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Mr. Dext. If the gentleman will yield, I would like to ask the
Chair to invite our colleague.

Chairman Prrrins. Come on up Bill. He authored the act of 1965.

Mr. Dext. I would like them to know that he is slowly ebbing
away from here.

Mr. Jomnson. As I was pointing out, our projects would under-
take to represent someone in a divorce, separation or annulment under
the same circumstances they would in any other kind of case. But
T also want to point out that the statistics reveal that in the vast
majority of cases where people have come seeking divorce, separa-
tion or annulment, the legal services program along with family help
service agencies have been able to work out a different solution to the
problem.

Mr. Danters. Would you initiate a divorce proceeding or a separa-
tion proceeding on behalf of a person ?

Mr. Joransox. Yes; we would, if that person was eligible financially
for the services.

Mr. Daxters. What is the justification for such action on your part?
How is it justified under this poverty program?

Mr. Jorxsox. We feel that the major purpose of our program, as
stated in the statute, is to promote justice among people living in
poverty, and that this entails offering to them the same scope of legal
services as is available to a rich man. If a State statute sets up
a right to obtain a divorce if certain grounds are present, then
the legal services program should afford an attorney to a poor man
to obtain that divorce in the same sense that a rich man has that
opportunity.

Mr. Meeps. Will the gentleman from New Jersey yield?

Mr. Daxnizecs. I yield.

Mr. M=zeps. Mr. Johnson, is it not true that in some instances that
a divorce or a legal separation is the best instrument to keep a person
from going into poverty or to enable a person to get out of poverty?

Mr. Jorwxson. Yes; there is a very good example from southern
Illinois, one of our projects there. A woman came to them who had
for several years been beaten by her husband and he had not been sup-
plying any support to her. She had someone else that she would have
liked to have married, but she had not been able to afford a divorce. The
legal services program obtained the divorce for her. She then married
the second man, and not only did they benefit, but the society benefited
because she had been on welfare before and now the second man was
supporting her.

Mr. Meeps. Are you aware, Mr. Johnson, that the community prop-
erty laws in some States—as for instance my own State of Washing-
ton—provide, when a couple are separated, that the husband can incur
obligations which the wife could be responsible for. In many in-
stances that I have seen personally where a wife was trying to make
a living for herself after being separated from her husband, but not
legally, or divorced. Her wages were subject to garnishment for debts
incurred by the husband because they were still a community and as
such she lost her job.

Mr. Jounsox. There are scores of these instances from California,
for instance.



