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Voting Rights in California: Cases in the Application of the 1965 Voting Rights Act and the 2001 California Voting Rights Act
By Daniel Estrada, PhD
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Introduction
The 1965 Voting Rights Act (VRA) and the 2001California Voting Rights Act (CVRA) have increased California’s underrepresented communities’ electoral chances in special districts.  Special districts include school and community college districts, water districts, and city councils.  The CVRA outlaws at-large elections when votes are diluted by this election system in the state’s special districts.  Mexican Americans, have had a long established status as “second class citizens.”  The CVRA has created possibilities for the political incorporation of this ethnic group into the state’s political institutions as opposed to marginalization from state and local politics.  This study looks first at the marginalization of California Mexican Americans and their counterhegemonic struggle.  Second, this narrative reviews the VRA’s application in Los Angeles in the 1970s to the present and then the recent Anaheim, California CVRA case.  A brief overview of the CVRA’s impact is also presented.  It is premature to evaluate the CVRA.  But it is clear that California’s underrepresented groups are finding the CVRA to be a means for increasing political representation through this law’s enforcement and a step towards political incorporation.  This discussion briefly looks at two models of representation for critical analysis of the VRA.  The first is labelled Madisonian Republicanism and the second is Proportional Representation. 
Incorporation of Disenfranchised Communities After the Civil War
After passage of the 14th and 15th amendments, congress passed the1870 “Enforcement Acts” (Cresswell, p. 421).  The acts criminalized voting obstruction, and included Federal supervision of voting procedures and registration.  By 1875 the Supreme Court struck down parts of the legislation as unconstitutional in United States v Cruishank (Pope, p.385) and United States v Reese.   After Reconstruction in 1877, enforcing the laws was erratic and by 1884 congress repealed most of the law’s provisions (Kousser, 45-82).  Southern states disenfranchised African Americans during and after Reconstruction. From1868 to 1888, electoral fraud and violence suppressed African American votes.  From 1888 to 1908, the South legalized disenfranchisement through Jim Crow laws; some states amended their constitutions and passed restrictive voting laws.  Restrictions included: literacy tests, poll taxes, property-ownership, moral character tests, and prerequisites that voter applicants interpret documents.  Grandfather clauses allowed ineligible persons to vote if their grandfathers voted.  Blacks were excluded since their grandparents were slaves and ineligible to vote.  After Reconstruction, the Supreme Court upheld racial discrimination (Kousser, p.32).  In Giles v Harris (1903) the Court held, that despite the 15th Amendment, the judiciary had no power to force state voter registration of racial minorities.
The 1965 Voting Rights Act (VRA) renewed America’s effort to incorporate Blacks and other minorities into the country’s political process.  The federal government was pressured to protect minority voting rights due to Civil Rights Movement actions in the 1950s.  Congress passed, in 1957, the first Civil Rights laws since Reconstruction.  Under this law the Attorney General could sue for injunctive relief for persons deprived of their 15th Amendment rights.  This law also created the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice (DOJ) to enforce civil rights through litigation, and created the Commission on Civil Rights to investigate voting rights deprivations.  Although these acts empowered courts to remedy voting rights violations, strict legal standards prevented DOJ in pursuing successful litigation.  For example, to win a lawsuit against a state, that maintained literacy tests, DOJ had to show that rejected applications to vote
 by racial minorities were comparable to accepted white applications. DOJ had to compare thousands of applications in each states’ counties – a process lasting months.  Local officials’ stalled DOJ efforts.  Also, DOJ often appealed lawsuits several times in order to get relief since many federal district court judges opposed the VRA.
In the early 1960s, the Civil Rights movement advanced more effective voting rights laws.  The 1964 Civil Rights Act had additional voting rights protections.  Still, this law did not prohibit many forms of voter discrimination.  President Lyndon B. Johnson knew this and after the 1964 elections, when Democrats controlled both houses, he told US Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach to draft tougher voting rights laws.  But President Johnson did not publicly push this legislation at the time because of costs of advancing a voting rights bill just after Congress had passed the 1964 Civil Rights Act.  Johnson did not promote voting rights to avoid angering Southern Democrats in Congress thereby endangering his Great Society reforms.
Passing The 1965 Voting Rights Act

Congress initiated a new Voting Rights Act (S.1563) on March 17, 1965.  The bill was jointly sponsored by Senate Majority Leader, Mike Mansfield (D-MT.) and Senate Minority Leader, Everett Dirksen (R-IL) (May, p.154-167).  Both representatives worked with US Attorney General Katzenbach to draft the bill.  Once Senators Dirksen and Mansfield jointly introduced the bill, 64 additional Senators agreed to co-sponsor it, with a total of 46 Democrats and 20 Republican co-sponsors.

The coverage formula was a controversial section of the 1965 VRA.  The formula targeted specific state and local governments.  The coverage formula decided which jurisdictions were subject to the Act’s other special provisions (“covered jurisdiction”).  The VRA mandated a “preclearance” of covered jurisdictions from changing their voting procedures without the US Attorney General’s approval.  The bill authorized assignment of federal examiners to register voters, and federal observers to monitor elections of covered jurisdictions that had engaged in egregious discrimination.  The bill’s special provisions expired in five years.
Latino Voting Rights

While the nation addressed black voters in the early 1960s through the 1965 VRA and 1964 Civil Rights Act, Latinos in the US also gained recognition in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Cesar Chavez’ United Farm Workers (UFW) gained national attention (Time, 7/1969).  Also, National Latino organizations actively supported national political candidates.  Subsequent VRA amendments included discrimination against other language groups.
Despite growing visibility, citizenship continued challenging Latinos who remained marginalized from the nation’s social, political and economic institutions.  The late 19th and early 20th centuries, in California, are marked by a Latino counterhegemonic struggle.  This struggle begins with treaties ending the war between Mexico and the US in 1848.
Part 1: Exclusion and Incorporation of California Latinos after the 
Mexican American War 

After the Mexican American War in 1848, California and the US confronted a challenge of incorporating people of Mexican descent who still resided in the newly claimed US territory.  The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo had several options regarding the citizenship status of Mexican people remaining in California (Griswold del Castillo, p.62-72).  Mexican citizens, remaining in California after US annexation, would become US citizens by default.  But, if a Californio preferred Mexican citizenship, then this intention had to be made before a magistrate within one year after signing of the treaty.  It was left up to congress to decide when US citizenship was to be granted to the former Mexican citizens.  The treaty left Mexican citizenship up to congress with no defined time limit.  Thus, Californios were left with an ambiguous citizenship status for decades.  Second class citizenship is a major theme in Latino civil and human rights struggles.  US Latinos have fought to insure their voting rights; they have struggled against segregated schools and housing.  Most US Latinos are from working class families, a reason why many have experience in labor struggles.  Also, conflicts with law enforcement are recorded in news media and in lawsuits addressing questions of criminal due process and police brutality.  Today’s immigration debate is another example of challenges to incorporating Latinos in American society. 

Mexican Americans were labelled as incapable of integrating into US society.  The irony is: they once governed California and were responsible for state economic and social institutions.  The economic, political and social institutions of Mexican/Spanish California provided a foundation for US institutions that would eventually be built over Mexican society.
Mexican Pueblos, Presidios and Missions
Pueblos, Presidios and Missions dominated the political and economic organization of Spanish Colonial and Mexican California. In a long line of settlements, from San Diego to Sonoma, there was everywhere a definite, organized community life.  After the establishment of missions, presidios or military installations, were built to protect missions and their property (Williams, p.23-35).   Presidios were built in areas like San Francisco, Monterey and San Diego.
A year after the US Declaration of Independence, Spanish Governor Felipe de Neve founded a civilian community, the Pueblo of San Jose on November 29, 1777.  Los Angeles, the second pueblo, was founded in September, 1781.  Spanish pueblos were well defined civic units.  They were laid out on a standardized plan, with its plaza and official center, its surrounding house lots known as solares, and its outer ejidos, or commons areas.   Four square leagues of land was typically the extent of California pueblos.  A portion of that was held in public ownership for purposes of revenue, and needs of later settlers (Robinson, 33-44).  Spanish pueblos had self- governing privileges, and elected their chief magistrates and town councils.  The chief magistrates were alcaldes.  Alcaldes, not only governed pueblos, but also acted as municipal judges until US settlers replaced them.  

Mexico began as an independent nation in 1821.  But before Mexican Independence, the 1821 Spanish Constitution entitled California to a legislative assembly.  On November 9, 1821, the state’s first legislature was organized.  Subsequent years brought modifications of title, membership and parliamentary regulations.  Successors of this body operated until the conquest of California by United States forces.
Decline of the Pueblo
Institutions, characterizing California’s politics and economics after US annexation, fell into decline (Camarillo, Pitt, Griswold del Castillo).  Historian Albert Camarillo describes this process as the decline of California’s pastoral economy.  The pastoral economy’s decline, meant many Mexican rancheros and farmers either sold or lost their property1, decades after the Mexican American War (Robinson, p. 111-132).  These people went from being employers to wage laborers2, and became part of the growing number of Mexican unskilled laborers and their families living in segregated barrios.  Residents, of these segregated barrios, were also disenfranchised.

Public offices, such as alcaldes, were replaced by mayors that were positions rarely held by people of Mexican descent.  Representation in California’s legislature changed after the Mexican American war as fewer and fewer Mexicans held these offices towards the end of the 19th century.  As Mexican barrios grew in California cities and counties, such as Los Angeles, this population became more segregated and disenfranchised.  Dr. Griswold del Castillo notes the names of Mexican American officials, both elected and appointed, in LA County from 1850 to 1860.  Subsequently, he describes diminishing numbers of Mexican American elected and appointed officials from LA County by level of office from 1850 to 1879.3 Like most of California, LA County Mexican Americans became more segregated towards the end of the 19th century. (Griswold del Castillo, 1979, p.139-159).
Challenging Mexican American Subordinate Status

The decline of Mexican economic and political institutions meant California’s Mexican residents were now a segregated and subordinate community with little economic or political power.  Jim Crow laws, appeared in California and other areas of the US Southwest, and were applied to Mexican Americans.  The Mendez versus Westminster case illustrates the existence of school segregation in California before 1947.  This lawsuit also illustrates Jim Crow laws’ impact on young Latinos.  The Ku Klux Klan was present in Santa Barbara in the late 19th century and in Anaheim California in the 1920s (Camarillo, p.193-195, Wescott, p.53-55).  
Prior and after the 1943 Zoot-Suit riots, Pachucos’ presence in downtown LA led them to be labelled as rebellious youth whose only place was in segregated barrios (Mazon).  Several court cases, during and after World War II, challenged Mexican Americans’ subordinate status.  During World War II, LA Police arrested Mexican youths, assumed to be gang members, for murdering another Mexican youth.  This incident was called the “Sleepy Lagoon Trial” in 1942.  

The Zoot-suit riots aftermath and the “Sleepy Lagoon” case led to changes in LA politics.  The “Sleepy Lagoon” case showed that Mexican Americans could organize and build coalitions between the Mexican community and other groups (Bernstein, p.231).  Later the Mendez school desegregation lawsuit created new educational in roads for Latino youth, while striking down Jim Crow Laws (Wollenberg, p. 317).  Also, the Warren Court gave Latinos protection under the 14th amendment in the Hernandez v Texas case in 1954.  This was another strike against Jim Crow laws while assuring Latinos a jury of their peers in criminal cases (Haney Lopez, p. 1).  
Hegemony And Counter Hegemony, Southern California’s 
Chicano Community and Development of a Political Identity

As the US annexed California, a change in the state’s Mexican residents’ hegemony not only occurred, but a counter-hegemonic struggle began.  The Mexican American struggle is illustrated in the many labor strikes and confrontations with local law enforcement.  At the same time, Mexican American communities in Los Angeles and Anaheim developed political identities moving these communities forward towards political incorporation in the state’s social institutions.  The table below describes the counter-hegemonic process:
Table 1

Hegemony over Mexican Americans
Chicano Counter Hegemony__________________
	Political
	Disenfranchisement, No access to electoral 
Process
	Protests, coalition building (CSO), Chicano 3rd party, voting rights


	Economic
	Proletarianization, Land dispossession
	Labor strikes, unions, UFW

	Cultural
	Americanization, Segregated schools
	Fiestas Patrias, Chicano Studies, School desegregation



Historians Gil Gonzalez, Richard Griswold del Castillo, Ricardo Romo and Frank Barajas record labor struggles throughout southern California in the early 20th century.  Also, historian Vicki Ruiz notes labor strikes organized by Mexican women in Northern California in the same era.  These labor movements preceded United Farm Workers (UFW) in the 1960s.  Dr. Edward Escobar writes that early 20th century labor strife promoted animosity between LA’s Mexican working class and the LA Police Department (LAPD).

Rapid industrialization and large scale agriculture in California brought massive labor needs in the early twentieth century.  Asian immigrants were banned at the time.  Thus economic growth depended on Mexican labor.  Mexican workers organized to protect their families and avoid exploitation by industrial or agricultural employers.  Typically, groups were imported from Mexico like Mutualistas or mutual aid societies.  Mutualistas provided burial insurance, helped individuals with grievances, fund raising and organized community events like fiestas patrias.  Also, they promoted sports such as baseball teams.  Notably, mutualistas created community identity helping Mexican residents with daily problems (Camarillo, p.119, 141-47).  Although Southern California industries like railroads and farms relied on Mexican labor, these workers were shunned by American unions.  Thus, these workers adopted unions that existed in Mexico.  These groups included: La Confederacion de Uniones Campesinos y Obreros Mexicanos (CUCOM), El Union Federal Mexicanos (UFM), and El Union Patriotico Benefica Mexixana Independiente (UPBMI).  

