Supplemental Testimony of 
Ronald Keith Gaddie

Professor of Political Science

The University of Oklahoma
Submitted to the United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary in Response to Written Questions Received from Senators Coburn, Cornyn and Kohl

Submitted June 16, 2006

This supplement statement to my written and oral testimony of May 16, 2006, before the Senate Judiciary Committee, is submitted in response to questions received from Senators Herbert Kohl, John Cornyn, and Tom Coburn.  My responses are directed to the questions from these senators, in the order noted above.  In some instances, the inquiries of two or more senators overlap, and I direct the reader to those responses where appropriate.  

First, Senator Kohl appropriately asks the question regarding the Voting Rights Act and progress in voting rights, “would you agree that more work remains to be done? Why or why note? And given that statement, would you agree that the Voting Rights Act should be extended?”
It is evident that more work needs to be done.  The reality that selective jurisdictions continue to attempt to dilute minority participation opportunities, that some jurisdictions continue to host racially-polarized voting to the detriment of the minority communities beyond the structures of partisanship, and that some jurisdictions fail to learn the lessons to be taught through preclearance requires a reauthorization of the Act.  By the same token, after two generations, perhaps it is time to recognize that there are states and jurisdictions where much has been accomplished, and that recognition of the work that has been done is in order.

The reauthorization of the Act requires a circumspect examination of the reality of race and political participation in the United States.  The progress in minority voter participation in the covered jurisdictions is significant, especially in the Deep South.  Black voters participate at rates approaching or exceeding the rates of white voter participation.  To the extent that differences remain, they are matters of degree rather than orders of magnitude.  The great success of the Voting Rights Act is that it has ushered in two entire generations of increasing black voter participation in regions and localities where such participation was impossible six decades ago.  Voter participation was a symptom of the larger effort at the exclusion of black Americans from public life.  This symptom is in abeyance. 

The Act should be extended, but not without a careful discussion and delineation of what the problems are in the jurisdictions to be covered by the Act. It is important to show that the law is sufficiently inclusive in defining jurisdictions to be covered by the Act, but also not insufficiently exclusive.  The reality of race-related voting problems in the United States is that those problems are not exclusive to jurisdictions subject to the Voting Rights Act, Section 5, and that jurisdictions with real problems of minority voter access and participation are not picked up by the 1972 trigger mechanism.  I address this issue further in my response to other questions. 


Extend the Act.  But, take care to ensure that the extension both rewards patterns of good behavior and attainment by the covered jurisdictions, while also creating an Act that confronts the new challenges of voting rights identified by others in this process of discovery. And, in extending the Voting Rights Act, let us take care to ensure that the extension is not so lengthy as to exhaust the institutional memory and attentions of the Congress to the topic of voting rights.  I elaborate on these points further in the answers to specific questions by the other senators.
Senator Cornyn advances a series of specific questions, starting with: what empirical data can one cite that indicates the ability of minorities in the covered jurisdictions to participate fully in the electoral process is substantially different from minorities outside of the covered jurisdictions? 
There are multiple sources of information, but the most readily-available evidence comes from the compilation of reports developed by Charles Bullock and myself, and also the white paper we authored and which was submitted with my original testimony.
  Those reports show that there is an ongoing improvement in minority voter participation in many of the Section 5 states, and that the rate of minority participation compares favorably to the history of those states and also to the non-Southern states.

In these reports, we compare minority and Anglo white voting rates both within particular covered jurisdictions, and also to minority and Anglo white participation outside of covered jurisdictions.  Within the covered jurisdictions, especially the jurisdictions of the traditional South,
 there are decreasing differences in black and Anglo white voter participation.  In particular, a recent phenomenon we are witnessing with regard to turnout is the increase in black voter participation in the southern Section 5 states relative to black participation outside the South.

