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LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT IN WASHINGTON*

At the general election held in the State of Washington on
November 4, 1930, the voters approved, by a small majority, Initia-
tive Measure No. 57, which provides for a general reapportionment
of seats in the State Legislature. For twenty-nine years there had
been developing a problem of representation in Washington, and
since 1910 the situation had grown steadily worse. Yet in the face
of an increasingly exasperating state of affairs the Legislature,
unmindful of its duty under the constitution, persistently declined
to act. For an explanation of this extraordinary circumstance one
must turn to the facts of geography and of economic development.

The State of Washington is divided by the Cascade Range of
Mountains into two distinct sections. Between Western Washing-
ton and Eastern Washington there are important differences of
climate and of natural resources, and hence in the two regions the
human response to environmental influences has differed. Western
Washington, with its greater variety of economic interests, has
grown more rapidly in wealth and in population than Eastern Wash-
ington where the dominant interests have been agricultural and
horticultural. Unequal growth has accentuated sectional hostility.
For many years Eastern Washington has exhibited, with respect to
the “West Side,” an under-dog psychology. But the fact of sec-
tional differences does not tell the whole story. There has developed,
in addition, a clash of interests between the rural areas (the so-called
“cow counties”) and the chief urban center. Urban growth in
Washington, broadly considered, has taken place in the Puget Sound
Basin, particularly in King County, in which is situated the city of
Seattle.r There are cow counties in Western Washington as well
as in Eastern Washington, and the history of the struggle to achieve
a more equitable distribution of seats in the State Legislature has

* The author of this article, Prof. J. Orin Oliphant, is essentially an Eastern Wash—
ington man. For years he was a member of the administrative and teaching staffs of
the State Normal School at Cheney. At present, after obtaining the Ph.D. degree at
Harvard, he is a Professor at Antioch Colleg‘e. Yellow Springs, Ohio.—EDITOR.

1 The Eopu]ation of Seattle in 1920 was 315,312. According to the preliminary
figures of the 1930 census, announced on August 22 1930, its population was 365,518.
Spokane, the second city in size in the State, had in 1920 a population of 104,437 and
in 1930 a population of 116,010. From 1920 to 1930 the population of Tacoma mcreased
fB%“(‘)O%G ,965 to 106,885. These are the only cities in Washington having populations of
100, or more.
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shown, at least until very recently, King County with opposition
from the rest of the State.

If the fight for reapportionment in Washington had been en-
tirely a sectional matter, Western Washington, with its greater pop-
ulation and more numerous legislative representation, would easily
have won. But the fact of retarded development in certain areas
west of the Cascades in comparison with growth of King County
explains the political alliance which has long existed between Eastern
Washington and some of the counties of Western Washington. A
conscious solidarity of interest resting upon an economic inferiority
complex produced the “cow county defense league” which, in suc-
cessive sessions of the State Legislature, prevented the enactment
of any reapportionment law. Against such a powerful organization,
King County has been helpless. Under-representation in the State
Legislature is the penalty it has paid for its greatness.

One should bear in mind, however, that the picture sketched in
the preceding paragraphs does not delineate with complete accuracy
the situation at all times and in respect of all details. A close view
of a picture brings out details which are not visible to one who gazes
from afar. Seattle is not the only city in Washington; it is not the
only city in Western Washington. In the counties of Pierce and
Spokane are situated, respectively, the cities of Tacoma and Spo-
kane. One might think that they would have given legislative sup-
port to Seattle. But the counties of Pierce and Spokane have been
fairly well represented, and they have consequently had little or no
interest in raising Seattle and King County to exalted position in
the State Legislature. In recent years Pierce County, for reasons
which the census figures clearly reveal, has lost a part of its fervor
for the “cow county defense league.”? But Spokane, the leading
city of Eastern Washington, is largely rural in its point of view and
has remained hostile to all suggestions of reapportionment. More-
over, it would be wholly awry with the facts to suppose that the rate
of population growth (or loss) has been uniform among the coun-
ties east of the Cascades and that therefore this region has presented
through the years a solid opposition to legislative reapportionment.
The development of irrigation projects in Eastern Washington has
accelerated the growth of population in certain counties, particularly
in Yakima and Chelan, and the growing under-representation of

2 The long continued rivalry between Tacoma and Seattle has colored the politics
of the Puget Sound country and hindered concerted action between Pierce County and
King County in the State Legislatures. But in 1923 seven-tenths of the Pierce County

delegation in the House of Representatives voted for the passage of a measure to increase
the representation of King County. House Journal, 1923, p. 382.
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these counties has softened their hearts in respect of the aspirations
of King County and induced them to look more closely at the over-
representation of divers cow counties. It is not improbable that
these special situations have helped to bring about the recent change,
although the statistics of geographic distribution of signatures to
the initiative petition and the election returns by counties are not
available at the time of this writing.