From 1915-1930, thousands of Mexican families settled in LA.  Mexican residents tripled from 31,173 in 1920 to 97,116 by 1930.  Mexicans were from twelve to fourteen percent of LA’s residents.  But, they were concentrated into several enclaves.  Unofficially, Mexican numbers in LA may have grown to about 50,000 during World War I to some 250,000 by 1929.  Many worked in unskilled labor (Romo, p.157).  LA’s growth and economic opportunities between World War I and the Great Depression, attracted thousands of migrants.  Industrialists welcomed Mexican labor.  Often, they recruited workers south of the border.  LAs’ proximity to Mexico gave the city a labor pool not available to other US industrial regions.  Many Mexican migrants, from other southwestern states, were drawn to LA by industrial and agricultural jobs.  The rapid Mexican population growth in Southern California created many ethnic enclaves in the early 20th century.  
Dr. Gil Gonzalez, notes: citrus production extended across twelve counties in southern, central and northern California.  By 1930, citrus was the state’s primary agricultural product and the main product of Southern California’s economy.  From 1890 to 1960, citrus produced more wealth than gold in California.  While citrus reigned, California produced sixty percent of the US crop and twenty percent of the world’s supply.  As the citrus industry grew after 1900, picker communities’ size and numbers kept pace.  Picker communities, established between 1910 and 1930, were called colonias, and campos, by residents.  Also, camps were called "Little Mexicos" by the dominant community.  Many campos evolved into suburban barrios.  The Mexican communities’ formation, began a cultural history with two developmental factors.  First, the larger society intervened to structure culture and life in Mexican society.  Meanwhile, Mexicans acted independently creating their own culture and community.  The two forces interacted and contoured life and culture in Mexican communities from 1910 to 1930.  
Grower associations and ranchers not only provided Mexican worker housing, they also began programs to steer Mexicans toward their cultural objectives.   Large ranchers and growers, whether they had picker housing or not, supported Americanization, education, social work, and recreation.  George B. Hodgkin, a popular figure in the Industrial Relations Bureau the central exchange, believed that it was not enough to supply a house, for that alone will not insure either a permanent and reliable work force.  Hodgkin wrote: if a worker was to become a member of a local society, baseball team, or band, or if he joins English classes, he would think twice before leaving the area (Gonzalez, p. 298).  Americanization and welfare programs existed to develop a loyal, contented, and an efficient picker work force.  Citrus associations’ Americanization and segregated schools were the core of community welfare programs.  That was an education assimilating immigrants into the dominant nationality's culture, to integrate immigrants effectively into US political ideology and society’s division of labor.  Meanwhile, the allegedly inferior Mexican culture was typified as fatalistic, immoral, lacking ambition, excessive drinking and violent.  Mexican culture emphasizing: spiritual rather than material, artistic and musical values, as well as encouragement of handcrafts, was allowed to co-exist.  Language was not, however.  

Americanization instruction differed between men and women, boys and girls.  In the elementary grades, girls were tracked into home economics stressing Americanization through lessons in child care, cooking, grooming, sewing, and home care.  Educators considered girls to be a social gene, an Americanizing force for her home and children.  Efforts to Americanize women stressed similar objectives.  Children’s schools were built with association collaboration; in the citrus belt, most Mexican communities had Mexican schools.  Segregated schools followed patterns of segregated communities.  Whether at work, in the neighborhood, school, church, theatre, park, swimming pool, restaurant, or in marriage, segregation was a norm for social relations in Southern California’s dominant and subordinate communities.  
The citrus industry tried to create contented workers.  But the 1936 Orange County citrus strike proved otherwise.  Before this strike, many labor struggles occurred in Southern California.  Dr. Barajas notes Ventura County’s sugar beet worker strike.  However, ground work for the 1933 sugar beet strike occurred decades earlier (Barajas, p. 32).  
In July of 1900, for example, signs of activism arose after an Independence Day jailhouse blaze killed two Mexican males.  Suspicious circumstances occurred in the prisoners’ death.  Mexican leaders called the LA Mexican consul because they lacked confidence in city officials to conduct a honest investigation.  When the community went to the Mexican consul, they gave Oxnard city officials a warning that abuses against them would be challenged.  Strain occurred between the Mexican community and Oxnard city officials as well as the American Beet Sugar Company (ABSC) when an interracial alliance developed between Japanese and Mexican labor contractors and field workers.  This stress became apparent when the Japanese-Mexican Labor Association (JMLA) was formed in 1903.  JMLA is a rare example in early twentieth century US labor history where two racial groups successfully united to advance common interests. 
During the first two decades of the 20th century, Henry E. Huntington, LA’s largest employer, squared off with his workers over unionization.  In the spring of 1903, tracklayers worked night and day on Los Angeles’ Main Street line of Huntington's Pacific Electric (PE) railroad.  The new downtown route was to be finished for an annual fiesta on May 6th and 7th.  P.E.’s electric cars were part of the festivities.  The cars were to carry thousands of spectators and be elaborately decorated floats for a parade to be viewed by President Theodore Roosevelt.  But, on April 24, representatives of El Union Federal Mexicanos (UFM) confronted company officials with wage demands of the largely Mexican track workers.  They wanted wages to be raised from 17.5 cents an hour to 20 cents an hour for day work, 30 cents for evenings and 40 cents for Sundays.  Huntington was in San Francisco that day, so panicky subordinates agreed to demands.  However, Huntington countermanded the prior decision that afternoon and the union was informed that the morning’s agreement was null and void.  UFM responded by calling on all track workers to leave the job.  About 700 Mexicans left the Main Street project.  Meanwhile, by evening only sixty Irishmen, Black and whites remained at work (Friedericks, p. 384).  
 
Thus the 1903 PE strike became the first major labor dispute between Mexican workers and US employers (Wollenberg, p.359).  The strike occurred when the first great wave of Mexican immigrants swept into the US.  US railroad labor demands attracted thousands of Mexicans across the border.  Railroads were transporting Mexicans all over the US.  Social, economic and demographic patterns were established laying groundwork for larger migrations after World Wars I and II.  Railroads facilitated massive use of Mexican labor in southwestern agriculture, mining and industry.  The PE strike of 1903 provides an insight into the beginnings of this great movement of people "north from Mexico” (Wollenberg, p. 358).

The 1903 PE strike was notable for being the first 20th century confrontation between Mexican workers and the LA Police Department (LAPD) (Escobar, p.37).   After Mexican workers walked away from their job, the main problem for the UFM was dealing with strikebreakers—a potential source of LAPD confrontation.  Male strikers avoided their workplace knowing that they would be treated harshly.  Women picketed work areas and entered pits where tracks were being laid and took tools from strikebreakers.  Within a few days of the strike’s beginning, Santa Teresa Urrea visited the Main Street Line.  Dr. Escobar writes that just the site of this well known healer and saint caused 50 workers to leave the work site. 
On Christmas day, 1917, violence occurred between Mexicans and the LAPD.  A rally, with 500 men and women, began in the LA Plaza by 2 PM.  The LAPD arrived later.  Police Lieutenant Herman W.R. Kriege explained that he and five other officers tried to end the rally for violating a city ordinance requiring speech permits in public parks.  A rally participant was shot by police while rally participants dispersed.  The police explained that the rally participants had been hostile and the man, who was shot, had a gun.  The police story was published in the LA Times.  The public’s account of the event was very different and was published in the LA Recorder a pro labor publication.  The LA city council sided with police.  Also, the council prosecuted people at the rally that police arrested.  Several Mexican men received harsh sentences.  
Prior to the violence, Henry Huntington had an on going battle with union organizers. He worked with LA’s business elites such as Harrison Gray Otis, LA Times owner, and David Parry, president of the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM), to keep unions out of LA (Friedericks, p.379).  At the same time Mexican laborers, were recruited by the American Federation of Labor (AFL), the International Workers of the World (IWW) and El Partido Liberal Mexicano (PLM) (Friedericks, p. 375).  While Huntington stubbornly opposed unionization, groups like the IWW and PLM attempted to address worker grievances that Huntington ignored.  LA became attractive to radicals and their ideas. 
After LA’s rapid growth, going from 50,000 residents in 1900 to over a million by the 1930s, during the depression LA Mexican residents were targeted for deportation.  It is important to note that the federal government, under Franklin D. Roosevelt, did not create national policies regarding immigrant deportations.  Also, many deported Mexican Americans, included children born in the US who did not speak Spanish or know much about Mexico. (Balderama, p.119-151).  Historian, Francisco Balderama, records personal stories regarding this trauma that young Mexican Americans experienced.  
After massive Mexican American deportations continued for about a decade in the 1930s, US entrance into World War II changed the country’s labor needs.  The US and Mexico created the bracero program as a binational agreement.  Agricultural industries all over the US including the Midwest and Pacific Northwest states received braceros during, and twenty years after World War II (Gamboa, p.378).  California and Texas received the largest number of braceros.  The US military also recruited Mexican Americans and in some cases Mexican immigrants.  Like Blacks and Asians, Mexican Americans served in segregated military units until President Truman desegregated the military.  Stories of Mexican American soldiers confronting Jim Crow laws, such as being refused service in Texas restaurants, were typical in the 1940s (Olivas, Guglielmo).  But the greatest contradiction to the US war mission was the Zoot-suit Riots.  
The riots began when American Servicemen confronted young Mexican Americans dressed in Zoot-suits in downtown LA.  The confrontation led to violence and property damage gaining national and international attention.  Mexican American youth adopted Zoot-suits from the African American jazz culture.  Zoot-suits were more than clothes; it was a way to negotiate an identity.  Zoot-suits projected defiance -- a subcultural gesture rebelling against subservience.  Zoot-suits also represented a culture including the language of rhyming slang: “a killer-diller coat with a drape-shape, reat-pleats and shoulders padded like a lunatic's cell” (Cosgrove, p.78).   The riots were a crucial period for LA’s Chicano youth such as: a young zoot-suiter, union activist, Cesar Chavez.  The event was Chavez’ first contact with community politics.  Similarly, by participating in the Harlem Zoot-suit riots, young pimp 'Detroit Red' was politicized transforming him into the Black radical leader Malcolm X (Cosgrove, p.78).  In his book, The Labyrinth of Solitude, Mexican philosopher, Octavio Paz, explains the defiant pachuco and describes a framework to understand Zoot-suit culture.  Paz discusses Mexican national consciousness and changes created by generations of Mexican laborers migrating north to the US.  This movement and new economic and social patterns it implies has, wrote Paz, entangled Mexican Americans between two cultures (Cosgrove, p.78).  
Mexican American youth involved in the riots lived in segregated barrios.  Though these youth were labeled as trouble makers, many of them were serving in the military.  The LA Zoot-suit riots lasted ten days.  The riots ended when the military told their personnel that LA was off limits.  The riot’s aftermath politicized LA’s Mexican American community.  While addressing political challenges, Mexican American leaders worked with other groups forming coalitions.  This was the case in creating the Sleepy Lagoon Defense Committee (SLDC) and Community Service Organization (CSO) (Bernstein, p.240).  
LA racial tensions, brought on by the war, instigated multiracial coalitions.  Both the Zoot-riots and Sleepy Lagoon case exemplify these tensions.  The Sleepy Lagoon case involved seventeen Mexican American youth who were tried and convicted of the 1942 death of Jose Diaz.  Although police never determined the cause of Diaz’s fatal wounds, anti-Mexican sentiment motivated them to arrest the entire group that attended a party with the victim the night he died.  All of the youths were convicted on January 12, 1943.  This was historically the state’s largest mass conviction and the decision was later overturned.  Months after, the Zoot Suit “Riot” began.  Both events sparked activism and fostered coalition-building by Mexican Americans, Jewish Americans, African Americans, progressive whites, and others.  These events provided a foundation for postwar activists (Bernstein, p. 240).
Mexican Americans like Anthony Quinn, Josefina Fierro de Bright, and Eduardo Quevedo created the SLDC.  Other Mexican Americans, Bert Corona, Richard Ibañez, and actress Rita Hayworth joined later.  The SLDC included Anglos for example: California Attorney General, Robert W. Kenny, and attorneys Carey McWilliams and Clore Warne. Other SLDC members were: Jewish Americans, Ben Margolis and Abe Isserman, an Arab American lawyer, George Shearer, and African Americans such as Charlotta Bass, editor of the African American newspaper California Eagle. 
After the “Sleepy Lagoon Case,” Orange County California school districts were sued.  On March 2, 1945, Gonzalo Mendez, and several other parents filed a class action lawsuit in Los Angeles’ Ninth Federal District Court.  The parents contested school segregation practices.  They claimed their children and 5,000 others of "Latin descent" were victims of unconstitutional discrimination when forced to go to separate "Mexican" schools in Orange County.  Judge Paul J. McCormick decided in favor of Mendez and his co-plaintiffs on February 18, 1946.  A year later, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld McCormick's ruling (Wollenberg, p.317).
Historian Charles Wollenberg notes the role of the Great Depression and World War II in shifting US segregation attitudes in the 1930s and 1940s.   Wollenberg writes: the Depression created views that environmental, rather than personal factors fostered economic and social inequalities and society should fix these problems.  Judge McCormick stated that “evidence clearly shows that Spanish-speaking children are retarded in learning English by lack of exposure to its use by segregation’’ (Ramos, p.247).  World War II was also detrimental to American segregation views.
Wollenberg explains, Hitler’s Nazi state made Americans skeptical of school segregation.  If anything, a greater number of Americans began to view Mexican children’s segregation as Nazi racism.  In the appellate phase, Mendez lawyer, David Marcus, argued that segregating Mexican American children could lead to segregation of other national origin and religious groups.  Marcus noted incidents in Nazi Germany. In its decision, the Ninth Circuit’s seven judges affirmed McCormick’s decision, and Judge Denham showed how powerful arguments of spreading Nazi ideas were when he stated that California school segregation practices were reminiscent of Nazi Germany.