The tables below note the Census Bureau’s estimate of black voter turnout and registration for the years 1992 through 2002, and also the relative ranking, above or below that number, for Section 5-covered states.
  Only two states had black vote turnout below the non-Southern rate for the entire time series – Georgia and Florida.  One state, Alabama, had black voter turnout above the non-Southern rate in all six years, and Mississippi ranked above the non-South in four of six elections.  In 2000 and 2002, in eleven of eighteen comparisons, the southern Section 5 states had black voter turnout greater than the non-South. The data on black voter registration indicate generally greater success in enrolling blacks to vote in Section 5 southern states than outside the South.  Between five and nine Southern Section 5 states have black registration rates greater than the non-South for 1992-2002, and since 1996 only two southern Section 5 states – Virginia and Florida – have self-reported black voter registration rates lower than the self-report rate among non-Southern blacks.  Black voters are generally more often eligible and enrolled to vote in Section 5 states in the South, though that eligibility is not acted on with as much frequency.
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Senator Cornyn then inquires about whether I support updating the voter participation trigger formula to reference participation in more recent elections, and whether I would  extend Section 5 coverage to jurisdictions that have been the subject of a successful Section 2 challenge.
I support updating the coverage formula to refer to the Presidential elections of 2000 and 2004, instead of 1964, 1968, and 1972, but with a proviso: that in updating the trigger to the two most recent elections, the trigger be given the capacity to consider the evolution of the electorate.  In addition to updating the trigger for current coverage to 2000 or 2004, I would suggest revising the language of the trigger to state that a jurisdiction where less than 50 percent of voting age eligible were registered to vote as of the Monday before the most recent Presidential election, or less than 50 percent of voting age eligible voted in the most recent Presidential election, that jurisdiction would trigger section 5 coverage.  

This change in wording would guarantee that jurisdictions wherein there was a falloff in voter participation would trigger oversight by the Department of Justice.  This floating trigger provision should not automatically bailout a jurisdiction just because the jurisdiction attained majority voter turnout in the most recent presidential election.


I also support adding the presidential election of 2000 and/or 2004 as well as any political subdivisions that have been subject to section 2 litigation say, in the last five or ten years, to this formula in order to pick up jurisdictions that have begun discriminating wince the 1970s. The purpose of the Voting Rights Act is to ensure minority voter participation where historic disfranchisement has prevented such participation.  Our own analysis shows that the longer one applies the oversight mechanism, the more successful minority voters are in achieving full participation in the process.  The history of Section 2 challenges in the United States demonstrates that the problems of abuse of minority access to the electoral process are neither exclusively southern or exclusively in jurisdictions where Section 5 has been applied since 1972.  Applying Section 5 as a mandatory sanction as a consequence of losing a Section 2 challenge can have the chilling effect of discouraging jurisdictions from engaging in discriminatory voting practices even if they do not trip either the existing trigger mechanism or the proposed trigger mechanism articulated by Senator Cornyn.  


In addition, I would support the continued application of Section 5 to a jurisdiction that had been subject to an objection under Section 5 in the last ten years, and which objection had been sustained on appeal.  These jurisdictions would not be eligible to “bail out” from under Section 5 coverage under the existing law, and updating the trigger should not be sufficient grounds to excuse the inability to comply with Section 5 in recent memory.


Taken together, propositions such as those advanced above create an evolutionary and responsive trigger mechanism for the Voting Rights Act that ensures the integrity of the intent of the Act – maintaining minority voter access – while also ensuring that the Act’s scope of coverage can evolve to include new, potentially problematic jurisdictions in the future.
Senator Cornyn’s next question inquires after the relevance of City of Boerne v. Flores, in which the Supreme Court indicated that Congress may not rely on data over forty years old as a basis for legislating under the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, because legislative record of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act “lacks examples of modern instances of generally applicable laws passed because of religious bigotry.”  Would I support removing – at a minimum – the year 1964 from the coverage formula?  

I am not a legal scholar so I will be circumspect in my answer to the City of Boerne question.  The court has indicated that data over forty years old cannot be relied on as a basis for legislating under the 14th and 15th amendments.  The election of 1964 occurred over 40 years ago.  Certainly striking the 1964 election from the trigger is consistent with the Court’s interpretation of the scope of data that might be used to craft policy in this area. Too, because tests and devices as qualifications to vote have been abolished for forty years, one must ask whether that evidence can inform the shape of policy into the future. An informative contrast is to consider the politics of the South in the summer of 1964: Republicans held one US Senate seat, no state executive positions, and literally a handful of US House seats and a paucity of state legislative seats.   As illustrated in the figure
 below, which graphs the growth of Republican political development, things have certainly changed.  The Republican Party has emerged as a competitive – if not dominant -- political alternative in the South.  Whether from a partisan perspective or a racial perspective, the environment of the early 1960s is not informative of the current shape of politics in the Southern Section 5 states.  An examination of the time-series data we have collected on minority political progress in the Section 5 indicates a similar difference over four decades.  
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Noting the very low rate of Department of Justice preclearance objections, Senator Cornyn asks: What percentage of objections below 0.153 do covered jurisdictions need to achieve before Congress can let Section 5 expire?  Last year, according to DOJ data, there was only 1 objection out of 4734 submissions.  Is that sufficient to warrant Section 5 coverage?  Why or why not?

