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Editor's Note—The day before this publication went to print a lawsuit
which would require the Census Bureau to make an adjustment for any
undercount of minorities in the 1990 Census was settled out of court.
The settlement stipulates that the Census Bureau will appoint a panel of
eight experts to make a recommendation regarding the undercount
adjustment issue. Any adjustment must be made by July 1991.

The final decision to make an adjustment will rest with the Secretary of
Commerce, but the settlement requires that the Secretary give the
recommendation of the panel “due consideration.” In the meantime the
Census Bureau will conduct the full traditional Census.

Since many sections of this report contain references to this lawsuit,
some of those references may now be outdated.
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Introduction: The 1990 Census and Political Power

for Minorities
by William P. O'Hare

Two dates should already be marked on your calendar: April 1,
1990, and April 1, 1991. The firstis the day the U.S. Bureau of the Census
will conduct the 1290 Decennial Census. The second is when the data
needed to draw new election districts will be made public. The data
collected in the 1990 Census and the redistricting activities which will
foliow have enormous implications for minorities. This publication is
designed to help minority groups1
participate effectively in that redis-
tricting process.

The ten years between each
census mean that the lessons
learned in redistricting following one
census are often forgotten by the
next census. In addition, there are
often important changes in the law,
in technology, or in census data col-
lection between one redistricing
cycle and the next which make past
approaches to redistricting unwork-
able.

A number of factors suggest
that the redistricting landscape fol-

lowing the 1990 Census will be sig-
mmm%’rkmm nificantly ditferent from what it was
o help take the 1990 Census. following the 1980 Census. Minority
populations have grown and ex-

panded into new areas. More com-
prehensive census data and new technology will also make post-1990
redistricting different. Furthermore, the political landscape is changing,
and several court cases settled during the past several years will also
affect redistricting.

This booklet covers the major topics that will be important in the
redistricting process. None of the topics addressed here is covered in
depth, but it is hoped that this overview will help minority groups begin
planning for effective involvement in the process.

1. This booklet focuses on blacks and Hispanics, the two largest minonty groups in this
country, and the only minonty groups for which there are reliable demographic data more
recent than the 1980 Census
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The experts who have written the following sections are among the
most knowledgeable people in the nation on these topics. They have
been asked to focus only on major poir..s in order to keep the booklet to
amanageable size. The authors sometimes offer differing points of view
and rely on slightly different data. Rather than try to force the authors to
reach some consensus, we feel it is more constructive to provide arange
of views and conclusions.

While redistricting activity is still more than a year away, it is
important for minority groups to start thinking about the redistricting
process now. Most observers agree that .nany minority communities
were not adequately prepared to protect their interests when redistricting
got underway following the 1980 Census. Unless they are prepared to
do so afterthe 1990 Census, there is no assurancethat their voting power
won't be diluted.

Several things will happen after the first data from the 1990 Census
are released. First, the number of seats allocated to each state in the
U.S. House of Representatives will be determined. Some states will lose
seats, others will gain them. The boundaries of congressional districts in
those states will have to be redrawn, as will such boundaries in states
that neither gained nor lost seats. Shifts in population require ad-
justments in the border of every congressional district to meet the one-
person, one-vote requirement.

The composition of state legislatures in 1991 will be particularly
important since they redraw both the new congressional and state
legislative district lines.

While congressional reapportionment and redistricting will receive
the most attention from the media, redistricting will be underway at other
governmental levels at the same time. New state legislative districts will
be drawn, the boundaries of city and county election districts will be
redrawn, as will district lines for other kinds of governmental bodies such
as boards of education and judicial districts.

The redistricting process is not mechanical. There are many dif-
ferent ways of drawing district boundaries so that the distr cts meet legal
guidelines, but even slightly different boundaries may lead to very
different election results. Minority groups must therefore oe prepared to
analyze the impact of proposed boundaries and to draw alternative plans
of their nwn which can be presented to governmental bodies or courts of
law.

Since the boundaries of a district—and therefore the people who
live in it—strongly affect who is likely to be elected to represent it,
politicians, political observers, and interest groups are keenly interested
in how district lines are redrawn. The process often produces political




and legal battles, and these battles can sometimes delay final redistrict-
ing until late in the decade. Following the 1990 Census, millions of dollars
will be spent to acquire and analyze demographic and political data, to
hire political consultants, and to engage legal representation. Since the
groups who defend minority interests seldom have much money or
sophisticated technical support, they are at a disadvantage when the
process of redistricting heats up.

Importance of the Census

While the primary goal of this publication is to heln minority groups
protect their interests during the redistricting process, a secondary goal
is to promote a better understanding of the importance of the decennial
census.

Unfortunately, many
people see the census
as a remote activity that
has little impact on their
lives. Therefore it is im-
portant to point out that
the census results have
a number of significant
impacts. In addition to
serving as the basis for
determining which states
will gain congressional
seats and which ones will
lose, census data are
used by federal and state
governments to deter-
mine the distribution of
billions of dollars to
states and local commu-
nities through a variety of
programs. People not
counted by the Census
Bureau cause their community to be deprived of its rightful share of public
money. In short, the census is connected with money and power.

& oS

Census questionnaires are translated into Spanish and several other
languages in an attempt to increase the response rate.

Census data are also used by local governments to identify areas
of distress or areas where a particular social service might be needed.
During a heat wave in St. Louis, for example, there was considerable
concern about the life-threatening effects of hot weather on the elderly.
Officials in the city used census data to identify areas where there were
large numbers of elderly persons, and city workers then went door-to-
door totell the elderly about city-sponsored “cooling centers.” In another
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case, a group of working mothers in a midwestern city used census data
to persuade city officials of the need for a day care center in their
neighborhood.

For all of these reasons, the first step in a comprehensive redistrict-
ing effort is to create a strategy for making sure that every member of
your community is counted on April 1, 1980.
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Section 2. Demographic Change in the Black

Population

by William P. O'Hare

It is demographic change that makes redistricting necessary. That
means that knowledge of demographic changes is crucial to those
interested in redistricting. Without a good knowledge of how the racial
composition of an area has changed, it is hard to be an e‘fective advocate
in this arena.

This section provides an overview of national population trends
amor:g blacks during the 1980s as well as a look at the changing racial
composition of all the states and some major cities. As these trends are
outlined, a few of the political implications are noted.

First, however, it is important to point out that the data that will be
produced from the 1990 Census are likely to be seriously flawed in one
respect. itis widely recognized that the data
produced by past censuses did not reflect

the total population. Blacks are missed at a “Without a QOOd

significantly higher rate than whites. The

Census Bureau estimates that the 1980 knowledge Of how the

Census missed about 5.9 percent of blacks

(down from about 7.5 percent in 1970) but racial composition of

only about 1 percent of whites. Those

missed most often were black males be-  CIN Area has changed,

f 20 and 50, icularl H B
mlitc;\ga igneirgaﬁ gzgttos ornggjr:elz " IS hal'd I'O be an
rural areas. effective advocate in

There are currently several bills in

. ’
Congress which would require the Census this arena.”

Bureau to make a statistical adjustment to
account for any known undercount. A law-
suit filed in federal court would achieve the same end, if successful
(O'Hare:1988). However, the likely success ofthose initiatives is unclear.

Consequently, the data provided by the 1990 Census may not be
an accurate reflection of the true population in your area. That is
something you should be aware of as you use Census Bureau data
during the redistricting process.

Population Size and Geographic Distribution

Throughout the 1980s, the black population grew more rapidly than
the total population, as it had for several prior decades. The Cansus
Bureau estimated the size of the black population in 1988 at 30.2 million,
or 12.3 percent of the total population. The 26.7 million blacks counted
in the 1980 Census comprised 11.8 percent of the total population, up
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from 22.5 million and 11.1 percentin 1970. The Census Bureau projects
that in 1990 blacks will number about 31.0 million and comprise 12.4
percent of the total U.S. population (U.S. Bureau of the Census: 1988B).

However, the national rate of growth among blacks masks important
differences among regions, states, cities, and towns. For example, the
projected 2.3 million increase between 1980 and 1990 in the number of
blacks living in the South will be 53 percent of the total increase in the
U.S. black population during this period. During the 1980s, the West has
been the region with the highest rate of black population growth (29.3
percent between 1980 and 1990). The rate of black population growth
slowed in the Northeast and particularly in the Midwest, due to out-migra-
tion from these areas to the South and West.

Despite these regional differences in the rate of black population
growth during the 1980s, the distribution of blacks across the regions
has changed little since 1970. Today, 53 percent of all blacks live in the
South, 18 percentlive in the Northeast, 19 percerit reside in the Midwest,
and 9 percent are found in the Wes?.

The regional differences in recent black population growth can be
traced largely to patterns of black inter-regional migration, (O'Hare:
1989) as opposed to differences in birth and death rates. For several
decades prior to the 1970s, black inter-regional migration was dominated
by the movement of blacks out of the South, particularly out of the rural
South. Starting in the early 1970s, however, the net movement of black
migrants from the South to the North stopped. Instead, a new pattern of
net migration from the Northeast and Midwest to the South was estab-
lished. During the first half of the 1980s, the South and West continued
to experience net in-migration of blacks while the Northeast and the
Midwest contnued to experience net out-migration of blacks.

By 1990, a total of 16 states will have at least 1 million black
residents (see Table 2.1), up from 12 states in 198C California, with a
gain of 559,000, will have the largest growth in black population between
1980 and 1990, according to Census Bureau projections, but it will still
fall behind New York in total number of blacks (2.9 million in New York
in 1990, compared to 2.4 million in California). While the number of blacks
in New York is projected to increase by 14.7 percent between 1980 and
1990, this is less than the national rate? of population growth for blacks
(16.3 percent) and less than half the rate of growth in California (30.5
percent). Other states with large black populations (more than 100,000)

2 Some states show a very high percentage increase between 1980 and 1990, but this
1S due to the smaliness of the black population in 1980, not to large increases in blacks.
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Population of Stales, 1990
Change in Black
Congressional Seats Con%“resslonal Population in
ts 1990
1980 1990 1980 to 1990 (in 1000s)
Northeast ] ] -7 5,705
Maire 2 2 0 4
New Hampshire 2 2 0 7
Vermont 1 1 0 2
Massachuselts 1" 10 -1 284
Rhode Island 2 2 0 38
Connecticut 6 6 0 269
New York M 31 -3 2,858
New Jorsey 14 14 0 1,134
Pennsytvania 23 20 -2 1,108
Midwest 13 104 -9 5,995
Ohio 21 19 -2 1,188
Indiana 10 10 0 469
Winois 22 20 -2 1,869
Michigan 18 16 -2 1,355
Wisconsin 9 8 -1 231
Minnesota 8 8 0 67
lowa 6 5 -1 52
Missoun 9 9 0 559
North Dakota 1 1 0 3
South Dakot2 1 1 0 2
Nebraska 3 3 0 54
Kansas 5 4 -1 145
South 142 152 +10 15,960
Delaware 1 1 0 126
Muz?rr 8 8 0 1,233
e ik 10 " +1 117
oSt Vi 4 3 -1 54
Morth C~ na " 12 + 1,480
South: ¢, snukne 6 6 ] 1,067
w 10 12 +2 1,789
19 22 +3 1,823
Kentucky 7 7 0 280
Tennessee 9 9 0 810
Alabama 7 7 0 1,071
Migsissippi 5 5 0 962
Arkansas 4 4 0 387
Louisiana 8 8 0 1,380
Qkiahoma 6 6 0 223
Texas 27 31 +3 2,104
West 85 1] +6 2,947
Montana 2 1 -1 2
idaho 2 2 8 4
Wyoming 1 | 4
Colorado 6 6 0 133
New Mexico 3 3 0 29
Arizona 5 7 +1 99
Utah 3 3 0 12
Nevada 2 2 0 74
Washington 2 2 0 114
Calormia 2 s ; 22
45 50 +6 2,392
Alaska 1 | 0 20
Hawail 2 2 0 21

Source’ Based on Census Bureau data and author's projections
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and a black population growth rate at least 50 percent hugher than the
nationwide average include Wisconsin, Delaware, Maryland Florida,
and Colorado.

Based on my projections of the total population in each state, 17
seats in Congress will shift following the 1990 Census. These projections
indicate that seven states* are likely to gain atleast one seat in Congress
and eleven states® are likely to lose at least one seat in Congress after
the 1990 reapportionment (see Table 2.1). Since nearly all of the states
that will gain or lose representation in Congress have large black
populations, these changes will pose both new opportunities and pos-
sible obstacles to black electoral prospects.

Every state that will gain seats in Congress, with the exception of
Arizona, has at least 1 million black resi-
dents. Three key states (California, Texas,

. 17 seats in and Florida) where the black population is

growing rapidly are also states that are

Cong ress will shift likely to gain at least three seats. Given the

. growth of the black populations in these
followin 9 the 1990 states and the availability of new seats, the
R number of blacks in Congress seems likely

Census to increase.

While the number of blacks in a state
is an important piece of information, a knowledge of the distribution of
blacks within the state is equally important in assessing redistricting
implications. For example, three states (New York, Texas, and Califor-
nia) will each have more that 2 million blacks by 1990, but the concentra-
tion of blacks in major metro areas in these three states is quite different.
In New York, almost 80 percent of the blacks in the state lived inthe New
York metro area in 1980. in California, about half of all blacks in the state
lived in the Los Angeles metro area. But in Texas, less than a third (31
percent) of the state’s black population resided in the state’s largest
metro area (Houston). The four black members of Congress from New
York are from the New York City area, two of the four black members
from California come from Los Angeles, while the black member of
Congress from Texas comes from Houston.

3. Much of the growth of the black population in Maryland is the result of blacks moving
out of Washington, D.C. into the surrounding Maryland suburbs

4. Virginia, North Carolina, Georgia, Floiida, Texas, Arizona, and Calfornia.

5 Massachusetts, New York, Pennsyivania, West Virginia, Ohio, llinois, Michigan,
Wisconsin, lowa, Kansas, Montana.

12
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Changes in Congressional Districts

Changes in the populations of districts cu:rently represented by
blacks also provide some clues to the changes ir: district boundaries that
will be dictated by the results of the 1990 Census. Only three congres-
sional districts represented by blacks (all in California) grew more rapidly
than the U.S. population between 1980 and 1986 (see Table 2.2, page
14). Fourteen congressional districts represented by a black lost popula-
tion during that period. That reflects the fact that most black districts are
located in the heart of major urban areas which have seen extensive
out-migration for many years. In most cities, thcugh, the white population
has declined more rapidly than the black population, meanin,, *::at many
of these districts will have a higher percentage of blacks in 1990 than
they did in 1980. That will make them “safer” black districts in electoral
terms.

Given overall population growth in the 1980s and the population
losses in several congressional districts represented by blacks, some
districts will have to be enlarged significantly to pick up the additional
population needed to reach the “ideal District Size” and meet the equal
population requirements under the one-person, one-vote rule (see Table
2.2). For example, my calculations show that the 1st (Conyers) and the
13th (Crockett) districts in Michigan, as well as the 2nd district in
Pennsytvania (Gray), will @ach have to gain at least 100,000 new people
in 1991. Districts that will have to expand to pick up between 50,000 and
100,000 people include the 1st and the 7th districts in lllinois (Hayes and
Collins), the 7th district in Maryland (M:‘ume), the 1st district in Missouri
(Clay), the 10th district in New Jersey (Payne), the 11th and the 16th
districts in New York (Towns and Rangel), the 21st district in Ohio
(Stokes), and the Sth district in Tennessee (Ford).

Redistribution of Blacks in Central Cities and Suburbs

One of the big storiss of the 1970s and early 1980s was the dramatic
increase in black suburbanization and the corollary trend of blacks
moving out of central cities. The trickle of black suburbanization in the
1960s became a steady stream during the 1i70s as the black population
in the suburbs grew by nea:ly 2.5 million, compared with an increase of
just over 2 million blacks in central cities (O’Hare: -982). The black
suburban population (those living inside metropolitan areas but outside
central cities) grew by 70 percent during the 1970s.

The net movement of blacks out of central cities to suburbs in-
creased steadily during the 1970s, and the available evidence indicates
that the trend continued through the mid-1980s. There was an annual
net migration (O'Hare: 1989) of about 200,000 blacks out of central cities
for each year between 1980 and 1984.

13




Table 2.2. Popuiation Change in Congressional

Districts Represented by Blacks
1990
Estimated District  Ideal
Percent Percent Population Dis_trict
State/ Black  Population 1990  Size Gap
District  Incumbent in 1980 Change 1980-86 (in 1000s)
Californis
District 8 (Dellums) 24 47 627 583 —44
District 28 (Dixon) 37 92 604 583 =21
District 29 (Hawkins) 51 10.8 617 583 =34
District 31 (Dymally) 31 112 620 583 =37
Georgla
District 5 (Lewis) 60 37 583 555 -28
Winols
District 1 (Hayes) 90 -30 495 581 +86
District 2 (Savage) 66 22 538 581 +43
District 7 (Collins) 60 ~2.1 502 581 +79
Marylend
District 7 (Mfume) 70 -36 497 591 +94
Michigen
District 1 {Conyers) 66 -6.3 463 581 +118
District 13 (Crockett) 67 -136 403 581 +178
Mississippl
District 2 (Espy) 53 -09 497 540 +43
Missouri
District 1 (Clay) 45 -28 521 577 +56
District 5 (Wheat) 20 -08 540 577 +37
Now Jersey
District 10 (Payne) 51 -23 505 562 +57
New York
District 6 (Flake) 47 14 528 573 +45
District 11 (Towns) 47 -26 495 573 +78
District 12 (Owens) 78 34 546 573 +27
District 16 (Rang»l) 49 -0.2 515 573 +58
Ohlo
District 21 (Stokes) 58 -53 471 566 +95
Pennsyivania
District 2 (Gray) 76 42 483 591 +108
Tenneasee
District 9 (Ford) 51 -32 480 552 +72
Toxss
District 18 (Leland) 39 27 550 M +21

Source’ Author's compilation from a vanety of sources

14
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Although blacks have been moving out of central cities, whites have
been moving out at a faster rate, and central city populations have
become increasingly black since 1970. In 1986, 22.7 percent of the
people living in central cities were black, compared to 20.6 percent in
19708 1n many older and larger citigs this trend is much more advanced.