The Mendez decision’s origins go back ninety years.  In 1855 California’s legislature provided that the State School Fund be apportioned to counties based on a census of white children, ages 4 to 18.l years.  State School Superintendent, Andrew J. Moulder, knew the implications of this census.  In 1859 Moulder told local educators that: "had it been intended by the framers of the law that the children of inferior races be educated side by side with whites, it is manifest the census would have included children of all colors”  (Wollenberg, p. 318).  Moulder warned: "to force African, Chinese and Diggers into one school... must result in the ruin of the schools. The great mass of our citizens will not associate in terms of equality with these inferior races; nor will they consent that children should do so” (Wollenberg, 318).  Moulder favored  separate schools if white citizens did not object.  Mexican Americans were not the only people segregated.  When Governor Warren, signed the law repealing remaining school segregation statues, after the Mendez decision, his action effected Asian American, African American, and Native American students also.

While Mexican Americans were wining court cases, another victory occurred with Edward Roybal’s 1949 election to the Los Angeles City Council.  Roybal was president of the Community Service Organization (CSO).  The CSO was a multiracial coalition of different ethnic groups including whites.  Historians and political scientists have noted the Roybal coalition as initiating change in LA’s racialized politics while leading a progressive multiracial coalition.

In Texas, another legal decision occurred which eventually was heard by the US Supreme Court led by Earl Warren in 1954.  Hernandez v Texas, although often ignored, has great significance for Latinos in the US because it represents the first extension of Constitutional protection under the 14th amendment for Latinos as a class according to Ian H. Lopez (Lopez, p.1).  Initially, the Hernandez case was a murder trial where an all white jury, in Jackson County, Texas, convicted and sentenced Pete Hernandez to life in prison.  Later Latino civil rights cases would be dependent on the precedent established in the Hernandez case. 

The 1950s was a repressive time.  For Latinos, the “red scare,” was just one concern.  News media focused on “Operation Wetback” in which supposedly a million Mexicans were deported in 1954.  The public did not know that this government action was part of the Mexico/US bracero program agreement.  Mexican agents, beginning in the 1940s, worked with the US Border Patrol in apprehending Mexicans crossing the border illegally (Hernandez, p.423).   Kelly L. Hernandez writes that: the bilateral promises of the Bracero Program directed U. S. Border Patrol's attention to policing southern borders and deporting undocumented Mexicans. There, along the southern border, the U. S. Border Patrol found the Mexican government as a partner in the design and conduct of migration control tactics 

The 1950s looked promising for the LA Mexican American community with multiracial coalitions electing the first Latino councilman of the century, Edward Roybal .  However, the CSO and multiracial coalitions failed to stop displacement of Mexican American families for the building of the “East LA Freeway Interchange” connecting the 5 freeway with the Interstate 10.  In addition, in the late 1950s more Mexican American families were forced out of their Chavez Ravine homes to allow for Dodger Stadium’s construction (Gutierrez, Acuna).  

National media did not focus on the United Farm Workers (UFW) until the mid-1960s. But much of the early union organizing occurred in the 1950s.  Earlier in US agriculture history, farm workers saw many failed attempts to organize agricultural laborers. In 1903, Japanese and Mexican farm workers attempted to come together to fight for better wages and working conditions.  Organizing farm workers was ignored and these groups disbanded when the American Federation of Labor failed to help -- often on the basis of race (Wikepedia, UFW).  In the later teens and 1920s further attempts to organize farm laborers were undertaken by spontaneous local efforts, and some were led by radical groups such as the IWW. These attempts failed because at the time employers were not legally required to bargain with unions and employers could legally fire unionized workers.  In 1936, the National Labor Relations Act gave US workers rights to join unions and bargain collectively but farm workers were excluded by the law.  In 1941, the US Government and Mexico enacted the Bracero program.  This binational project was created to address labor shortages during the war by allowing Mexican "guest workers" to work in US agriculture until the end of the crop harvest.  But growers used this program to undercut wages, and Braceros would break strikes by resident farm workers. The program continued until 1964, allowing UFW strikes to succeed. 
Many Mexican women in California, who joined the UFW in the 1960s, were already in community-based groups in the 1950s through the CSO. The racial discrimination and economic disadvantages, that they faced, required support networks like the CSO.  Through these networks Latino/as were empowered by voter registration drives, citizenship classes, civil rights lawsuits, legislative campaigns, and protesting police brutality and immigration policies.  Male activists held leadership roles, while women activists volunteered in teaching valuable skills to Latinos.  Though Mexican women adopted traditional functions of acting in volunteer and support roles, Delores Huerta took a nontraditional role of actively participating in labor negotiations (Rose, p. 26).  With the leadership of Huerta and Cesar Chavez, the UFW gained national attention with their “Grape Boycott” in the mid-1960s and later their campaign against harmful pesticides.  The UFW was also active in California elections focusing on voter turnout.  
Although the UFW labor struggle only addressed Chicanos in California’s rural areas, it came to symbolize a more aggressive Latino community throughout the nation.  In 1968, Chicano students in East LA took a militant stance in addressing the woeful education they were receiving in LA public schools.  Students demanded that the LA Unified School District make sweeping educational reforms.  Similar events occurred on California university campuses.  Chicano college students included establishment of Chicano Studies programs among their demands and university recruitment and admissions of more Chicanos students.  
Many Chicano community gains in labor and education were attained through protests or through court litigation.  Dr. Gabriel Marquez refers to this process as “representation by other means” (Marquez and Jennings, p. 514).  Chicanos lacked representation in local, state and national policy institutions.  The post World War II Chicano generation saw their citizenship differently.  Chicano World War lI veterans, for example upon returning home, looked at their communities and were confused by the segregation and hostile treatment of their families and themselves.  In addition, Chicano Vets were segregated from other veterans groups and denied medical services.  Dr. Hector Garcia, in 1948, established the American GI Forum (AGIF) to address Chicano Vets problems.  AGIF's first campaign was on behalf of Felix Longoria, an Army private killed during World War II.  When Longoria's remains were returned to Texas, his family was denied services by a white-owned funeral home.  Dr. Garcia requested intercession from US Senator Lyndon B. Johnson who secured Longoria's burial in Arlington National Cemetery.  AGIF also worked with the League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) on the Hernandez v Texas case.  As previously explained Pete Hernandez was found guilty of homicide by an all white jury therefore being denied a jury of his peers.  Raul Morin’s book, Among the Valiant, documents Chicano veterans’ heroic service, during World War II, demonstrated by medals awarded to them.  What was not fully revealed was the death toll, physical and mental injuries suffered by Chicano veterans and their families.  
As student anti-war efforts were at its height, Chicano students in universities and high schools started organizing to protest the fact that Chicano deaths and injuries, during the Viet Nam War, were disproportionate to the size of the US Chicano population.  The August 29th 1970  Chicano moratorium, is notable for its violence and the death of a Chicano community voice, Ruben Salazar.  For the thousands of Chicanos, that were at Salazar park that day, the violent confrontation with LA County Sheriffs swinging batons, the tear gas and the stampede of the crowd forced out of the park, exposed the violence of an agency that was suppose to protect them.  Adding more disillusionment among Chicanos, was the outcome of the inquest into LA Times, journalist Ruben Salazar’s death.  Distrust of American political institutions intensified (Buzan, p.108). Many Chicanos vented frustration with Democratic and Republican Parties and looked at events in Crystal City Texas.  

Crystal City has less than ten thousand residents located in a rural area southwest of San Antonio, Texas.  More than ninety percent of the town residents are of Mexican descent.  Despite their numbers, the Mexican American residents had never seen a city council or school board member from their community for decades.  In January of 1970, several Chicano leaders, Jose Angel Gutierrez and Mario Compean, conducted a meeting of three hundred Mexican Americans in Crystal City to establish La Raza Unida Party (RUP).  After RUP’s victories in Crystal City and Cotulla, Texas’ municipal elections, RUP expanded to other states, especially California and Colorado.  In Colorado RUP worked with Rodolfo “Corky” Gonzalez and the Denver based Crusade For Justice.  In California, RUP spread throughout the state with a strong presence in Los Angeles County having as many as 20 different chapters.

Reflecting on RUP, Dr. Mary Pardo writes: the RUP allowed for Chicano representation in Texas city government.  This representation included educational reforms, like bilingual and bicultural education, hiring of Mexican teachers and administrators, Chicano Studies curriculum, and an end to punishing children speaking Spanish in schools. Though RUP had little electoral success in California, people, who followed this party, claimed that RUP raised community awareness of issues and gave Chicanos an education in participating in party politics and functions (Pardo, pp.113-114).  Several California RUP activists, such as Drs. Richard Santillan and Armando Navarro, were later active in Los Angeles voting rights cases.
Part 2: Los Angeles Voting Rights Cases and California’s Voting Rights Act

This paper examines two cases under the 1965 VRA in Los Angeles and later the Anaheim CVRA case.  The first case Calderon v The City of Los Angeles and the second is Garza v Los Angeles County.  One of the critical issues raised in these cases is the decision to count the total population rather than registered voters in creating political districts (Cabeza, p.74).  In both cases courts held that “one-person, one-vote, not one-voter-one-vote,” as the US Constitution’s apportionment standard of the fourteenth amendment’s equal protection clause.

California Latinos have made gains, since the VRA’s enactment, in representation when looking at the state assembly, senate and congressional delegation.  But, this law’s criticism is that gains are incremental and big disparities in representation still exist.  This paper presents several ideas for reform such as proportional representation and eliminating at large elections in favor of single member districts to avoid vote dilution of protected classes (Rodgers, p.29).  The later suggestion is addressed by the California Voting Rights Act (CVRA).  

Minority representation’s two problems are: racial gerrymandering and at-large election systems.  Gerrymandering protects incumbents by diluting opposition voting strength. Latinos are often not incumbents and are systematically isolated from politics.  Given that Latinos have been historically isolated from politics, gerrymandering laws concerning racial and ethnic minorities, center on effects rather than the intent of incumbents (Rodgers, p.30).
The Problem: Dilution of Latino Voting
Racial gerrymandering occurs when incumbents draw district lines weakening minority groups’ voting strength. This is a problem despite discriminatory intent’s existence. Gerrymandering hurts all seeking elected public offices but critically harms racial minorities historically denied political access.  The two main political parties often cloak themselves behind minority representation to achieve their own ends (Rodgers, p. 31).  
In California, gerrymandering means few Latinos are in state and local government. Racial gerrymandering may occur in three ways.  First, incumbents dilute a community's vote by drawing lines splitting this area.  By using this method, a coherent Latino community is not represented in a single district.  Rather, parts of the community are subsumed in other districts while no district has a Latino majority.  Second, lines are drawn reducing a community’s vote by packing.  For example, in Los Angeles, the Latino community is big enough to have a majority of voters in two districts.  Lines are drawn so that one district is dominantly Latino -- 70, 80, 90 percent or more and the second would have a Latino minority.  Thus, Latino influence is limited to one district.  Third, racial gerrymandering occurs by stacking.  Stacking combines an area with a large population of Latinos and another area with an equally high Afro-American population.  This mix pits two minority groups against each other and neutralizes each group's power.  But, the most common method, diluting minorities’ vote, is at-large elections.
Table 2
  


Racial Gerrymandering Techniques____________
	Splitting

	Dividing Latino community concentrations into several districts

	Packing
	Creating large Latino concentrations in one instead of several districts

	Stacking
	Combining Latino & Black concentrated neighborhoods into one district

	At-Large Elections
	All voters vote for all council members; winner take all approach


Under at large elections, all voters of a city, county, or school district vote for each candidate. This election system is often used for city council members, county supervisors, school boards and other local political districts.  At-large systems favor a winner-takes-all approach to elections and denies minority groups a chance to elect candidates of choice as long as they do not comprise fifty percent of the voting age population (Rodgers, p.32).  Under single-member districts, a Latino community, comprising a minority group in a city or county, could nevertheless be a majority in a single member district and elect representatives.  Single-member districts give minority communities a voice in politics, but at-large elections suppress their voice.
California’s tradition of Latino racial discrimination has roots in the Mexican-American War and California Gold Rush.  Part one, of this paper, explained this history.  Table 1 not only describes a framework by which Latinos have been subordinated for over a hundred and fifty years, but they have also conducted counter-hegemonic struggles against this legacy.
Normative Models of Representative Government
 
Legal and political debates on reapportionment and minority vote dilution rely on ideas of republican government.  US governance is based on Rousseau's idea of self-rule: people give up natural rights for civil ones.  They can be ruled and free by ruling themselves, thus sovereignty derives authority from people’s consent.  The question is how to implement self-rule.  Voters elect representatives to govern because the republic was, in the Framers time, too large to allow direct democracy as existed in Plato’s Athens.  Within this constraint, this section seeks to answer questions: who should representatives represent? and which interests (if any) should they advocate?  Two models of representation are described below.
Madisonian Republicanism

 
This paper describes two models of representative government to address earlier ques
Table 3 




Models of Representative Government
	Madisonian Republicanism
	Legislate for the common good; representation consists of agency, deliberation and population

	Proportional Representation
	Legislate for policy preferences; legislature should mirror all interests of the people


tions.  The first model, Madisonian republicanism, has two components.  First, it assumes that representatives should subordinate special interests to those of the general public when deliberating public policy.  Wide-ranging debates should yield laws for the common good.  Madisonian republicanism argues for simple numerical equality.  Second, it is based on a principle: representation is allocated in terms of population.  The second model argues for proportional representation.