With regard to the question of how few objections must occur before Section 5 coverage is no longer warranted, it is evident that there is no bright-line number.  Advocates of blanket renewal note the need for sustained Section 5 coverage because “some jurisdictions don’t get the message,” and point to both instances of Section 2 challenges and instances of Section 5 objections as blanket evidence.  But jurisdictions are getting the message on most levels and in most places. In the table below, I indicate the number of objections, by state, under the Voting Rights Act.  
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The state with the most objections, Texas at 197, also has the largest number of covered subjurisdictions (254 counties, over 300 school boards, and over 1,200 incorporated cities), as does the second most-objected jurisdiction, Georgia (159 counties, over 450 cities, and over 180 school districts).  Two states with covered jurisdictions have never had a section 5 objection (Michigan and New Hampshire) and another four have had objections in the single-digits (Alaska, California, Florida, South Dakota).  The majority of objections outside of Texas have come in the southern states covered by the original 1965 trigger, and of those the top five states for objections are all in the Deep South.
The rate of objections under Section 5 has declined appreciably in the past decade.  From 1965 to 1974, the DOJ objected to 161 changes in election practices across nine states.  Of those objections, one was in Arizona and two were in New York, while 41 were in Georgia and 38 were in Louisiana.  From 1975 to 1984, 403 three objections were issued across thirteen states, with a high of 103 in Texas and none in Michigan, New Hampshire, or Alaska. Only fifteen other objections were issued in states outside those states original covered by the original trigger. From 1985 to 1994, 397 objections were issued.  Alaska incurred its only objection to date, while Texas again led with 79 objections. Only 24 non-Texas objects occurred outside the original 1965 trigger states, where Mississippi (66) and Louisiana (62) led in objections.  In the most recent decade, DOJ objections have fallen appreciably across the board. Only 87 total objections were lodged (recall that Texas alone averaged 92 objections a decade for the previous two decades), with Louisiana (nineteen) and South Carolina (fourteen) leading all states.  The number of objections to changes in the original 1965 trigger states fell from 294 from 1985-94 to just 66 from 1995 to present.  The effect is across the board: Alabama, from 35 to two (-94.3%); Georgia, from 52 to ten (-80.7%); Mississippi, from 66 to eleven (-83.3%); Louisiana, from 62 to nineteen (-69.4%); North Carolina, from 30 to four (-86.6%); South Carolina, from 42 to fourteen (-66.7%); Virginia, from seven to six (-14.3%).  In Texas, objections fell from 79 to 13 (-83.6%), while in the remaining covered jurisdictions, objections fell from twenty-four to eight (-66.7%).


The bailout provision of the 1982 reauthorization does give an indication of the minimal amount of time a jurisdiction must be objection-free to be eligible to exit Section 5 oversight: ten years. The paucity of objections in the last decade indicates that the lessons of the Voting Rights Act are being learned by the affected jurisdictions, and that many localities are meeting this first, initial criterion for exiting coverage.  I address this issue further in my responses to Senator Coburn regarding jurisdiction bailout.
Senator Cornyn next inquires about support for a shorter renewal period, say five or ten years. 

There is a lack of clear differentiation between covered and non-covered jurisdictions on dimensions of minority voter participation and access to the political process. A shorter period of reauthorization is therefore in order. A better rationale for a short reauthorization of, say, seven years is based on the need for there to be greater institutional memory among members of Congress and an active monitoring of Voting Rights progress by the Judiciary committees of the US Senate and US House of Representatives.  Even a five-year renewal guarantees that the preclearance provision will be in force for the next round of redistricting, and the Act would come up for review in the midst of its application.
In conclusion, Senator Cornyn asks after the practical implications of the Ashcroft decisions and whether “influence” districts, with relatively low numbers of minority voters, should be protected under the plan?  
I am not of the opinion that districts with relatively low numbers of minority voters should be protected under a redistricting plan.  I direct the committee to my comments in Sessions v. Perry, in response to the evaluation of the “performance” of coalition districts and districts with low minority percentages in the Texas congressional map. In the Texas redistricting trial, the three-judge panel was confronted with an argument that districts that were not majority-minority, but which performed for minority voters who did not control the election, enjoyed special protection.  The majority in Sessions responded that 

Gingles and the cases that followed it have been keenly aware that the defining concepts of Gingles – numbers and cohesion – are critical to its studied effort to confine the limits of the Act to those situations that dilute minorities’ opportunity to vote without protecting  coalitions that may be helpful or even essential to the leveraging of their strength. Properly confined, the Act implements the fundamentals of factions. Unconfined it reaches into the political market and supports persons joined, not by race, but by common view. Serious constitutional questions loom at that juncture.

