, DC (hereafter NAACP Records).

42Another 122 individuals appear once each. In many cases, these individuals attended
a LCCR meeting as visitors or observers, not organizational representatives.

materials to piece together and corroborate mini-biographies.43
For each individual, I sought (with varying success) answers to
these questions:

• How old were they during the 1963–64 Civil Rights Act lobbying
campaign? Were they emerging adults still settling into a career
path, or were they mid-to-late-career professionals?

• Which organization did they represent at LeadershipConference
meetings, how long had they been employed or otherwise affili-
ated with that organization, and in what capacities?

• Apart from representing their organization at Leadership
Conferencemeetings and participating in its lobbying initiatives,
did they play any other roles in the civil rights movement?

• When did they move to Washington, DC and for what purpose?
• Did they have pre-1963 lobbying experience? If so, were they

registered as a congressional lobbyist and when did they first
register?44

• Did they have prior federal legislative experience, whether as a
member of Congress or as a congressional staffer?

• Did they have prior White House or federal agency experience?

In addition to seeking answers to these questions about individ-
ual lobbyists’ professional careers, I used a variety of primary and
secondary sources to gain insight into their interrelationships, pre-
1963 participation in Leadership Conference and other civil rights
lobbying initiatives, and home organizations’ investment in federal
legislative lobbying. While I was able to find answers to most of
the afore-listed questions for most of the 138 Washington repre-
sentatives, data limitations preclude quantitative analysis beyond
elemental descriptive statistics. As such, while the discussion that
follows does provide some numerical information about their
demographics and career experiences, my approach aims more to
qualitatively identify common patterns and pathways Washington
representatives took to the Civil Rights Act lobby. I discuss the
results of these efforts in the next two sections, which delve first
into the organizational contours of the Civil Rights Act lobbying
coalition and then into the career experiences of the personnel who
carried out its work during the year it took to secure passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

3. The Civil Rights Act lobby’s organizational landscape

Before turning to the Washington representatives’ individual-level
characteristics, this section surveys the landscape of organizations
they served. The CQ report states that the Leadership Conference
had 79 member organizations in February 1964 and names 51
groups that lobbied for HR 7152’s House passage.45 In fact, an
even greater number participated in the Civil Rights Act lobby. A
total of 86 organizations had formally affiliatedwith the Leadership
Conference by the time the Civil Rights Act was signed into law
in July 1964 while others participated in its work without join-
ing the coalition officially. According to the sign-in sheets, 80

43This is similar to the approachHalpin and Lotric use to trace contemporaryAustralian
lobbyist career trajectories, albeit without the benefit of LinkedIn or any equivalent resume
repository; see Darrin R. Halpin and Anthony Lotric, “The Place of Political Experience in
Lobbyist Careers: Decisive, Divergent or Diverse?” European Journal of Political Research
63 (2024): 192–213.

44Lobbyist registration was first mandated by the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act of
1946. I reviewed all lobbyist registrations published in the Congressional Record from 1947
through 1964 to identify when individuals who attended Leadership Conference meetings
first registered.

45“Intensive Lobbying,” p. 364.
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organizations were represented at two or more Washington rep-
resentatives meetings, including about 30 that were not included
in the CQ report’s list and 26 that were not LCCR members at
the time.46 As this accounting suggests, a number of Leadership
Conference member organizations had limited involvement in the
coalition’s direct lobbying for the Civil Rights Act. Some may
not have participated in the LCCR’s efforts at all,47 but archival
evidence suggests that at least some of them participated in the
Civil Rights Act lobby in other ways. While they may not have
assigned Washington-based legislative affairs personnel to attend
weekly meetings, their executive officers may have participated
in the Leadership Conference’s occasional meetings for heads of
organizations; they may have contributed financially to support its
Washington office; and they may have worked to mobilize grass-
roots participation in outside lobbying initiatives.48 All told, the
organizational network that fueled the Civil Rights Act lobby was
expansive and diverse.

As the CQ report indicates, basically four types of organizations
comprised the Leadership Conference coalition in 1963–1964: (1)
“civil rights groups,” including all of the major civil rights move-
ment organizations as well as several less-sung groups that were
principally concernedwithBlack racial equality; (2) “labor unions,”
including the AFL-CIO, its Industrial Union Department, and
an assortment of its affiliated unions, as well as other workers’
organizations like the Negro American Labor Council and the
Jewish Labor Committee; (3) “church groups,” including a variety
of Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish organizations; and (4) “other
groups,” an assortment of fraternal, professional, and civic associa-
tions, including the ACLU and Americans for Democratic Action
(ADA).49

While a comprehensive survey of this organizational landscape
is beyond the scope of this analysis, some consideration of the civil
rights sector is warranted as it bears on the question of the timing
of the civil rightsmovement’s institutionalization. In fact, all four of
the organizations McAdam credits with having initiated mostNew
York Times-reported civil rights protest events from 1961 to 1965
(NAACP, SCLC, SNCC, and CORE)50 simultaneously participated
in institutional lobbying, with three of the four having established a
Washington office sometime prior to the Civil Rights Act’s passage.

The most longstanding and influential was the NAACP’s
Washington Bureau, which had been established in 1942.51
Clarence Mitchell, a former journalist and Fair Employment

46“About 30” rather than a precise number because some mismatches may be due to
erroneous (and impossible to confirm) conflation of distinct organizations in the CQ list.

47“Tag-along” organizations that lend their name to the coalition without contributing
to its policywork are common in lobbying coalitions; seeKevinW.Hula,LobbyingTogether:
Interest Group Coalitions in Legislative Politics (Washington, DC: Georgetown University
Press, 1999), pp. 40–41.

48For example, an archived attendance sheet shows 16 organizations that did not par-
ticipate in at least two Washington representatives meetings did have representation at a
specialmeeting onApril 1, 1964 for organizational heads to discuss grassrootsmobilization
strategies to combat the Senate filibuster; Part I, Box 34, folder 30, LCCR Records.

49“Intensive Lobbying,” p. 364.
50Doug McAdam, Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 1930–1970

(Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1982), p. 154.
51An extensive archival record attests to the NAACP Washington Bureau’s robust lob-

bying operations from the mid-1940s on; see especially Part IX of the NAACP Records.
The NAACP did engage in legislative lobbying prior to the 1940s, as described in Francis,
Civil Rights. Creating the Washington Bureau marked a shift in both the NAACP’s com-
mitment to congressional lobbying as a means for achieving civil rights reform and its
increasingly professional approach to it. See, e.g., August Meier and John H. Bracey, Jr.,
“The NAACP as a Reform Movement, 1909–1965: ‘To Reach the Conscience of America,’”
Journal of Southern History 59 (1993): 3–30.