 James Madison thought that a government promoting liberty allowed diverse opinions and interests.  But, he feared, diversity would "factionalize" the thirteen states. For Madison, "interests were multiple, shifting alignments, subjective and conflictual to the nation’s welfare.  Thus, Madison proposed a republican solution for a factionalized republican government.  The republican answer to factionalism asks representatives for rational action, without self-interest, seeking the public good.  The public good supersedes private interests.  For Madison, representation, consisted of: agency, deliberation, and population.  First, representatives should be the ones given authority to act by appointment or election.  Such power terminates when authorization is withdrawn or at the end of the term of office.  Second, Madison argued that representatives will deliberate on issues with goals of reaching the common good.  This deliberative process is efficient if homogeneous ideas and values exist since fundamental value differences are often irreconcilable.  Third, Madison believed, that since power originated with people, representation is allocated by population size manifested in geographic areas, states and districts.  Madison’s model is problematic in two respects. First, representatives act on self-interest.  Rarely do they legislate for the common good.  Madison's assumption that representatives act for the common good is weak and undermines his idea of representative government.
Proportional Representation

Proportional representation has two ideas of representative government.  First, it argues that representatives make policy decisions based on preferences.  Second, because of tendencies to act on self-interest, proportionalists assert that legislatures are to mirror all people’s interests; it should be a miniature electorate.
Proportional representation describes electoral systems where seats of governing councils are allocated in proportion to the percentage of votes a party receives in an election.  According to John Adams, only through proportional representation can "true representation" be achieved (Rodgers, p.38).  Furthermore, it envisions representatives not as agents acting on the ballot box’ authority, but rather as representatives chosen for personal characteristics, such as their ethnic background or political affiliations. "The representative does not act for others; he or she stands for them, by virtue of a correspondence or connection between them, a resemblance or reflection" (Rodgers, p.38)
Proportional representation thus values expression of diverse interests.  This model also challenges assumptions that representatives can deliberate, motivated by a common good: a common good may have been possible in a small, participatory city-state as Rousseau's Geneva.4  But odds are against it in Madison’s model, which is neither homogeneous, participatory, nor small.  Proportionalists espouse democratic principles of letting a constituency express weighted preferences.  Weighted preferences counter majoritarian tyranny by distributing power not by geographical location, but among political parties.  A proportional government system allocates seats according to party votes received in an election.  Proportionalists believe in order to accommodate wide ranging preferences existing in society, the political system must have multiple parties.  This theory assumes the idea that an individual will join a party which advocates their interests.  The concept of fostering multiple parties allows groups, holding minority views, to voice those views directly, rather than having them coopted or diluted by being included in a slate of issues being advocated by a more centrist party (Rodgers, p.39).
Descriptive Applications of the Normative Models 
A democratic society advances citizen participation in the political process as a right.  Participation is basic to government self rule.  Madisonian republicanism and proportional representation yield ideas on achieving participation through representation and how minority constituencies can be represented.  This narrative explains how the judiciary and legislature use these models to design rules on fair minority representation.  This discussion also describes these two institutions’ efforts to protect minorities from vote dilution focusing on the use of the "one person, one vote" doctrine and the VRA.  Using Madisonian republicanism and focusing on individual rights, the U.S. Supreme Court addressed minority vote dilution in Baker v Carr creating the basis for the "one person, one vote" doctrine.  Meanwhile, the US has rejected proportional representation because it lacks a focus on individual rights. Proportional representation exists to the extent that the VRA protects minority groups’ rights, rather than individuals (Rodgers, p.40).
The Doctrine of “One Person One Vote”

The Supreme Court, through the "one person, one vote" doctrine, has designed ethnic and racial minorities’ rights’ of access to politics.  The "one person, one vote" doctrine requires votes to be equally weighted.  This doctrine prohibits legislatures from engaging in malapportionment by creating districts that are roughly equal in population.  In 1962, the Supreme Court initiated the "one person, one vote" doctrine in Baker v. Carr, asserting that issues of apportionment were justiciable because review was not barred by the political question doctrine. The apportionment plan, in question, created districts with equal numbers of registered voters.  Thus, there existed a significant disparity of voting strength between large and small counties’ populations.  The Court found that when a significantly smaller number of voters could elect the same number of representatives as a larger district, votes of those in the larger district were diluted.  The Court held that this practice violated the 14th Amendment Equal Protection clause.
Gray v. Sanders, expanded Baker by creating the term "one person, one vote" by stating that: the idea of political equality from the Declaration of Independence, to Lincoln's Gettysburg Address, to the Fifteenth, Seventeenth, and Nineteenth Amendments can mean only one thing: 'one person, one vote’ (Rodgers, p.41).  However, the Court's opinion did not give substantive guidelines for states in implementing a constitutionally acceptable plan.   In 1963, the Supreme Court gave concrete meaning to the "one person, one vote" doctrine in Wesberry v. Sanders by requiring populations within each congressional district to be equal to every other district.

In 1964, in the Reynolds v. Sims case, the Supreme Court loosened the "mathematical precision" test as it applied to state legislative districts, while requiring its use in federal districts.  The Court held that while districts should be apportioned "as nearly of equal population as is practicable," it was impossible to arrange legislative districts so that each one has an identical number of residents, or citizens, or voters (Rodgers, p.42).  The Court called for states to make "an honest and good faith effort" to have equality among districts.  After a series of cases following Reynolds, the Court clearly asserted that the "one person, one vote" doctrine applied to both houses of a state's legislature and to local elections.
In Kirkpatrick v. Preisler" the Court required states to justify variances between the actual size of a congressional election district and the ideal size, "no matter how small."  In the 1960 decennial census Missouri’s population was 4,319,813.  Therefore to create absolute equality, each of ten congressional districts would have a population of 431,981. The reapportionment plan resulted in a range of district sizes that deviated from the ideal: from one over-populated by 3.13% to one underpopulated by 2.84%.   The district court found that Missouri did not rely on the most accurate census data. Further, Missouri had failed to justify variances where the "simple device of switching some counties from one district to another would have created a plan with reduced variances.  The Court found variances were avoidable and an alternative existed.
The Supreme Court, since Kirkpatrick, has established three rules to evaluate variances from an ideally populated district.  For congressional districts, deviations under 10% are prima facie constitutionally valid, while deviations between 10% and 16.4% are not.  Deviations greater than 16.4% are unconstitutional and probably not justifiable. The State must justify prima facie unconstitutional deviations based on "legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational state policy," such as preserving the integrity of county and city lines, maintaining compact and contiguous districts, or retaining natural or historic boundaries.  When a court is forced to implement a plan, the US Supreme Court applies the highest standards. These plans must pass a three-part test: (1) they must avoid multi-membered districts; (2) they must seek to attain mathematical precision in the population of each district; and (3) the plan must be "free from any taint of arbitrariness or discrimination” (Rodgers, p.45).

 The Court meant the "one person, one vote" doctrine to give equal access to individuals by requiring equally populated districts.  But it did not dictate to states on drawing district lines. Regardless, the Court provided general criteria for States’ plans.  States can create districts based on considerations of compact or contiguous areas or political districts like cities, counties, or towns.  But, the Court warned: considerations of historical, economic, or other group interests do not justify, by themselves, deviation from equality standards.
Table 4


Voting Rights Cases and the Evolution of “One Person, One Vote” Doctrine
	Cases
	Issues

	Baker v Carr, 1962
	“One Person One Vote” concept affirmed

	Gray v Sanders, 1963
	Creates the term “One person, one vote

	Wesberry v Sanders, 1963
	Requires population to be mathematically equal in every congressional district

	Reynolds v Sims, 1964
	Mandates that states create districts with the same population. Votes of racial minorities would weigh the same as the vote of a member of the majority

	Kirkpatrick v Preisler, 1969  
	States must justify any variance between the actual size of a congressional election district and the ideal size, "no matter how small; deviations greater than 16.4% are unconstitutional

	White v Regester, 1973
	Multi-member districts unconstitutional

	Beer v US, 1976
	Provides guidance to the DOJ by devising a two-prong test for approving Section 5 submissions

	Thornberg v Gingles, 1986
	3 Preconditions for Redistricting

	City of Mobile v Bolden, 1980
	Absence of discriminatory intent prevents minorities from challenging electoral  

practices.  1982 VRA amendments change this decision, prohibiting any practice

resulting in the dilution of minority voting strength.

	Calderon v City of LA, 1971
	Total population versus registered voters

	Gomez v Watsonville, 1988
	Discriminatory intent versus discriminatory effect

	Garza v LA County, 1990
	Total population versus registered voters

	Shelby County v Holder, 2013
	VRA’s Section 4 (preclearance coverage formula) struck down as unconstitutional.



 The Court has consistently focused on constitutional guarantees of "fair and effective" representation. which parallels Madison's model.   Essentially the Court found: representative government is in essence self government through elected officials, and citizens have a right to effective participation in political processes of his or her state's legislature.  With this view, the Court has ruled that states must provide "substantially equal state legislative representation" regardless of race or residence.  The "one person, one vote" doctrine’s evolution has solved numerical problems of malapportionment -- legislative districts’ populations must be roughly equal. But, racial and political gerrymandering persists because the doctrine allows parties in power to draw lines through mountains, cities, streets, and buildings if the population in each district is roughly equal.  The Supreme Court has argued that as long as every vote carries equal weight, everyone is being accorded access to the political process.  But, the "one person, one vote" doctrine provides racial/ethnic minorities with only nominal voting equality (Rodgers, p.46).
1965 Voting Rights Act
Congress enacted the 1965 VRA to protect minorities from any "voting qualifications or prerequisites" denying or abridging their right to vote. In addition, the VRA requires states to ensure that all "political processes leading to nomination or election be equally open to participation" by all citizens regardless of "race or color.”  This section reviews VRA amendments to three VRA sections including: sections 2, 4 and 5.  The US Supreme Court in Shelby County versus Holder, 2013, declared section 4, the preclearance formula, as unconstitutional thereby negating section 5, DOJ preclearance (Hasen, p.713).
Beginning with Section 2 of the VRA, this section protects voting rights by prohibiting any state or locality from imposing voting qualifications, prerequisites to voting, standard, practice, or procedure that results in the denial or abridgment of the right of U.S. citizens to vote on account of race or color based on a totality of the circumstances test (footnote#) (Chan, p.453).  Section 4 of the VRA is the controversial coverage formula.  It is used to determine which states and local governments must submit any proposed voting changes for federal approval (or "preclearance") under Section 5 of the VRA (Hasen, p.713).  In practice, Section 5 of the VRA is a proactive component of the law.  States, under section 4, or the preclearance formula, must seek preclearance approval from the DOJ prior to enacting any change that would affect voting, districting, or election procedures.  Sixteen states, in whole or in part, are subject to this preclearance procedure5 (Rodgers, p.48).  
Legal scholars have said the VRA has no more protection than the “one person, one vote” doctrine.  However, under the VRA’s Section 2, a legal remedy may exist even if the "one person, one vote" rule is not violated.   A practice, for example, that dilutes minority voting strength may be actionable even if election districts are equal in population size.  But, in City of Mobile v. Bolden, the Court held, by a 5-4 vote, that in the absence of discriminatory intent, minorities could not challenge electoral practices even if they effectively diluted minority voting strength by racial gerrymandering.   The Court rejected reliance on evidence of the negative impact of voting procedures on minorities and increased their burden of proof by requiring proof of intent.  Congress responded by amending the VRA in 1982 to prohibit any practice that results in dilution of minority voting strength, regardless of intent.  The 1982 amendment is designed to make clear that proof of discriminatory intent is not required to establish a section 2 violation.  Thus it restores legal standards, based on Supreme Court precedents, which applied in voting discrimination claims prior to the City of Mobile v. Bolden decision.  The Amendment adds a new subsection to Section 2 which delineates legal standards under the results test by codifying the leading pre-Bolden vote dilution case, White v. Regester (Rodgers, p.48).

The pre-Bolden standard required courts to evaluate voting dilution claims based upon the "totality of circumstances."  Congress supplemented the legislative history of the amendments by describing factors that would tend to prove a case alleging dilution of minority voting strength. Thus, when evaluating changes in district lines, DOJ considers background evidence of the extent to which minorities "have been denied an equal opportunity to participate meaningfully in the political process [and] to influence elections and the decision making of elected officials in the jurisdiction."  Similarly, DOJ has established complex criteria for evaluating the strength of potential claims. The factors include: (1) the history of official discrimination against minority groups to register, vote, or otherwise participate in the political process; (2) the extent of racial polarization or block voting; (3) the existence of a discriminatory slating process; (4) racial appeals in campaigns; (5) official unresponsiveness to minority needs, for example, evidence of discrimination in areas of education, employment, and health; (6) the extent to which minorities hold office; and (7) use of election practices which enhance discrimination against minorities, such as at-large elections.  DOJ also considers the extent of racial polarization and the extent to which present and past discrimination has adversely affected voter registration and election participation (Rodgers, p.50). 
Despite the criteria outlined by Congress and DOJ, the Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles made its own test to measure discriminatory effects under the "totality of the circumstances" standard.  The Court referred to factors described in the legislative history but found  three crucial factors to prove voting dilution.  According to this three-prong test, the minorities must prove: (1) its group is "sufficiently large to constitute a majority in a single and geographically compact district, (2) the minority group "is politically cohesive, [i.e. that a significant number of minority group members usually vote for the same candidate]" and; (3) the white majority votes as a block usually defeating minority candidates, absent special circumstances such as an unopposed candidate (Rodgers, p.51).