This population shift has enormous implications for political power.
The number of central cities with a black population majority climbed from
two in 1960 to four in 1970 and to ten in 1980. Population trends of the
1980s indicate that the number of black majority cities is likely to triple
by 1990.

Table 2.3 on page 16 lists the 28 central cities
likely to have a black population majority in 1990.
Note that 18 out of these 28 cities will make the
transition from black minority to black majority status
between 1980 and 1990. This shift in racial composi-
tion could spell new electoral success for blacks in
these cities following the next redistricting.

Itis also noteworthy that a majority of these cities
are in the South, and that in most of them the black
population will comprise 50 to 65 percent of the total.
That by no means assures that the votes of blacks
will determine election outcomes. One recent
analysis found that only 39 percent of places of
25,000 or more population, located in the South
where the population was 50 to 65 percentblack, had
a black mayor (O'Hare: Forthcoming). According to
the 1987 edition of The National Roster of Black
Elected Officials, p ...ared annually by the Joint Cen-
ter for Political Studies, only 9 of the 28 cities that will
have black majorities by 1990 currently have a black

mayor. Andrew Young, the Mayor of Atianta, is

" . one of any black mayors elect
In addition to the growing number of black ,-,,"b,ac,:h,f,go,?,z c,-,,-es_m yo ed

maiority cities, there are 22 major cities where the
black population will comprise between 40 and 50
percent of the total population in 1990. Many of these may be ripe for the
election of a black mayor during the 1990s. Some of the most notable
black electoral successes of the 1980s (for example, mayoral races in
Chicago and Philadelphia) occurred in cities that were 40 to 50 percent

6. The 1986 figures reflect the populations in central cities and suburbs of many areas
that were not included in the calculations for 1970 and 1980. Changes in the boundaries
of metropolitan areas make it hard to assess changes in population over time

15
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black. However, the fact that Chicago recently elected a white mayor
shows how fragile the coalitions which elect black mayors in this type of
city can be.

Table 2.3. Central Cities Likely to Have a Black
Population Majority in 1990

Projected
Percent Black Black Mayor
t in 1990 in 1989
]
E Northeast
E *Atlantic City, New Jersey 57 yes
E *Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 62 no
| Newark, New Jersey 62 yes
i *Trenton, New Jersey 55 no
| Midwest
; *Cleveland, Ohio 50 no
: Detroit, Michigan 83 yes
5 *Flint, Michigan 55 no
*Gary, indlana 56 yes
? *St. Louis, Missouri 50 no
i South
: *Albany, Georgia 57 no
: *Alexandnia, Louisiana 59 no
E Atlanta, Georgia 82 yes
: Augusta, Georgia 57 no
j Baltimore, Maryland 63 yes
*Baton Rouge, Louisiana 56 no
Birmingham, Alabama 7 yes
*Charleston, South Carolina 51 no
F *Columbia, South Carolina 51 no
f’ *Jackson, Mississippi 60 no
| *Macon, Georgia 52 no
*Memphis, Tennessee 58 no
*Monroe, Louisiana 59 no
New Orleans, Louisiana 66 yes
*Pine Bluff, Arkansas 57 no
Richmond, Virginia 61 no
*Savannah, Georgia 53 no
Washingtca, D.C. 70 yes
Wilmington, Delaware 59 no

*The astensk indicates a central city changing from black minonty to black majority status between
1980 and 1990

Source Population figures are the author's projections based on 1970 to 1980 trends Data on black
mayors is from the Joint Center for Pohtical Studies




Blacks in the Suburbs

About a quarter of the U.S. black population now resides in the
suburbs. The percentage of blacks in suburbia varies dramatically from
one region to another, however. In the West. one-third of the region’s
blacks lived in the suburbs in 1980, while in the Midwest less than
one-fifth did.

Biacks comprise a growing share of the suburban population. In
1986, 6.3 percent of
the suburban popula-
tion was black, com-
pared with 4.8 percent
in 1970. Correct inter-
pretation of these
figures, however, is
confounded by the fact
that many new urban
centers have been
classified as metropol-
itan areas since 1970.

Whether the in-
creased movement of
blacks from central
cities to suburbs sig-
nals a new degree of
integration, or simply
the expansion of urban
ghettos across city
lines, is not yet clear.
One recent study
found that the suburbs
were generally less
segregated than the
central cities but still
exhibited a high de-
gree of residential segregation (Massey & Denton: 1988). If black sub-
urbanization results in greater geographic diffusion of blacks, it will be
more difficult to construct districts with black population majorities.

On the other hand, the growing suburban presence of blacks may
open up election possibilities in smaller suburban communities where
blacks have become the dominant demographic group. In addition, many
state legisiative districts are likely to be moved from the central cities to
the suburbs because of shifts in total population, and blacks may be
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electable in some of these districts, particularly those near central cities
which have shown the most black suburbanization.

The black suburban populations in four metropolitan areas
(Washington, Los Angeles, Atlanta, and Chicago) grew by more than
100,000 during the 1970s. Other areas with high rates of black subur-
banization include Miami, St. Louis, Newark, and Baltimore.

Black Age Structure
Because blacks have higher fertility rates and lower life expectancy
than whites, they comprise a relatively larger share of young age groups
and a relatively smaller share of older age groups. For example, blacks
constitute 15 percent of the population under age 5, but only 7.6 percent
of those age 85 plus.

Figure 2.1. Change in Blacks Racial differences inage

by Age Group: 1980 to 1990

Percent change

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

structure have ramifications
for political participation. By
1990, 12.4 percent of the
overall population will be
black, but only 11.3 percent
of the voting-age population
will be black. Consequently,
blacks must constitute sig-
nificantly more than half the
total population of an election
district before they comprise
more than 50 percent of the
district's voting-age popula-
tion.

1824 2544 4564 65+ One important trend of

Age groups the 1980s is the movement of
olack baby boomers into
older age groups which have

higher rates of political par-
ticipation. In 1980, 23 per-
cent of the black voting-age population was in the 18- to 24-year-old age
group, whose rate of voter registration for the election of November 1988
was 50 percent. By 1990, the number of blacks in this age group will
decrease by 6.5 percent anti they will account for only 18 percent of the
black voting-age population (see Figure 2.1). Meanwhile, the 25- to
44-year-old group, which had a voter registration rate of 62 percent in
1988, wil! rise from 41 percent of the black voting-age population in 1980
to 47 percent in 1990.
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If age-specific rates of political participation remain constant, this
demographic trend should improve the black turnout in the 1990s. How-
ever, the same aging trend is evident among whites, so their voter turnout
rate is also likely to rise. Furthermore, the impact of the aging of the
electorate may be offset ‘y declining rates of participation at all ages.
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Section 3. Blacks, the Changing Political Climate,

and Redistricting

by Linda Williams

Two simple facts illustrate the importance of legisiative redistricting
to blacks’ aspirations for greater political empowerment. First, despite
the substantial progress that blacks have made in winning public office
in the last 25 years, they remain grossly underrepresented in the nation's
elective offices. Less than 1.5 percent of the total number of elected
officials in the United States are black. Undoubtedly, one important
reason for this is the way congressional, state, and local district boun-
daries have been drawn. Redistricting—or more precisely, racial ger-
rymandering—helps explain the underrepresentation of blacks in public
office.

The importance of redistricting to black political empowerment is
also illustrated by developments that followed the reapportionment and
redistricting in the 1980s. The effect of redistricting following the 1980
Census was a sharp increase in the number of black elected officials —
from 5,160 in 1982 to 5,606 in 1983 (Joint Center for Political Studies:
1986).

This section provides a brief overview of the key factors in the
redistricting process as they relate to black political empowerment.

Lessons from the Past

There are two lessons that blacks and their allies should have
learned from the redistricting process during the 1980s: 1) blacks need
to be prepared to play an important role in redistricting even before the
release of new census data early in 1991; and 2) challenges in the state
legislatures and in the courts to state and local redistricting plans can be
productive.

In many states where one or the other party was firmly in control,
the redistricting process in the 1980s was overtlv partisan. For example,
in Indiana, the district map adopted by the Republican-controlled legis-
lature in 1981 constituted a textbook case of political gerrymandering.
The new district boundaries were drawn with the help of a sophisticated
computer system at a cost of more than $250,000. The boundary lines
wove freely in and out of counties, concentrating Democratic voting
strength into the districts of just three of the state’s six Democratic
members of Congress while seeking to damage the reelection prospects
of the other three. In California, the Democratic-controlled state legisla-
ture adopted a redistricting plan that prompted the Republicans to bring
suit claiming partisan political gerrymandering.

There is every reason to expect the redistricting process to be even
more driven by partisan interests in the 1990s than in the 1980s. Both
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parties have special units which have been working on redistricting in
the 1990s for several years. Each party boasts that it has begun its efforts
earlier than it did for redistricting in the 1980s, and each has reported
that it had already spent more than a million dollars by October 1988 on
those efforts. And both parties have promised to spend much more (New
York Times: 1988).

The vast majority of blacks still identify with the Democratic party.7

Yet blacks should not conclude that Democratic aspirations for redistrict-
ing and black aspirations for more black elected officials necessarily go
hand in hand. Understandably, the Democrats’ goal is to elect more
Democrats. Insome instances, that could mean alliances of conservative
elements in both major parties against more progressive elements.
Moreover, big wins for the Democrats do not aiways mean big advances
for blacks. In 1986, for example, Democrats took control of an additional
189 state legislative seats, but blacks made a gain of only 14 state
legislators, despite the heavy concentration of blacks among Democratic
voters. Thus, blacks should not rely

simply on the Democratic party’s

. . edistricting plans. They must tak
There is @Very reason  responsiitty for developing their own

fo expect the Demectacpary redswcingoors.
redistricting process to Another development in the 1980s

. tt th rt of th
be even More driven DY  Repusican pay in several souther

states, including Georgia, Mississippi,

partisan interests in and Virginia, to woo blacks into coali-

" tions. One of the GOP’s goals was to

the ] 9905 create safe majority black districts while

creating adjoining districts that would be

heavily white. The presumption was that

these new and predominantly white districts would then fall into
Republican hands.

To be sure, electoral arithmetic demonstrates that the higher the
proportion of blacks in a congressional district, the greater the chances
that the district will be represented by a Democrat. An analysis of
membership in the last Congress showed that where blacks comprised

7. According to an August 1988 poll conducted by the Gallup Organization for the Joint
Center for Political Studies, 72 percent of blacks identified with the Democratic party and
10 percent reported that they were independents who lean more to the Democratic party.
By comparison, only 7 percent of blacks reported that they dentified with the Republican
party and 2 percent said they leaned toward the Republican party.
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iess than 10 percent of a district’s total voting age population, the seat
was equaliy likely to be held by a Republican or 8 Democrat; where
blacks comprised between 10 and 19 percent of a district's population,
69 percent of the seats were held by Democrats; and in districts where
blacks comprised 20 percent or more of the population, 80 percent of the
seats were held by Democrats (Joint Center for Political Studies: 1988).

One should therefore not be surprised by efforts on the part of the
Republicans to create “strange bedfellows” coalitions with blacks as the
redistricting procass unfolds after 1990. In-
deed, the partisan nature of redistricting and
its effects on black representation are likely to
be even more volatile and contentious in the
1090s than they were in the 1980s.

While there were some efforts by or-
ganizations like the NAACP and the National
Urban League to promote black participation
in the census (primarily to reduce the under-
count of blacks) in 1980 by communicating the
importance of completing census forms, few
black organizations or leaders—including
caucuses of black state legislators—went
armed to redistricting batties with data, maps,
and plans of their own. The chief activity on
the part of most black leaders and groups was
reaction—challenging redistricting plans after
they were offered. Most states, of course,
adopted plans that put equal numbers of
people in each district, but in many places
(particularly in the South), district lines were

ing plans were successtully challenged inthe  created through litigation.
courts in Texas, North Carolina, Alabama,

South Carolina, Virginia, Louisiana, and Mississippi. Local redistricting

disputes arose in Detroit, Chicago, Los Angeles, and many other non-

southern cities. Redistricting disputes in some states meant that district

lines were not finalized until aimost midway through the 1980s. All in all,

more than 200 local governmental jurisdictions were sued in federal

courts.

In some instances, there were magnificent successes. Perhaps the
most widely discussed success was the transformation of the Mississippi
2n. =ongressional district (the Delta) into amajority black district. Today,
it is rapresented by a black congressman, Rep. Mike Espy.
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The Changing Political Climate

When the last census count was taken, Jimmy Carter, a Demor "at,
was the president. Given the importance of the black vote to Democrats,
the Carter administration was very interested in making sure blacks were
counted in the census. This time around there is a Republican ad-
ministration which may not be as interested in making sure blacks and
other minorities are counted.

Finally, court suits filed in opposition to redistricting plans may be
much less successtul, given the Reagan legacy to the federal court
system. Close to half the present federal judges were appointed by
President Reagan. Many, if not most, were not just "Republican” appoin-
tees, but ideological compatriots of Mr. Reagan. Litigators on behalf of
minority challenges to redistricting plans may find these judges to be tar
less likely to rule in their favor. if the courts are likely to be less friendly
to minority interests in the 1990s, more should be done to influence the
procass of redistricting before plans are formally adopted.

Toward a Proactive Plan for Redistricting

The Census Bureau is seeking to produce a more accurate count
of the minority population in 1990. To obtain greater black cooperation
inthe census, the Bureau will sponsor public service advertisements on
black radio stations and will seek help from local governments, com-
munity organizations, civil rights organizations, state social service agen-
cigs, the public schools, black businesses, and black churches in this
task. Black research and advocacy groups will complement the Census
Bureau’s activities with efforts of their own. Furthermore, several minority
organizations are preparing to draw maps and glans, updating their skills
in the new computer technology, holding confarences to share
knowledge about what each group is doing, and developing promotional
materials. These efforts have begun far earlier than they did in prepara-
tion for the 1980 Census.

The groups most involved in the process thus far include the
Southern Regional Council, based in Atlanta, which is covering the
southern region, particularly Georgia, Alabama, South Carolina, North
Carolina, and to a somewhat lesser extent Mississippi; the Joint Center
for Political Studies in Washington, D.C. held a conference in February
1989 on census undercount and plans to hold training workshops on
redistricting for black elected officials, community leaders, and activists
regarding redistricting; the NAACP, which has 2,200 branches
throughout the nation; the Urban League, which is focusing on the
nation’s largest cities; the Congressional Black Caucus, which held two
workshops on redistricting during 1988; and the Lawyers’ Committee for




Civil Rights Under Law, which will hold a redistricting conference in the
Spring of 1990.%

The Good News and the Bad News for Blacks

There have been some positive political developments over the past
decade that should make blacks a stronger force in the upcoming
redistricting process.

First, the number of black elected officials at every level of govem-
ment has grown. In 1980, there were 4,912 black elected officials in the
nation; by January 1989, there were 6,829 black elected officials (sae
Table 3.1). In addition, there are presently 24 biack members ot Con-
gress.9 Many of these officials won their seats as a result of redistricting
in the 1980s, and that should make them likely to keep a keen eye on
the process this time around.

Table 3.1. Number of Black Elected Officials by
Office, 1980-1988

Total Oftfice
Black Judical/
Elected Law

Year Officials® Congress State Counly Municipal Enforcement Education

1980 4,912 17 323 451 2,356 526 1,214
1981 5,038 18 341 449 2,384 549 1,267
1982 5,160 18 336 465 2477 563 1,266
1983 5,606 21 379 496 2,697 607 1,377
1984 5,700 21 389 518 2,735 636 1,371
1985 6,056 20 396 611 2,898 661 1,438
1986 6,424 20 400 681 3,112 676 1,504
1987 6,661 23 417 724 3219 728 1,547
1988 6,829 23 413 742 3,341 738 1,550

*Total includes black officials elected to substate regional boards or commissions  These officials are
not hsted separately in the table

Source Joint Cernor for Poliical Studies, Nanonal Roster of Biack Elected Officials, 1988 edition

8. See Redistricting Resources for Minonty Groups, Section 8

9. This figure includes Walter Fauntroy, who s a nonvoting: member from the Distnct of
Columbia.
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As aresult of the Supreme Court's decision in Thornburg v. Gingles
and other rulings (see Section 6 of this booklet for more information on
this topic), many states and localities are now changing their election
systems from at-large or multi-member districts to single-member dis-
tricts. As a result, the redistricting process will be more extensive and
have greater consequencas for minorities than it did in the 1980s. it is
particularly significant that there are more blacks in state legislatures
today than there were in the early-1980s (see Figure 3.1). In 1982, when
most of the current district plans were adopted, there were 336 black
state legislators; as of 1989 there are 412. Since state legisiatures have
: even greater influence on redistricting plans than governors, blacks are
E better positioned to play a more significant role in the process. At the
E same time, growth in the nurnber of black siate legislators since 1980
E
}

l
!

demonstrates that redistricting can resu!t in an immediate boost in
political representation. The number of black state legislators went up by
451none yearaloneimmediately after the redistricting based on the 1980
Census.

Blacks should also be more influential in the redistricting process of
the 1990s because they are voting at higher rates than they did prior to
1980. Between the presidential elections of 1980 and 1984 the gaps in
voter registration and voter turnout between blacks and whites narrowed.
These gains were particularly significant in the South (see Table 3.2).

Figure 3.1. Number of Black State
Legislators: 1980 to 1989
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. .roe: Joint Center for Political Studies, inc.




Table 3.2. Blacks and Whites Registered and Voting
in Presidential Elections Since 1980

1988 1984 1980
Percentage Registered
AN Regions
White 679 69.6 68.4
Black 64.5 66.3 60.0
Difference 34 3.3 84
North and West
White 68.5 70.5 69.3
Black 65.9 67.2 606
Difference 26 33 87
South
White 666 67.8 66.2
Black 63.3 655 59.3
Difference 33 2.2 6.9
Percentage Voting
All Regions
White 59.1 61.4 60.9
Black 515 58.9 52.8
Difference 7.6 5.6 104
North and Wes\
White 60.4 630 62 4
Black 556 58.9 528
Difference 48 41 9.6
South
White 56.4 581 574
Black 48.0 53.2 482
Difference 84 49 9.2

Note Data are from postelecton sample surveys Thus, the percentages reflect those who reported

bewng regustered or voting These percentages are usually imgher than the percentages of peopie who
actuaity regestersd and voted Some researchers have concluded that blacks overreport more than
do whites.