The majority quoted my argument in deposition for the case, that
 “Plaintiffs’ view of influence districts ‘would lock in a majority of seats for the party getting the minority of the vote’ . . .  that [the  alleged coalitional district 24 ] was not protected under § 2 and that it was not possible to draw a second, sufficiently compact majority minority district in Dallas.” 
I observed at that time and continue to hold that 
“[District 24] is not going to meet the first prong of the Gingles criteria. . . . It is not a district in which you have one minority group which can constitute a majority of the population. It’s not a district where that minority group controls primary and the general election. It’s not possible to draw a second sufficiently compact majority district in Dallas if you draw District 30” 
and that if § 2 protection extended to the then-District 24 absent the Gingles factors, the Voting Rights Act begins to protect political affiliation rather than race, because if the act protects a district where coalitions are required to elect a candidate of choice 
“you’re on a slippery slope to essentially saying, ‘Well, if it’s a Democratic district, you can’t re-draw it.’ And intellectually, that to me is troubling because it sets up a circumstance where one party has its constituency protected under the Voting Rights Act and . . . the other party doesn’t have any protections at all.’” 

The district court concluded that 
“Protecting districts that are defined and controlled by political coalition and not race would infringe on the clear right of the state to choose its method of compliance with the Voting Rights Act. If there is no obligation to create an influence district, there is no obligation to retain one.”

I also direct the committee my previous observations about the redistricting that led to the Ashcroft decision, at the end of our report on Georgia.
  These statements by then-advocates of the Georgia approach clearly articulate a set of circumstances that indicate a diminished role for race in the state’s politics, and the willingness to use race in the context of party politics to create districts that elect members based on common political belief:

“A leading supporter of the effort to reduce minority concentrations in legislative districts was Congressman John Lewis . . . Explaining why he did not object to the reduction in minority concentrations, Lewis said of Georgia, 

The state is not the same state it was.  It’s not the same state that it was in 1965or in 1975, or even in 1980 or 1990.  We have changed.  We’ve come a great istance.  I think in - - it’s not just in Georgia, but in the American South, I think people are preparing to lay down the burden of race.

Elsewhere in this same affidavit, Lewis elaborated,

I think many voters, white and black voters, in metro Atlanta and elsewhere in Georgia, have been able to see black candidates get out and campaign and work hard for all voters.  And they have seen people deal with issues as, I said before, that transcend race:  economic issues, environmental issues, issues of war and peace. . . So there has been a transformation, it’s a different state, it’s a different political climate, it’s a different political environment.   It’s altogether a different world that we live, really.

Senator Robert Brown who served as vice-chair of the Senate Reapportionment Committee also agreed that major changes have taken place in Georgia.  During the course of an affidavit, he express the nature of the change as follows:  “There are other examples of that around the state that I think suggest that there has been some change from that rigid, ‘if there’s an African-American on the ticket, there’s an automatic ‘no’ votes for whites.’”
,