Practices Committee (FEPC) Associate Director and Director of
Field Operations, joined the Washington Bureau staff in 1946 and
became its director in 1950, a position he would hold until his
retirement in 1978. In 1954, he was joined by J. Francis Pohlhaus,
a Georgetown-trained attorney who had worked for the Federal
Security Agency and the Civil Rights Section of the Department
of Justice prior to his hire as the NAACP Washington Bureau’s
legal counsel. Both men were seasoned legislative lobbyists by
1963 and both played leading roles in the LCCR’s Civil Rights
Act campaign that kicked off that summer. Mitchell chaired the
LCCR’sWashington representativesmeetings and, alongwithAFL-
CIO legislative director Andrew J. Biemiller and former ADA
national director Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., participated regularly in
top-level strategy meetings with executive and legislative branch
officers.52 Working more behind the scenes, Pohlhaus coauthored
(with Rauh) the strategy memo that laid the blueprint for the Civil
Rights Act lobbying campaign and produced widely circulated
legal analyses of HR 7152’s provisions as the bill’s contents changed
through the course of the legislative process.53

The Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and
Southern Christian Leadership Conference both opened their
Washington offices during the Civil Rights Act campaign, in
October 1963 and February 1964, respectively.54 In contrast to the
NAACP, which had been founded more than 50 years earlier in the
North and had a long track record of institutional advocacy, these
organizations were created during the civil rights movement’s
heyday—SCLC in the wake of the 1955–56 Montgomery Bus
Boycott and SNCC amidst the 1960 sit-in wave—and specialized
in direct-action organizing in southern towns and cities. Both
nevertheless supplemented on-the-ground work in the South
with direct lobbying of executive and legislative branch officials in
Washington. This is perhaps less of a revelation for SCLC, as its
president Martin Luther King Jr.’s access to and negotiation with
U.S. presidents and other high-ranking government officials is
well-known. King himself was not involved in the day-to-day work
of civil rights legislation, but SCLC maintained a policy-focused
Washington presence as early as 1961 under the leadership of
Walter Fauntroy, a local Baptist pastor who had longstanding
interest in political affairs and would later serve as Washington,
DC’s first delegate to the House of Representatives. Records of
the first few LCCR meetings for Washington representatives show
Fauntroy as a liaison between March on Washington planners
and Civil Rights Act lobbyists in the summer of 1963.55 After

52For example, Mitchell, Rauh, and Biemiller make frequent appearances at top-level
meetings in the daily record of Senate Civil Rights Meeting kept by Stephen Horn, who
was then a legislative aide to Senator Tom Kuchel, the Republican floor manager for HR
7152 in the Senate. Several archives hold copies of Horn’s log; the one I examined is at the
Dirksen Congressional Center, Pekin, IL.

53A copy of the initial strategy memo is in Series 5, Box 13, folder 8, Americans
for Democratic Action Records, Wisconsin Historical Society, Madison, WI (hereafter
ADA Records). Pohlhaus’s other analyses include, inter alia, “Analysis of Subcommittee-
Passed HR 7152,” October 8, 1963, in Part IX, Box 131, folder 5, NAACP Records, and
“Memorandum Re: Legislative History of HR 7152,” March 31, 1963, in Part IX, Box 132,
folder 3, NAACP Records.

54The decision and timeline for the opening of SNCC’s Washington office are
discussed in the office’s December 28, 1963 report, available on the Civil Rights
Movement Veterans website at https://www.crmvet.org/docs/631228_sncc_report-
c.pdf. The SCLC’s Washington Bureau opening and staffing announcement is in
the February 1964 issue of the SCLC Newsletter, available on the same website at
https://www.crmvet.org/docs/sclc/6402_sclc_newsletter.pdf.

55Draft minutes of the July 17, July 24, and July 31, 1963 meetings, op cit. See also
Memorandum from AFL-CIO Civil Rights Director Boris Shishkin to George Meany, July
19, 1963, which reports that the Washington representatives directed Fauntroy to see if the
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the August 28th march, he continued to participate as SCLC’s
Washington representative throughout the year leading up to the
Civil Rights Act’s passage, attending nearly half of the LCCR’s
meetings during that time.

SNCC is remembered more for youthful militance and deep-
rooted community organizing, and so its institutional efforts
to influence legislation in Washington come as more of a sur-
prise. Nevertheless, SNCC too saw fit to establish a Washington
beachhead in 1963. Frank Tuerkheimer, who did Washington-
based legal work for SNCC that summer between his law school
graduation and judicial clerkship and attended two Leadership
Conference meetings during that time, offers insight into SNCC’s
interest in pursuing legislative reform through conventional
lobbying:

When SNCC volunteers came to places in the South to register voters they
were immediately hit with frivolous law suits which tied up their funds.
Since what SNCC volunteers were doing involved an exercise of their First
Amendment rights, their defenses raised federal questions and thus per-
mitted removal from the hostile state courts to the federal judicial system.
Unfortunately, federal district courts in the South were not … receptive …
Thus, the judges regularly remanded cases to the state courts.These remand
decisions were not appealable to the far more favorable forum of the Fifth
Circuit. My legislative assignment was to try to get that changed.56

As this quote suggests, SNCC’s Washington operation was instru-
mentally focused on supporting its on-the-ground efforts in the
Deep South, and so its legislative objectives were orthogonal to
those of organizations that viewed civil rights legislation more as
an end it itself; in turn, its Washington representatives’ role at
LCCR meetings was often tempestuous. SNCC would eventually
eschew institutional tactics (and its Leadership Conference affil-
iation), but in 1963 its leaders still saw promise in pursuing a
simultaneous strategy: building SNCC’s own capacity for institu-
tional advocacy and harnessing its goals to established civil rights
lobbying resources as ameans for advancing the extra-institutional
direct action that was its mainstay.

CORE was arguably the most decentralized and extra-
institutionally oriented of the four principal civil rights movement
organizations. It never did establish a legislative affairs office in
Washington or pursue its own lobbying agenda. Nevertheless,
CORE participated in the LCCR’s lobbying campaign for the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 even as it orchestrated direct-action protest
campaigns nationwide.57 It was represented at about half of the
Washington representatives meetings during the Civil Rights Act
campaign, usually by Marvin Rich, CORE’s Community Relations
Director since 1959.