Source U S Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P 20. no 435, Voting and
Registration in the Election of November 1988 (advance Report)

Between 1984 and 1988, the gap between blacks and whites widened,
but did not entirely erode the gains made between 1280 and 1984.

One of the best examples of greater black political clout was the role
of blacks in returning the U.S. Senate to Democratic control. In four key
southern Senate races, the victorious Democratic candidate lost a
r-ajority of the white vote butwon because of overwhelming support from
blacks. As a result, some Democrats have demonstrated greater sen-
sitivity to the interests of blacks. This was clearly the case among
southern Democrats regarding the nomination of Robert Bork to the
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Supreme Court Senator
Bennett Johnston of
Lowsiana led southem
Democratic senators In
opposition to Bork, citing
the importance of not
alienating black voters

Meanwhile,

Republican National

Committee (RNC)

Charrman Lee Atwater

(Atwater 1989) has said

the Republicans are

planning to make a

stronger appeal to black

voters because Repub-

. ‘ licans “lost control of the

Voting registration drives in black communities are credited with Senate in 1986 because

Increasing the level of black voter registration in the early 1980s we picked up so few
black votes "

Another important
political development has been the dramatic increase in the size of the
Hispanic population (see Section 4 of this booklet), growth which has
often occurred in close proximity toblacks This provides unprecedented
opportunities for coalition-building between the two groups

These optimistic notes are counterbalanced by certain negative
developments, such as large declines in the populations of many majority
black districts Table 3 3 on page 30 indicates that 20 of the 24 congres-
sional districts presently represented by blacks either lost substantial
proportions of their populations or did not grow signihicantly As a result,
these 20 districts will undergo significant boundary changes. Particularly
vulnerable are Rep. Crockett's district (MI-13th), Rep Conyers’ district
(MI-1st), Rep Hayes's district (IL-1st), and Rep Towns's district (NY-
11th). Many of these districts are in states projected to lose two or three
seats due to reapportionment, namely, New York, llinois, Michigan, and
Ohio

In llinois. one of the two congressional districts that will be
eliminated will come from Cook County (Chicago) Since all three
mayjority black districts in the state are in Cook County, attention must be
paid to making sure that none of those districts 1S the one eliminated

There is a similar problem in Michigan Wayne County (Detroit) Is
expected to lose more than 200.000 people between 1980 and 1990,
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and therefore to lose a congressional seat as well By 1990, the 13th
district, represented by Crockett, will be underpopulated by about
150,000, while the 1st district, represented by Conyers, will be uncer-
populated by 99,000.

In Mississippi, the 2nd district represented by Espy will be under-
populated by more than 43,000 people in 1990. To maintain a black
majority, map makers will need to add blacks from the Jackson area

Although Missouri is not scheduled to lose any congressional seats,
the 1st district (St. Louis), represented by William Clay, will be under-
populated by 50,000 people after 1990, and the district's boundaries are
likely to be redrawn to include parts of one of two suburban districts,
either the 2nd (where blacks currently comprise 5 percent of the popula-
tion) or the 3rd (where blacks are only 1 percent of the population).

The 2nd district of Louisiana (currently 52 percent black and now
the only majority black district repres2nted by a white) will be underpopu-
lated by aimost 70,000 people. While this district is safely Democratic, it
remains to be seen whether it will remain a majority black district after
the necessary infusion of population from the largely white New Orleans
suburbs after 1990.

Although the boundaries of Louisiana's 8th district should not
change much, there may be ways to redraw this district to increase its
black composition (currently 36 percent black).

Alabama’s 6th district (which was 31 percent black after the 1980
redistricting) is likely to become less so since it will have to add close to
50,000 people from areas that are largely white. Similarly, Indiana’s 1ot
district (once represented by a black, former Rep. Katie Hall) will be
substantially underpopulated after 1990. its new boundaries are likely to
make it substantially roore white.

Still, there are several places where electoral opportunities for
blacks can be achieved by redistricting. While the black populations are
large and growing in several of the states likely to gain seats due to
reapportionment (California, Texas, Florida, Georgia, and Virginia), the
out-migration of blacks from central cities 1o suburbs is reducing the
concentration of blacks in ways that make carving out majority black
districts more difficult.

Some projections show that population increases in North Carolina
may award that state one mcre seat.'® Here, too, is a place to target a

10. Reapportionment Summary. Project 500, Washington, DC

30



Table 3.3. Projections of the 1990 Population of
Congressional Districts with Black Representatives

1990 1990 Change
State and Population Percent Ideal Needed to
Congressional Estimate Change Population Match Ideal
District No. (in 1000s) 1980-90 (in 1000s) Population
California
8 548 -79 571 +23
28 589 15.5 571 -18
29 604 18.2 571 -32
31 607 18.9 571 -36
District of
Columbia
At-lLarge 618 3.2 N/A N/A
Georgia
5 573 6.2 588 +15
IHinois
1 492 5.1 580 +88
2 537 37 580 +44
7 499 -35 580 +81
Maryland
7 494 -6.1 579 +84
Michigan
1 470 -106 569 +99
13 412 -229 569 +157
MissiSSIppi
2 502 -15 546 +43
Missouri
1 516 47 570 +54
5 535 -1.3 570 +35
New Jersey
| 10 505 -39 556 +51
l New York
E 6 527 24 577 +50
E 11 493 —44 577 +84
E 12 546 57 577 +31
E 16 513 -03 577 +64
i Ohio
E 21 467 -89 561 +94
E Pennsylvania
E 2 483 7.4 567 +85
E Tennessee
9 479 -54 551 +72
Texas

18 527 45 580 +49

Source Project 500 and National Committee lor an Effective Congress, Washington, D C
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new majority black district, perhaps near the Raleigh-Durham area or
around Charlotte. South Carolina will continue to have six congressional
districts, but population shifts within the state may make it possible to
carve out a heavily black district near Charleston or Columbia.

The Houston metropolitan area and the Dallas-Fort Worth
metropolitan area are expected to get two of the seats Texas will pick up
after the 1990 Census. The best prospect for creating a new black district
in Texas is in the Dallas-Fort Worth area.

In Virginia, the Tidewater region is

gaining population rapidly, but blacks in the 1) 2 byl b
Tidewater must overcome the substantial RleSt"Ctlng QlWQYS

competition they will face from rapidly H iti
growing Northern Virginia to win Virginia's |nVO|VeS pOIIfICCII
new district after the 1990 reapportion- conﬂict, but “- QlSO
ment.

Less is known at present about pos- pl’esenis new
sible changes in state legislative districts. it "
Recent trends in the election of blacks to OppOnunltles.

state legisiatures, however, demonstrate

the importance of redistricting at this level.

As Figure 3.1 shows, the number of blacks winning state legislative seats
has grown only slightly in the last five years. Redistricting in the 1990s
should, as it did in the 1980s, be a way to boost these numbers
significantly.

Conclusion

Redistricting always involves political conflict, but it also presents
new opportunities. Although population growth among blacks has been
greater than that among whites, the gains to be derived through redistrict-
ing will depend on political skills as much as on population growth. Those
who are best organized are likely to reap the biggest rewards. Black
organizations and other organizations that work closely with blacks are
giving more attention to the redistricting process than they did in the late
1970s.

Finally, it is significant that this book is being issued 25 years after
passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Proper preparation for redistrict-
ing in 1991 and 1992 could provide further movement toward realizing
the truly equal and just society that those who struggled, encouraged,
and lobbied Congress for passage of the Act only dreamed of, while
disorganization and lack of preparation will mean, in the words of
Langston Hughes, “a dream deferred.” Hopefully, this book represents
a small step toward realization of the first alternative.
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Section 4. Latino Representation and the 1990
Cens: -

by Robert Brischetto

The reapportionment and redistricting of congressional seats and
the redistricting of state and local political entities will shape the nature
of the political game throughout the 1990s To come out ahead, a group
must have a numeric/
geographic advantage
and a political ad-
vantage. Whether a
nroup has a numeric/
geographic advantage is
determined by the cen-
sus count and the
geographic locale of the
group relative to the size
and locale of other
groups. Political ad-
vantage depends for the
most part on what role
the group plays in the
redistricting process.
The purpose of this sec-
tion 1s to assess the rela-
tive advantage or
disadvantage of the
Latino'! population in
regard to reapportion-
ment and redistricting.
Indirectly, this section may provide some ideas about how Hispanics
should prepare to influence the redistricting process

The completion of 1990 Census questionnaires by Latinos and other
Americans will provide the fundamental data used in redistricting

The Political Demography of Latinos

Latinos, referred to in Census Bureau documents as *'‘Persons of
Spanish Origin,” are the second largest and the fastest-growing minority
in the United States. The Latino population increased 5 times as fast as
the rest of the population during the 1980s, reaching a total of nearly 20
million by the time of the 1988 election It i1s estimated that by the time
of the 1990 Census there willbe 22.3 million Latinos in the United States

As a result of their phenomenal rate of population growth, the
Latinos as a proportion of the total population has steadily increased In

11 In this section the terms Latino and Hispanic are used interchangeably
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1970, Hispanics were estimated by the Census Bureau to be 4.5 percent
of the total population; in 1980, 6.4 percent; and in 1988, 8.1 percent.

National Origin and State of Residence

Although Latinos in the United States share a common language.
the major Latino subgroups have their own political and cultural history,
often rooted in their country of origin. The various Hispanic subgroups
are also concentrated in different regions of the United States. Lumping
these diverse groups into a single monolithic electorate is an error
frequently made by the national media, pollisters, and the general public.

Mexican-Americans constitute the largest of the Latino subgroups
(see Figure 4.1). More than 6 in 10 of all U.S. Latinos are of Mexican
origin. There was a 40 percent increase in the Mexican origin population
from 1980 to 1988, 6 times the rate of increase among non-Latinos.
Three-fourths (77 percent) of the Mexican origin population is con-
centrated in California and Texas, and close to 90 percent reside in the
five southwestern states.

Puerto Ricans are the next largest Latino subgroup, comprising 13
percent of all Hispanics. Since Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens by

Figure 4.1. U.S. Latino Population by Subgroup: 1988

Mexican-American
62%

Other Hispanic
8%

Central & South American

Cuban 12%
5%

Puerto Rican
13%

Note: Total Latino population equals 19.4 million
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census




definition, however, they constitute somewhat more than 13 percent of
the Hispanic electorate. Puerto Ricans are also the poorest of the major
Hispanic subgroups. From 1980to 1988, there was a 25 percentincrease
in the number of Puerto Ricans living in the United States. Puerto Ricans
are concentrated in the Northeast, with half of them in New York and
New Jersey. About one-sixth live in lllinois, primarily in the Chicago area.

Central and South Americans now make up 12 percent of all Latinos.
Economic depression and golitical turmoil produced large numbers of
immigrants from Central and South American countries during the 1980s,
and three out of four are found at ports of entry in California, Florida, New
York, and New Jersey.

Cubans comprise 5 percent of the
Latino population and are concentrated

on the eastem seaboard, with 60 percent “The 1 980 CenSUS
living in Florida, and ther 20 t
residing in New Jorsey and New York showed that 26

Cubans are older, more educated, and

have higher incomes, on average, than pefcent Of HiSpCInic

other Latino groups. Recent immigrants
account for some of the 30 percent in- CldU"'s were nOt
crease in Cubans since the 1980 Census. Ciﬁzens 1

The term “Other Hispanic” is used by
the Census Bureau to identify all Latinos
not identifying themselves as members of
any of the preceding categories. These include the “Hispanos” who were
rooted in their native New Mexico even before it became a state,
Dominicans (located mostly in New York), and other Latinos from the
Caribbean.

S T e T R R R T R T T AT

Age and Citizenship

: While rapid population growth and geographic concentration have
enhanced the political importance of Latinos, other factors tend to
depress their political clout. Among the factors that account for this
reduced clout are a relatively youthful age structure, the large number of
Hispanics who are not citizens, and lower rates of voter registration and
turnout.

Latinos are considerably younger than the rest of the population. In
1988, the median age of Hispanics was 25.5; for non-Hispanics the
median age was 32.9. Only two-thirds of all Latinos were of voting age,
compared to three-fuurths of all non-Hispanics. There is evidence,
however, that the median age of Latinos is rising.
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The evidence on ctizenship status is less reliable. The 1980 Census
showed that 26 percent of Hispanic adults were not citizens. According
to Census Bureau officials, however, that may have been an underes-
timate, since foreign-born persons
tend to overreport that they are

Figure 4.2. Latinos as a Percent of naturalized.

Selected Populations: 1988 The Novembsr 1988 Current
Population Survey conducted by
0r the Census Bureau indicated that
the percentage of non-citizens
among Hispanics might be as high
as 37 percent. But this apparent
‘8 increase in Hispanic noncitizens
39 . may stem, in part, from changes in

1 the way the Bureau estimates the
I size of the Hispanic population.12
&
<

Percent Hispanic

Age and citizenship status in
combination explain much of the

& underrepresentation of Latinos at

f “&f? @" *’ff q'&:‘} @\& the ballot box. While an estimated

3 72 percent of al! non-Latinos are

Selected groups eligible to vote iecause they are

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census citizens of voting age (18 or older),

L only 41 percent of all Latinos are

eligible (U.S. Bureau of the Cen-

sus: 1989). This explains why

Latinos are 8.1 percent of the total population but oniy 4.8 percent of
those eligible to vote (see Figure 4.2).

Latino Voter Participation in the 1980s

Even after age and citizenship status are taken intoaccount, Latinos
still register and vote at lower rates than whites or blacks. Voter registra-
tion as a percentage of those eligible is highest for whites: 7 in 10 were
registered to vote in 1988. About two-thirds of eligible blacks were
registered. Voter registration among Hispanics was a full ten percentage
points below that of blacks.

Voter turnout in 1988 as a percentage of eligible vote:s was down
even more than registration since the 1984 presidential election—down

12. Conversations with Census Bureau personnel indicate that since amnesty was
granted to many undocumented immigrants under the immigration Reform and Control
Act of 1985, respondents were more likely to acknowledge the fact that they were not
citizens
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2 percentage points among whites, four points among blacks, and 2
points among Hispanics. The Census Bureau reports that the 1988
turmout rate among all voters was the lowest recorded since the survey
was begun in 1964,

Despite relatively low rates of registration and turnout, the rapid
growth of the Latino electorate has meant greater weight for Latino
voters. The number of Latino voters grew by 51 percent between 1980
and 1988, compared to 8 percent for whites and 22 percent for blacks.

Latino Representation in Government

While Latinos constituted 8.1 percent of the population in 1988 they
held less than 2 percent of elective offices. There were nine'> Latino
members of Congress in 1989, fewer than one-fourth of what would be
expected if Latinos were represented in Congress in the same percent-
age as they are in the total population.

Table 4.1. Changes in Hispanic Population and Congressional Seats in
Selected Siates Large Hispanic Populations, 1980-1990

Hispanic Population Congressional Seats

Actual Projected Percent After After

1980 1990 Change, 1980 1990
State (in thousands) 1980-1980  Reapportionment Reapportionment  Change
California 4,544 7.862 73.0 45 51-52 +6-7
Texas 2,986 4,623 54.8 27 30-31 +3-4
New York 1,659 2,252 35.7 34 31 -3
Florida 858 1,300 51.5 19 22 3
lMinois 636 1,006 58.2 22 20 -2
New Jersey 492 733 490 14 14 ]
Arizona 441 685 55.3 5 6-7 +1.2
New Mexico 477 672 409 3 3 0
Colorado 340 457 34 6 6 0
Total 12,433 19,590 175 183-186 +8-11

Sources U S Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population, General Population Charactenstics. Senes PC80-1-B, 1990
F .ojectons made by William O’Hare. Population Reference Bureau, Reapportionment figures compiled from various sources

13. There were also three Latinos who were non-voting members of Congress one each
from Puerto Rico, The Virgin Islands, and Guam.
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By the same standard, one would expect to find 443 Hispanic state
representatives and 162 Hispanic state senators. In fact, there were 84
and 37, respectively—about one-fifth the number expected.

On the county and city lc: els, only 1 percent of all elected officials
are Hispanic, less than one-eighth of what would be expected frc- 1 their
numbers in the population. Hispanic representation on school boards is
only 1.8 percent, approximately one-fifth of what would be expected if
parity &xisted.

Prospects for Greater Congressional Representation

The Latino population is concentrated in sevral states that play a
key role in national elections. Almost 90 percent of Latinos are found in
nine states which now have 40 percent of all congressional seats and 71
percent of the 270 electoral votes needed to win the presidency. Collec-
tively, these nine states will prebably gain 8 to 11 seats after the 1990
reapportionment process (see Table 4.1, page 37).

The population of Mexican origin is concentrated in those states
which stand to gain the largest number of congressional seats in the 1990
reapportionment. Eight out of every ten Mexican-
Americans are found in three states—California, Texas,
and Arizona—that may gain as many as thirteen new
seats in Congress following the 1990 reapportionment.
Puerto Ricans, bacause they are concentrated in the
Northeast and Midwest, may lose the most in the reap-
portionment process. New York is expected to lose three
seats, and lllinois two. Cubans are concentrated in
Florida, where a net gain of three seats is anticipated.