Our examination of partisan elections in Georgia substantiated the claims of Representative Lewis and Senator Brown, that Democratic candidates are undifferentiated by white voters based on the respective candidates’ race.  Black and white candidates can run similarly well or similarly poorly among Georgia’s white voters. In a political environment where black and white legislators coalesce to pull down the concentration of black majorities to achieve broader political gains; where party politics, while having a racial structure does not differentiate candidates on the basis of race; where black candidates who are preferred by black voters prevail both statewide and potentially in non-majority minority districts; and where black officeholders increasingly approach proportionality in officeholding, the need for continued coverage under section 5 is called into question. When taken out of the majority-minority context, the use of race in crafting electoral districts takes on predominantly a political rather than racial or ethnic character, as observed by the majority in Sessions v. Perry.
Senator Coburn advances a series of related questions, some of which overlap with the queries of Senator Cornyn. Senator Coburn first asks if, with the improved state of race relations in the US since 1965, including vastly improved minority voter registration and turnout, is the Section 4 trigger for coverage under Section 5 still appropriate to the proposed reauthorization of the Voting Rights Act?  
I address this issue in my response to Senator Cornyn’s second and third questions.  An updated trigger is called for, although simply updating the trigger to the most recent presidential election is insufficient to the purpose of the legislation.  We possess two generations of information on progress in voting rights, minority participation, and litigation nationwide with which to guide the crafting of both a trigger mechanism and a bailout provision. Also, we do know of jurisdictions activated by the old trigger where “lessons have not been learned,” where Section 5 objections continue to be issued, despite relatively high voter registration and turnout.  
Then, Senator Coburn inquires whether, if the trigger is to be maintained as 1972 presidential election participation, is it appropriate to extend coverage for 25 years?
As I indicated in response to Senator Cornyn’s fifth question, while the Voting Rights Act should be renewed, there are many persuasive legal and practical reasons for a shorter renewal period, not the least of which is the fact that the purpose of sunset legislation is to compel the legislature to visit with frequency and an existing institutional memory the need to continue public policies.
With regard to Senator Coburn’s third question “[a]re there alternative conceptualizations of the trigger that might address concerns of critics who wish to update the trigger, while also alleviating concerns of ‘backsliding’ if the trigger is updated from 1972”:  the potential updated triggers I describe in response to Senator Cornyn’s second question can guard against backsliding. This conceptualization of the trigger does so by holding out the prospect of triggering renewed coverage should voter registration or participation fall below 50% of the voting age eligible population in the most recent presidential election.  A bailed-out jurisdiction could “bail back in” if voter participation falls off.  A jurisdiction that loses a Section 2 challenge would find itself back under Section 5.  It might also make sense to strike the “tests and devices” provision from the trigger, as those tests and devices are now permanently banned in any event.
Senator Coburn next inquires whether leaving the trigger unchanged increases the likelihood that a reauthorization until 2031 will be struck down by the Supreme Court.
Again, while I am neither legal scholar or prognosticator of the actions of the Supreme Court, but the time-limitations on the use of data in crafting policy under the 14th and 15th amendments in City of Boerne indicate a potential vulnerability should the legislature choose to leave the trigger unchanged in the renewed legislation.  
The next two questions posed by Senator Coburn ask how a broad-based “bailout” of covered jurisdictions might be implemented, and if there are there alternative conceptualizations of the bailout provision that would increase the opportunity for a jurisdiction to succeed in a bailout attempt?
In my initial written testimony to the committee, I noted that 

The Lawyers Committee on Civil Rights Under the Law offers an efficient description of the conditions to be met by a jurisdiction seeking to bail out from under Section 5 coverage. The jurisdiction must show that, for the previous ten years: it has not used a test or device that has a discriminatory purpose or effect as a precondition to registering or voting; not have had a US court issue a final judgment against the city or county for voting discrimination; show full compliance with section 5 -- including timely submission of voting changes and no implementation of objectionable changes before final resolution; not had a proposed voting change objected to by the attorney general and no declamatory judgment denied under section 5 by the US District Court for the District of Columbia; no Federal examiners were assigned to the city or county under the Voting Rights Act.  In addition, a jurisdiction must show that it has not engaged in other discriminatory practices prohibited by the law; must show that it has taken constructive steps to increaseminority access to the political process; and show that there has been an increase in minority political participation (emphasis added). 
 

A bailout can be implemented by first identifying those jurisdictions that meet the first five conditions identified above.  A determination can be made by an examination of the factual public record by the Department of Justice, in order to identify and notify “potentially eligible jurisdictions” that can apply for bailout.  Then, the jurisdictions in question can take proactive to steps to document evidence of the last three conditions identified above.


The challenge is that the documentary record for the first five conditions will be subject to dispute, and would most certainly lead to litigation.  An alternative, which transfers the burden of proof away from the jurisdiction and toward the national government, is to automatically bailout all of the jurisdictions that meet the first five criteria, and then consider restoring to preclearance coverage jurisdictions where either the DOJ or local plaintiffs challenge the bailout based on the ability to meet the last three criteria.  Any jurisdiction failing on any of the three latter criteria would be placed back under Section 5 oversight.  This latter proposition transforms continuing coverage under Section 5 to resemble Section 2, by shifting the initiative and burden.