Apart from these four movement headliners, several other
Black civil rights organizations maintained an active lobbying
presence in Washington. In fact, the National Council of Negro
Women (NCNW) was the first African American organization
to open a Washington Office. It did so in 1935 and lobbied for

March on Washington organizers would consider moving the march date to September
11 to better accommodate the legislative calendar. Box 31, folder 18, Records of the AFL-
CIO Civil Rights Department, George Meany AFL-CIO Memorial Archive, University of
Maryland, College Park.

56FrankTuerkheimer, “Remarks at theKastenmeier Tribute inWashington,DConApril
29, 2015,”Wisconsin Law Review (2015), pp. 597–598. Representative Kastenmeier (WI-D)
had been especially amenable to SNCC’s legislative efforts.

57For a survey of CORE’s extra-institutional campaigns during this period, see August
Meier and Elliott Rudwick, CORE: A Study in the Civil Rights Movement, 1942–1968
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1975), chapter 8.

civil rights and other legislation affecting Black women and chil-
dren for decades before the Civil Rights Act campaign.58 Several
Black fraternities and sororities also began lobbying for civil rights
legislation during the 1930s. Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, for
example, established its National Non-Partisan Council on Public
Affairs in 1938 and opened a Washington office staffed with a
full-time legislative representative soon after. Early on, fraterni-
ties and sororities coordinated their legislative lobbying efforts
through the Nonpartisan Lobby for Economic and Democratic
Rights and, subsequently, under the umbrella of the American
Committee on Human Rights, both of which had dedicated con-
gressional lobbyists.59 Finally, the National Urban League, which
had specialized in social work to improve the lot of Black migrants
to cities nationwide since its 1910 founding, took increasing inter-
est in federal policy advocacy under Whitney Young’s leadership
in the early 1960s. In addition to cultivating personal relation-
ships with top-level Kennedy administration personnel, Young
established a Washington Bureau in 1961 and hired Cernoria D.
Johnson, a former Works Progress Administration state director
and Executive Director of the of the Fort Worth and Oklahoma
City Urban Leagues, to serve as the League’s Washington
Representative.60

In contrast to the usual portrait of a direct action-focused
civil rights movement that succumbed to institutionalization only
after 1965, this discussion shows that Black civil rights orga-
nizations engaged simultaneously in institutional advocacy and
extra-institutional protest prior to the Civil and VRAs of the mid-
1960s. There was variation in their investment and experience
with legislative lobbying, to be sure. SNCC, CORE, and SCLC
were newcomers to Washington whose start-up lobbying opera-
tions were staffed by Beltway outsiders with limited policymaking
background.On the other hand, organizations like theNAACPand
NCNW had been at it for decades. By the time the Civil Rights
Act campaign began in 1963, their Washington office personnel
had ample experience and longstanding relationships with fed-
eral policymakers—not to mention with their peers in the labor,
religious, and other allied advocacy sectors.

4. Washington representatives’ career experiences

The 138 individuals who served as Washington representatives in
theCivil RightsAct lobbying campaignwere a diverse crowdwhose
paths to the Leadership Conference’s weekly meetings varied con-
siderably. They included 93 men and 45 women with ages ranging
from as young as 20 (Ron Wilmore, an undergraduate college stu-
dent who attended two Leadership Conference meetings on behalf
of the Washington Human Rights Project) to as old as 73 (Sibyl
E. Moses, the National Association of Colored Women’s Clubs’
legislative representative since 1945 and a frequent participant in
the LCCR’s work). Yet within this wide range most were solidly

58See, e.g., Rebecca Tuuri, Strategic Sisterhood:The National Council of NegroWomen in
the Black Freedom Struggle (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2018).

59See, e.g., Robert L. Harris, Jr. “Lobbying Congress for Civil Rights: The American
Council onHumanRights, 1948–1963,” inAfricanAmerican Fraternities and Sororities:The
Legacy and theVision, T.L. Brown,G.S. Parks, andC.M. Phillips, eds. (Lexington:University
Press of Kentucky, 2005); Gregory S. Parks, “‘Lifting as We Climb’: The American Council
on Human Rights and the Quest for Civil Rights,” American University Journal of Gender,
Social Policy, and the Law 25 (2017): 261–325.

60Dennis C. Dickerson,MilitantMediator:WhitneyM. Young, Jr. (Lexington: University
Press of Kentucky, 1998); Johnson’s employment history is in Part IV, Box 8, folder 3,
National Urban League Records, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington,
DC (hereafter NUL Records).
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Figure 1. Washington Representative Demographics.

of mid-to-late career age, as figure 1 suggests. About 60 percent
(n = 70) of the 116 individuals whose birth years I could identify
conclusively were aged 35-to-60 in 1963; in contrast, fewer than a
fifth (n = 21) were under 30 years old.

4.1. Pathways to the civil rights act lobby

No two Washington representatives followed identical paths to the
Civil Rights Act lobby. Nevertheless, a synoptic look at their expe-
riential trajectories suggests that most can be sorted into three
groups.

The first group of Washington representatives corresponds
most closely to the conventional wisdom of a civil rights move-
ment that did not yet have a firm foothold in institutional halls
of power. These individuals, accounting for perhaps a quar-
ter of the full Washington representatives list, came to the
Civil Rights Act lobby by way of extra-institutional civil rights
movement activism. A couple—Jerome Smith, who attended
two Leadership Conference meetings for CORE, and James P.
Breeden, an Episcopal priest based in Massachusetts who attended
four Washington Representatives meetings during his visits to
Washington—had been Freedom Riders in 1961. Their participa-
tion in institutional lobbying for the Civil Rights Act was sporadic
and complemented ongoing extra-institutional civil rights protest
work in 1963–1964, such as Breeden’s leadership of school boy-
cotts to protest de facto segregation in Boston. Most in this group
were students or recent graduates involved in civil rights activism
on college campuses. Several were leaders of the Theological
Students Vigil for Civil Rights, which coordinated an around-
the-clock prayer vigil by seminary students outside the Capitol
Building throughout the Senate filibuster of the Civil Rights Act.
Others represented organizations such as the Washington Human
Rights Project, DC Students for Civil Rights, and the Law Students
Civil Rights Research Council that sought to harness students’
academic skills and biographical availability in support of civil
rights legislation.