Table 4.2 lists the 19 congressional districts where
at least 30 percent of the population was Hispanic in
1980. it shows the growth that occurred during the first
six years of the 1980s. The greatest growth occurred in
California, Texas, and New Mexico. All of the congres-
sional districts in New York with Hispanic populations of
at least 30 percent declined in total population size be-

E. (KiKi) de la Garza (D-Texas) tween 1980 and 1986.
y rza (-~ '€
Z?ng",';';:p”,,‘;‘,’ ,’J’f;’;’;’,‘,i‘c;,',’,g Only two of the current Hispanic members of Con-

in 1981 and 1982.

gress were elected from districts that were less than 50

percent Latino in 1980. There were two other districts,
one in Texas and one in Florida, where the Hispanic population was more
than 50 percent of the total population in 1980, but which do not have a
Hispanic representative.
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Districts With 30 Percent or
More Hispanic in 1980

Percent  Percent Change Hispanic
Congressional Hispanic in Population Representative,

District # in 1980 1980-86 1989
2 355 74
25 63.3 18 Roybal
29 36.5 108
30 544 13.1 Martinez
34 474 12.0 Torres
18 50.7 57
8 316 04
1 374 129
2 336 142
3 39.0 136 Richardson
1 38.1 -26
16 379 0.2
New York 18 514 -6.2 Garcia
Texas 15 ralvs 1.0 dela Garza
Texas 16 60.2 15.8
Texas 18 3.2 27
Texas 20 61.7 38 Gonzalez
Texas 23 56.2 272 Bustamante
Texas 27 615 15.7 Ortiz

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Congressional Distnct Profiles, Supplementary Report, PC
80-81-11, Sept. 1983; 98th Congress and Updates for the States Redistncted for the 99th Congress

Some of the political impact of the tremendous Hispanic growth rate
will be diluted by the anticipated undercount of Latinos in the 1990
Census. At this time no statistical adjustment is planned by the Census
Bureau to compensate for this undercount. Even so, Latinos are likely to
gain several representatives in Congress following redistricting in the
earty 1990s.

State Legisiative Gains from Redistricting

A look at Latino representation in the state legisiatures reveals
opportunities for improvement in most states. Only in New Mexico has
proportional representation been achieved in the state house ot repre-
sentatives, and only in Colorado has parity been achieved in the state
senate (see Table 4.3, page 40). Arizona and Texas approach propor-
tional representation of Hispanics in the state senate. Californiaand New
York have only one-third and one-fourth the number of Latino state
legislators that one would expect based on population. On average, the
proportion of state legislators who are Hispanic is one-half of the group’s
share of the total population.
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Table 4.3. Hispanic Population and Representation in
State Legisiatures, 1987

Hispanic State Senators State Representatives
Percent of
State Percent Percent

State Population  Total Hispanic Hispanic Total Hispanic Hispanic
California 23.0 40 3 7.5 80 4 5.0
Texas 25.7 31 6 19.4 150 19 12.7
New York 12.4 61 2 33 150 6 4.0
Florida 10.6 49 1 20 120 8 6.7
llinois 6.0 59 1 1.7 118 2 1.7
New Jersey 9.7 40 0 0.0 80 1 13
Arizona 19.6 30 5 16.7 60 5 8.3
New Mexico 37.2 42 13 31.0 70 25 35.7
Colorado 11.0 35 4 114 65 5 7.7
Subtotal 16.9 387 34 8.8 893 76 8.5

Sources U S Bureau of the Census, Unpublished data from March 1987 Current Population Survey.
The Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, Vol 26, 1986-87 Edition, Hispanic
Legisiators Natonal Assoctation of Latino Appointed and Elected Officials Education Fund, Directory
of Hispanic Elected Officsals, 1987

Since all state legislative districts are single-member districts by law,
battle lines will be drawn in those states where Latinos are sufficient in
numbers and concentration to form majority or near-majonty districts—
thatis, in California, Texas, New Mexico, Florida, and New York. Whether
Latinos side with the party in control of the legislature or with the other
party will depend on the extent to which they are included fairly in the
redistricting plan developed by the majority party. If the redistricting
battles of the past decade are any indication of what will take place after
1990, it is likely that Latinos will challenge the majority party's plan.
Incumbents generally do not relinquish control easily.

Local Renresentation from Redistricting

Latinos are likely to gain the most from redistricting at the local level.
This is due to two facts. First, most election districts in local governments
are relatively small, and thereiore it does not require as many Hispanics
to make up a voting majority. Second, Hispanics tend to vote as a bloc,
which assures that they will elect the candidate of their choice when they
constitute the majority of voters in a district (Engstrom and McDonald:
1988; Grofman, Migalski and Noviello: 1985; Loewen: 1988).

Increases in representation at the local level are likely to occur
largely as a result of changes from at-large to single-member districts.
Studies of Texas cities have shown that when single-member systems
have been adopted, minority representation has more than doubled
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(Brischetto and Grofman: 1987). About 60 Texas cities, and about as
many Texas school districts, have adopted single- member district sys-
tems during the past dec: A--. In New Me ico, a state iaw was passed in
1985 making single-member districts mandatory for cities, counties, and
school districts abce a certain size.

Conclusion
Several generalizations can be drawn from available data on chan-
ges in the various Latino electorates during the 1980s:

o Latinos are a piuralistic minority. The largest Latino electorate, that of
Mexican origin, is strategically located in states experiencing the
greatest growth. Given their own rapid population growth, candidates
of Mexican origin are likely to gain offices at every level of government
after the 1990 Census count is used for redistricting.

« The rapid population growth of Latinos is partly offset by their younger
age structure, the greater number of Hispanics who are not citizens,
and generally lower levels of political participation. Politivai
mobilization efforts in California, in particular, are adversely atffected
by the fact that tully half of all Latinos there are not citizens. As the
legalization process under the new immigration law unfolds during the
five years, this disadvantage will fade, albeit notin time for redistricting.

o Underrepresentation of Latinos at all levels of government is apparent.
Legal battles at all levels of government can be expected as Latinos
challenge those entrenched in 2lective posttions.

« The shift from ai-large to single-member districts in cities, counties,
and school districts has opened up new grounds for redistricting
litigation after 1990. Latinos will be fighting to consolidate the gains
they have made from such reforms.

Redistricting is a destabilizing force which challenges incumbency
The drawing of new political boundaries will provide new opportunities
for minority groups to win elective posts at all levels of government.
Whether Latinos will benefit fully from this once-in-a-decade opportunity
willdepend on their level of preparation for the redistricting batties which
lie ahead.




Section 5. The Changing Hispanic Political
Landscape

by Rodolfo O. de la Garza and Louis De Sipio

The 1990 Census will affect the nation’s Latinos in several ways.
The results of the census will be the basis for congressional reapportion-
ment and redistricting, which may result in the creation of additional
congressional districts represented by Latinos. Census figures will also
be used to guide redistricting within the states, a process that should
result in more Hispanics being elected to seats in state legislatures.
Census results will also be used in challenges to local election systems.

In this section of the booklet we review the experiences . fthe Latino
community regarding reapportionment and redistricting following the
1980 Census, and examine the efforts that are underway to insure that
the interests of Latinos are taken into account
during the reapportionment and redistricting
process arising from the 1990 Census. We also
review the implications of census figures for state-
level redistricting.

Latinos and the 1980 Census

The 1930 Census set some important prece-
dents. It was the first time that the Cansus Bureau
developed a plan designed to get an accurate
count of Latinos in the United States, and it was
the first time that Latino organizations made at-
tempts to improve Latino ceaoperation in the taking
of the census. Howavar, many of the problems that
arose in 1980 will reappear in 1990.

The 1980 Census found approximately 14.6

million Latinos in the 50 states (6.5 percent of the
national population) and that was a 61 percent
increase over 1970. It should be noted, however, Solomon Ortiz (D-Texas) was one of five
that this increase reflected real growth in the  Hispanics elucted to Congress following
Hispanic population as well as a more accurate  redistricting in 1981 and 1962.
count in 1980. The improved count resulted from
the Bureau's efforts to maximize Latino participation in the census and
to identify Latinos more accurately. The 1970 Census form used only the
term “Spanish Origin” to identify Latinos. In 1980, though, the form had
a list of categories for self-identification, including Mexican-American,
Cuban-American, Puerto Rican, and Other Spanish Origin. The Bureau
also sponsored Spanish-language public service announcements on
television and radio emphasizing the importance of cooperating with the
census.
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These efforts were complemented by the Immigration and
Nationalization Services (INS), which publicly announced a temporary
halt to searches for undocumented immigrants while the census was
being conducted. The hope was that this policy would increase the
response rate of undocumented aliens to the census. Latino community
and afdvocacy organizations took steps to supplement the Bureau's
initiatives. Coalitions in Miami, Chicago, Los Angeles, ano New

York/Northern New Jersey monitored the im-
plementation of the census. In New York, this
effort concentrated on assuring Latinos, some

“The Underc ou nt Of of whom were undocumented immigrants, that

H H they would not be penalized by having census
H IS_DGI'IICS was data used against them. Latino organizations in

sllghﬂy lower than Miami, on the other hand, thought the undocu-

] mented were less of a problem than the
the estimated 5.9 widespread belief in the Cuban community that
there was no benefit in completing an
pel'cenl' Undercount “intrusive” census form. Therefore, Latino
v groups in Miami focused on the Lenefits that
of blacks would accrue to the Latino community by com-
pleting the census form. The Mexican-
American Legal Defense and Education Fund
(MALDEF) sponsored advertisements on the importance of the census
in numerous cities with large Latino populations. Several Latino ad-
vocacy groups in Washington, D.C., established “Census Watch,” a
project to collect information about census irregularities.
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Despite these efforts, the Census Bureau estimates that the 1980
count missed approximately 5 percent of the Latinos living in the United
States. The undercount of Hispanics was slightly lower than the es-
timated 5.9 percent undercount of blacks, but was significantly higher
than the 1 percent undercount of non-Latino whites.

Although official estimates of the undercount of minorities did not
appear until the mid-1980s, political jurisdictions with large Latino and
other minority populations were aware of undercounts resulting from the
failure of census enumerators to enter certain neighborhoods and from
the inadequacy of address lists and maps used by the Census Bureau.
Nationally, thirty-six lawsuits were filed seeking an adjustment of the
official count because of alleged undercounting of minoritics. Fifteen
state and local jurisdictions, ranging from Miami and the State of New
York tosmall towns in rural New Mexico, sought adjustments in the courts
because of undercounts of the Latino population. However, the courts
found that the jurisdictions could prove no injury and lacked standing to
sue.




In another suit filed at the time of the 1980 Census, the Federation
for American immigration Reform (FAIR) tried to prevent the Census
Bureau from including undocumented aliens inthe population count used
to apportion the U.S. House of Representatives. FAIR is a Washingten-
based group that advocates a restrictive immigration policy. Aithough the
suit was dismissed on grounds that FAIR lacked legal standing, the court
also noted that the 1980 count was well underway and that intervention
at so late a date would cause undue harm (Bean and de la Garza: 1988).

However, FAIR, with 43 members of Congress as co-plaintiffs, filad
a similar suit concerning the 1990 Census. The suit was dismissed in
May 1989 due to lack of standing. The court found that the plaintiffs could
prove no injury. As of this writing, FAIR is considering an appeal.

Despite court rulings, the question of whether the Census Bureau
should distinguish between legal residents and undocumented aliens is
now a matter of public debate. The general concern among the undocu-
mented is the confidentiality of information gained through the census.
While there is no way to determine how much such concerns contributed
to the 1980 undercount, it was surely a factor. Fear among the undocu-
mented that the 1990 Census will be used to determine a person’s legal
status seems likely again to reduce the effectiveness of the Bureau's
1980 outreach efforts.

Congressional Reapportionment and Redistricting
After the 1980 Census

The total number of seats in the House of Representatives is
currently fixed at 435, and each state is automatically assigned one seat.
States are then assigned a specific number of additional seats through
a population-based formula. Once seats are allocated, ccngressional
redistricting is determined by a political process that in:ludes the
development of a new election district map, usually by state legislators.
Areas covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act (VRA) (see Section
6 of this booklet for more information about this) must submit their plan
to the Justice Department for approval. States covered by Sectica 5 of
the VRA thathave large Latino populations are New York, Fl..nda, Texas,
New Mexico, Colorado, Arizona, and California. Federal courts may
intervene and take responsibility for drawing new districts if any of these
states fail to agree on a plan that can be approved by ine Justice
Department in time for the primary preceding the next congressional
election.

While reapportionment usually affects only a few congressional
seats in a given state, redistricting may affect all seats. Since redistricting
has political effects, the process is always controversial. Crsaiing dis-
tricts likely to elect Latino representatives therefore depends on more

m W




I

than simply carving out districts with large Hispanic populations. It may
require agreements between political party leaders and Latino groups
that could lead to the elimination of an incumbent’s seat, or to the creation
of a new safe district benefiting one party at the expense of another, or
to some other disputed result.

The specifics of the redistricting process vary from state to state.
Texas, for example, has a statutory body to arbitrate redistricting dis-
putes between the two houses of the legislature or between the legisla-
ture and the governor. The members of this Redistricting Board include
the state’s Attorney General, Land Commissioner, Comptroller,
Lieutenant Governor, and Speaker of the House. As long as it can
perform its task in sufficient time for the primary election, the work of the
board prevents intervention by federal courts. No similar body exists in
other states with large Latino populations.

In all of the states, citizens may file suit in federal court challenging
a redistricting plan. After it is filed, the suit is randomly assigned to a
federal district judge. The judge must then inform the chief judge of the
circuit, who appoints two other judges to act as a three-judge court to
hear the suit. The two post-1980 redistricting cases which raised con-
stitutional issues, Davis v. Bandeme: (indiana) and Badham v. Eu
(California) were heard under this procedure, which allows appeal direct-
ly to the Supreme Court. The nonrandom selection of two of the three
judges creates the possibility that political factors may influence the
outcome. As the composition of the federal bench evolves because of

Table 5.1. Latino Members of Congress, Elected 1961

to 1984
Year
State District Incumbent First Elected
First Elected Before 1980
Texas CD20 Gonzalez (D) 1961
California CD25 Roybal (D) 1962
Texas CD24 de la Garza (D) 1964
Maw Mexico CD 1 Lujan* (R) 1968
M ~ York cD18 Garcia (D) 1978
First Elected After 1980
California CD30 Martinez (D) 1982
California CD34 Torres (D) 1982
Texas co27 Ontiz (D) 1982
New Mexico CcD 3 Richardson (D) 1982
Texas cD23 Bustamante (D) 1984
* resigned in 1989

Source Authors’ compilation
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new appointments that reflect changing ideological and partisan
preferences, court decisions may also begin to show a new pattern. One
student of the redistricting process has asserted that “the remapping
issue is only slightly less partisan in federal court than it is in a state
capital” (Ehrenhalt: 1982). )

Of the five federal judicial circuits containing states with large Latino
populations, four had chief circuit justices in 1981 who had been ap-
pointed during Democratic presidential administrations. The majority of
district court judges in each of the five circuits had also been appointed
during Democratic administrations. By December 1988, however, a
majority of district court judges in four of the five circuits, and the chief
circuit court judge in two of the five circuits, had been appointed by
Republican administrations. The extent to which these shifts will affect
judicial decisions regarding redistricting should become apparent in the
early 1990s.

The Impact of the 1980 Census on
Latino Representation

The dramatic increase in the Latino population between 1970 and
1980 served as the foundation for significant increases in Latino con-
gressional representation. After reapportionment and redistricting in
1981, nine congressional districts had constituencies that were at least
50 percent Latino. All but two of these elected a Latino at some point in
the 1980s. The number of Latino congressman increased from five 1n
1980 to nine in 1982 to ten in 1984 (see Table 5.1).

How population growth and partisanship combine to affect repre-
sentation can be seen in the results of the 1981 redistricting. New
congressional districts represented by Latinos emerged in California,
Texas, and New Mexico—states where the Democrats were dominant,
the Hispanic population is primarily Democratic, and the state gained
population (see Table 5.2, page 48). New York, on the other hand, lost
five seats in 1981. Thus, even though Democrats controlled the state
legislature and the state’s Latino population was overwhelmingly
Democratic and had increased greatly over the decade, efforts to create
a new Latino district in New York failed.

The partisan nature of redistricting was evident in attempts by
Republican minorities in the Texas and California legislatures to weaken
redistricting plans drawn by Democratic majorities. The Republican
objective was to enlist Latino support for challenges to redistricting plans
designed by Democrats and for alternative Republican plans that would
have eliminated several Anglo-controlled Democratic districts while es-
tablishing several safe districts for Republicans and Latinos (Cooper.
1987).
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The gains in 1981 refiected the fact that Latino voters and legislators
in some states played a larger role in redistricting. Assemblyman Richard
Alatorre chaired the redistricting committee of the California Assembly.
In New Mexico, Latino legislators were given credit for assuring that
Latinos were the majority of the population in the newly created 3rd
congressional district. In Texas, there was an early agreement among
political forces that one of the new congressional districts would be

Table 5.2. Political Alignment, Latino Population, and
Change in Congressional Seats in States With Large
Latino Populations, 1981 and 1991

Dominant Party* Latino Changein Changein
Population Congressional Latino

State Governor Senate House (in 1000s) Seats Seats
Arizona

1981 D R R 441 +1 0

1991 D R R 648 +1 0
California

1981 D D D 4,544 +2 +2

1991 R D D 6,589 +4 +1/+2
Colorado

1981 D R R 340 +1 0

1991 D R R 368 0 0
Flonda

1981 D D D 858 +4 0

1941 R D D 1,473 +3 +1
llnois

1981 R D R 636 -2 0

1991 R D D 801 -1 0/4+1
New Jersey

1981 R D D 492 -1 0

1991 R D R 646 0 0
New Mexico

1981 D D D 477 +1 +1

1991 R D D 543 0 0
New York

1981 D R D 1,659 -5 0

1991 D R D 2,122 -2 0/+1
Texas

1981 R D D 2,986 +3 +2

1991 R D D 4,134 +3 +1
* R = Republican D = Democrat

Sources Estimates for 1991 based on partisan composition of stales 1n 1989 1988 population data
based on Current Population Survey estimates U S Bureau of the Census. The Hispamc Populaton
n the United States March 1988, Series P-20. No 431 Estimated changes in congressional seals
from Cohen. Richard. “House Headed for a Big Reshuffling.” National Journal, Jan 7, 1989 25
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located in the heavily Latino Rio Grande Valley. No such agreements
about new congressional districts were reached in Florida, Arizona, or
Colorado, where Latinos were less influential because of therr relatively
smaller populations and because they were usually members of the
minority party within their state.

Latinos and the 1990 Census

The Census Bureau has already taken numerous steps to get a
more accurate count of the Latino population in 1990, and Latino ad-
vocacy groups are increasing their efforts to match those of the Bureau
All of those involved report that planning for the 1990 Census has begun
earlier than was the case for the count in 1980. MALDEF has taken the
lead so far, with a national outreach program to educate the Latino
community on the importance of the census. This program has begun in
California and Chicago, and is to be duplicated in Texas. MALDEF is
also a party to legal efforts to require an adjustment of census numbers
because of undercounting of Hispanics, and the organization filed an
amicus brief in the suit attempting to eliminate undocumented aliens from
the census figures used to apportion Congress. The National Association
of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO) has begun a project
to monitor the taking of the census, to advise local officials of the cost in
lost revenue-sharing funds of an undercount similar to that in 1980, and
to encourage Latinos to work as census takers. The National Council of
La Maza is working through its affiliates in cities across the country to
assure greater Latino cooperation in 1990.

