Ken Hodges’ Statement Regarding the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 Causes Great Concern

July 1, 2010 Join Statement from:

Representative Tyrone Brooks, President of the Georgia Association of Black Elected Officials
Senator Vincent Fort, Senate District 39

Representative Roger Bruce, House District 64

Atlanta City Councilman Michael Julian Bond, Post 1, At-Large

The following statement has been prepared in response to Ken Hodges’ statement at an Attorney
General candidates’ forum on May 26", 2010 and to his clarification of said statement made to the
Fulton County Daily Report editor Ed Bean on May 28", 2010.

Background Information: Ken Hodges participated in an Attorney General Candidate Forum hosted by

the Georgia Chamber of Commerce and moderated by Ed Bean of the Fulton County Daily Report on
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A day later, the Fulton County Daily Report ran a retraction that revealed continuing uncertainty on the

part of Mr. Hodges over whether the law was necessary. After watching the video of his answer, the
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Hodges was actually saying that he has not looked at evidence of discrimination in Georgia. The editor

called Mr. Hodges and reported the following online, “I talked to Hodges this afternoon, and he says

he certainly has studied the voting rights law, and his meaning was that he hasn’t studied whether

current evidence of discrimination in Georgia justified the continued preclearance requirement.”

Over a month after his initial gaffe, Mr. Hodges still could not give voice to a full commitment to the Act

and its pre-clearance requirements.

JOINT STATEMENT:

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 has been widely considered the most important piece of
legislation for civil rights in our nation’s history. Utilizing a federal pre-clearance system,
states are no longer able to create barriers to voting or draw maps that dilute equal
representation within political districts. We are deeply concerned that Mr. Hodges, a
Democratic candidate for Attorney General, is unsure of the continuing need for the Act and
unaware of whether discrimination continues to occur. Let us assure him and anyone else in
doubt today—the Act is needed and discrimination is real.

In both his initial statement and his clarification more than a day later, Ken Hodges states
that he is unsure whether Georgia should still be subject to the federal pre-clearance
requirements of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. We stand together today to state,



unequivocally, that Georgia indeed needs to continue to move forward under the federal pre-
clearance requirements of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Without the federal preclearance
provision of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, states could systematically change eligibility
requirements and redraw house, senate and congressional districts in a way that dilutes
African-American voting power. With one swipe of the pen, a congressional district, like that
of Congressman John Lewis, could be redrawn with a Republican majority.

Many voters in our senior communities remember their experiences voting pre-1965—if they
were allowed to vote at all. While much progress has been made since 45 years ago, there is
still much to do. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 not only sustains our progress towards true
equality, but it is symbolic of a time in our history, that was not so long ago, when voters
were systematically disenfranchised because of the color of their skin.

Georgia simply cannot risk having an Attorney General who is unsure if our state should be
subject to the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Our state deserves an Attorney General who is in
touch with the needs of the citizens and who has demonstrated a strong commitment over
time to protecting the rights of voters. Simply put, not knowing where you stand on the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 at this stage in the election process is unacceptable. We need that
law, and it’s provision of federal preclearance to ensure that our state continues to move
forward with equal representation for all.

HitH