Although the VRA is a temporary measure expiring in 2007, it provides for rectification of past voting rights dilution.  In addition, Congress acted swiftly to protect minorities from the harsh intent-based test in Bolden.  While legislative history rejects proportional representation, the VRA moves, somewhat in that direction by noting outcomes of the political process to assess whether minorities enjoy equal access.
Table 5




1965 VRA and Amendments
	1965 VRA
	Section 2 prohibits discrimination in voting, Section 4 

creates a preclearance formula, Section 5 requires DOJ

preclearance for states subject to preclearance formula

	1970 Amended VRA
	5 year ban on literacy tests.

	1975 Amended VRA
	Section 2 expanded to include language groups

	1982 Amended VRA
	VRA extended till 2007; Prohibits any practice that results in the dilution of minority voting strength, regardless of intent.


Application Of The Models To California
Latino Community Goals: 

Two strategies exist for increasing Latino numbers in the political arena. The fair access strategy works within the existing system.   On the other hand, the proportional representation strategy focuses on changing the system to accommodate Latinos and other minority groups. The fair access strategy uses existing tools to increase representation, such as the VRA and the "one person, one vote" doctrine. To its credit, this strategy benefits from feasibility and timing. Using these tools allows Latinos to press for change through acceptable venues.  However, entrenched incumbents will resist change at every turn.  The proportional representation strategy challenges the working within the system approach.  According to this view, even if gains could be made, representation would increase only marginally. In addition, the majoritarian form of government would continue to exclude minorities.  Thus, proponents of a proportional representation strategy argue that only through radical reform will true change occur (Rodgers, p. 51).
First Strategy: Fair Political Access
Currently, California’s Latino community is working to create greater political access in the belief that such access will result in increased representation.  This section traces advances made, focusing on the political and legal means used to effectuate change.  A fair access strategy is politically and legally sound.  The Latino community competes with others for attention during the reapportionment battle.  Many interest groups do not support racial considerations as a top priority.  Latino organizations created a coalition after the 1980 census, Californios for Fair Representation (CFR), to testify during reapportionment hearings.  CFR argued that the legislature should not divide Latino communities to bolster political parties and incumbents strength.  Also, CFR asserted that not only should the process be fair, but that they should have a voice in creating the process used. They also asserted that with increased political access and a voice, Latino leaders could foster increased community political participation.  CFR understood that the fair access strategy did not guarantee representation.  However, the Latino community continued to be vocal during the 1990 reapportionment process using the rhetoric of the fair access strategy.
Three cases are discussed in this section:  Calderon v City of Los Angeles, Garza v LA County and Gomez v City of Watsonville.  Calderon v. City of Los Angeles challenged the use of voter registration as a basis for reapportionment.  Having succeeded in securing the guarantee of the "one person, one vote" doctrine for all local reapportionments in California, Garza v. County of Los Angeles challenged the county's use of the splitting technique to dilute the minority community. Garza resulted directly in the election of a Latino representative.  Finally, Gomez v. Watsonville used the VRA as an affirmative means of increasing the ability of Latinos to gain representation.  The success of this litigation has helped Latinos strengthen their opportunities for political advancement (Rodgers, p. 54).
Calderon v. City of Los Angeles:
The "one person, one vote" doctrine was central to a 1964 suit against Los Angeles. The City Charter required that municipal district lines be drawn based on either population or "substantially equal numbers of registered voters" (Rodgers, p. 54).   On March 2, 1971, California’s Supreme Court ruled that LA councilmanic seats must be reapportioned on the basis of “equal-population districts."  The American Civil Liberties Union had brought the suit on behalf of Richard M. Calderon, a LA political activist. Calderon charged that apportionment, based on numbers of registered voters rather than total population, "overrepresented" some districts and "underrepresented" others, particularly those of ethnic and racial minorities (Santillan, p.125).  The State argued that even if districts contained equal population, the quantity of voters, not inhabitants, in a election determined individuals’ voting strength.  
Based on the "one person, one vote" doctrine, the district court held in favor of the plaintiffs. The court found that a population standard was more likely to guarantee, that those who cannot or did not cast a ballot, would have a voice in government.  Furthermore, the district court indicated that plans designed to dilute, minimize, or cancel a racial groups voting power were constitutionally suspect.  The court asserted population deviation standards required justification.  Thus, the court shifted government’s burden to prove a compelling interest in alternate standards.  The City of Los Angeles failed to meet this burden (Rodgers, p.55).
Garza v. County of Los Angeles:
Racial Gerrymandering is evident in California through splitting techniques.  In Garza v. Los Angeles County, a group of Latinos working with the US government sought to redraw district lines for the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors after the 1981 reapportionment. Plaintiffs argued that racial gerrymandering contaminated the initial line drawing process. The Court charged the Board of Supervisors for systematically and intentionally fragmenting the Latino community to prevent political cohesion and strength. The Ninth Circuit upheld the district court's decision that the Board engaged in intentional discrimination in order to keep effects of those prior discriminatory reapportionments in place, as well as to prevent Latinos from attaining a majority in any district in the future.  The Ninth Circuit noted the Board: "acted primarily on the political instinct of self-preservation and intended the continued fragmentation of the Hispanic core and the dilution of Hispanic voting strength." (Rodgers, p.56).  
The court held that evidence of discriminatory intent eliminated plaintiffs burden of proving that the Latino community was able to constitute a majority in the district under the first prong of the Gingles test requiring geographic compactness.  The court of appeals rejected the county's position that the district court's plan was invalid because it included noncitizens. In its view, the district court complied with federal and state precedents requiring districts drawn on the basis of population.  The Ninth Circuit stated that districts based solely on voter registration diluted services that minorities received from political officials.  Since non-citizens use government services, if they were not included in a district, demands for services in districts with large minority populations would be substantially higher than in other districts.
The Garza case creates new challenges for all Latinos’ representation rights.  For both citizens or non-citizens legal challenges to redistricting LA County, the state, and the national legislature are not over.  There will be more arguments with a common theme: non-citizens should not be part of the apportionment base.  With Latino demographic changes in LA County and elsewhere, this position is challenges future Latino political empowerment (Cabeza, p.78).
Gomez v. Watsonville: 
In Gomez v. Watsonville, Latinos challenged the at-large system for Watsonville mayoral and city council elections with Section 2 of the VRA.  The city, according to the 1980 census, was mostly populated by Latinos; Latinos were never elected under the at-large voting system.  Despite these facts, the trial court found the VRA’s Section 2, which requires that all political processes be "equally open to participation," was not violated.'"  The appellate court reversed the previous decision based on the Gingles test,.  First, it found that Latinos could constitute a majority in two districts if the electoral system created one district for each of six city council members.  Second, the court held that ninety-five percent of Latino voters supported Latino candidates and thus the community was politically cohesive. Third, the court found evidence proving racial polarization: only thirteen percent of voters in dominantly Anglo precincts voted for Latinos, and no Latino had ever held a council seat (Rodgers, p. 57)
Results

Pursuing litigation based on the "one person, one vote" doctrine and the VRA, does not ensure changes in representation.   Writing in the late 1990s, Yvonne Rodgers notes: since the 1970s, when Latinos began legal efforts to combat obvious uses of racial gerrymandering, the number of Latinos in political office has increased minimally.  Some argue that Latinos’ low numbers in the legislature result not from line drawing but from poor voter turnout and lack of campaign funds. Poor voter turnout arguments are unpersuasive for two reasons. Courts have found, and common sense realizes, that low voter turnout results from historical and systematic community vote dilution. Second, an overwhelming majority of California’s local political subdivisions elect representatives pursuant to at-large voting systems similar to Watsonville.  Since Latinos are never a majority, they can never elect their candidates to office.  Racial minorities’ opportunities to elect members to city councils, school boards, and other political subunits diminishes, and these systematic barriers create disincentives to participate.  Once the barriers are eliminated, Latino advocates argue, registration and voter turn out rates will increase (Rodgers, p.58).  Rodgers notes that in Salinas and Watsonville California, once a change occurred from at-large voting to single member district voting, Latino voter registration tripled (Rodgers, p.58).  In addition, many studies have shown that Latinos vote at lower rates than other racial and ethnic groups in the US.  Recent precinct level analysis of the 2001 Los Angeles mayoral race indicates that a Latino candidate did spur increased Latino voter turn out.  Also, high-density Latino precincts show higher rates of turnout when Latino candidates are on the ballot, and these same precincts show heightened support for the co-ethnic candidate (Barreto, et. al. p.65).   

But Rodgers also notes: even if the fair political access strategy is entirely successful, the gains available to the Latinos will be incremental.  Although Latinos constitute over a third of the state population (NALEO), they are widely scattered throughout California.  As a consequence, even if the legislature were to make increasing the number of Latino representatives in the legislature a top priority during the reapportionment process, it could only create a few more safe seats in the Assembly. Given its low voter registration and turn-out rates, the Latinos must densely populate an area in order to ensure both a majority of Latino residents and voters in the district.  With these additional seats, Latinos would still only hold approximately eleven percent of the seats. This phenomenon is attributed directly to the fact that Madisonian Republicanism requires geographic cohesiveness: the only groups accommodated under Madison's model were the people living in states, which are geographic constituencies.  The fact that the Latino community is not concentrated in certain areas dilutes its strength in a majoritarian system of government.  Given these limitations, the Latino community has still made relatively significant gains in recent years.  
Second Strategy: Minority Representation

Is fair access to the political process enough for Latino community voices to be heard?  Proportional representation advocates say no. Even though this strategy has not gained support in the US, Madisonian Republicanism’s failure to give minorities a voice warrants consideration of proportional representation as an alternative.  This approach must be based on a political choice that pluralism and diversity within governing bodies are valuable (Rodgers, p.59).

This section examines proportional representation's benefits for Latinos and problems associated with its implementation.  The primary benefit in proportional representation is: minority constituencies are given a voice.  Many advocates describe an apportionment scheme that allows racial groups to control election results in a percentage of districts roughly comparable to their population percentage. Thus, in California, proportionalists would lobby the Democratic Party to apportion districts so the number of Latino representatives in the state legislature would be closer to 35 percent, rather  than the eleven percent available under the fair access strategy.
The need for more participation from the Latino community in the current, homogeneous body of California government, has been acknowledged by those outside the Latino community. The California State Advisory Committee ("Committee") to the United States Commission
on Civil Rights ("Commission") has called for a strategy that goes beyond formal access.  The Committee conducted public meetings during the reapportionment debate after the 1970 census concerning the "political participation of Mexican-Americans.  The Committee found at that time only 1.98% of all appointed and elected officials were Latinos, a low figure absent discrimination and gerrymandering.

In its report to the Commission, the Committee recommended that the governor and legislature take affirmative steps to increase Latinos percentages among California's appointed and elected officials.  The Committee did not propose specific steps.  But, at least with reference to political appointments, the only feasible solution is for the governor or others in the executive branch to appoint more Latinos.  

While Anglo representatives argue that they are sensitive to ethnic groups’ needs, the rhetoric is hollow given the present state of affairs.  A Latino community representative has stronger ties to the community and can typically reach non-English speaking communities within the constituency and the legislative body than a non-Latino representative.  A Latino representative more accurately perceives community interests and attitudes.  A proportional representation system gives minority group members power to effectuate change in their communities.  Even if the community has identifiable interests, which any representative could easily advocate.  Proportionalists conceive of representation in a manner different than present norms.  Because of cultural similarities, constituents will have a greater affinity with a Latino representative and as a consequence be empowered.  Representatives from the community can serve as models and demonstrate that governmental power can create opportunity.  Majoritarian government denies minorities a voice in governance and results in minority voter apathy (Rodgers, p.60).

Implementing a proportional representation strategy in the legislature and local councils would require major changes in our current political system.  Representation would no longer be focused on geographical constituencies but would define groups on the basis of other cohesive factors. Two major hurdles exist to implementing such a scheme.  First, proportionalists must define the primary groups to be accorded representation.  Second, proportionalists must determine how this model can be implemented in spite of the current two-party system.
Advocates of proportional representation argue that overcoming disparities caused when only majority candidates are elected through republican systems of voting, to the exclusion of minority candidates, justifies addressing problems of group identification.  In the short run, implementation of proportional representation is difficult because we need to determine the basis for grouping constituents: ethnicity, sexual orientation, economic status, religion, ideology, or political affiliation, to name a few.  In the beginning, implementation of this strategy would be limited to those groups that historically have been denied access to the political arena. Since this strategy is not constitutionally mandated, reforms directed at groups already protected under the VRA would be more acceptable because marginal changes have already been made in that arena.