Regionwide coalitions have emerged in South Flonda, New
York/New Jersey, Texas, Southern California, and Chicago. The Florida
and New York/New Jersey efforts are intended to reach the growing and
more diverse immigrant populations in those areas Recent immigrants
are likely to be unfamiliar with and distrustful of the census, and special
efforts will be necessary if they are to be persuaded to participate. In
Texas and the rest of the Southwest, the Southwest Voter Registration
Education Projact is coordinating a network of 200 community-level
census and redistricting projects to assure both an accurate count and
an equitable redistricting.

Adjusting the 1990 Census

If successful, efforts to mandate an adjustment of the census
because of undercounting could result in a more accurate count of
Latinos. The Commerce Department, bureaucratic home of the Census
Bureau, announced in 1987 that an adjustment was not technically
feasible, but this decision was widely perceived to be based on politica!
considerations rather than on technical grounds (Bailar: 1988). Rep
Mervyn Dymally of California introduced congressional legslation in
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1988 that would require an adjustment. The bill was defeated in 1988 but
was reintroduced in 1989. Meanwhile, New York City, the state of
California, Dade County (Miami), and several other jurisdictions have
filed suit in federal court in the Eastern District of New York to require an
adjustment.'*

Rea?&%nbnment and Redistricting after
the Census

With one exception, all of the congressional districts with Hispanic
representatives have grown in population since 1980, and therefore are
unlikely to be merged or eliminated as a result of the 1990 Census (see
Figure 5.1). The one exception is the 18th congressional district, located
in New York City and represented by Rep. Robert Garcia. Since 1980,
this district has experienced a population decline of 6 percent and is
approximately 70,000 people short of the 555,000 residents that will be
needed for a New York congressional district after 1990 (see Table 5.3).
Although it is possible that the boundaries of this district could be
redesigned in ways that would jeopardize this Latino seat, that is unlikely
to happen because of the large and growing Latino population in New

Figure 5.1. Total Populat.on Changein
Congressional Districts Represented by Latinos: 1980-86
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TX-15 TX-20 TX-27 TX-23 CA-25 CA-30 CA-34 NM-1* NM-3 NY-18
State/Congressional district number

Lujan retired frorn Congress in 1989.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

14. The Distnct Court dismissed a Justice Department motion to dismiss and 1s considenng
a motion for summary judgement. Discovery Is proceeding. No thal date had been set, and
it 1s extremely unlikely that the case will be resolved prior to the 1990 Census.
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York City. Moreover, any attempt to restructure the district in a way that
dilutes minority voting strength would face a challenge under the Voting
Righ*s Act.

Table 5.3. Latino Populations in Congressional

Districts With a Latino Member of Congress: 1986

State and Estimated Pop.  Percent Deviation from
District  Incumbent 1986 Latino Ideal Population
TX 15 delaGarza 638,100 66 +82,033
CA 25 Roybal 588,200 57 +37,567
TX 20 Gonzalez 546,100 56 ~9,967
TX 27 Oniz 609,600 55 +53,533
TX 23 Bustamante 669,800 51 +113,733
NY 18 Garcia 485,200 49 -70,175
CA 30 Martinez £45,000 48 +44,367
CA 34 Torres 589,700 42 +39,067
NM 3 Richardson 491,100 37 -1,900
NM 1 Lujan 490,200 33 -2,800

* Representative Lupan retired from the Congress in 1989 He was replaced by a non-Latino
Source’ Election Data Services, Inc , Democratic and Black Districts Most Atfected by New

Popuianhon Figures, Washington, D C , 1988

In addition to retaining existing districts, Latinos may pick up new
seats following the 1990 Census. Current estimates indicate that new
congrassional seats will be created in four of the states with significant
Latino populations—Florida, Texas, Arizona, and California.

It must be remembered, however, that population is just one of the
factors that influence the design of new districts. Other factors include
partisan characteristics, the distribution of population growth within each
state, the regional concentration of the Latino population within the state,
and the status of Latinos in state politics.

In part because of redistricting of state-level offices following the
1980 Census, the states with large Latino populations that will have new
congrassional districts after 1990 have seen significant increases in the
numbers of Latino state legislators since 1982 (see Table 5.4, page 52).
Moreover, Latino legislators in many states will play a much more
important role in redistricting in 1991 than they have previously. As-
semblymen Angelo del Toro in New York and Charles Calderon in
Califomia, for example, served as chairs of the legislative committees
vested with redistricting responsibility in their respective states in the
1987-1988 legislative session. Because of the size of the Latinop +ula-
tions in Texas and New Mexico, Latino representatives in those two
states will also play central roles in the redistricting process when
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committees are formed prior to 1991. Latino legislative influence will be
less in other states.

While increased population, greater political power, and better
organization will work to the advantage of the Latino community, other
factors may offset potential gains. Since the very first census, the
population coun. used to determine congressional districts has been the
number of residents and not just the number of citizens. Thus, factors
that dilute voting eligibility, such as youth and noncitizenship (both of
which characterize Latinos) reduce the possible number of safe Latino

Table 5.4. Increase in Latino Elected Officials at State
Level, Selected States, 1973 to 1988

Number of Latino Percent Percent
Elected Officials Change Change in
1973 1988 197310 1988 Hispanic Population

Anzona 95 237 +149 +140 ‘
Califormia 231 466 +102 +91 |
Florida 13 50 +285 +375 |
New Mexico 366 595 +63 +180 |
New York 10 68 +580 +158
Texas 565 1,611 +185 +238

*There is some evidence lo Suggest that the numbers from 1973 may underestimate the number of
Latino elected officials and therefore the amount of change between 1973 and 1988 may be
overestimated

Sources. Lemus. Frank, Nanonal Roster of Sparish Surr amed Elected Otficials. Atzian Publications
Los Angeles, 1973 Nationai Association of Labino Elected and Appointed Officials, National Roster of
Hispanic Elected Officials 1987, Washington. D C , 1989

districts (see Section 4 of this booklet for more information on this). This
underscores the point that concentration and population size alone will
not assure an increase in Latino members of Congress.

Conclusion

Clearly, Latinos and the Census Bureau both learned a great deal
from their experiences with the 1980 Census and the subsequent reap-
portionment and redistricting. The outreach efforts that are underway
build on that knowledge, and there is reason to expect that the results in
1990 will be superior to those of the past. There also appears to be a
much greater awareness now of the significance of census results for
the well-being of the Latino community.

Numerical growth and concentration suggest that new congres-
sional districts with Latino population majorities could be created in the
Los Angeles area, in Texas, and in the Miami area, and that existing
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seats will be retained. Whether or notthese goals are achieved depends
on several factors. The first and most important is the extent to which the
Census Bureau achieves a relatively complete count.

Once the data have been collected, other factors will come into play.
These will range from the partisan characteristics of those states where
it will be possible to create Latino districts to the enforcement of the
Voting Rights Act by the Justice Department. As the phenc:ienon of
congressional redistricting to create districts represented by Latinos is
relatively new, there is little history by which to judge the most effective
means of assuring Latino representation. Nonetheless, sheer population
size and growing Latino representation in the state legislatures augur
well for the outcome Latinos can expect from the 1990 Census.
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Section 6. Changing Standards in Voting Rights Law

by Frank R. Parker

Black, Hispanic, Native American, and other minority cihizens have
used litigation in the federal courts to overcome discnminatory redistrict-
ing plans and to increase minority representation at all levels of govern-
ment. As indicated in other sections of this publica-
tion, legal challenges to state and local redistricting
plans, while not the only means by which minority
voters can influence the redistricting process, can
be productive. Two of the newest black members of
Congress—Rep. Mike Espy of Mississippi and Rep.
John Lewis of Georgia—were elected after
discriminatory plans were struck down under the
Voting Rights Act and new congressional districts
with black population majorities were created.
Similarly, court suits filed by minority voters
eliminated discriminatory mult-member legislative
districts and produced dramatic increases in the
number of black and Hispanic state legislators fol-
lowing the 1970 and 1980 Censuses.

For minority citizens to be effective participants
in the redistricting process, etther in state legisla-
tures or local governing bodies, or in the courts, they
must learn the rules of the game. What are the -y
requirements of the “one-person, one-vote” rule?  John Lewis (D-Georgia) was elected 1o
How great a deviation from population equality is  Congress from a black-majority district
constitutionally tolerable? What procedures are  created by a successful court challenge.
available for challenging racially discriminatory
plans that dilute minority voting strength? What legal standards do the
courts apply to strike down racially discriminatory plans?

The Legal Framework at the Beginning of the 1980s

The Supreme Court has ruled that neither the Constitution nor the
Voting Rights Act give minority voters a federally guaranteed right to a
redistricting plan that maximizes their influence in the electoral process.
From alegal standpoint, then, the focus of any efforts to improve minority
representation must focus on eliminating racial discrimination in any
proposed or existing plan. This raises the question: what is the definition
of racial discrimination? Does racial discrimination mean a plan that was
adopted with discnminatory intent, or merely one that has a discnmin-
atory effect?

Until 1980, the Supreme Court and lower federal courts had struck
down voting laws and redistricting plans under the Constitution and the
Voting Rights Act when they had a racially discriminatory effect This
meant that at-large election systems and gerrymandered redistricting
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plans were unconstitutional when they had the effect of denying minority
voters an equal opportunity to elect candidates of their choice, regardiess
of the intent of the plans.

Then, in 1980 in City of Mobile v. Bolden, the Supreme Court
adopted a new standard. The Court ruled that discriminatory methods of
election were not illegal per se unless it could be proven that they had
been adopted or maintained with the intentto discriminate. This meant,
for example, that an at-large voting system that diluted minority votes
and resulted in an all-white city council was not necessarily illegal unless
minority voters could prove that the system had been adopted or main-
tained for the specific purpose of discriminating against minority voters.
Further, the Court appeared to reject as proof of discriminatory intent the
kinds of circumstantial evidence that the courts previously had accepted
as proving voting discrimination (such as absence of any minorities in
elective positions, a past history of discrimination, and electoral rules that
disadvantaged minorities).

Two years later, the Supreme Court in Rogers v. Lodge retreated
from the extreme position it had taken in the Mobile decision. The Court
reaffirmed that proof of discriminatory intent was required, but held that
the prcof could be circumstantial evidence showing that the chalienged
election system denied minority voters an equal opportunity to elect
candidates of their choice. But further debate over the intent requirement
was made moot when Congress in 1982 amended the Voting Rights Act
in language that specifically instructed the Court that the standard of
“intent” was unacceptable.

The Supreme Court made it easier for minorities to prevail in Voting Rights cases with the
1986 dacision in Thornburg v. Gingles.
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Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, as amended in 1982, prchibits
any voting practice or procedure, including any redistricting plan, which
“results” in racial discnmination. This means that a challenged voting
plan is unlawful if, “based on the totality of circumstances,” minority
voters "“have less opportunity than other members of the electorate to
participate inthe political process and to elect the representatives of their
choice.”

In addition to Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, two other legal
principles have commonly been used in fighting racially discriminatory
election systems; the one-person one-vote principle, and Section 5 of
the Voting Rights Act. Each of these are discussed below.

The one-person, one-vote pnnciple requires state legislatures and
local governing bodies to crea's, election districts of equal population so
that each person's vote has equal weight. If one district has a small
population and another (with the same number of representatives) a
large population, each voter in the smaller district has more influence
than each voter in the large district in determining who is elected.

This principle is important because districts that are unequal in
popilation can result in discrimination against minority voters, particular-
ly those living in heavily populated urban areas. The one-person, one-
vote rule can be used to strike down racially discriminatory redistricting
plans even when clams of racial discrimination otherwise can't be
proven.

As stated by the Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims (1964), the
one-person, one-vote rule -aquires “substantial equality of populatir
among districts.” Whatdow:. 'substantial equality” mean? The standa.d
varies depending on what level of government is involved. By 1980 the
Supreme Court had adopted different rules for judging the legality of
congressional redistricting plans, state legislative redistricting plans. and
local redistricting plans.

For congressional redistricting plans, all of a state's congressional
districts must be equal in population, and no deviations from equal-sized
districts are allowed unless they can be justified uy state officials.
Applying this test during the 1970s, the Supreme Court struck own
congressional redistricting plans with deviations as small as 4.13 per-
cent. During the 1980s, as described later in this section, the: Si+~reme
Court adopted even stricter standards on allowable deviations in con-
gressional redistricting.

For state legislative redistnicting plans, constitutionality depends
upon the degree of deviation from equal-size districts and whether the
deviations can be justified by some reasonable state interest. Deviations
ofless than 10 percent are not presumed to be unconstitutional and need
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not be explained or justified by state officials. However, plans with
deviations of less than 10 percent are not immune from legal challenge
if there is proof of discrimination or improper motives. Deviations be-
tween 10 percent and 16.4 percent are presumed to be unconstitutional
and will not be upheld by the courts unless state officials can justify them
on the basis of consistent and reasonable state policirs. Deviations
larger than 16.4 percent generally are unconstitutional per se and will be
struck down.

Slightly larger deviations from equal-sized districts are tolerated in
local redistricting plans. The Supreme Court upheld one county redistrict-
ing plan with a deviation of 11.9 percent, but indicated that a larger
deviation probably would not be allowed.

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act requires nine states and parts of
seven others'> to obtain prior approval (“preclearance”) for all voting law
changes—including all new redistricting plans—from either the Justice
Department or the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. The
states and localities covered by Section 5 are those that had literacy tests
for voters and low levels of minority voter registration when the Voting
Rights Act was enacted in 1965. Later amendments covered additional
states and localities with substantial numbers of Hispanic or other
language-minority citizens which conducted English-only elections.

Under Section 5, the burden of proving the legality of changes in
voting laws is placed on the state or locality. The state or locality must
convirce the Justice Department or the D.C. District Court that a
pranosed change in its voting laws does not have a racially discriminatory
purpose and will not have a discriminatory effect. Anyone can write a
letter to the Justice Department complaining about discrimination in a
plan submitted for Section 5 approval and giving reasons why the Justice
Department should object to the plan. Further, if the state or locality files
a suit in District Court in Washington, D.C., to obtain preclearance,
affected minority citizens can file a motion to intervene in the lawsuit to
protect their rights. If the Justice Department objects to a plan or the D.C.
District Court denies approval, the change cannot be implemented.

Section § is the part of the Voting Rights Act most frequently used
to prevent racial discrimination in elections. Since 1965, the Justice
Department has used Section 5 to block more than 2,000 discriminatory

15. The Section 5 preclearance requirement currently applies to all of Alabama, Alaska,
Anzona, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia, and to parts
of California (four counties), Florida (five counties), Michigan (parts of two counties), New
Hampshire (parts of seven counties), New York (Manhattan, Brookiyn, and the Bronx),
North Carohina (40 counties), and South Dakota (two counties)
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Toble 6.1. Number of Changes Blocked by Justice
Depaitment Section 5 Objections, by Type of

Change, 1965 fo 1988 |
Type of Change Number oi Oojections |
Municipal annexations 1,088 ;
Methods of election 472 |
Redistricting 248
Poliing place changes 46
Changes in form of government 39
Special elections 39
Precinct changes 19
Candidate qualifications 13
Voter registration procedures 12
Governmental consolidations/divisions of political units 12
Reregistration/voter purges 9
Bilingual procedures 9
Municipal incorporations 7
Voting methods 3
Miscetlaneous 119
Total 2,167

Source Voting Section, Cvil Rights Division, U S Department of Justice

voting law changes (see Table 6.1). Congressional, state, and local
redistricting plans have all been rejected.

During the 1970s, the Supreme Court adopted a limited inter-
pretation of the discriminatory “effect” standard of Section 5. The Court
ruled that a new redistricting plan does not have a discriminatory effect
prohibited by Section 5 unless, compared with the previous plan, it
diminishes the voting strength of minority voters. This interpretation
(called the “Section 5 retrogression standard") protects minority voters,
but it also means that if a prior plan was discriminatory, and a new plan
is equally discriminatory, the new system must be approved (uniess it
was adopted with a discriminatory intent) because minority voters are no
worse off than they were before.

Changes in Law During the 1980s

During the 1980s, Congress and the Supreme Court altered the
legal standards that were in effect in 1980 (see Box 1, page 64). The
greatest change occurred in 1982 when Congress amended the Voting
Rights Act to overrule the Mobile decision and to eliminate the require-
ment of proving discriminatory intent. The Supreme Court then inter-
preted the 1982 amendment to simplify even further the legal
requirements for proving unlawful minerity vote discrimination.

In amending Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act in 1982, Congress
indicated that minority voters can prove discriminatory results based on




a number of factors. For example, they can show the existence of racial
bloc voting and a lack of minority representation. Other factors to be
considered by the courts include a history of discrimination against
minorities, the use of discriminatory election rules, discrimination in
slating candidates for office, differences between minorities and whites
in income, oducation, empioyment, and other socioeconomic charac-
teristics, and racial campaigning.

Then, in Thomnburg v. Gingles, decided in 198S, the Supreme Court
made it even easier for minority voters to prove a violation of the Voting
Rights Act. The Gingles case invoived a challenge by black voters in
North Carolina to at-large voting in multi-member and gerrymandered
state legislative districts that, in effect, prevented black voters from
electing candidates of their choice to the state legislature. The Supreme
Court ruled that at-large election systems are illegal if:

(1) the minority population is geographically compact enough
that a single-member district can be created where minorities
are in the majority;

(2) minority voters tend to vote for the same candidates (i.e. bloc
vote), indicating that they are "politically cohesive”; and

(3) except for special circumstances (such as minority
candidates running unopposed), the candidates preferred by
minority voters usually are defeated by white bloc voting.

This new standard, in effect, makes it illegai for a state or locality
with racial bloc voting not to create a district in which minorities are In
the majority if such a district can be created. This liberal standard is likely
to have important rarifications after 1990, especially in parts of the
country with substantial minority populations.