As this description suggests, the Washington representatives
in this first group clustered at the younger end of the age spec-
trum presented in Figure 1. Most did not live in Washington and
were at fewer than five Leadership Conferencemeetings.Themeet-
ings they did attend tended to be late in the Civil Rights Act
campaign—that is, after H.R. 7152 had already been approved by
the House—and so they were generally not involved in committee-
stage efforts to lobby for strengthening amendments nor are they
listed in the CQ report’s account of those who were involved in the
push forHouse passage. By and large, they were not well connected
to federal policymakers or experienced legislative lobbyists. Nor
did most of them pursue institutional policy work after the Civil
Rights Act campaign; rather, they returned to extra-institutional
civil rights activism, completed their studies, and/or settled into a
variety of non-political careers.

The second group of Washington representatives consists of
Washington natives, civic activists, and clergy who came to the
Civil Rights Act lobby through local community organizing and
advocacy. Among others, it includes Geneva K. Valentine and
Regina Chandler, local realtors who represented the National
Association of Negro Business & Professional Women’s Clubs at
LCCR Meetings; Philip R. Newell, an Episcopal priest who led an
ecumenical ministry at the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church
and attended Washington representatives meetings on behalf
of United Presbyterian Church and the Presbyterian Interracial
Council; and Joy Simonson, a one-time civil servant and labormar-
ket analyst who took up social activism during a long childrearing
hiatus from the paid workforce and participated in the Civil Rights
Act lobby as part of her involvement with the Washington Home
Rule Committee.

This second group comprised a relatively small set of
Washington representatives, accounting for perhaps a fifth of
the full list of 138. In contrast to the first group, its membership
skewed older and female. Many were practiced in and comfortable
with congressional lobbying, albeit more as an avocation or a
resource in their toolkit for pursuing local community objectives
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than as a mainstay of their professional life. These Washington
representatives were utility players who participated in the Civil
Rights Act lobby in various ways, whether through direct lobbying
of individual Members of Congress, facilitating citizen lobbying
visits by out-of-town clergy and grassroots civil rights supporters,
or filling gallery seats after the professional lobbyists’ work hours
during the long Senate filibuster. While not quite consummate
Beltway insiders, their involvement gives some lie to the notion
that civil rights movement forces could or would not pursue
institutional strategies for achieving their goals.

The third group, easily comprising more than half of the full
Washington representatives list, poses an even greater challenge to
the conventional view of the pre-VRA civil rights movement as an
outsider force relegated to extra-institutional activism for lack of
institutional access.Thesemen andwomen came to theCivil Rights
Act lobby in their capacity as full-time, salaried government rela-
tions personnel for national advocacy groups, labor unions, and
professional associations; in other words, they lobbied profession-
ally for organizations that invested some portion of their budget
in salaried staff whose job descriptions included promoting their
interests in the halls of government.

The vast majority of this third group had moved to Washington
to assume inside-the-Beltway positions at some point prior to
the Civil Rights Act campaign; the exceptions include a few DC
natives who pursued Beltway careers and individuals who were
not based in Washington but commuted frequently to lobby on
their home organizations’ behalf. A majority—35 of the 57 for
whom I could conclusively identify DC arrival dates—arrived in
Washington before 1960, in some cases as early as the 1930s. Most
others had been on the scene for at least a year or two before H.R.
7152 introduced. Only six relocated to Washington just in time for
the Civil Rights Act campaign, but even most of these had been
professionally involved in federal policymaking in some capac-
ity prior to moving there. As far as I can tell, just one individual
in this group—Jane O’Grady, who had been recently hired as a
legislative representative for the Amalgamated Clothing Workers
when she began attending Leadership Conference meetings in
December 1963 and would go on to serve a decades-long career as
aWashington-based labor lobbyist—was a true Beltway newcomer.

The Washington representatives in this third group were the
mainstay of the Civil Rights Act lobby. It is their names that pop-
ulate the CQ report’s list of Civil Rights Act lobbyists and, in
addition to sheer numerical preponderance, they were the ones
who attended Leadership Conference meetings most consistently,
including in the critical early stages of H.R. 7152’s considera-
tion. They account for all but a handful of individual sign-ins at
the LCCR’s July 1963 meetings, where the coalition’s priorities for
strengthening amendments were finalized and strategy for mobi-
lizing grassroots pressure and leveraging friendly House members’
support for their incorporation into the bill was developed. As
mentioned earlier, several of these Washington representatives
were routinely included in top-level meetings with key lawmak-
ers as the bill progressed, but many beyond this select few brought
their experience and connections to bear on both direct lobbying
and the design of LCCR-sponsored grassroots lobbying initia-
tives.61 Moreover, many of them would continue to collaborate
under the Leadership Conference aegis well after the Civil Rights

61Both the LCCR Records and these Washington representatives’ personal papers and
home organization records attest as much, as they are replete with correspondence, lobby-
ing reports, and meeting notes documenting these activities throughout the Civil Rights
Act campaign.

Act’s passage. In addition to regrouping to reprise their 1963–64
routines when the VRA came before Congress in the spring of
1965, theywere on hand for interim campaigns to coordinate advo-
cacy for Civil Rights Act enforcement and rules reform at the start
of the 89th Congress. Quite a few remained involved for years
after the Civil and VRAs’ passage to develop a committee system
within the Leadership Conference to monitor and advocate for
their robust enforcement and to lobby for additional legislation.62

4.2. Previous lobbying experience

Many of the men and women who attended LCCR meetings in
1963–64 had a good deal of prior experience as congressional
lobbyists. Twenty-nine had registered as such in compliance with
the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946, including seven
who were among the first registrants in 1947 and nine others
who registered during the 1950s. But registration records alone
understate the extent of the Washington representatives’ lobbying
experience. They obviously do not account for pre-1947 experi-
ence. Furthermore, the loophole-ridden 1946 legislation left con-
siderable leeway for organizations to determine that they or their
Washington representatives were not “principally” involved in
lobbying and opt out of registration.63 Archived organizational
records confirm that the question of whether and how to com-
ply with the legislation was a matter of consternation for some
LCCR-affiliated groups that worried about the implications of reg-
istration for their tax-exempt status.64 While some did have their
Washington representatives register immediately, others held off
a few years or avoided registering altogether. Manually explor-
ing individual career paths reveals even more extensive lobbying
experience—both among those who had officially registered as
lobbyists and within the Washington representatives list more
broadly.

As noted earlier, NAACP Washington Bureau Director
Clarence Mitchell, who chaired the Washington representatives
meeting, had lobbied for the NAACP since 1946—that is, for
6 years prior to his initial lobbyist registration in 1952 and
nearly two decades prior to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 cam-
paign.65 He was not unique in this regard; in fact, some twenty
Washington representatives had at least a decade of continuous
congressional lobbying experience in 1963. At least 17 others had
lobbied continuously since the mid-to-late 1950s, and another

62Sign-in sheets and occasionally other records from post-Civil Rights Act campaign
Washington representatives meetings through 1971 are in Part I, Boxes 34–36, LCCR
Records.