Since a proportional representation model is not bound to territorial representation but encourages proliferation of parties, long-term prospects for successful implementation are better.  With time, more political parties will form as different combinations of groups unite and thus
dismantle the two-party system. People could choose which party most closely represents their weighted group allegiances, and then power is allocated according to these political choices.  Implementing a proportional model in government necessarily limits the power of  incumbents in order to make room for newcomers.  Consequently, an obstacle to its implementation arises from those vested political interests.  The Latino community in California is widely dispersed. The fair access strategy is not satisfying because Latino communities may not gain representation if they cannot show geographic cohesion. Political scientists will determine whether Latinos are able to participate effectively in the political process by demonstrating whether Latino representation was proportional to their numbers. They will conduct the statistical analysis necessary to determine whether Latinos successfully held as many seats in the legislature and local councils as the geographic cohesion prong would allow.
Future Reforms
Political reforms were suggested earlier.  First at-large elections must end.  The 2001 California Voting Rights Act (CVRA) abolishes at-large elections when they dilute minority groups’ votes in special districts.  The CVRA is discussed in the next section.  Second Congress must lessen Section 2’s burden of proof for the VRA.  The 2013 Supreme Court decision Shelby County versus Holder struck down section 4 of the VRA, the preclearance formula.  Thus DOJ review of state and local government changes in election procedures was ended, placing the burden of proof on plaintiffs in voting rights cases.  This event makes strengthening the VRA’s Section 2 critical.  Third, minorities should pursue creation of new political parties or lobby for more cohesion within existing party structures.  The “Green Party” and minority efforts for environmental justice may instigate a multi-party system.  Meanwhile, the two party system is more factionalized between the far right in the Republican Party and reformists in the Democratic party.  Fourth, federal, state and local government executives should make greater efforts to appoint more minorities to governmental positions in relative proportion to their numbers.
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Recommendations

	Issue
	Reform

	Vote Dilution
	Eliminate At-large elections

	VRA violations burden of proof
	Congress must lessen burden of proof for VRA Section 2 violations

	Minorities lack representation
	Minorities form new political parties or lobby for greater cohesion within existing party structure

	Minorities lack representation
	Executives appoint minorities to governmental positions in relative proportion to their numbers

	Proportional Representation
	Adopt a multi-party system


`
The California Voting Rights Act
The doctrine: “one person, one vote," as illustrated in Table 4, has evolved.  At times, set backs occur as seen in the 1980 City of Mobile v Bolden decision.  This decision changed the burden of proof, requiring plaintiffs in VRA cases to demonstrate discriminatory intent.  Absence of discriminatory intent would prevent minorities from challenging electoral practices.  After the Supreme Court’s conservative Mobile decision, congress amended the VRA to state any practice resulting in dilution of minority voting strength was prohibited.  Burden of proof was now changed and all plaintiffs had to do was to show discriminatory effect in VRA cases.  MALDEF attorney, Joaquin Avila, testified before congress to have the 1982 VRA amendments change the Mobile decision.  Avila worked on many VRA cases particularly in California.
By 1985, Avila realized that a state law eliminating geographical compactness criteria would help win VRA cases.  Testifying before Congress on the 1982 amendments, Avila emphasized problems created by at-large elections in local jurisdictions for Latinos (Richomme, p.2).   Despite congresses’ 1982 VRA amendments: an ethnic or racial minority had to be geographically compact enough to create a majority-minority district where a minority would be 50% of eligible voters.  Most preliminary studies, done before challenges, found the threshold as to high.  From 1989 to 1992, Avila worked with state assemblyman Peter Chacon to pass bills eliminating at-large elections.  Working with MALDEF was not possible because Latino strategy, at the time, was not focused on the local level.  Following the California seminal Section 2 case, Gomez v Watsonville (1988), the decision reverberated around the state and changing to districts led to Latino Oscar Rios’ 1989 election as the community’s preferred candidate. Rios was later elected Watsonville mayor.  Avila was now motivated to work on what would be the California Voting Rights Act (CVRA).  But the period of successful section 2 enforcement in California did not last.  Observers noted a national trend of Section 2 violations being harder to prove for “other minorities,” meaning other than African Americans.  Further challenges to at-large elections methods was discouraged by the legal outcomes in the El Centro School District and the City of Santa Maria.  Most of all these cases consumed substantial resources.
Since the private bar was largely responsible for enforcing minority voting rights, Avila was convinced that they needed incentives.  Any new state law should accomplish two goals: remove the compactness factor and help private attorneys with their costs.  In 2000, NALEO invited Avila to do a presentation on redistricting before the legislative caucus of minority officials.  His message of attacking at-large election systems was then understood.  At the time most California cities and school or other districts elected governing boards using at-large election systems. The exceptions to this procedure were found in large cities or school districts.  It was now understood: getting people elected to locally elected offices was crucial to having a pool of experienced candidates, that could then be viable candidates for the state legislature.
This argument struck then State Senate Majority Leader, Richard Polanco, who provided the leadership to pass the bill (SB976) and have Governor Gray Davis sign it into law.  In 2002 the CVRA became law with an effective start date of January 1, 2003 (Richomme, p.6).  The characteristics of the CVRA are described in table 7 below:
Table 7



Summary of CVRA Features
	1.
	CVR applies only to at-large and from-district electoral systems, or combination systems

	2.
	Demonstrating compactness is not required.

	3.
	Not necessary to create a hypothetical single-member district of over 50% Latino eligible voters

	4.
	Racialized voting must be demonstrated.

	5.
	Legal Fees paid by defendant if they loose.



Once the CVRA was law, round two of the battle began.  Over two years was required to organize the first CVRA case against Hanford Unified School District.  The case was settled immediately and attorney’s fees went to plaintiffs.  Although the lawsuit succeeded, the CVRA had not been really tested.  The real test, in 2004, occurred when the City of Modesto fought back.  Attorney, Robert Rubin and Avila teamed up with George H. Brown since they needed a major law firm (Heller Ehrman) for such a big case.  The team filed a suit under the CVRA on behalf of Latino city residents.  The plaintiffs asserted: racially polarized voting prevented Latinos from being elected.  Also, Modesto had only elected one Latino to the council since 1911 even though the city’s Latino population exceeded 25% therefore demonstrating an absence of electoral success.  After initially loosing the case in 2005, the plaintiffs won in the 5th federal circuit court in December, 2006.  Now the CVRA’s constitutionality was established.  The California Supreme Court refused to hear the case in 2007.  Avila’s vision was now reality.

Sanchez v. Modesto was settled after the city voted on a ballot measure to use district voting by 2009.  But Modesto still had to pay $3 million in fees for the defendants' lawyers.  In the middle of the Great Recession all of California’s city halls and school boards paid attention to such a settlement while attorneys did also (Richomme, p. 6).  The CVRA is such a deterrent that in many cases it is not even used.  Essentially, it has become, for the local level, what the VRA was in the 1990’s (Richomme, p.6).  Some may argue that it was self-serving for lawyers to write a law that helps them get paid.  Yet it is the cost that is deterring municipalities and makes it not worth fighting.  Costs of switching to district elections is minimal in comparison and that is why many cities are now doing it voluntarily.
The CVRA Case in Anaheim California

Anaheim is the first and most populous city in Orange County California with 336,265 residents as of 2010 and the second largest in the county.  The community’s beginning occurred in 1857 when Juan Pacifico Ontiveros and his wife, Marina Oscan, sold their ranch to Charles Koehler and John Frohling.  These two men planned to establish a colony devoted to viticulture.  This colony would become the city of Anaheim.  However, in 1885 a blight killed the grape crops shutting down Anaheim’s fifty wineries (Westcott, p. 35).  Anaheim growers turned to the citrus industry.   Dr. William N. Hardin, a physician and Anaheim’s justice of the peace, started selling orange tree seedlings in 1870.  Later, Charles Chapman of Fullerton, known for starting the Valencia Orange Industry, cultivated Valencia oranges and successfully marketed this fruit.  By the 1900s Anaheim was profiting from the Valencia orange industry (Westcott, p.41). 
Anaheim was incorporated as the second city in Los Angeles County on March 18, 1876.  Orange County later split off from Los Angeles County in 1889.  The city remained a rural area until Disneyland opened in 1955.  This led to construction of hotels and motels around the area; residential districts in Anaheim soon followed. The city also developed industrial centers after the Second World War, producing electronics, aircraft parts and canned fruit (Westcott, p.57).
In 1922 the Ku Klux Klan, began in Anaheim when Reverend Leon Meyers arrived as pastor of the Anaheim Christian Church.  The Klan made its first political foray in 1924 charging the city recorder of drinking and inefficiency.  Meyers and local Klan leaders secretly backed a slate of four candidates for city council.  All the candidates won on March 3, 1924.  With few minorities in the city, the KKK attacked Catholics.  The Klan’s Candidates’ were later recalled.  The Klan experience hurt the city’s economy for years (Wescott, p.53-5)
In Anaheim the citrus industry was an engine for economic and cultural development during the first half of the twentieth century.  Its labor usage required the economic, social and political powerlessness of its workers and projects like the World War II bracero program.  Growers and workers shared the spaces of the citrus groves and packinghouses.  But otherwise, led separate lives delineated by class, race and gender (Shanta, p.1).  Today the citrus industry no longer dominates social economic relations in Anaheim.  But its footprint is evident.  
Anaheim’s largest employers include Disneyland at 22,000 employees, Kaiser Permanente, 5.400, Kaiser Permanente Anaheim Medical Center, 3,700 and Northgate Gonzalez Markets, 1,900.  See the table below:
Table 8



Anaheim’s Largest Employers
	#
	Employer
	# of Employees

	1
	Disneyland
	22,200

	2
	Kaiser Permanente
	5,400

	3
	Kaiser Permanent Anaheim Medical Center
	3,700

	4
	Northgate Gonzalez Markets
	1,900

	5
	Anaheim Regional Medical Center
	1,200

	6
	AT&T
	1,000

	7
	Hilton Anaheim
	967


Source: Wikipedia https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anaheim,_California
The city of Anaheim has gone from a community of 881 in 1870 to 166, 408 in 1970 to 336, 265 residents in 2010.  In 1970 the Latino population was 17.1% of the city residents. In 1990 this figure jumped to 31.4% and by 2010 Latinos were over half of the city’s population at 52.8%.  In 2010, the Non-Hispanic white population was only 27.5% of the city’s residents. 
Table 9




Anaheim’s Diverse Population
	Racial Composition
	2010
	1990
	1970
	1950

	White
	52.7%
	71.4%
	98.1%
	99.1%

	Non-Hispanic White
	27.5%
	56.6%
	89.2%
	n/a

	Black or African American
	2.8%
	2.5%
	0.1%
	0.5%

	Hispanic or Latino (of any race)
	52.8%
	31.4%
	17.1%
	n/a

	Asian
	9.4%
	9.4%
	1.1%
	.2%


Source: Wikipedia https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anaheim,_California

Despite Anaheim’s glaring Latino presence, this community has been invisible in local government and in many areas of the city’s local institutions.  In Anaheim’s history only three Latinos have been elected to the city council and no Latinos have been elected as mayor.  Before discussing Anaheim’s voting rights lawsuit, this paper will describe city characteristics: its industry, politics and people. 

Anaheim became an established city with citrus industry growth before the Second World War.  Dr. Gilbert Gonzalez notes the citrus industry, from 1900 to 1950, required permanent year round workers.  Anaheim, like other Southern California citrus areas had established colonias where citrus picker housing existed.  Anaheim had several of these communities.  With Asian immigration exclusion, the citrus industry relied on Mexican labor.  Mexican families set up permanent residence in Anaheim and in many cities in north and central Orange County in the first half of the 20th century.  These communities were highly segregated and separate dwellings from the rest of Anaheim.  Residents of campos had separate schools, and experienced segregation in access to public facilities and job opportunities.  A La Habra resident of Campo Corona noted that families,5 that lived in campos, could not get jobs in the cities.  Work in citrus groves and packinghouses was reserved for Mexican residents or “Mexican Work.”  In Orange County, Mexican women could not work in the citrus groves but were employed in the packing houses.  Dr. Gonzalez adds: The Mexican community knew well that, except for the lowest-paid positions in the sugar refining industry, employment in factories, restaurants, department stores, and shops was closed to all but the dominant community (Gonzalez, 1995, p.60).

During the 1930s life in campos was harsh.  Mrs. Jennie Romoff, Americanization supervisor for the Anaheim High School District, which included six colonias, observed "deplorable" Depression conditions. "Some of the Mexican families are in dire straits, with fathers, mothers, and children poverty poor and always hungry....," she reported (Gonzalez, 1995, p.64,)
Tensions between Mexican communities and growers reached a climax in 1936 when strikes broke out.  These activities were put down with brutal force (Arrellano).  Gustavo Arellano, a journalist, writes that the headlines in the Orange County newspaper, Santa Ana Register read: “’Shoot to Kill,’ Says Sheriff,’ Gives Order After Riot in Orchards.” 6

Dr. Gonzalez writes: a lid on Mexican opportunities for economic and social progress forced the community to exist as a cheap labor source. Legal restrictive covenants segregating residential areas reflected this division of labor.  In public parks, swimming pools, theaters, restaurants, bars, dance halls, clubs, and in society, Mexican immigrant families were systematically excluded or segregated. On weekends, police patrolled park grounds, warning potential transgressors to stay in assigned park areas.  Cross-cultural dating was prohibited; inter-marriage was rare.  Thus, Mexican communities were isolated socioeconomically; subject to political decisions of the dominant community (Gonzalez, 1995, p.64).  