The Supreme Court's decision also makes it easier for minority
voters to eliminate discriminatory multi-member legislative districts. Such
districts were the principal focus of litigation in the South and Southwest
during the 1970s and earl; 1980s, and most were eliminated. However,
in some states that were untouched by this wave of litigation, multi-mem-
ber districts remain.

The Justice Department estimates that more than 1,300 jurisdictions
have changed their election systems since 1982 to comply with Section
2. Section 2 has been applied to strike down racially discriminatory
congressional redistricting plans, state redistricting plans, at-large coun-
ty and city election systems, at-large elections for state court judges, and
voter registration procedures.

In two other Section 2 cases, the Chicago, lllinois, and Montgomery,
Alabama, city council redistricting cases (Ketchum v. Byrne and Buskey



v. Oliver), federal courts struck down plans that reduced the number of
black districts (Chicago) and reduced the black percentage of a district
(Montgomery). The courts applied a retrogression standard similar to the
one applied to states covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.
These decisions have important implications for redistricting after 1990.
Section 2 of the VRA—which the courts applied in those cases—applies
nationwide, and the court rulings in those cases can be used throughout
the country after the 1990 Census to prevent the elimination of existing
majority black congressional and state legislative districts that currently
have black representatives.

Measuring Malapportionment

During the 1980s the Supreme Court also adopted stricter standards
for congressional redistricting and, in a striking about-face, opened the
door to challenges to legislative redistricting plans which have the
purpose and effect of partisan political gerrymandering.

In Karcher v. Daggett, handed down in 1983, the Court held that a
New Jersey congressional redistricting plan was unconstitutional even
though the total deviation from districts of equal size was a mere 0.6984
percent. The Court ruled that such a deviation could have been avoided,
given that the legislature had rejected a plan with & population deviation
of only 0.4514 percent, and that the state had failed to show that the
deviation inits approved pian was necessary to achieve a legiiimate goal

On the same day it handed down its decision in the New Jersey
case, the Supreme Ccourt in Brown v. Thorason upheld a Wyoming state
legislative redistricting plan where the total deviation in one district was
89 percent—a deviation much higher than any previously approved by
the Supreme Court. The Court accepted the state’s argument that this
degree of deviation from the ideal was necessary to permit one isolated
county to retain the seat in the state legislature that it had been granted
in 1913 and to preserve county boundaries in that one district. Two of
the Court’s five-member majority (Justices O'Connor and Stevens)
stated that they agreed with the decision only because the 89 percent
deviation applied to just one county. They wrote that they had “the
gravest doubts that a statewide legislative plan with an 89 percent
maximum daeviation could survive constitutional scrutiny . . ."

One redistricting issue not conclusively decided during the 1970s
was how population malapportionment should be measured in “‘mixed”
plans where some representatives are elected districtwide and others
are elected from subdistricts within the district. The Supreme Court
resolved this issue early in 1989 in Board of Estimate v. Morris, a
challenge to the system of electing members to the New York City Board
of Estimate. The Board of Estimate was composed of three members
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elected citywide (the mayor, city council president, and city comptroller)
and the five borough presidents, each of them elected from the five
individual boroughs that constitute New York City. The boroughs vury
greatly in population size, and the lower courts—looking only at differen-
ces in borough populations—held the election system unconstitutional
for violating the one-person, one-vote rule. The Suprame Court held that
in calculating the malapportionment in this mixed plan, the courts must
consider the weight of citizens' votes for both the borough repre-
sentatives and their proportional share of the vote for the citywide elected
officials. This method of calculation reduced the overall deviation from
132 percent to 78 percent, but the Supreme Court ruled that even a
deviation that high was constitutionally unacceptable. This decision
settles the question of how malapportionment should be measured in
mixed plans and indicates that despite the Wyoming case, discussed
above, the Supreme Courtis not loosening the strict numerical standards
for judging one-person, one-vote violations.

New Law Governing Partisan Political
Gerrymandering

During the 1970s the Supreme Court refused to hear suits based
on allegations that redistricting plans discriminated against candidates
or voters of a particular political party. In 1986, however, in Davis v.
Bandemer, the Supreme Court in a split decision ruled that claims of
political gerrymandering could be litigated in federal court. Although the
Indiana plan in question in that case created state legislative districts that
were equal in population size, the plaintiffs charged that the Republican-
controlled stat: legislature had geriymandered the districts to maximize
Republican voting strength and to minimize the number of Democratic
districts. They contended thatthe legislature’s plan discriminated against
Democrats by packing more Democratic voters into districts which
already had large Democratic majorities and by splitting up other
Demaocratic districts, thus assuring a larger number of “safe” Republican
seats.

While the Supreme Court agreed that intentional political ger-
rymandering violated the 14th Amendment, it ruled that the plaintiffs’
claims had not been proven. The Court required evidence of “both
intentional discrimination against an identifiable political group and an
actual discriminatory effact on that group.” Although discriminatory intent
had been proven, said the Court, a sufficient discriminatory effect had
not. Unconstitutional discrimination, the Court said, occurs only when a
redistricting plan “will consistently degrade a voter's or a group of voters’
influence on the political process as a whole.”

What this means may be worked out in lawsuits brought after the
1990 Census. In a case involving California (Badham v. Eu) that was
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decided after the Indiana case, Republican plaintiffs argued that tha
Democrats had gerrvmandered California’s congressional districts to
limit the number of Republican members of Congress. Although political
commentators thought the Republicans had presented a strong case,
the District Court dismissed their claims and the Supreme Court affirmed
without opinion, three Justices dissenting. The results in these two cases
suggest that litigants attempting to prove partisan political ge rymander-
ing will have a difficult time convincing the courts to uphold their claims.

New Law Governing Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
During the 1980s the Justice Department amended its Voting Rights
Act regulations to broaden the types of discrimination that can be
challenged under Section 5. Objections are now permitted when a voting
law change is likely to have a discriminatory
result that violates the Section 2 “results” stand- -
ard. This means that a new redistricting plancan Llflga nts

be blocked by a Justice Department objection if .
it has discriminatory results, regardiess of s atfempting to prove

inent and regardiess ofwhethertisretiogressive.—— parrtisan political

The Supreme Court has continued to take

anarrow view of the Section 5 “effect"standard.  JEITYMGH idering will
In Lockhart v. United States, decided in 1983, cpg: .
the Court overruled the Justice Department's have a difficult time

objection to changes in a Texas city’s election . .

system. Under the proposed plan, a mayor and COﬂVIﬂCIﬂg the
four city council members would be ¢lected

using {\éjmbered posts and staggered terms ot courts I'O Uphold
office. > The Supreme Court noted that num- i H 1
bered pasts and staggered terms generally are their claims.
discriminatory because they prevent minority

voters from single-shot voting. However, the Supreme Court added that
the proposed changes would not diminish minonty voting strength be-

16. “Numbered Posts” means that each candidate must qualify and run for a particular
post or place on the ballot (e.g Post No 1, Post No 2, etc). “Staggered terms™ 1s an
election system under which not all the offices are up for election at the same time For
exampie, when half of the offices may be up for election one year and the other haif up for
election the next year. Both systems elimuinate or minimize the opportunity for minonty
voters to elect candidates of their choice through "“single-shot voting.” Single-shot voting,
a tactic sometimes successfully employad by minonty voters, :s voling for [ess than the full
number of positions to be filled. For example f there are four positions to be filled and
more than four candidates running, and it white voters spread their votes out over four
different candidates, minonty voters may be able to elect a candidate of their choice by
casting only one vote and concentrating their votes on one candidate. This 1s impossibie
when there is a post system, since voters have only one vote for each post, and may be
ineffective under a staggered term system because a staggered term system reduces the
number of seats to be filled at each election
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cause minorities couid notsingie-shot vote under the preexisting election
system

n

Section 5 if they meet the new results test under Section 2. However,

When the Justice Department adopted its new Section 5 regulations

1987, it agreed that voting law changes should be objected to under

the Federal courts, in judicial preclearance proceedings under Section

5, have not yet ruled on the applicability of the Section 2 resuits standard

to Section 5 praclearance proceedings.

1990 Consus

Clty of Mublie v. Bolden, 448 U.S. 55 (1980).
in this challenge 10 at-iarge city council slections, a divided Supreme Court

deviation from populstion equaiity was a mere 0.6984 percent because a
better pian with a deviation of only 0.4514 percent had been rejected by
the legisiature. The Court reaffirmed the rule that “absolute

equality” is the “paramount objective” in congressional redistricting. An
deviation from equal-sized districts, no matter how small, shmsttnburdon
to the state "to prove that the population deviationg in its plan were
necessary to achieve some legitimate state objective.”

Brown v. Thomeon, 482 U.S. 835 (1983).

6




Implications for the 1990s

Opportunities for minority voters and others to challenge redis-
tricting plans and to gain increased representation have been expanded
by legal developments during the 1980s. Minority voters need not prove
discriminatory intent to challenge a redistricting plan that dilutes their
votes; all they have to prove is discriminatory resuits. Further, the
Supreme Court has said that the results test is satisfied if minority voters
can prove two things: that a majority black, Hispanic, or other minonty
single-member district can be created, and that past racial bloc voting

expressed “the gravest doubts that a statewide legisiative plan with an 89
percent maximum deviation could survive constitutional scrutiny deepite
Nwdmswo'smmorminmmboun-

Thernburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (19€7).
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a majority whether there was polarized voting resulted in
the defeat of minority-preferred candidetes.

Davis v. Bandemer, 478 U.S. 109 (1966).

For the firet time, & Supreniv Court majority held that clairs of political
memm.wwamwm
reversed the Court decision which had found a constitutional

plan had not proven “a sufficiently adverse effect” to demonstrate that they
had been “unconstitutionally denied {their) chance to effectively influence
the political process.”

Soar of Satimate v. Mervis, 103 L.Ed.2d 717 (1908).
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has prevented minority voters from electing candidates of their choice.
These developments provide minority groups with a legal basis for
creating new districts in which minorities are in the majority in the
redistricting process after the 1990 Census. In addition, there are now
legal safeguards to assure that population shifts do not result in the
elimination of existing majority black congressional and legislative dis-
tricts currently represented by black legisiators.

The stricter one-person, one-vote standard for congressional
redistricting will make it easier for minority groups and others to challenge
congressicnal redistricting plans, and the states will have to design
congressional districts that are more precisely equal in population. And
the more detailed census data that will be available after 1990 wil! aliow
the Supreme Court to adopt stricter population standards for state
legislative districts as well.

The Supreme Court's decision to allow challenges to redistricting
plans because of political gerrymandering may also cause an increase
in redistricting litigation. Most redistricting plans involve some degree of
political manipulation of boundary lines, and whether or not there is a
violation of the new standard may depend on whether the political group
claiming to be disadvantaged can convince the court that the plan would
consistently degrade that party's votes over time or sut stantially negate
its influence in the electoral process. The present constitutional standard
is not one that can be easily applied, and further litigation will be
necessary to establish precise guidelines on what constitutes unconstitu-
tional political gerrymandering.

Since any revision of district lines may also have implications for
racial representation, minority groups may have to follow these cases
closely—or even become parties to the litigation to protect their interests
if a court decides there is a constitutional violation and orders a new plan
drawn up.

The Justice Department's revision of its Section 5 regulations may
increase the number of objections to redistricting plans that have racially
discriminatory results. Under the new standard, evidence that minorities
will be worse off is no longer necessary for a Section 5 objection. Dunng
the Reagan administration, the Justice Department did not fully imple-
ment this new standard. Whether it will do so in the future will depend on
who is appointed Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
Department's Civil Rights Division and how willing he or she is to
vigorously apply the new standard. In any case, though, thanks to court
decisions in the 1980s, minority groups now have stronger legal
safeguards to protect their rights.
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Section 7. The impact of New Technology and New
Census Data on Redistricting in the 1990s

by Carliton Henry

The 1990s will see widespread use of computers in the redistricting
process. Technological advances in computer hardware and software,
and the availability of more detailed census data, will combine to change
the way redistricting is done. Whereas redistricting once was done with
crayons, a calculator, and a road map, new tachnology will provide
detailed and accurate representations of the demographic and
geographic information used in political redistricting. Computers will help
to reduce the time ittakes to draft a redistricting plan, help test such plans
against statistical criteria, and help make the process more flexible.
However, it is important to understand that what is done—the redrawing
of the boundaries of election districts—will not change. The primary
concern will still be fair political representation, but computers will
become an essential tool in the process.

This section will place these technological developments in context
by reviewing redistricting in the 1980s and looking ahead to the redistrict-
ing process following release of the 1990 Census results.

!
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Redistricting After 1980

About half of the states made use of computers when they redrew
election district boundaries after the 1980 Census. Many of the states
used computers as super calculators to summarize demographic statis-
tics. The primary application was to produce printouts of demographic
information and statistics about proposed districts from census tapes.
This information was then used to produce radistricting maps by many
methods. Only a few states were able to integrate demographic statistics
with computerized production of redistricting maps.

In some cases, the computers used in the redistricting process were
mainframe or mini-computers owned by the state. Sometimes, com-
puters at a local university were used. And some states obtained
computer services through consultants. In most cases, extensive com-
puter programming was needed to put data into computer-readable form.
The difficulty of this complex task was intensified by political and time
pressures. Not surprisingly, the use of computers by political organiza-
tions other than the state legislatures’ redistricting committees was
limited.

Two states that were able to combine computerized statistical
information from the census with geographic information to produce
computer-generated redistricting maps were New York and Texas. Inthe
case of New York the job was made easier because the state’s transpor-
tation department had already “digitized” (that is, made computer-
readable) a map of the entire state. Texas, on the other hand, used map
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data provided by the Census Bureau which contained errors and could
only be used to produce maps for the state’s 40 most populous counties.
Still, the state’s redistricting committee noted that the state plan could
not have been completed without the use of computers.

F Recent Technological Developments

Three developments in recent years will contribute to greater use of
computers in future redistricting—the spread of personal computers, the
develnpment of software known as Geographical Information Systems
(GIS), and the availability of more detailed demographic and enhanced
geographic data from the Census Bureau.

The Spread of Personal Computers. One of the most significant trends of
the 1980s was the proliferation of personal computers, alsc known as
microcomputers. Personal computers now put the computing powsr on
a desktop machine that in the early 1980s was available only from
expensive mainframe and mini-computers. Today, an IBM-AT 286 or 386
microcomputer which costs less than $7,000 has as much computing
capacity as many of the $500,000 computers used in 1980. A personal
computer and a spreadsheet or database program can »>w be used to
calculate the statistics—such as ideal district size, racia: composition of
districts, or overall deviations—that are used in redistrcting. In addition,
there are now a variety of devices—laser printers, . :5«pensive color
plotters, and color graphics terminals—that can be used to draw maps
with greater precision than was possible before.

Rapid advances in micro-computer technology are likely to have a big impact on redistncting
in the 1990s
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Geographic Information Systems (GIS). Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) are integrated software systems which can display demograghic
data on a computerized map. Before the capabilities of personal
computers were improved, the use of GIS's was restricted to
organizations with mainframe computers, such as government agencies,
public utilities, and big corporations. Now, more than a dozen companies
sell GIS’s, which are also called “desktop mapping systems.” Many have
been tailored for use in redistricting and have been adopted by several
states for use after 1990.

GIS redistricting programs can do several things: (1) they can be
used to figure the degree of malapportionment of existing election
districts—their deviation from ideal population size; (2) they can be used
to draw new districts, using 1990 population figuras; (3) they can be used
to outline new districts, either on paper or on a computer screen; and (4)
they can be used to produce statistical reports. By means of sophist-
cated GIS software, tabulations done by computer no longer have to be
transposed manually to maps. In shont, all of the operations in the
redistricting process are consolidated into one system.

These systems have numerous advantages. One is that they are
“turnkey” (ready-to-use) systems that require little if any programming
to make them operational for redistricting purposes. Another advantage
is that the software can be adapted for other tasks of state and loca!
govemment-—iand use planning, crime analysis, delivery of services.
Since redistricting occurs only once every ten years, these alternative
uses help to justify the expense.

GIS's also add speed to the redrawing of distnct boundanes.
Redistricting maps which conform to the principles of compactness,
contiguity, equality of population, preservation of political boundares,
and preservation of partisan competitiveness can be prepared much
more quickly.

Companies with current or planned GIS’s for use In redistncting
include Geovision, Public Systems Associates, Geographic Data Tech-
nologies, Environmental Systems Research Institute, and Election Data
Systems. As of this writing, prices on many of the redistricting GIS’s have
not been set, but preliminary estimates indicate a range in costs from
$10,000 to $50,000, depending on options desired. In comparison,
general-purpose desktop mapping programs like Atlas Graphics cost
around $500.

New Products from the Census Bureau The Census Bureau, in cooper-
ation with state and local governments, has made large stndes in
improving the data used for redistricting. Two noteworthy improvements
planned for the 1990 Census are expanded reporting of block data and
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creation of the TIGER file, a computerized mapping system of the entire
nation. To understand the importance of these two innovations, 1t is
helpful to review how census data have been used in the past for
redistricting.

One task of the redistricting analyst is to match the geographic
categories used for reporting census data (such as blocks, tracts, or
enumeration districts) with the political districts (such as precincts or
election districts) that are of interest to state legislatures and other
governmental bodies performing redistricting. The analyst must be able
to determine how the inclusion or exclusion of certain areas will affect
the size and demographic composition of the political district. The smalier
the geographic units for which census dat are available, the more
flexibility an analyst has in preparing a redistricting map that meets all of
the legal requirements.

“Block data” provide information on the smallest geographic areas
for whichthe Census Bureautabulates data. In urban areas, these blocks
are usually equivalent to city blocks—typically, a rectangle bounded by
four streets and containing a few dozen households. In earlier years the
Census Bureau provided no block-level data for areas outside of
metropolitan centers. For areas where no block level data were available,
it was difficult to determine how the demographic composition of a district
should be altered to abide by the “one person/one vote" standard, and
the number of optional district plans that could be constructed to meet
the legal parameters was restricted.