63See, e.g., George B. Galloway, “The Operation of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946,” American Political Science Review 45 (1951), pp. 41–68; Belle Zeller, “Regulation
of Pressure Groups and Lobbyists,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science 319 (1958), pp. 94–103; andGeneral AccountingOffice, “Federal Lobbying: Federal
Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946 Is Ineffective,” (July 1991).

64For example, see memorandum from Mike Masaoka, January 25, 1947, Box 5, Folder
1, Mike M. Masaoka Papers, Special Collections, J. Willard Marriott Library, University
of Utah, Salt Lake City, UT (hereafter Masaoka Papers) and November-December 1946
correspondence between Olya Margolin and Elsie Elfenbein in Box 2, folder 11, National
Council of Jewish Women Washington, D.C. Office Records, Manuscript Division, Library
of Congress, Washington, DC (hereafter NCJWDC Records). This concern remained in
force for years, as discussed in then-Senator John F. Kennedy’s law review article on
the matter, “Congressional Lobbies: A Chronic Problem Re-Examined,” Georgetown Law
Journal 45 (1957): 535–567.

65The NAACP was among the groups that held off on registration out of concern that
it would fuel segregationist pressure for IRS scrutiny; see Michael D. Minta, No Longer
Outsiders: Black and Latino Interest Group Advocacy on Capitol Hill (University of Chicago
Press, 2021), pp. 26–27, and correspondence in Part IX, Box 147, folders 5–6, NAACP
Records.
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15 began lobbying in 1960 or 1961, and so would have had at
least one full legislative session under their belts when the 88th
Congress opened. Yet others—like CORE’s Marvin Rich, who
had lobbied Congress on behalf of Teamsters local during the
1950s, and Ruth Kingman, who had lobbied Congress on behalf
of interned Japanese Americans as Executive Secretary of the
Pacific Coast Committee on American Principles and Fair Play
during World War II—had occasional congressional lobbying
experience during the 1940s or 1950s even if they did not pursue
such work continuously in the lead-up to the Civil Rights Act
campaign.

Practically across the board, Washington representatives’ pre-
1963 lobbying work was on behalf of either the same organizations
they worked for in 1963–64 or other organizations that comprised
the Leadership Conference’s expanded coalition that year. That
is, they were seasoned labor, religious, and public interest lobby-
ists who were accustomed to and skilled at advancing their home
organizations’ interests in a political arena that that systematically
favored their lavishly moneyed industrial and trade association
counterparts. While a full accounting of their experiences and
achievements is beyond the scope of this (and probably any) paper,
three biographical blurbs serve as illustrations:

• John Edelman began his congressional lobbying career as a
Pennsylvania-based hosiery workers union’s research director in
1926, nearly four decades before the Civil Rights Act campaign.
He moved to Washington in 1939, where he worked for several
government agencies prior to a 20-year stint asWashington office
director for the TextileWorkers Union of America. Among other
accomplishments, he was instrumental in shaping New Deal-
era public housing policy. He had recently retired from labor
lobbying when the Civil Rights Act campaign got underway in
1963, but remained active in the federal policymaking scene
and attended Leadership Conference meetings in his capacity as
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the National Consumers
League.

• Olya Margolin was hired as the National Council of Jewish
Women’s (NCJW) first Washington representative in 1944, just
over 19 years before the Civil Rights Act campaign got under-
way. In the late-wartime and early postwar context, her work
included legislative lobbying on a variety of employment and
consumer issues, as well as collaboration with the War and State
Departments to help shape the UN charter and advocate for
creation of the State of Israel. Margolin was also a regular partici-
pant in racial civil rights lobbying, initially through the National
Council for a Permanent FEPC, which coordinated efforts to
secure employment discrimination laws during the 1940s, and
later alongside Clarence Mitchell and other LCCR affiliates’ lob-
byists in support of theCivil Rights Act of 1957, filibuster reform,
and other civil rights priorities.

• Mike Masaoka moved to Washington in 1945 to represent the
west coast-based Japanese American Citizens League (JACL),
which had not previously had any Washington presence. By the
end of that decade, Reader’s Digest hailed him as “Washington’s
Most Successful Lobbyist” for his postwar work on an array of
laws to assist displaced Japanese Americans.66 Masaoka was also
instrumental in securing inclusion of a path to U.S. citizenship
for Japanese immigrants in the Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1952. These early achievements established him as a

66Alfred Steinberg, “Washington’sMost Successful Lobbyist,” Reader’s Digest, May 1949,
p. 125.

savvy legislative advocate with an impressive beltway network
and, soon after, he opened an independent lobbying and pub-
lic relations firm (Mike M. Masaoka Consultants, later Masaoka
& Associates, Inc.). While JACL remained its principal client
into the 1960s, Masaoka’s expertise and clientele broadened to
encompass a variety of domestic and international interests.

A number of Protestant church lobbyists—by many accounts
an essential force in persuading Midwest and Mountain State rep-
resentatives and senators to support the Civil Rights Act67—were
either themselves very longstanding participants in or inheritors
of long traditions of church lobbying that had their roots in the
Temperance and Prohibition movements, wartime advocacy for
conscientious objector draft exemptions, and the peace move-
ment.68 These included Helen Lineweaver, a researcher for United
Presbyterian Church since 1939; Olinda Roettger, the Lutheran
Church-Missouri Synod Board of Public Relations’ Washington
Secretary since 1948; Ed Snyder, a Friends Committee on National
Legislation (FCNL) lobbyist from 1955 to 1962 and subsequently
FCNL’s Executive Secretary; and James A. Hamilton, Associate
Director of the Washington Office of the National Council of
Churches since 1958.