The magnitude of the problem of legislative representation in
Washington in 1930 can best be understood by examining the Fed-
eral census returns. Table A which follows sets forth the statistics
of population, by counties and by sections, from 1890 to 1930,
respectively.®

Between 1890 and 1900 only two counties of Washington lost
in population. Franklin County lost 30.2 per cent and Jefferson
County 32.2 per cent. From the sectional standpoint, therefore, the
losses were of no consequence. During this decade the per cent of
increase in Fastern Washington was slightly more than that in
Western Washington. The percent of increase for the State was 45.

TABLE A
Population of Washington by Counties and Sections

EASTERN WASHINGTON

Counties 1930 1920 1910 1900 1890
Stevenswm sz st ion 18,545 21,605 25,297 10 543 4,341
SPOKANe s o & s mira 149,925 141,289 139,404 57,542 37,487
IWhitman. 1.0 5. s 27,913 31,323 33,280 25,360 19,109
IASOHTIE b, s siatavathirs 8,120 6,539 5,831 3,366 1,580
Gachieldi Sty e 3,653 3,875 4,199 3918 3.897
CollmbIR . ittt omd 5,306 6,093 7,042 7,128 6,709
WallaiWiallaSirde =0 28,382 27,539 31,931 18,680 12,224
TG el ST S, Inetaf o 6,133 5,877 5,153 486 696
A A S e e s 7,714 9,623 10,920 4,840 2,098
e iTicon O ARG S o 11,887 15,141 17,539 11,969 9,312
Okanogan a. b s e 18,443 17,094 12,887 4,689 1,467
Deuglas . et e 7,554 9,392 9,227 4926 3,161
JETERIEAS 0 n s tte o e e s o oo 18,135 17,737 18,561 9,704 8,777
Wik TR o o e e I o Saite 76,313 63,710 41,709 13462 4,429
Kilickitatioi sotesrs oo s 9,821 9,268 10,180 6,407 5,167
0 R s e O o o e 4,276 5,143 4,800 4USH2TamRRstal:
(Ehelzn TV BI T 31,636 20,906 15,104 IS AT
B enton i e 10,952 10,903 ACRTASE S L e e
Granteten i nes il v 5,652 7,771 BGOSR Y I T
Pend Oreille............ 7,154 (5108 e e 1 = e L et L D |

457,514 437,191 409,699 191,513 120,454

3 The 1930 census figures used in this study are taken from the preliminary report
of the Bureau of the Census, issued August 22, 1930, and are therefore not quite accu-
rate. The final report of the Bureau, issued on November 22, 1930, gives Washington
a populauon of 1,563,396. This slight correction does not 1nva11date any conclusion
reached in this article.
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WESTERN WASHINGTON

Skamania.. s it bseni 2,813 2,357 2,887 1,688 774
Clatle - foupsite o cr sy 40,293 32,805 26,115 13,419 11,709
CowlitZsnalin ot s e 31,794 11,791 12,561 7,877 5917
Wablkialcumii iz s el 3,860 3,472 3,285 2,819 2,526
Pacifiesids e v us ih dms 15,542 14,891 12,532 5,983 4,358
7S IR, e S 40,007 36,840 32,127 15157 11,499

31,368 22366 17,581 9,927 9,675
50015 44745 35590 15124 9,249
10,011 4919 5,156 3810 2.826
30735 33162 17,647 6.767 4624
8257 6,557 8.337 5712 8,368
20262 11,368 6,755 5,603 2.771
165168 144127 120812 55515 50,940
463,008 380273 284,638 110,053 63989
79,001 67690 59209 23950 8,514
5,367 5,480 4704 1,870 1,787
35102 33373 29241 14272 8,747
3,091 3,605 3,603 2,928 2,072
58850 50,600 49,511 = 24116 18591

1,104,453 919,430 732291 326,590 228,936
Dotalsy e 2 1,561,967 1,356,621 1,141,990 518,103 349,390

The decade from 1900 to 1910 was one of remarkable popula-
“tion growth for Washington. Columbia was the only county which
lost in population in that decennial period, and its loss was negligible,
1.2 per cent. Each section of the State more than doubled its popu-
lation, but the per cent of increase in Western Washington was
slightly larger than that in Fastern Washington. The per cent of
increase for the State was 120.4.

During the period from 1910 to 1920 there was a noticeable
change. The per cent of population increase for the State was only
18.8. During this decade fourteen counties lost in population, and
of this number ten belong to the Eastern Washington group. The
percentage losses of Eastern Washington counties were as follows:
Adams, 11.9; Columbia, 13.5; Garfield, 7.7; Grant, 10.7; Kittitas,
4.4 ; Klickitat, 9.0; Lincoln, 13.7 ; Stevens, 14.6; Walla Walla, 13.8;
Whitman, 5.9. During the same decade percentage losses by coun-
ties of Western Washington are shown as follows: Cowlitz, 6.1;
Jefferson, 21.4; Mason, 4.6; Skamania, 18.4. Important population
gains in Fastern Washington counties are expressed in the following
percentages: Benton, 37.4; Chelan, 38.4; Okanogan, 32.6; Yakima,
52.7. The following named Western Washington counties showed
the largest percentage gains: Clallam, 68.3; Clark, 25.6; Grays
Harbor, 25.7; King, 36.8; Kitsap, 87.9; Thurston, 27.2. Pierce
County, in which is situated the city of Tacoma, gained 19.3 per
cent, while Spokane County, in which is situated the city of Spo-
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kane, gained only 1.4 per cent. The per cent of increase for West-
ern Washington was about four times as great as that for Eastern

Washington.