After redistricting took place in the 1970s and 1980s, many states
discovered that new election districts had been drawn that did not
conform to recognized boundaries. For example, the new boundaries
often cut through the middle of communities. At that time, geographic
units known as “enumeration districts” were the smallest unit of geog-
raphy in use for census purposes outside metropolitan areas. Enumera-
tion districts varied widely in size, but often encompassed many square
miles. Furthermore, the boundary lines for census enumeration districts
often did not follow the lines for politically relevant geographic units, such
as precincts. Some individual voting precincts were fragmented among
as many as four enumeration districts. The use of enumeration districts
as the basic geographic unit for constructing election districts made it
difficult to achieve election districts with equal population size, and it
reduced the number of optional district plans that could be drawn

In 1975, Congress passed a law (Public Law 94-171) which required
several changes in the way the Census Bureau collects and dissem:-
nates the data used for redistricting. Among other things, Congress told
the Bureau to establish a voluntary program in which the states could
specify the geographic areas, such as election precincts, for which they
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wanted census data The law also directed the Bureau to provide the
states with the data needed for redistnicting more quickly than inthe past

In 1980. a few states contracted with the Census Bureau to have
census data tabulated at the block level for the entire state These states
thus obtained more detailed demographicinformation than was available
from the 1970 Census “Block
data” faciitated efforts to comply
with the Voting Rights Act be-
cause the boundaries of minority
districts could more easily be ad-
justed to achieve precise num-
bers or percentages of minority
populations The data also al-
lowed states to use geographic
boundanes that were familiar to
local politicilans. For example,
most precincts are simply a col-
lection ot blocks Therefore, by
aggregating the census block
data, information for precincts
could be easily obtained

The 1990 Census will provide data for 8-10 million b/ocks
Despite the usefulness of which will be used to re-draw poinal districts

statewide block data, a few sig-
nificant problems remained Some states did not always get block data
for all parts of the state Sometimes, the features used as block boun-
danes by the Census Bureau were not significant to local officials And
“~asionally, there was a lack of consistency in the use of a particular
n.  1feature as a block boundary The latter problem arose from the
fact inat the Bureau used not only streets but also rivers, rail lines. power
lines, and other “visible ground features™ as block boundaries

In the 1990 Census, there will be block data for the entire country
Phase one of the “Block Boundary Suggestion Program.’” which began
In 1985, offered states the opportunity to draw the blocks that will be used
for census tabulations in 1990 The purpose was to increase the
likehihood that the boundaries of election precincts and voting districts
would correspond to the boundary lines of Census Bureau blocks This
should enable the Bureau to add up block data and \hus provide
population counts for each election district

Dunng phase two, in late 1988 <nd =arly 1989, the states receved
maps from the Bureau showing the houndanes of the blocks the Bureau
1S planning to use for tie 1995 Census The states then had the
opportunity to cutline the boundaries of voting districts and election




precincts in relation to these blocks This w.:il enable the Biireau to report
census data according to election precincts

Another concern has been the lack of information about the voting-
age population in each block. In order to assess the potential political
power of groups, knowledge of the size of the voting-age population is
fundamental. The data which will be released on Apnil 1, 1991, wil' show
the voting-age population by race for each block.

Table 7.1. Demog aphic Units Used in the Census,

1980 and 1990
1990

1980 Estimated Percent
Unit Number Number Change
voting Distnct 36.361 $0.000 148
Census Tract 43,383 48,000 1
Block Numbering Area 3,404 11,300 232
Block Group 156,163 222,000 42
Bilock 2,473,679 8-10,000.000 223-304

Source U S Bureau of the Census

The Census Bureau will substantially increase its reporting of
demographic data by specific type of geographic area in 1990 (see Table
7 1). The number of voting districts will more than double, and the overall
number of blocks will increase by about 300 percent. The number of
census blocks in Georgia will increase from 124,000 in 1983 to 387,000
in 1990, the number in New York will increase from 190,000 to 452,000,
while that in Texas will increase from 188,000 to 648,000 Vermont's will
increase from 1,600 to 23.000 and Idaho’s from 8,200 to 105,000.

The TIGER File

In the past, obtaining appropriate maps was one of the most difficult
aspects of redistricing. The maps used by the Census Bureau were
hand-drawn and were often hard to read; they were generally drawn to
different scales, and were fraught with errors Furthermore, many of the
mapsdid not contain legible street names or other significant landmarks.

For the 1990 Census, the Bureau has developed a computerized
map of the United States called TIGER, for Topologically Integrated
Geographic Encoding and Referencing. TIGER is a digitized (computer-
readable) map showing all of the streets and year-round water features
in the country. It also shows the boundaries of all of the geographic units
that willbe used by the Bureauin 1990 All ofthe maps needed to conduct
the 1990 Census will be produced from the TIGER database The TIGER
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File can be used in combination with the Geographic Information Sys-
tems descnbed earlier to automate the redistricting process.

Table 7.2. shows the size of the TIGER File in megabytes'’ of disk
storage by state. Even for a small state such as Delaware, with 13
megabytes of TIGER/Line data, the size of the data base will make it
necessary to use a fairly sophisticated computer system.

Table 7.2. Estimated TIGER/Line File Size by State In
Megabytes of Computer Disk Storage

State M2>qabytes State Megabytes

Alabama 171 Montana 167

Alaska N/A Nebraska 148

Arizona 192 Nevada 110

Arkansas 179 New Hampshire 33

California 488 New Jersey 112

Colorado 160 New Mexico 182

Connecticut 47 New York 252

Delaware 13 North Carolina 216

Florida 315 North Dakota 125

Georgia 204 Ohio 239

Hawaii 20 Oklahoma 185

Idaho 116 Oregon 173

iinois 284 Pennsylvania 289

Indiana 164 Rhode Island 17

lowa 177 South Carolina 129

Kansas 218 South Dakota 124

Kentucky 131 Tennessee 172 |
Louisiana 165 Texas 674 |
Maine 53 Utah 91
Maryland 67 Vermont 22 |
Massachusetts 93 Virginia 119 |
Michigan 222 Washington 161 |
Minnesota 204 West Virginia 83

Mississippi 165 Wisconsin 182

Missour 236 Wyoming 119

Total Megabytes 8208

N/A = Not available
Source U S Bureau of the Census

17. One megabyte is equal to about one milion characters of data, or roughly 1,000 pages
of text
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The Implications of Technology for k  “striciing
After 1990

We have now moved to the point in computenzing the redistricting
process where we regularly use computers for statistical analysis and
we can manipulate and analyze maps of election districts in digital
(computer-readable) form. Many states have implemented computerized
GIS's and have begun analyzing TIGER files. Othars are evaluating
different hardware and software configurations. Because of the new
technology, entire state plans will be prepared more quickly and with
greater accuracy than in the past. Those who do redistricting should be
able to respond more quickly to public requests for the data that underlie
the plans. In turn, computerization should make it easier to consider
alternatives. Minority organizations, public interest groups, and civil
rights advocacy groups will therefore have greater opportunities to
become involved in the process. The technology they will need to assist
them in analyzing proposed plans and formulating alternatives has
become much less expensive.

Indeed, access to computers has become so widespread that one
analyst has predicted an era of “dueling computers™ in the redistricting
process. With enhanced metheds available to manipulate data, subtle
and unanticipated new forms of gerrymandering are likely to appear in
the 1990s. This should come as no surprise. As we said at the beginning,
technology is changing only the way that redistricting is done. It will not
make the process less political.
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Section 8. Redistricting Resources for Minority
Groups

by Taymia Mann

As community groups prepare for redistncting they often find that
they need special assistance. Sometimes the special assistance needed
is advice regarding census data, computer applications, legal points, or
other technical matters. Other times they just need some general
guidance.

This section provides information about some of the organizations
that provide resources for minonty groups involved in redistricting. A st
of organizations and a description of their activities and services in
connection with post-1990 Census political redistricting 1s provided
below.

In addition, the Census Bureau offers certain kinds of assistance
which might prove useful to those involved in redistricting. Some of the
services provided by the Census Bureau are listed in the last part of this
section. The Census Bureau also maintains several minority advisory
groups. Individuals in these groups are often good sources of informa-
tion, and are useful for drawing the attention of the Bureau to particular
problems.

American Civil Liberties Union
Southern Reglonal Office

44 Forsyth St., Suite 202
Atlanta, GA 30303

(404) 523-2721

Contact: Laughlin McDonald |

The Southern Regional Office of the ACLU has long been invelved
in civil rights Itigation, principally, although not exclusively, in the South.
The Southern Regional Office has specialized in voting and reapportion-
ment litigation. The Southern Regional Office has represented minonty
plaintitfs under Sections 2 and 5 of the Voting Rights Act, in suits
challenging redistricting under the Constitution, and in other suits chal-
lenging restrictive registration and other barriers to full minority political
participation.

Tne Southern Regional Office plans to hold a conference after Labor
Day of this year concentrating on the theme of the 1990 Census and the
activities of civil rights grour . A specific portion of the conference Is to
focus on outreach to comr .unity groups.

Laughlin McDonald, of the Southern Regional Office, has stressed
the importance of knowing the specific areas in which each civil nghts
group is particularly active considering the range of activities, including
litigation and data analysis related technical support, in which different
groups are involved.




tawyers' Commatice for Civil Rights Under Law
1400 Eye St., N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 3711212

Contact: Frank R. Parker

The Voting Rights Project of thc Lawyers’ Commuttee for Civil Rights
Under Law is a three-attorney project established to potect the rights of
minonty voters secured by the U S. Constitution and the Voting Rights
Act.

The Voting Rights Project was a leader in the effort to amend the
Voting Rights Act in 1982 to eliminate the requirement of proving
discriminatory intent and has filed and participated in more than 50
lawsuits nationwide to protect minority voting rights. The Lawyers’ Com-
mittee has litigated reapportionment and redistricting cases in Mississip-
pi, Virginia, and Arkansas that have led to significantincreases in minority
participation in state and federal legislatures. The Lawyers’ Committee
has also litigated numerous legal challenges to at-large voting and
gerrymandered districts for the election of state court judges, county
officials, and city council members.

For the 1990 Census, the Lawyers’ Committee plans to help lead
the national effort to plan, develop, and implement coordinated legal
strategies (a) to maintain existing levels of minority representation in
Congress and state legislatures and (b) to challenge discriminatory
redistricting plans that prevent increases in minority representation. The
Lawyers’ Committee plans to host a two-day national minority redistrict-
ing conference in the Spring of 1990; to develop an updated redistricting
manual for both litigators and minority community leaders; to establish
panels of attorneys and redistricting experts to assist minority community
groups in the redistricting effort; and to provide legal assistance in the
redistricting process, the Section 5 preclearance process, and voting
nghts litigation to help ensure farr and nondiscriminatory redistricting
plans.

National Association for the Advancement of Colored Peopie

4805 Mount Hope Dr.

Baitimore, MD 21215-3297

(301) 358-8900

Contact: John Johnson, Voter Education and Labor Departments
Dennis Hayes, Legai Department

NAACF National Headquarters is working with the Census Bureau
and the more than 2,200 local units of the NAACP across the country to
promote an accurate census count and to develop a long-term redistrict-
ing strategy. The redistricting strategy is to assist state legislatures who
are committed to programs that benefit black Americans and counter-
balance conservative efforts to gerrymander away black and other
progressive legislators.
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The NAACP will provide training and resource matenals to NAACP
units and other support groups throughout the nation in 1989 and 1990
through its regional, state, and national conferences to encourage a
complete and accurate decennial count and to assist NAACP units in
impacting redistricting throughout the nation.

The Legal Department of the NAACP has been involved in voting
rights litigation and anticipates ihat it may be involved in cases following
the 1990 Census. The majority of the suits that the Legal Department
has been involved in concern at-large election systems in a variety of
states.

In ~ddition to the Voter Education and Legal Departments in Bal-
timore, the NAACP has seven Regional Directors available to take
suggestions or to provide information.

Region | Region V
Mr. James L. Martin Mr. Earl T. Shinhoster
2480 Sutter St. 970 Martin Luther King Bivd
San Francisco, CA 94115 Atlanta, GA 30314
(415) 931-3243 (404) 688-8868
Region VI
Hegion Il
Ms. Paula Brown Edme Mr. Richard Dockery
260 5th Ave. 2606 Martin Luther King, Jr Bivd
New York, NY 10001 Surte 219
(212) 481-4100 Dallas, TX 75215
(214) 421-4332
Region Il
Rev. J.C. Hope Region Vii
17 Ford Ave. Mr. Leroy Mobley
Detroit, Ml 48203 48C5 Mount Hope Dr.
(313) 869-3717 Baltimore, MD 21215
(301) 358-8900
Region IV
Ms. Ina Boon

1408 N. Kingshighway, Rm 210
St. Louis, MO 63113
(314) 361-3848



National Coalition on Black

Voter Participation

1101 14th St., N.W.

Suite 925

washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 898-2220

Contact: Leslie Norris McFarland

The National Coalition has initiateo a project called the Census
Awareness Project to inform the black community of the need to par-
ticipate in the census in greater numbers because of the importance of
the census to black political participation.

In the redistricting phase of the Census Awareness Project, the
National Coaiition 1s currently working with several organizations in
sponsoring a forum during 1989 to begin the educational process of
reapportionment and redistricting. This will be sponsored by the National
Coalition’s Black Women's Roundtable. The National Coalition will meet
with female leaders of national and community-based organizations in
order to discuss the outreach programs available to educate the minority
community and to encourage minorty women on the importance of
participating in the census and how the process of reapportionment and
redistricting affects them. The National Coalition is in the process of
developing a manual that can be used in the census cominunity on the
reapportionment and redistricting process The National Coalition will
also disseminate information about the process of reapportionment and
redistricting through workshops, public service announcements and the
Operation Big Vote networks.

Inthe long term, through the Census Awareness Project the Nation-
al Coalition will dos nonpartisan study of the impact of the 1990 Census
on minority voting districts. Metropolitan areas in the Northeast and the
Rust belt, areas with large black populations, stand to lose up to 15 seats
after 1990 while the South and the West undoubtedly will gain new seats.
However, the southem and western communities that will probably gain
new seats are not generally in areas that have significant black popula-
tions. If black communities are not fully prepared for the reapportionment
and redistricting process that will follow the 1990 Census. many of the
gains in black political representation may be lost

National Urban League, Inc
Washington Operations
1111 14th St., N.W.

6th fl.

Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 898-1604

Contact: Robert McAlpine

While the National Urban League does not have a concerted set of
activities in connection with the redistricting process, the League will




 provide constituents with relevant information to assist them to better
understand the redistricting process and the varying perspectives on
the issue;

* help ensure that those carrying out planning and activities at the local
level are well informed;

e carry out, within the League’s broader educational function to its
constituents, an information-sharing service on the ins and outs of
public policymaking.

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF)
Political Access Department

634 S. Spring St.
11th fi.

Los Angeles, CA 90014
(213) 629-2512

Contact: Jose Garza
Washington, D.C.

(202) 629-2512

Contact: Lydia Camarilio

Curnrently, MALDEF's census-related activities are concentrated on
a strong bilingual campaign to encourage Hispanics to participate in the
census and on advocating an accurate count of the Hispanic population.
MALDEF, in cooperation with other organizations, successfully
negotiated with the Census Bureau for the inclusion of a question on the
1980 Census which indicates when a respondent i1s of Hispanic origin
and which further delineates the national/ethnic subgroup of the respon-
dent.

MALDEF currently has several lawsuits pending which challenge
political districts created in 1981. The organization plans to be active in
redistricting again in the 1990 decade but has made the decision to
withhold formulating any specific, new plans for redistricting until the
outcome of current litigation is known

Southern Regional Council

60 Walton St.

Atlanta, GA 30303-2199

(404) 522-8764

Contact: Giany Montes
Director, Project 1990

The Southern Regional Council’s work 1s limited to eleven southern
states: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississipp,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.

Project 1990, a special project of the Southern Regional Council, 1s
designed to provide a broad base of technical assistance to minority
officials and community leaders to assist them in the process of 1990
redistricting. Project 1990 is an aspect of the voting rights work under-
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taken by the Southern Regional Council since the 1980 redistricting
process. The project will further the levels of political participation by all
citizens and remove the major electoral barriers that continue to dilute
minonty voting strength.

During the 1980s the Southern Regional Council has provided
research assistance to elected officials in Georgia, Alabama, North and
South Carolina, and Florida. Through the Voting Rights Project, the
Council has provided assistance to community groups in over 40 juris-
dictions throughout the South on issues of fair and equal representation.
The focus of the Council's work has enabled local community leaders to
take an active role in the development of plans and strategies regarding
redistricting.

Specifically, Project 1930 will concentrate in the following areas:

« Development of a data base that will be used to do projections for 1990
redistricting.

« Carrying out analysis of all congressional and state legislative district
lines using both 1980 Census data and projected 1990 data in order
to determine major population changes.

+ Development of analyses from the database to ideniify targets of
opportunity at the congressional and state legisiative levels.

« Holding meetings throughout the southern region to present the
analysis and to prompt a discussion about priorities among minority
elected officials and community activists involved in voting rights and
redistricting activities. These discussions will be aimed at setting
common priorities and strategies for the 1990s.

« Establishing a network of communication so that groups involved with
redistricting in the South can constantly know about the work of others
and share information that improves everyone’s affectiveness.

« Assist in development of redistricting plans

Southwest Voter Research Institute (SVRI)
403 East Commerce, Suite 260
San Antonio, TX 78205
(512) 222-8014
Contact: Robert Brischetto
Executive Director

The Latinos in 1990 Redistricting Project 1s a joint effort by the
Southwest Voter Research Institute and the Southwest Voter Registra-
tion Education Project to involve Latino community leaders in the
redistriction process. The project focuses primarily on state legislative
and local redistricting in California, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and
Colorado. The project’s plan has four main components:

« Community awareness (August 1989-March 1991). A series of 1015
regional meetings with Hispanic community leaders in the Southwest
to provide information on the redistricting process within the framework
of the Voting Rights Act.
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o Local Redistricting Committees (June 1990-March 1991). Out of the
regional meetings, leaders will form local committees in 150-200
towns and cities throughout the Southwest. The local leaders will be
trained by staff organizers and legal and technical experts on
redistricting to serve as local advocates for redistricting in the interest
of Hispanics.

« Technical Assistance (Aprii 1991-December 1993). Throughout the
redistricting period, SVRI and SVREP staff will provide technical
assistance in developing redistricting plans.

o Litigation (January 1992-December 1999). After redistricting plans
have been adopted by state and local governments, SVREP and SVRI
will work with MALDEF and other voting rights litigation groups in filing
lawsuits challenging those plans which dilute minority voting strength.