In addition to their individual insider knowhow and efficacy,
many of the more experienced Washington representatives were
well-accustomed to working together in pursuit of their home
organizations’ shared legislative objectives. These collaborative
relationships feature prominently in lobbyists’ own accounts of
their careers. For example, Edelman’s memoir lists “enlarg[ing]
the concept of coalition lobbying” as the first of “three con-
structive things” he achieved as a labor lobbyist in the wake of
World War II. Several of the individuals he recalls in recounting
his coordination efforts had since retired or moved on to other
employment by 1963, but others—Margolin (NCJW), Biemiller
(AFL), Evelyn Dubrow (International Ladies Garment Workers
Union), and Mary Alice Baldinger (then of the ACLU; later execu-
tive director of the National Civil Liberties Clearinghouse)—were
active participants in the Leadership Conference’s Civil Rights Act
campaign.69 Masaoka’s daily activity log and Margolin’s NCJW
Washington Office files similarly attest to their cultivation of long-
standing working relationships with many of these same individu-
als, as well as others who appear in the Civil Rights ActWashington
representatives list.70

TheLeadershipConference itself grewout of a series of efforts to
coordinate civil rights lobbying during the 1940s.71 Though these
early postwar coalitions (and the Leadership Conference itself)
featured long organizational membership rosters to signal broad-
based support for civil rights reform, their policy work was carried
out by smaller cohorts of Washington representatives who were
well acquainted with both each other and the federal policymak-
ing scene. Within the Leadership Conference, this collaboration
crystalized in 1957 when Clarence Mitchell convened a group of

67Contemporaneous accounts that emphasize the role of church groups include, inter
alia, the CQ Report itself and E.W. Kenworthy, “Church Groups Termed Key to Rights
Bill,”New York Times, March 21, 1964. They are also hailed in retrospective accounts of the
Civil Rights Act’s passage; see, e.g., Loevy, To End All Segregation; and Clay Risen, The Bill
of the Century: The Epic Battle for the Civil Rights Act (New York: Bloomsbury, 2014).

68Luke Eugene Ebersole,Church Lobbying in theNation’s Capital (NewYork:Macmillan,
1951).

69John W. Edelman, Labor Lobbyist: The Autobiography of John W. Edelman, J. Carter,
ed. (Indianapolis, IN: Bobs-Merrill, 1974), p. 169.

70Boxes 11–17, Masaoka Papers; Boxes 1–6, 28–53, NCJWDC Records.
71Gelbman, The Civil Rights Lobby, chapter 2.
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fifteen Washington representatives for weekly coordinating meet-
ings in themonths leading up to passage of the Civil Rights Act that
was enacted that year. Most participants in this working group had
retired or moved on to other employment by the mid-1960s, but
five—Mitchell, Margolin, Snyder, Annalee Stewart (the Women’s
International League for Peace and Freedom’s legislative secre-
tary since 1949), andHerman Edelsberg (Anti-Defamation League
(ADL) Washington office director since 1948)—were still on hand
for the Civil Rights Act of 1964 campaign.72 Several others on
the 1963–1964 Washington representatives list appear in archival
records of subsequent coordinated lobbying activity, including
unsuccessful campaigns to restore the 1957 Act’s excised Part III
during the 1958 legislative session and secure legislation to restrict
literacy tests for voting in 1962.

4.3. A revolving door

As the foregoing suggests, many of the men and women who
attended the LCCR’s Washington representatives meetings in
1963–1964 had extensive experience as in-house organizational
lobbyists. Some pursued this line of work directly out of col-
lege or law school, or transitioned to it from other roles within
their home organizations.Otherswere recruited following employ-
ment in journalism, academia, or private legal practice. But of
particular interest for purposes of this study are the approximately
25 Washington representatives who were “revolving door” lobby-
ists; that is, they either became government relations professionals
after earlier career experiences in government service or moved
back and forth between the government and government relations
sectors over the course of their careers.73

Relatively few Washington representatives had direct legisla-
tive experience through prior service as members of Congress
or congressional staffers, though there are a handful who did.
The only former member of Congress was AFL-CIO Legislative
Director Andrew J. Biemiller, who had served two non-consecutive
terms (1945–46 and 1949–50) as representative of Wisconsin’s 5th
congressional district.74 Several others had experience in congres-
sional staff positions: ADL Washington Office Director Herman
Edelsberg had been counsel to Senate Subcommittees on Foreign
Trade and War Contracts during World War II; Roy Millenson had
about a decade of experience on the staff of Jacob K. Javits (R-NY)

72The fifteen individuals who were invited to these meetings are listed in a letter from
John G. Gunther (then a lobbyist for the ADA) to Arnold Aronson, April 25, 1957, Part 5,
Box 8, folder 3, Americans for Democratic Action Records, Wisconsin Historical Society,
Madison, WI (hereafter ADA Records).

73The revolving door metaphor is widely used in popular and scholarly discourse
to describe the movement of personnel from elected and appointed government posi-
tions to employment as lobbyists. Political science analyses of the revolving door phe-
nomenon in the U.S. context include Robert H. Salisbury, Paul Johnson, John P. Heinz,
Edward O. Lauman, and Robert L. Nelson, “Who You Know versus What You Know:
The Uses of Government Experience for Washington Lobbyists,” American Journal of
Political Science 33 (1989): 175–195; Timothy M. LaPira and Herschel F. Thomas III,
Revolving Door Lobbying: Public Service, Private Influence, and the Unequal Representation
of Interests (Lawrence:University Press of Kansas, 2017); JoshuaMcCrain, “RevolvingDoor
Lobbyists and the Value of Congressional Staff Connections,” Journal of Politics 80 (2018):
1369–1383; and Alexander Bolton and Joshua McCrain, “A Foot Out the Door: What
Drives Bureaucratic Exit into Lobbying Careers?” Political Science Research and Methods
(2023) DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2023.45.

74Prior to his service in Congress, Biemiller had been a member of the Wisconsin state
legislature for 5 years. One other Washington representative, Andrew A. Pettis Sr., who
attended a few LCCR meetings as Washington representative of the AFL-CIO’s Industrial
Union Department (IUD), ran unsuccessfully to represent Maine’s 1st congressional dis-
trict in 1944. Jacob Clayman, the IUD’s Administrative Director, served one 2-year term as
a representative in the Ohio state legislature during the early 1940s.

in both the House and the Senate before becoming the American
Jewish Committee’s Washington National Representative in 1959;
Felix Putterman of the Jewish War Veterans had been an admin-
istrative assistant to Rep. John Foley (D-MD) from 1956 to 1961;
andVioletGunther, the LeadershipConference’sWashington office
administrator, began her Washington career in 1940 as a legislative
assistant to Rep. Frank Hook (D-MI) prior to becoming a lobbyist
for ADA.