The Second World War brought change to Anaheim and its Mexican residents.  Defense and other industries arrived marking the citrus industry’s decline.  In the 1960s, Orange County economic and population growth was depicted with a bulldozer mowing over orange groves for housing.  Notably both Disneyland and California State University Fullerton (CSUF) were built by first removing orange trees that were on the property before these locations were established.
In the 1950s, Southern California became a home for the defense industry and military veterans.  Among the military veterans were Latinos and their families.  The GI Bill opened both educational and housing opportunities.  With the citrus industry’s decline, there was no longer a need for a controlled Mexican labor force. But, many campos continue to exist today in one form or another.  Segregation in housing and public schools is still a reality.  
Table 9 describes the growing diversity of Anaheim and the growth of the Latino population since 1950.  In 1970 the non-Hispanic white population was 89.2% of the city’s residents.  This dropped to 71.4% by 1990 and by 2010 this figure was 27.5%.  Meanwhile, in 1970 Latinos of any race were: 17.1%.  By 1990 this figure increased to: 31.4% and by 2010 the Latino population was now over half of the city’s residents at 52.8%.
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FIGURE 1 MAP OF ANAHEIM BY DISTRICT
An Anaheim city map above (Figure 1) is divided into six council districts.  District 6, in green on the map’s right side, is located on the eastern side of Anaheim largely encompassing Anaheim Hills along the 91freeway going east to Riverside County and east of the 55 freeway.  The map shows districts 3, 4 and 5 in Anaheim’s central area, mostly between the 5 and 57 freeways and north of the 22 freeway.  Since changing over to single-member districts, each of these districts has its own council representative.  Each district is marked by population differences in race, ethnicity, education and socio-economic levels.  First, these districts vary in terms of racial/ethnic composition of the population.  There are differences in education, income and voting age population also.  The greatest population difference between Latino and non-Hispanic white residents occurs between district 6 and the residents in districts 3, 4 and 5.7  58% of residents in district 6 are non-Hispanic white.  In districts 3, 4 and 5, non-Hispanic whites are only 16%, 17% and 24% of the residents in these districts respectively.  Meanwhile, Latinos are only 19% of residents in district 6 and in districts 3, 4 and 5, they are: 72%, 68% and 62% of residents in these districts respectively. 16% of district 6 residents have an annual household income of over $200,000. In districts 3, 4 and 5 only 2 to 3% of these residents make over $200,000 annually.  In the three districts, 3, 4 and 5, more than 66% of these city residents have a household income of $75,000 or less.  In district 6 only 35% of the residents’ household income is less than $75,000 annually.8
Education is another area of difference between the districts.  94% of the district 6 residents have a high school diploma and 49% have a college bachelor’s degree.  In districts 3, 4 and 5: 66%, 63% and 73% have high school diplomas respectively.  Only 18% of district 3 residents have a bachelor’s degree, and 15% of district 4 residents have a similar degree.  Likewise, 20% of district 5 residents have a bachelors degree.9 
2010 census data indicates that there are 55,682 Latinos in district 3.  66% of the residents in this district are of voting age.  In district 4 there are 56,150 residents and 62% of this group are of voting age.  District 5 has a population of 55,904 people.  In this district 55% of the residents are part of the voting age population (VAP).  In addition, the citizens of voting age population (CVAP) in these three districts are described by the 2010 census.  In district three the CVPA constitutes 51% of the districts population and in district 4 the CVAP is 47% of the district’s residents.  Meanwhile, district 5’s CVAP is 44% of the residents in this district.10
As Anaheim voter registration and voter turnout data are secured by this author a comparison of registration and turnout may be analyzed to see if the change to single member districts has increased registration and turnout in Anaheim’s Latino precincts.  At this time a few studies have asserted that both voter registration and voter turnout increase as Latino voters are able to vote for candidates of their choice through the adoption of single member district elections as called for by the CVRA (Barreto, Shaw, Rodgers).  In addition, union involvement in voter turnout efforts also appears to increase Latino voter turnout (Lamare, p.454).
Upon filing a CVRA case against Anaheim, Latinos protested police homicides.  A 2017 American Civil Liberties (ACLU) report on Anaheim Police misuse of force notes two police related homicides in 2017 (Rojas, et.al., pp.1).  On July 21, 2012, Manuel Diaz was shot twice after a foot race with a police officer.  The next day young Latino, Joel Acevedo, was shot dead by Anaheim police.  The incidents ignited a riot.  ACLU’s report notes that the incidents were not isolated but rather a pattern of excessive use of force (Rojas, et. al., pp.1).
Anaheim Hills Versus Anaheim Flatlands:
Writing for Latino Voices, Janell Ross explains that Manuel Diaz’ death likely sparked a weeklong protest in Anaheim.  Diaz was shot after refusing a police officer’s command to stop.  The police union said Diaz reached for something in his waistband and was a documented “gang member.”  Diaz’ family denied that he was a gang member.  Also, the police dog that charged the crowd that gathered after Diaz was shot, according to police, escaped and was not intentionally set loose (Ross).  
Ross wrote: in Anaheim, a city extending over 50 square miles, Latinos hold many of the area’s low wage hospitality jobs.  Most live in poor working-class neighborhoods near the center and northern sections of Anaheim’s “The Flatlands.”  For Anaheim’s Latinos, the 2010 census describes their median income as $49,495.  Almost 20% of the city’s Latino residents live in poverty.  Across the Riverside Freeway, most of the city’s affluent, mainly white families, live in the northeastern area of town known as “The Hills.”  The Hills currently comprises most of the city council’s district 6.  In 2010, the Hills’ white households had a median income of nearly $60,000 a year and about 13% lived in poverty, the national average (Ross).
Money, power and resources are concentrated in The Hills, according to Bardis Vakili, an attorney for ACLU of Southern California.  Of the city’s five elected officials four lived in The Hills in 2012.  Also, Ross notes: The Hills, having about 17 percent of Anaheim’s population, has twice as many libraries as “The Flatlands.”  The Hills has many more parks, fire stations and community, youth and nature centers, according to reports by a nonprofit economic advocacy organization, Orange County Communities Organized for Responsible Develoment. 

     
Besides Anaheim’s political situation, police community relations are strained, said ACLU Attorney Vakili.  Also Anaheim’s police force does not reflect the city’s population. The city police force consists of 363 officers.  Only 82 police officers are Latino when Latinos are over half of Anaheim’s residents.  Anaheim police were the first in the nation to invite U.S. Immigration and Custom’s Enforcement officers (immigration agents) to screen all inmates brought to the city’s jail.  Inmates at the city jail have typically been charged with minor crimes, Vakili said.  According to Rutgers University Historian, Clement Price11, “Power-sharing is essential” (Ross).  Price adds: “When the demography of a city or for that matter a state or region is changing, as it is always wants to do, it is the responsibility of elected officials and civic stewards and clergy to see the writing on the wall” (Ross).  

On June 28, 2012, a legal complaint was filed in Orange County Superior Court against Anaheim.  The complaint, Moreno et al., versus Anaheim,13 claimed that the city’s at-large election system diluted Latino citizens’ votes and deprived Anaheim’s majority-Latino population of opportunities to elect representatives of their choice.  A law firm, Goldstein, Borgen, Dardarian and Ho (GBDH), filed suit against Anaheim under the CVRA.  GBDH’s co-counsel, in the case, was ACLU of Southern California.  In addition, GBDH worked with a strong coalition of community groups in Anaheim and Orange County supporting the lawsuit changing at-large to district elections as a badly needed reform.  Since 1870 only three Latinos had been elected to the city council; none had been elected mayor.  

The lawsuit noted, that according to the 2010 census, Anaheim had 177,467 Latino residents which was 52.8% of the city’s population.  Meanwhile the non-Latino white population, with 92,362 residents made up only 27.5% of the city’s population.  In addition, Latinos made up 32% of the total voting age population.  While, non-Latino whites made up 46% of the voting age population and Asians were 17% of the voting age population.  

The plaintiffs’ attorneys noted while Anaheim Hills, a wealthy community, was only one sixth of the city’s population, it had more city services: libraries, fire stations, parks and community centers than other parts of the city.  72% of this areas’ population was non-Latino white.  Anaheim conducted at-large elections for its city council.  The city had a mayor and a city council of four members.  This election system allowed all eligible voters in the city to vote for all of the candidates running for council seats and for Mayor.  Candidates were not required to reside in any city district, meaning any eligible voter may vote for any candidate, regardless of where voters or candidates reside.
General municipal elections in the city were held every even-numbered year.  Elections were staggered: the Mayor with two Council members were elected at the general municipal election held in November 1994 and had been elected each fourth year thereafter.  Two Council members were elected at the general municipal election held in November 1996 and have been elected each fourth year thereafter. The single leading vote-getter for Mayor and/or the two leading vote-getters for Council members are elected. The next scheduled election was to be on November 6, 2012, at which time two Council members would be elected.

Latino advocates have long claimed that the city’s at-large elections denied them access to local politics and supported plans to establish single-member districts.  In late 1991, a group called on the city to abandon at-large elections, claiming that the all-white city council did not represent the city’s diversity.  In 1992, City Council member William Ehrle proposed a ballot measure to eliminate at-large elections and replace them with district elections.  He argued that it would allow Latinos and other racial and ethnic minorities greater political access. In May 1992, the city council voted 3-2 preventing the measure from being on the November 1992 ballot.
Anaheim elections, particularly those for mayor and city council, are characterized by patterns of racially polarized voting. Racially polarized voting occurs when there is a difference in the choice of candidates or other electoral choices that are preferred by voters in a protected class, as compared to the choice of candidates and electoral choices that are preferred by other voters in the electorate.  
Plaintiffs stated: Anaheim has racially polarized voting.  This is because of differences between choices of candidates or other electoral choices preferred by Latino voters and choices of candidates and electoral choices preferred by the rest of the electorate’s voters.  Differences are manifested by large differences in rates at which Latino voters express their preference and vote for Latino candidates, which are significantly higher than rates at which other voters express preferences and vote for such candidates.  Also, adverse outcomes of racially polarized voting for Latino Voters’ ability to elect preferred candidates are exacerbated by the existence of racial bloc voting among non-Latino voters who vote against Latino voters’ preferred candidates.

Such polarized voting dilutes the Anaheim Latino community vote impairing their ability to elect candidates of their choice or to influence election outcomes.  Latinos and the rest of the electorate express different preferences on candidates and other electoral choices.  Also, the Latino electorate is a minority of the total electorate (albeit a very substantial minority); the non-Latino voting majority dominates Anaheim City Council elections.  This majority can, and does, defeat Latino voters’ preferences.  As a result, non-Latino voters dictate outcomes of Anaheim city council elections.  Latino voters have greatly reduced influence, far less than proportionate to their numbers in the population or the electorate, on election outcomes.

Two Latino city council candidates in 2002, Bob Hernandez and Richard Chavez were elected. These candidates were elected in unique circumstances at that time.  Specifically, both were decorated ex-firemen elected in the first city elections after the September 11th  terrorist attacks, that generated a national wave of gratitude and admiration for firefighters and other first responders. Those circumstances allowed Hernandez and Chavez to win a significant, and in the Anaheim history elections an unprecedented, “crossover” vote from non-Latino voters critical to their electoral success.  Despite an incumbent’s advantages, only Hernandez was successful in his re-election in 2006.  Chavez, despite receiving a larger percentage of the Latino vote than Hernandez, emerged as the Latino preferred candidate, but lost to a non-Latino candidate.  

The at-large election system’s use has had particular negative effects on Latino voting strength in Anaheim.  This electoral method has been coupled with disparities in socio-economic advantages, the city’s history of racial and ethnic discrimination against Latinos, and expressions of hostility to Latino interests on racially and ethnically divisive political issues.  This provides more evidence of a the CVRA violation.

Anaheim Latinos have suffered from, and continue to bear effects of past discrimination in areas such as education and employment hindering their ability to participate effectively in the political process.  In Anaheim, there are significant disparities in the educational levels of Latino and non-Latino white residents.  Educational disparities reflect in significant economic disparities.  Per capita annual income was $14,315 for Latinos but $35,635 for non-Latino whites. The percentage of Latinos living in poverty was 20.3% but only 6.1% for non-Latino whites.

Anaheim has a history of discrimination and racial tension against minorities, including Latinos.  In 1924, Anaheim elected four Ku Klux Klans men to the city council, earning the city the nickname “Klanaheim.”  Anaheim was the site of the largest white supremacy rally that year in California history. In 1928, La Palma School was built as a segregated school for Mexican children in Anaheim.  The city’s Mexican schools were not desegregated until 1957, a decade after federal courts declared this practice unconstitutional in Mendez versus Westminster. 

In the 1940s, non-whites were only permitted in the city’s public pool on Mondays, the day before it was cleaned, and Mexican-Americans were not permitted to use city public tennis courts. In the 1950s, Anaheim officials bulldozed a Latino neighborhood clearing space for parking lots near the baseball stadium where the Philadelphia Athletics held their spring training.  In 1978, allegations of ethnically motivated police brutality created a rift between the Latino community and police, erupting in a riot at Little People’s Park.

Anaheim’s history of discrimination extends to recent years. In the mid-1990's, Anaheim became the first city in California to have federal immigration officers stationed permanently at their city jail.  Also, the police force advocated for the authority to enforce federal immigration laws, raising racial profiling fears.  In 2001, in response to complaints made to the police about racial profiling, Anaheim police secretly investigated the backgrounds of prominent members of the Latino community, including Plaintiff Amin David, and presented the corresponding dossiers to the city council in closed session. In 2002, the Anaheim Planning Commission, referring to a prominent Mexican supermarket chain Gigante as “too Hispanic” and objecting to its Spanish language signage, opposed the store’s attempts to do business in Anaheim.  In 2005, La Colonia residents, a generations-old Latino neighborhood located in an unincorporated area surrounded by Anaheim, voted to defeat annexation attempts by the city, out of fear that it would result in residents being driven out of their homes.  The city had done this to other Latino neighborhoods. This often tense and discriminatory history has entrenched the ethnic and racial divide in the city, exacerbating the already polarized voting patterns and magnifying its dilutive effects.