The League of Women Voters Education Fund (LWVEF)
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 429-1965
Contact: Cynthia Hill
Director of Election Services and Litigation

The LWVEF is conducting the Census Participation and Reappor-
tionment Monitoring in the 1990s Project, one of whose purposes is to
help ensure the adoption of reapportionment plans that comply with the
Voting Rights Act of 1965. Among other activities, the LWVEF plans to
work with state and local Leagues and other groups to monitor reappor-
tionment processes and plans, and to support litigation and other er -
cement proceedirigs.

The LWVEF's resource center will develop and distribute education-
al and monitoring materials and will respond to requests for information
from groups interested in conducting reapportionment monitoring ac-
tivities.

The LWVEF will also maintain contacts between Leagues and
voting rights Itigation groups to coordinate activities on litigation and
other enforcement strategies. Where appropriate, the LWVEF will sup-
port enforcement efforts by filing amicus briefs and, for jurisdictions
covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, comments or objections
to proposed plans that are submitted to the Justice Department for
preclearance.




U.S. Commussion for Civil Rights
1121 Vermont Ave., N.W.

Rm. 710

Washington, D.C. 20425

(202) 523-5264

Contact: Tino Calabia

By May 1989, the New York State Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Cwil Rights will have held two forums on Census
Undercounts and Preparations for the 1990 Census. The 1ssues that will
be covered include correcting for decennial census undercounts, the
formulation of questions for small minority groups and the preparations
underway for April 1, 1990. A report from the November 1987 forum is
available in printed form. The second report may become available in the
late fall of 1989.

The Census Bureau sponsors a number of programs which may
offer minonty groups support in certain technical areas.




Census Awareness and Products Program
of the Census Bureau

The Census Awareness and Products Program of the Census
Bureau offers a vanety of services from each of the regional offices.
Services include:

Assistance

* Provide technical assistance to users of Census Bureau data

» Help data users locate, understand, and use Census Bureau products
and services

» Encourage new data users in the community

Presentations

« Deliver presentations on census-related topics at local meetings

» Encourage local community leaders and organizations to support the
census to provide overall participation in censuses and surveys by the
community

* Exhibit census products at national. regional, state, or local
conferences and conventions

Training

* Provide a program of data user education

 Sponsor seminars, workshops, and conferences on census topics

* Participate in community sponsored seminars, workshops. and
conferences on census-related topics

» Provide information to the data user community about organizations
that have extensive holdings of census products for public use, such
as State Data Centers and libranes

For information on redistricting data in the 1990 Census, contact
1990 Census Redistricting Office
Bureau of the Census
Washington, D.C. 20233
(301) 763-3856

For further information about the 1990 Census outreach program or
to have questions answered on census products and serviCes contact the
Census Awareness and Products Program at one ot the following regional
centers:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Regional Offices of the Census Bureau

Ms Shelda H Gnmm
Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

221 West 41 St

New York, NY 10036-7294
(212) 264-4730

Mr Leo C Schilling
Regtonal Director

Bureau of the Census

101 Stewart St , Suite 500
Seattle, WA 98101-1098
(206) 728-5314

Mr John E Reeder
Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

The Valley Corporate Park.
Bidg #1 16300 Roscoe Bivd
Van Nuys, CA 91406-1215
(818) 892-6674

Mr Rich Take:

Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

400 2nd St

San Francisco, CA 94107-1400
(415) 454-9111

Mr Stanley Moore

Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

2233 Enterpnise Dr , Suite 5501
Waestchester, IL 60153-5800
(312) 409-4619

Mr Dwight P Dean
Regional Director

Bureau of the Census
27300 West 11 Mile Rd
Suite 200

Southfield, Mi 48034-2244
(313) 354-1990

Mr Marvin Postma

Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

10332 NW Praine View Rd

P O Box 901390

Kansas City, MO 64191-1390
(816) 891-7490
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Mr Wilham F Adams
Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

6900 West Jefferson Ave
Lakewood, CO 80235-2307
(303) 969-7750

Mr Arthur G Dukakis
Regional Director
Bureau of the Census
441 Stuart St 4th fl
Boston, MA 02116-5000
(617) 421-1421

Ms LaVergne Vines Collins
Regtonal Director

Bureau of the Census

441 North 5th St , 3rd fi
Philadeiphia, PA 19123-4090
(215) 597-4920

Mr Wiliam F Hill
Regional Director

Bureau of the Census
3410 Saint Vardell Lane
Charlotte. NC 28217-1355
(704) 371-6142

Mr James F Holmes

Regtonal Director

Bureau of the Census

1375 Peachtree St N E , 3rd fl
Atlanta, GA 30309-3112

(404) 347-5443

Mr John Bell

Regional Director

Bureau of the Census

6303 Harry Hines Bivd , Suite 210
Dallas, TX 75235-5228

(214) 767-7488




The Census Bureau also has a set of committees representing various
minority populations which advise it on topics of interest to this com-
munity. The ist below will indicate whick member of the Minonty Advisc.ry
Committee is closest to your area. For specific addresses, contact ‘e
Program Information Office in the Decenmial Planning Division of the
Census Bureau at (202) 763-4275

Membership List of the 1990 Census Adlvisory
Committee on the Black Population

Bishop Vinton h Anderson Honorabie Richard E Jackson. Jr
St Louris, MO Peekskill, NY

Dr Milton Bins
Washington, D C

Dr Eleanor Engram
Cleveland, OH

Mr Frederick D Gray
Capitol Heights, MD

Mr Fredenco J Henry
Bethesda, MD

Mr Rudolph Hightower
Indianapalis, IN

Mr F Edward Johnson
Detroit, Mi

Dr Shirley'J Jones
Hattiesbur 1, MS

Mr Robert M Martin
Austin, TX

Mr Lawrence Rawles
Philadelphia, PA

Dr Giona E A Toote
New York, NY

Membership List of the Census Advisory Committee

on the Hispanic Population

Mr. Roland Alum, Jr
West New York, NJ

Mr Eduardo Bernaidez
El Paso. TX

Ms Norma Guzman Bordelon

Woodiand Hills, CA

"4r Manuel A Casiano. Jr

aanturce, Puerto Rico

Dr Leobardo F Estrada
Los Angeles, CA

Ms Carmen Junco
Santurce luerto Rico

Q
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Ms Carmela G Lacyo
Los Angeles, CA

Mr Jokn Lasseville
Miami, FL

Mr Salvador G Longona
New Orieans, LA

Ms Velma Montoya
Los Angeles, CA

Mr Oscar M Moran
San Antonio, TX

Ms Bebe Zuniga
Laredo. TX

85

Wl
W




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

State Data Center Program Lead Agencies

These agencies coordinate census activites and the distribution of
census data within the state. Contact this agency within your state to find
out more about the products of the Census Bureau available for your

state.

Alabama

Center for Business and Economic
P3search

University of Alabama

P O Box AK

Tus suloosa, Al 35487

(205) 348-6191

Alaska

Alaska Dept of Labor
Research and Analysis
P O Box 25504
Juneau. AK 99802-5504
(907) 465-4500

Arizona

Anzona Dept of Economic Security
1300 West Washington. 1st fl

P O Box 6123-045Z

Phoenix, AZ 85005

(602) 255-5984

Arkansas

State Data Center

University of Arkansas at Little Rock
2801 South University Ave

Little Rock. AR 72204

(501) 569-8530

California

State Census Data Center
Dept of Finance

9151 St

Sacramento. CA 95814-3701
(916) 323-2201

Colorado

Div of Local Government
Colorado Dept of Local Atfairs
1313 Sherman St . Rm 520
Denver. CO 80203

(303) 866-2156

Connecticut

Comprehensive Pianning Division

Connecticut Office of Policy and
Management

80 Washington St

Hartford. CT 06106

(203) 566-8285

Delaware

Deiaware Development Otfice
99 Kings Highway

P O Box 1401

Dover. DE 19903

(302) 736-4271
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District of Columbia

Data Services Division
Mayor's Office of Planning
41512th St ., NW _ Rm 314
Washington, D C 20004
(202) 727-6533

Florida

Fionda State Data Center
Executive Office of the Governor
304 Carlton Bldg

Tallahassee, FL 32301

(904) 487-2814

Georgia

Dw of Demographic and Statistical
Services

Georgia Office of Planning and Budget

207 Washington St. SW . Rm 608

Atlanta, GA 30334

(404) 656-0911

Hawaii

Hawan State Data Center
Kamamalu Bldg . Rm 602A
250 King St

Honolulu, HI 96804

(808) 548-3082

Idaho

Idaho Dept of Commerce
700 W State St

Boise. ID 83720

(208) 334-2470

Hlinois

Dw of Planning and Financial Analysis
lilnois Bureau of the Budget

Wilham Stratton Bldg Rm 605
Spningtield. IL. 62706

(217) 782-1381%

Indiana

Indana State Data Center
Indiana State Library

140 North Senate Ave
indianapolis. IN 46202
(317) 232-3735

lowa

Census Services
lowa State University
320 East Hall

Ames, 1A 50011
(51£) 294-8337




Kansas

State Library

State Capitol Bidg , Rm 343-N
Topeka, KS 66612

(913) 296-3296

Kentucky

Urban Studies Center

College of Urban & Public Affairs
Umiversity of Louisville
Louisville, KY 40292

(502) 588-7990

Louisiana

Louisiana State Planning Office
Dw. of Administration

P.0. Box 94095

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

(504) 342-7410

Meine

Dwv. of Econcmic Analysis and Research
Maine Dept of Labor

20 Union St.

Augusta, ME 04330

(207) 289-2271

Maryland

Maryland Dept of State Planning
301 West Preston St

Baltimore, MD 21201

(301) 225-4450

Massachusetts

Massachusetts Inst for Social
& Economic Research

University of Massachusras

117 Draper Hall

Ambherst, MA 01003

(413) 545-0176

Michigan

Michigan information Center

Office of Revenue and Tax Analysis
P O Box 30026

Lansing, MI 48909

(517) 373-2697

Minnesota

State Demographic Unit
300 Centenmial Office Bldg
658 Cedar St

St Pauil, MN 55155

(612) 296-4886

Mississippi

Center for Population Studies
Bondurant Bidg , Rm 3W
The University of Mississippi
University, MS 38677

(601) 232-7288

ERIC
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Missouri

Missoun State Library
2002 Missoun Bivd
Jefferson City, MO 65102
(314) 751-3615

Montana

Cencus and Economic Information Center
tontana Dept of Commerce

1424 9th Ave , Caprtol Station

Helena, MT 59620-0401

(406) 444-2896

Nebraska

Bureau of Business Research

200 CBA

The University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln, NE 68588-0406

(614) 472-2334

Nevada

Nevada State Library
Capitol Compiex

401 North Carson
Carson City, NV 89710
(/02) 885-5160

New Hampshire

Office of State Planning
State of New Hampshire
2-1/2 Beacon St
Concord, NH 03301
(603) 271-215¢

New Jersey

New Jersey Dept of Labor
Div of Planning and Research
CN 388 - John Fitch Plaza
Trenton, NJ £2525-0388

(609) 984-2593

New Mexico

Economic Development and
Tounsm Dept

1100 St Francis Dr

Santa Fe, NM 87503

(505) 827-0276

New York

New York Dept of Economic
Development

1 Commerce Plaza, Rm 905

99 Washington Ave

Albany, NY 12245

(518) 474-6005

North Carolina

North Carolina Office of State Budgot
and Management

116 West Jones St

Raleigh, NC 27603-8005

(919) 733-7061
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North Dakota

Dept of Agricultural Economics
Mornil Hall, Rm 224

North Dakota State University
Fargo, ND 58105

(701) 237-8621

Ohio

Ohio Data Users Center

Ohio Dept of Development
State Othice Tower Bidg . 26th fi
Columbus, OH 43266-0101
(614) 466-2115

Okishoma

Ohklahoma State Data Center
#5 Broadway Executive Park
6601 Broadway Extension
Oklahoma City, OK 73116-8214
(405) 843-9770

Oregon

Center for Population Research
and Census

Portland State University

P O Box 751

Portland, OR 97207

{503) 229-3922

Pennsyivania

Pennsylvania State Data Center

inst of State & Regional Aftarrs

Pennsylvama State University
at Harnsburg

Middletown, PA 17057

(717) 948-6336

Puerto Rico

Puerto Rico Planning Board

Minillas Government Center North Bldg
Avenida De Diego, P O Box 41119
San Juan, PR 00940-9985

{809) 728-4430

Rhode isiand

Rhode Island Statewide Planning
Program

265 Melrose St, Rm 203

Providence, Rl 02907

(401) 277-2656

South Carolina

Diwv of Research & Statistical Services
South Carolina Budget and Control Board
Rembert C Dennis Bldg . Rm 337
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 734-3780

South Dakota

Business Research Bureau
414 East Clark

University of South Dakota
Vermilion, SO 57069

(605) 677-5287

68 5t

Tennessee

Tennessee State Planning Othice
John Sevier State Office Bldg
500 Charlotte Ave , Suite 307
Nashville, TN 37219

(615) 741-1676

Texas

State Data Center

Texas Dept of Commerce
9th and Congress St
Austin, TX 78711

(512) 472-5059

Utah

Office of Planning and Budget
State Capitol, Rm 116

Salt Lake City, UT 84114
(801) 538-1036

Vermont

Policy Research and Coordination Office
Paviion Office Bldg

109 State St

Montpeher. VT 05602

(802) 828-3326

Virginia

Virgimia Employment Commission
703 E Main St

Richmond, VA 23219

(804) 786-8624

Virgin isiands

University of the Virgin islands
Canbbean Research Institute
Charlotte Amalie,

St Thomas, VI 00802

{809) 776-9200

Washington

Office of Financial Management
Estimation & Forecasting Unit
Insurance Bldg . Rm 1320, AQ-44
Olympta, WA 95804 9262

(206) 58€-2504

West Virgira

Community Development Dn
Governor's Office of Development
Capitol Complex Bldg 6, Rm 553
Charleston, WV 25305

(304) 348-4010

wisconsin

Demographic Services Center
101 South Webster St , 6th fl
P O Box 7868

Madison, WI 53707-7858

Wyoming

Institute for Policy Research
Unwversity of Wyoming

P O Box 3925

Laramie, WY 82071

(307) 766-5141
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Notes on Contributors

Robert Brischetto 1s Director of the Southwest Voter Research Institute
located in San Antorio, Texas, which is a nonprofit organization focusing
on political participation of Hispanics in the states of the Southwest Prior
to assuming his current position, Dr Brischetto was affiiated with the
Southwest Voter Registration Education Project from 1982 to 1986 Dr
Bnschetto has been involved in voting nghts cases in Texas and other
southwestern states for more than 10 years. Dr. Brischetto has a Ph D
in Sociology from the University of Texas at Austin

Rodolfo O. de la Ga:za I1s Professor of Government and Director of the
Center for Mexican Amencan Studies atthe University of Texas at Austin
A specialist in ethnic politics, he has written extensively on Mexican-
American political behavior He curiently directs the Latno National
Political Survey, a national study of poltical values, atitudes, and
behaviors of U.S. Latinos

Louis DeSipio 1s aPh.D studentin the Department of Government at the
University of Texas at Austin. He has over four years of professional
experience in applied public policy research on issues of concern to the
Hispanic community. His publications include “Social Science Literature
and the Naturalization Process” International Migration Review #78.
V.21 Summer 1987.

Carlton Henry 1s anindependent consultant working in Washington, D C
Mr. Henry has worked as a Systems Analyst for the Office of Health Care
Financing of the Government of the Distnict 6! Columbia and earlier in
his career as a programmer for Mathematica Policy Research He has
done extensive work as a financial and economic analyst for the federal
government and for the National Acacemy of Sciences and has also
done research work for the Amencan Enterpnse Institute.

Tayma Mann 1s a Research Demographer at the Population Reference
Bureau, Inc. (PRB) Prior to joining PRB, Ms Mann was a research
assistant with the Council of State Community Affarrs .Agencies Ms
Mann received an M.A degree in demography from the University of
California at Berkeley, where she was a Hewlett Fellow.

William P O'Hare I1s Director of Policy Studies at the Population Refer-
ence Bureau, Inc (PRB). Prior tobecoming the Director of Policy Studies
at PRB, he was a Senior Research Associate and Associate Director of
Research at the Joint Center for Political Studies Prior to that he was
the Deputy Director of the National Social Science and Law Center in
Washington. Dr. O'Hare has written widely on American minorities and
the use of census data He received a Ph.D in Sociology from Michigan
State University in 1976
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Frank R. Parker 1s Director of the Voting Rights Project of the Lawyers’
Committee for Cwvil Rights Under Law in Washington, D.C. Mr Parker
has published numerous articles on minority voting rights, has been
litigating voting rights cases on the behalf of minority plaintiffs for more
than 20 years, and has been lead attorney in several landmark cases.
Mr. Parker received his law degree from Harvard Law School.

Linda Wiliams is an Associate Director of Research at the Joint Center
for Political Studies (JCPS) in Washingtcn. C.CC. Dr. Williams has writien
extensively on black political participation. Prior to joining the staff of
JCPS, Dr. Williams was in the Department of Political Science at Howard
Unwversity. Dr. Williams has a Ph.D. in Political Science from the Univer-
sity of Chicago.
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The Population Reference Bureau {PRB)
1s a private. nonpartisan. nonprofit orga-
nization, founded in 1929 to increase
public awareness and understanding of
population issues Members and the statt
of the Population Reterence Bureau are
dedicated to the objective analysis and
reporting of demographic trends and their
implications

PRB members each year receive the fol-
lowing intormative publications four
POPULATION BULLETINS. written by
recognized authorities. the ively monthly
news magazine POPULATION TODAY. the
annually updated WORLD POPULATION
DATA SHEET and UNITED STATES POP-
ULATION DATA SHEET wall charts

The PRB Lit:ary responds to reasonable
requests for general population-related
information Decision Demographics
PRB's consulting service. provides per-
sonalized. in-depth data and analysis for
individual clients seeking protfessional
interpretation of population trends

Population Reterence Bureau. Inc
777 14th St NW Suite 800 Washington D C 2000%
(202) 639 8040
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