In contrast, quite a few Washington representatives had prior
experience in federal government agencies. Some gained this expe-
rience only shortly before theCivil RightsAct campaign. For exam-
ple, Jack Conway, who had been a Detroit-based organized labor
official since the mid-1940s, served 2 years as a Kennedy admin-
istration appointee to the Housing and Home Finance Agency
prior to becoming the AFL-CIO Industrial Union Department’s
executive director in March 1963. Morag Simchak, who attended
LCCR meetings on behalf of the National Women’s Committee
on Civil Rights,75 began working as a legislative assistant in
the Women’s Bureau of the Department of Labor in 1961 after
some 15 years on the United Rubber Workers’ government rela-
tions staff. Most, however, served during the FDR or Truman
administrations in New Deal, World War II, and early postwar
agencies.

The FEPC, which was established in 1941 and existed for the
duration of World War II, was a particularly important site for
Civil Rights Act lobbyists’ early career development.76 As noted
earlier, NAACP Washington Bureau Director Clarence Mitchell
began his Washington career as the FEPC’s Associate Director
and soon became its Director of Field Operations. He assumed
the latter position when its original incumbent, Will Maslow, left
to become the American Jewish Congress’s General Counsel and
Director of its new Commission on Law and Social Action—and,
in these capacities, a key player in the LCCR’s early organizational
development and legislative activity. Boris Shishkin, director of
the AFL-CIO’s Civil Rights Department and a LCCR Executive
Committee member from 1955 until midway through the Civil
Rights Act campaign, had been a FEPC member for 3 years during
his long tenure as an AFL economist. Bruce Hunt, an attorney who
signed into LCCRmeetings as aWashington Representative for the
American Jewish Congress, had been a southern regional director
and member of the FEPC’s Legal Division. Harry Kingman, who
co-founded the Citizens Lobby for Freedom and Fair Play with
his wife, Ruth, after moving to Washington at Clarence Mitchell’s
behest in 1957, had been the FEPC’s West Coast Regional Director
in 1943–45.77

While the FEPC was an especially formative hub, Civil Rights
Act lobbyists worked or consulted for a number of other NewDeal,
World War II, and postwar agencies, as well. A few were attorneys

75The National Women’s Committee on Civil Rights was established after a July 1963
White House meeting between Kennedy administration officials and woman leaders to
coordinate women’s organizations’ pro-civil rights activities, including lobbying for H.R.
7152. See Helen Laville, “‘Women of Conscience’ or ‘Women of Conviction’? The National
Women’s Committee on Civil Rights,” Journal of American Studies 43 (2009): 277–295.

76Chen likewise identifies FEPC service as formative for several postwar civil rights
advocates’ efforts to “navigat[e] the world of Washington politics”; Anthony S. Chen, The
Fifth Freedom: Jobs, Politics, and Civil Rights in the United States (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2009), p. 45; see also Gelbman, Civil Rights Lobby, p. 24.

77Yet otherswhowere not FEPCofficials participated in its work as organizational repre-
sentatives at FEPC hearings and consultants.Most notably, Arnold Aronson, co-founder of
the LeadershipConference and its Executive Secretary since its inception in the early 1950s,
served as FEPC Region VI consultant while running the Bureau of Jewish Employment
Problems in Chicago.
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for the National Labor Relations Board—two (Maslow and Hunt)
prior to their service at FEPC and a third (Ed Rovner of the
International Union of Electrical Workers) during the 1950s after
a brief stint at the War Stabilization Board. Besides Maslow and
Hunt, at least three others were among the influx of young lawyers
into Washington as the New Deal’s regulatory infrastructure took
shape in the 1930s and 1940s. Herman Edelsberg, the ADL lobbyist
who had also served as legal counsel to two Senate subcommit-
tees, got his start in Washington in 1941 working for the Board
of Economic Welfare and Office of Price Administration (OPA).
His colleague, ADL Washington counsel David Brody, served sev-
eral years in the Rural Electrification Administration. Joe Rauh, an
ADA founder who collaborated with ClarenceMitchell at the helm
of the Civil Rights Act lobby, came toWashington upon graduation
from Harvard Law School in 1935 for a Supreme Court clerkship.
Later that decade and into the 1940s, he worked with FDR’s “Brains
Trust” attorneys to draft New Deal legislation and served as coun-
sel to several regulatory agencies, including the Wage and Price
Administration, the Office for Emergency Management, and the
Lend-Lease Administration. Several organized labor lobbyists—
Biemiller, Edelman, and Shishkin among them—were involved
in the Roosevelt and Truman administrations’ economic man-
agement efforts, including both domestic agencies such as the
Housing Authority, OPA, and the War Production Board and
postwar initiatives to stimulate recovery abroad through the
Marshall Plan’s Economic Cooperation Administration and State
Department productivity projects in Europe and Japan. Several
women who participated in the Civil Rights Act Lobby, too, had
early career experiences in federal agencies. For example, Joy
Simonson of the Washington Home Rule committee had been
War Manpower Commission labor analyst during the early 1940s;
Sherley Koteen, who represented the National Council of Jewish
Women at several Leadership Conference meetings, had come to
Washington in 1941 as a Works Progress Administration intern
and subsequently worked for nearly a decade in the Civil Service
Commission; and Frances Neely, a legislative assistant for the
FCNL, had served as a Housing Agency economist during the
early 1950s.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Though largely overlooked in popular and scholarly accounts of
the civil rights movement, a vibrant lobbying sector facilitated
the historic legislative achievements of the Second Reconstruction.
As this study has shown, civil rights organizations that are bet-
ter known for litigation strategies and protest leadership during
the 1950s and 1960s simultaneously engaged in legislative lobby-
ing. Their Washington representatives collaborated within a vast
network of organizational lobbyists representing a variety of labor,
religious, civic, and other interest groups. And while the Civil
Rights Act lobby did include some newcomers to the legislative
scene in 1963, it was led and well-populated by men and women
who had years—even decades in some cases—of experience in
federal policymaking circles.