Subtle or overt racial appeals have been made during Anaheim’s campaigns and elections further polarizing elections.  In 1988, the Republican state assembly campaign candidate Curt Pringle hired uniformed security guards to stand outside Latino neighborhood polling stations, with placards reading “Non-Citizens Can’t Vote” and demanding voter identification. This candidate was later elected Anaheim’s mayor and served 2 terms from 2002 to 2010. In 1999, the school board for Anaheim Union High School District voted to bill Mexico and the federal government for the cost of educating unlawful immigrants, and a candidate for a school board position suggested the schools should turn new students over to federal authorities if they could not prove they were in the country lawfully, a practice federal courts had ruled is unconstitutional.
More evidence of Anaheim Latino’s lack of access to the political process is found in the city council’s appointments to boards and commissions.  These bodies make decisions that significantly affect everyday lives of the community’s residents in a wide variety of areas such as land use planning, development, parks and recreation, and other aspects of civic affairs.  On both information and belief, Latinos are badly underrepresented on Anaheim‘s boards and commissions in relation to the city’s Latino population.  The existence of these additional factors exacerbates and underscores dilutive effects of Anaheim’s at-large election system.
Moreno v Anaheim argued and won an alternative election method, more specifically, district-based elections, with efforts to draw district area lines in a fair and non-discriminatory manner.  This act provided an opportunity for Anaheim’s Latino community and voters to elect candidates of their choice and/or influence outcomes of city elections while counteracting the dilutive and discriminatory effects of the city’s at-large elections.  In his second try Dr. Jose Moreno won a city council seat in November 2016.  Dr. Moreno is currently Anaheim Mayor Pro Tem.  Anaheim Latino residents are more than half the city’s population and proportionately they should have half of the six city council seats.  One can still criticize the VRA and the CVRA.  
Conclusion

This paper has provided a framework for the “VRA versus Proportional Representation” debate and explained the historical marginalization of California’s Mexican American population.  The notable accomplishments of the VRA and CVRA should not be ignored.  At this time, conservative organizations are preparing to challenge the CVRA.  Turning back the incremental gains of the VRA and CVRA looks like an overwhelming challenge currently, while local governments and communities may at the same time be realizing the real benefits of the single member district system. Several reports have noted trends within California municipalities of moving away from at-large elections towards district elections (Levitt, 2016, Heidorn).  Clearly as California’s population becomes more diverse and particularly as the Latino population increases as predicted, it will be more difficult for democratic institutions to justify exclusion of these people from state and local politics.  California needs a model of inclusion.
NOTES
1.  Albert Camarillo presents tables on assessed land values in Santa Barbara to explain land dispossession from 1853 to 1874.  The number of Spanish Surname land owners diminishes in both the number and the size of their estates while the number and size of non-Spanish Surname estates increases.  

1853 Relative Worth of Total SS and NSS Property-Owning Population within Santa Barbara

Value of real & personal property          
Spanish Surname


Non-Spanish Surname





#  

%

#

%

0 – 499



33

36.2

12

38.7

$500 – 999



14

15.4

4

12.9

$1,000 – 3,999


16

17.6

6

19.4

$4,000 – 9,999


13

14.3

4

12.9

$10,000 – and Over


15

16.5

5

16.1

Number in population


91



31

Source: Santa Barbara Assessment Roll, for 1853 
1874-1875, Relative Worth of Total Spanish Surnamed and Non-Spanish-Surname Owners of Property within the Santa Barbara 
Value of real & personal Property

Spanish Surname


Non Spanish Surname




#

%

#

%

$0 – 999



68

60.1

157

34.2

$1,000 – 2,499


26

23.0

115

25.0

$2,500 – 4,999


7

6.2

86

15.7

$5,000 – 9,999


5

4.4

58

12.6

$10,000 and over


7

6.2

43

9.4
Number in population


113



459
Source: Santa Barbara Assessment Roll, 1874 - 1875
2.  Albert Camarillo notes the changes in occupational structure among Spanish Surname male heads of households and non-Spanish Surname male heads of households from 1860 to 1880 in the following two tables:
1860 Occupational structure for the total non-Spanish Surname (NSS) & Spanish Surname (SS) male head if household population in Santa Barbara 





% of SS



% of NSS







Workforce


Workforce

Occupation

Pastoral/agriculture

Rancher



9.2



5.6

Farmer



15.1



13.6
Professional


3.1



12.4
Proprietorial


1.4



16.8
White-collar


0.7



2.5
Skilled



9.9



16.8
Semiskilled



1.4



5.6
Unskilled

Laborer



47.9



14.9
Other



5.5



5.6
Unknown or unlisted


5.8



6.2
Number in Population


292



161
Source: 1860 Census

1880 Occupational structure for the total non-Spanish Surname (NSS) & Spanish Surname (SS) male head if household population in Santa Barbara 





% of SS



% of NSS







Workforce


Workforce

Occupation

Pastoral/agriculture

Rancher



4.7



2.5

Farmer



0.0



9.2




Professional


1.6



14.5

Proprietorial


2.3



16.3

White-collar


3.1



10.3

Skilled



3.1



19.7

Semiskilled



2.3



9.0

Unskilled

Laborer



79.7



8.4

Other



0.0



2.3

Unknown or unlisted


3.1



7.7

Number in Population


128



477
Source: Census 1880
3.     
Los Angeles California Member of Local and State Democratic Committee and Conventions1850-1859

Name






Date of Election

Antonio Coronel






1852-1853



Ignacio del Valle





1852

Manuel Requena





1852

Pio Pico






1856

Victoriano Guerrero





1856

Juan Rubio





1856

Hilario Ybarra





1856

Juan Sepulveda





1856

Cristobal Aguilar





1856

Augustin Olvera





1856

Mariano Lugo





1856

Victoriano Lugo





1856

Juan Padilla





1858
Francisco Campo





1858

Ignacio Palomares





1858

Juan Avila






1858
Source: Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Los Angeles Barrio, 1850-1890, (University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979)
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Californios from Los Angeles Elected or Appointed Officials to State and Local Offices,1850-1859

Name




Office Held


Date
1.  Manuel Garfias



County Treasurer


1850

2.  John Chavez



Member of Common Council

1850

3.  Ygnacio del Valle



County Recorder


1850

4.  Francisco Figueroa



City Treasurer


1850

5.  Augustin Olvera



County Judge


1850

6.  Manuel Requena



Member of Common Council

1850

7.  Antonio Coronel



City Assessor


1851

8.  Ygnacio del Valle



Member of Common Council

1851
9.  Tomas Sanchez



Member of Common Council

1851

10. Ygnacio Coronel



Member of Common Council

1851

11. Augustin Olvera



Member of Common Council

1851

12. Pablo de la Guerra


County Marshall


1852

13. Ygnacio del Valle



State Assemblyman


1852


14. Julian Chavez



County Supervisor


1852

15. Manuel Reqeuna



County Supervisor


1852

16. Manuel Botello



Member of Common Council

1852
17. Antonio Coronel



Mayor



1853

18. Pio Pico



Member of Common Council

1853

19. Ygnacio Coronel



City Assessor


1853

20. Leonard Cota



County Supervisor


1853

21. Cristobal Aguilar



County Supervisor


1854

22. Juan Sepulveda



County Supervisor


1854

23. Antonio Coronel



Member of Common Council

1854

24. Augustin Olvera



County Supervisor


1855
25. Antonio Coronel



Assessor



1855

26. Andres Pico



Government Official


1855

27. Juan Sepulveda



Assessor



1857

28. Tomas Sanchez



County Supervisor


1857

29. Manuel Coronel



City Assessor


1858

30. Andres Pico



State Assemblyman


1858

31. Bernardo Guirdo



County Supervisor


1858

32. Tomas Sanchez



Sheriff



1859

33. Antonio Coronel



Member of Common Council

1859

33. Antonio Coronel



Member of Common Council

1859

34. Ygnacio Coronel



Member of Common Council

1859

33. Manuel Requena



Member of Common Council

1859

36. Geronimo Ibarra



Member of Common Council

1859

37. Antonio Coronel



County Supervisor


1860
38. Andres Pico



State Senator


1860
Source: Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Los Angeles Barrio, 1850-1890, (University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979)
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Los Angeles Mexican American Office Holder by Level of Office, 1850-1879

Level of Office

1850-1859

1860-1869

1870-1879

State-elected

4

3


2

State-appointed

0

0


0

County-elected

27

17


16

County-appointed

5

3


2

City-elected

20

6


9


City-appointed

1

2


0
Totals


57

31


31

Source: Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Los Angeles Barrio, 1850-1890, (University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979)
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Social Characteristics of Los Angeles Mexican-American Political Leaders, 1850-1880

Name

Office Held

Property Value
Place of Birth
Occupation
Cristobal Aguilar
Mayor


$1,800

California

Politician



Martin Aguirre
Sheriff


______

California

Farmer

Dionisio Bitiller
Assessor


$5,000

California

Farmer

Jose Carrillo
Marshall


______

California

Rancher

Julian Chavez
County Superintendent
$1,250

New Mexico
Rancher

Antonio Coronel
Mayor


$8,000

Mexico

Merchant

Mariano Coronel
State Senator

$22,000

Mexico

Farmer

Leonardo Cota
Sheriff


$25,000

California

Politician

Manuel Dominguez
Delegate to Democratic 
_______

California

Rancher



Central Committee

Francisco Figueroa
City Treasurer

$15,000

Mexico

Merchant

Manuel Garfias
County Treasurer

$7,000

Mexico

Agriculturalist

Ylario Ybarra
Delegate to Democratic 
$3,000

California

Farmer



Central Committee






Jose Lopez
Constable


$750

California

Farmer

Francisco Ocampo
Rep. to County Democratic
$30,000

Mexico

Rancher



Committee

Ygnacio Palomares
Rep. to County Democratic
______

California

Rancher



Committee

Juan Ramirez
County Evaluator

$4,500

California

Vinter

Manuel Requena
County Superintendent
$23,000

Mexico

Merchant

Antonio Rocha
City Assessor

$600

California

Farmer

Jose Rubio
Rep. to County Democratic
$1,500

California

Farmer



Committee







Tomas Sanchez
Sheriff


$7,000

California

Grazier


Jose Sepulveda
County Superintendent
$6,000

California

Rancher

Ramon Sotello
Auditor


______

California

Clerk

Julian Valdez
City Councilman

______

California

Merchant

Reginaldo del Valle
State Assemblyman

$65,000

California

lawyer

Source: Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Los Angeles Barrio, 1850-1890, (University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979) p.162-3
4.     Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract, pp.58-62, pp.74-78 (M. Cranston
trans., 1968).
5.     Pursuant to 28 C.F.R. § 51 (1991), those states subject to the procedure include, in alphabetical order, Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. Pursuant to the same administrative regulation only certain counties in the following states are subject to the procedure: California (4), Florida (5), Michigan (2 townships), New Hampshire (10 towns), New York (5), North Carolina (40), and South Dakota (2). For a complete list see 28 C.F.R. § 51 (1991), Appendix A.

6.     Interview with Enrique Zuniga, 2/9/18

7.     Front page of Santa Ana Register, July 7. 1936 below:
[image: image2.png]N

' 'riflqim* %

“SHOOT TO KILL,” SAYS SHERIFF

G(ty Council Authorrzes Purchase Of 'I’a;_k Site BNES ORORR

Scripps Sells Paper| . AHER RI[”
F&RY AsﬂlR][R[B]E r{. v Youngstown, ()'[;m: 2% |N ORCHARDS

ALONG CREEK B _, =
FTORE W X TG

Councilman Joseph Smi

T S el Tttt 48 SANTA ANA. CALIFORNIA,





8.




Anaheim Population by District
	Districts
	District 1
	District 2
	District 3
	District 4
	District 5
	District 6
	City Total

	Total Population
	56,468
	55,682
	55,681
	56,150
	55,904
	56,380
	336,265

	% Deviation
	0.76%
	-0.65%
	0.19%
	0.19%
	-0.25%
	0.60%
	1.4%

	% Hispanic
	48%
	49%
	72%
	68%
	62%
	19%
	53%

	%NH White
	29%
	24%
	16%
	1%
	24%
	58%
	27%

	% NH Black
	4%
	3%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	3%

	% Asian
	21%
	22%
	9%
	11%
	11%
	19%
	16%


2010 Census
9.




Anaheim Household Income
	Districts
	District 1
	District 2
	District 3
	District 4
	District 5
	District 6
	City Total

	Hhincome 0-25
	24%
	20%
	26%
	22%
	16%
	8%
	19%

	Hhincome 25-50k
	25%
	25%
	24%
	27%
	23%
	13%
	22%

	Hhincome 50-75k
	19%
	19%
	19%
	19%
	21%
	12%
	18%

	Hhicome 75-200k
	30%
	33%
	30%
	30%
	35%
	50%
	35%

	Hhincome 200k-plus
	2%
	3%
	2%
	2%
	4%
	17%
	6%


2010 Census

10.



Anaheim Educational Attainment
	Districts
	Districts 1
	Districts 2
	Districts 3
	Districts 4
	Districts 5
	Districts 6
	City Total

	High School
	77%
	76%
	66%
	66%
	73%
	94%
	76%

	Bachelor Degree
	21%
	23%
	18%
	15%
	20%
	49%
	25%

	Graduate Degree
	5%
	6%
	5%
	4%
	4%
	18%
	7%


2010 Census
11.



Voting Age population
	Districts
	District 1
	District 2
	District 3
	District 4
	District 5
	District 6
	City Total

	% Hispanic
	42%
	43%
	66%
	62%
	55%
	17%
	47%

	%NH White
	29%
	28%
	20%
	22%
	29%
	61%
	32%

	%NH Black
	4%
	3%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	3%

	%Asian
	22%
	24%
	11%
	12%
	12%
	19%
	16%


American Community Survey 5 Year Data
12.   Clement Alexander Price, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clement_Alexander_Price
13.
Jose Moreno, Amin David and Consuelo Garcia versus City of Anaheim, http://gbdhlegal.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Anaheim-Complaint.pdf
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