Vote dilution: the result of a voting standard or practice that abridges a
minority population’s right to fully participate in the election process and to
elect representatives of their choice.

Single-Member District: District that elects only one representative.

Gingles preconditions:

1) that the minority is sufficiently large and geographically compact to

constitute a majority in a single-member district;

2) that it is politically cohesive; and

3) that, in the absence of special circumstances, bloc voting by the White

majority usually defeats the minority’s preferred candidate.
Section 5. Requires that changes in election procedures and practices (including changes in
district lines) be precleared by the U.S. Department of Justice or by a three-judge federal
district court in the District of Columbia prior to implementation.
Preclearance: A determination by a three-judge federal court in Washington D.C. or the U.
S. Attorney General that the submitting jurisdiction has met its burden of demonstrating that
a particular voting change (including a districting plan) does not violate Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act, i.e., does not have the purpose and will not have the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of race or color.
Retrogression: A voting change that leaves minority voters "worse off" than they had been
before the change with respect to their opportunity to exercise their right to vote.
Submissions: For states, such as Louisiana, covered by Section 5 of the federal Voting Rights
Act, changes in voting practices or procedures cannot be implemented until Section 5
preclearance has been obtained. A state may submit the voting change to the U. S. Attorney
General. Once the plan is submitted for preclearance, the Department of Justice has 60 days
within which to review a “complete” submission. If the U.S. Attorney General interposes an
objection to all or part of the redistricting plan, the legislature may (1) attempt to cure the
objection by making changes to the districting plan; (2) request administrative
reconsideration from the Attorney General; or (3) seek a declaratory judgment in the District

Court of the District of Columbia that the districting plan does not violate Section 5.
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