Acknowledging this wealth of Beltway experience complicates
traditional portrayals of the pre-VRA civil rights movement as an
outsider force relegated to using only disruptive, extra-institutional
tactics. To be sure, other markers of institutionalization had yet to
materialize. Black officeholding was still very limited. There were
only five Blackmembers of the 88th Congress—just onemore than
there had been in the preceding several Congresses where initial
“semi-successes” in civil rights legislation set the stage for the Civil

Rights Act of 1964 campaign.78 To the extent that Black legisla-
tors facilitate lobbying by civil rights organizations,79 their scarcity
prior to implementation of the VRA of 1965 added to the chal-
lenges civil rights advocates faced in building support for their
concerns in the halls of Congress. Southern Black citizens’ dis-
enfranchisement and their ostensible representatives’ investment
in sustaining Jim Crow likewise eliminated a conventional pres-
sure point for enjoining congressional action. Nor were national
policymakers—evenmany of thosewhowere purportedly pro-civil
rights—committed to prioritizing legislative civil rights reform,
especially when it threatened to derail progress in other policy
areas. In this context, direct-action protest tactics were essential
for placing and keeping civil rights legislation on the agenda—and,
as Kenneth Andrews and Sarah Gaby have shown, for bring-
ing half-hearted executive branch officials around to sponsoring
far-reaching reform.80

But the civil rights movement’s role in the development of civil
rights policy in the mid-1960s did not end with extra-institutional
disruption. Once protest activity inspired policymakers to act in
June 1963, tens of institutionally oriented advocates were on hand
to shepherd H.R. 7152 through the legislative process.81 As my
prior research on the Leadership Conference’s coordination capac-
ity has shown, these advocates’ work was sustained throughout the
year it took from the bill’s introduction to its enactment, and they
weremultifaceted in their efforts to press for specific strengthening
amendments and persuade ambivalent legislators not only to vote
for the bill itself but to support its progress by signing discharge
petitions, showing up for quorum calls, and otherwise protecting it
from obstruction.82 The present study’s focus on the qualifications
of the advocates themselves—as opposed to the LCCR’s coordi-
nating mechanisms—brings an additional dimension of the civil
rights movement’s propensity and capacity for institutional action
to the fore: Not only did the civil rights movement have an effective
organizational vehicle for bridging the protest and policymaking
spheres in 1963–64, but its principal organizations invested in lob-
bying personnel who collaborated to develop and implement the
Civil Rights Act lobbying campaign within an extensive network
of experienced government relations specialists.

These findings resonate with social movement scholarship that
sees institutionalization as a strategic orientation that activists
employ simultaneously with direct action protest. They also dove-
tail with Milkis and Tichenor’s characterization of the pre-VRA
civil rights movement as one that could—and did—marshal “sig-
nificant conventional political leverage” prior to the suffrage and
office-holding breakthroughs that are traditionally thought of as

78“Semi-successes” is from Jeffery A. Jenkins, “Initial Policy Breakthroughs:
Congressional Action on Civil Rights, 1951–1960,” unpublished manuscript presented at
the 11th Annual Congress and History Conference, May 24–25, 2012.

79Minta, No Longer Outsiders.
80Kenneth T. Andrews and SarahGaby, “Local Protest and Federal Policy:The Impact of

the Civil Rights Movement on the Civil Rights Act of 1964,” Sociological Forum 30 (2015):
509–527.

81This is not to suggest that institutional advocacy supplanted extra-institutional protest
for the duration of the legislative campaign. Ongoing direct-action campaigns continued
or and new ones were initiated throughout this period, including (but hardly limited to)
the aforementioned school boycotts in Boston and other northern cities, the SCLC’s St.
Augustine, Florida desegregation campaign, and SNCC-led community organizing that
would lay the groundwork for Freedom Summer and the Freedom Democratic Party
challenge in Mississippi.

82Gelbman, Civil Rights Lobby, chapter 4. Gelbman, p. 14, defines “coordination capac-
ity” as “the facility with which [interest group coalitions] can identify coalitional positions
and mobilize the resources of their member organizations for concerted action in pursuit
of shared objectives.”
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prerequisites for institutionally embedded advocacy.83 But whereas
Milkis and Tichenor highlight emergency interventions by high-
profile movement leaders to enjoin presidential action, this study’s
findings shift the focus to routine lobbying by lesser-known
men and women whose institutional experience and relationships
enabled them to navigate the legislative process and sustain pres-
sure on Congress throughout the year it took to enact the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. In turn, these findings highlight the need
for closer attention to the civil rights movement’s simultaneous
deployment of protest and lobbying strategies, as well as the impact
of this combination of outsider and insider approaches—not only
on the achievement of civil rights legislation per se, but on the
contents of the civil rights laws that were enacted.

Finally, in addition to its contribution to research on the civil
rights movement’s institutionalization, this article’s analysis sheds
new light on the notion of a “long civil rights movement” that
was seeded well before the high-profile protest events of the mid-
1950s and 1960s.84 Classic studies of the civil rights movement’s
origins have established that indigenous organizing was underway
in southern black communities for many years, setting the stage
for robust mobilization during the civil rights movement’s hey-
day.85 APD research, meanwhile, has highlighted various ways in
which prewar andWorld War II-era developments primed the fed-
eral government for the momentous reforms of the 1960s.86 In
tracing the professional careers of the men and women who lob-
bied for the Civil Rights Act of 1964, this paper shows that the
civil rights movement’s lobbying arm was similarly incubated long

83Milkis and Tichenor, Rivalry and Reform, p. 19.
84Jacquelyn Dowd Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement and the Uses of the Past,”

Journal of American History 91 (2005), 1233–1263.
85See especiallyMcAdam, Political Process, andAldonD.Morris,TheOrigins of the Civil

Rights Movement: Black Communities Organizing for Change (New York: Free Press, 1984).
86For example, Francis,Civil Rights; Kevin J.McMahon,ReconsideringRoosevelt onRace:

How the Presidency Paved the Road to Brown (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press,
2004); Sidney Milkis and Katherine Rader, “The March on Washington Movement, the
Fair Employment Practices Committee, and the Long Quest for Racial Justice,” Studies in
American Political Development 38 (2024): 16–35.

prior to its contributions to the Second Reconstruction’s legislative
achievements.While the impressive lobby the CQ report described
in February 1964 was unprecedented, many of those who worked
together that year to secure the Civil Rights Act’s passage had come
to know one another, the vicissitudes of the legislative process,
and the folkways of the Washington policy community through
many years of congressional lobbying experience and early-
career work in New Deal, wartime, and postwar administrative
agencies.

These findings raise questions for future research. For example,
to what extent and how did FDR- and Truman-era agency work
shape civil rights lobbyists’ policy sensibilities and, in turn, their
substantive interventions in the development and enforcement of
legislation like the Civil Rights Act of 1964? While the present
study’s resumé tracing does not afford insight into Washington
representatives’ policy tastes, it stands to reason that prior agency
experience would have had some impact on their work beyond
insider relationship-building and system knowledge, especially as
research in other contexts shows that biographical experiences,
including career trajectories, can have substantive effects on policy-
making behavior.87 More generally, these findings should encour-
age APD research on interconnections between administrative and
civil rights state development—and, especially, on the role person-
nel movement between the state and nongovernmental advocacy
sectors played in their cross-pollination.
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