The last question posed by Senator Coburn asks “In the Unofficial Transcript of the hearing on May 16, 2006, page 35-36, Professor Pam Karlan said in reference to Georgia’s redistricting plan at issue in Georgia v. Ashcroft, that the Department of Justice ‘got it right’ because two of the white Democrats elected under the new plan switched party affiliation and became Republicans.  She said ‘Now I am sure that the Republicans in Georgia are very fair folks, but those black voters have no influence in those districts.’ Do you agree with Professor Karlan’s assertion that minority voters in Republican districts ‘have no influence’?”  

If influence is only defined as being part of the electoral coalition that elected those representatives, then Professor Karlan is correct.  There are, however, a variety of other ways to consider the issue of representation and influence.  But first we might visit Professor Karlan’s facts.  

After the 2002 elections, it was not two Democrats who changed party to the Republicans, but four: Senators Hill, Bowen, Cheeks, and Lee.  Of those, one, Senator Cheeks, represented a majority-black state senate district (23) that was 51.5% black by VAP and 49.4% black by registration.  

Senator Cheeks was nominated and elected without opposition in 2002, despite the effort of majority leader Charles Walker to imperil his incumbency in the primary by boosting the black percentage in his district. We cannot determine whether he was or was not the preferred candidate of the minority electorate.  The post-Larios re-redistricting of 2004 placed Senator Cheeks in a state senate district with African-American Charles Walker, who soundly defeated Cheeks in the general election.  Senators Bowen and Lee were not on the 2004 general election ballot, as Bowen retired and Lee was defeated for renomination and their districts sent other Republicans to serve under the Gold Dome. Only Senator Hill, who represented a district just over one-third black by VAP and 32% black by registration, was reelected as a Republican.  Such a district might have been considered a coalition district under Justice O’Connor’s dicta in Ashcroft, but it is far from the empirically-determined 44.3% black threshold for an “even opportunity” advocated by Professor Epstein at trial. The political choices of incumbents defied the electorate, but their defiance was short-lived in three cases and ratified decisively in the subsequent general election in the fourth instance.

For the time that these legislators were in office, the argument that minority constituents were “without influence” does not necessarily hold.  First, political science literature indicates that Republican and Democratic legislators both provide constituency service related representation within the bureaucracy to constituents across racial lines.  Richard Fenno documents such a case, from Georgia, in the representative efforts of Republican Mac Collins towards his black constituents in Georgia’s 3d and 8th congressional districts throughout the 1990s.
  


Also, there is the concept of “collective representation,” advanced first by Robert Weissberg and then reiterated by Pat Hurley.
  Collective representation holds that voters find representation not just through their geographic representative, but also through other legislators who descriptively associate with the voter.  Work on both racial/ethnic minority representation and also gender representation finds that minority and women legislators perceive themselves as also filling “group” representation roles, so the constituent might find representation through the entire political process rather than just a district in a map.  The notion of assessing retrogression in the context of the entire map too implies that minority representation is not localized in nature.  


Reasonable intellectual arguments exist to contend that these voters, victimized by politicians who defied the electoral will, can find representation through the political process or beyond the bounds of party.  Too, the evidentiary record indicates that the undoing of the Ashcroft-case Georia gerrymander by the Larios court led to a map that did not return three of four pledge-breakers to the Senate, including the one senator who had defected in a majority-black district, and who ran again in a district that had a somewhat enhanced black VAP.  Given the tight linear relationship between the size of a black population in a jurisdiction and the proportion of the vote for Democratic candidates in Georgia politics, and the magnitude of Cheeks loss (nearly twelve points), he might also have lost reelection to a black general election challenger in the old configuration of his district. The electorate was able to correct against these acts of politics, through politics. 
Frequency of DOJ Preclearance Objections Since 1965





State			1965-1974	1975-1984	1985-1994	1995-2005





Alabama		21		44		35		2


Georgia			41		68		52		10


Mississippi		25		67		66		11


Louisiana		38		27		62		19


North Carolina		5		23		30		4


South Carolina		20		44		42		14


Virginia			8		10		7		6





Texas			---		105		79		13


Florida			---		1		2		2


California		---		2		3		1


New York		2		4		5		2


Arizona			1		6		13		2


Michigan		---		0		0		0


New Hampshire		---		0		0		0


South Dakota		---		2		0		1


Alaska			---		0		1		0








Compiled from U.S. Department of Justice data posted at � HYPERLINK "http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/voting/sec_5/obj_activ.htm" ��http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/voting/sec_5/obj_activ.htm� (accessed September 15, 2005).
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