Between 1920 and 1930 the per cent of increase for the State
was 15.1, and the per cent of increase for Western Washington
was more than four times as great as that for Eastern Washington.
During this decade twelve counties lost in population, and of this
number nine are situated in FKastern Washington. The percentage
losses of Western Washington counties were as follows: Island, 2.2;
Kitsap, 7.3; San Juan, 14.3. 'The losses of Fastern Washington
counties are expressed by the following percentages: Adams, 19.8;
Columbia, 12.9; Douglas, 19.6; Ferry, 16.9; Garfield, 5.7; Grant,
27.3; Lincoln, 21.5; Stevens, 14.2;"Whitman, 10.9. The Western
Washington counties having the largest percentage gains were: Clal-
lam, 78; Clark, 22.8 ; Cowlitz, 169.6 ; Grays Harbor, 33.9; Jefferson,
25.9; Mason, 103.5; Thurston, 40.2. King County gained 18.9 per
cent and Pierce County 14.6 per cent, while Spokane County gained
only 6.1 per cent.

Since 1910 seven counties of Eastern Washington have con-
sistently lost in population, while during the same period no county
of Western Washington has shown a steady loss. None of the coun-
ties of Western Washington which appeared in the “loss” column of
1920 can be found in the “loss” column of 1930. During this same
score of years the counties of Eastern Washington showing the most
consistent gains are those affected by irrigation projects. Fven in
Spokane County, the largest center of population in Fastern Wash-
ington, the decennial gains in population since 1910 have been slight,
while in the rich wheat-growing county of Whitman the decrease
in population since 1910 has been steady and considerable. Before
1920 the retreat from the marginal lands of the Big Bend country
was under way, and during the succeeding decade continued apace.
As a result of unequal population growth and of population shifting
there has been developing in Washington since 1900, and especially
since 1910, a representation problem of the first importance. Yet
in the face of this the State Legislature for nearly a generation has
refused to enact a reapportionment law.

The inequalities briefly discussed in the preceding paragraphs
developed notwithstanding an explicit constitutional requirement of
frequent reapportionments of legislative seats. It is doubtful whether
a more flagrant violation of a mandatory clause of a constitution can
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anywhere be found. Sec. 3, Art. II, of the constitution of Wash-
ington reads:

“The legislature shall provide by law for an enumeration of the
inhabitants of the state in the year one thousand eight hundred and
ninety-five and every ten years thereafter; and at the first session
after such enumeration, and also after each enumeration made by
the authority of the United States, the legislature shall apportion
and district anew the members of the senate and house of representa-
tives, according to the number of inhabitants, excluding Indians not
taxed, soldiers, sailors and officers of the United States army and
navy in active service.”

The decade in which the State Constitution was adopted* wit-
nessed a remarkable growth of population in the Territory of Wash-
ington (75, 116 in 1830; 349,390 in 1890), and it may be presumed
that the foregoing section was inserted in the Constitution in order
in insure the correction of subsequent injustices in representation
consequent upon rapid and uneven settlement of a new country.
Yet, regardless of the intention of the framers of the Constitution, a
State census has never been taken,® and only two apportionment acts
have been passed by the Legislature. The legislators of Washing-
ton elected to seats in the Legislative Session of 1931 were chosen
under an apportionment act passed in 1901.

The Constitution further provides (Sec. 2, Art. IT) that the
House of Representatives shall be composed of not fewer than
sixty-three or more than ninety-nine members, and that the number
of Senators shall not be more than one-half or less than one-third of
the number of Representatives. This precludes an arrangement look-
ing to a considerable increase in the number of Senators and
Representatives.

Two sections of the Constitution as originally adopted provided
(Secs. 1 and 2, Art. XXII) for a temporary apportionment of Sen-
ators and Representatives, to be effective until superseded by a leg-
islative apportionment. There were to be thirty-five Senators elected
in twenty-four senatorial districts, and the House of Representatives
was to contain seventy members elected by counties. After the first
election the Senators were to be elected from single districts and no
representative district was to be divided in the formation of a sena-
torial district (Sec. 6, Art. IT). As the first apportionment was

4 The State Constitution was ratified by the electorate on October 1, 1889, and
Washington was admitted into the Union on November 11 of that year.

5 “The provision of the constitution calling for a legislative census every ten years
has never been complied with, neither has the reapportionment ever been made in accord-
ance with the provisions of the constitution.” Letter from the Homnorable J. Grant
Hinkle, Secretary of State, to the writer, September 8, 1926.
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only an emergency measure, intended to be supplanted after the tak-
ing of the Federal census in 1890, it is not necessary to examine its
fairness in relation to the provisions of Sec. 3, Art. II, of the Con-
stitution. It should be observed, however, that in this plan of
apportionment representative district boundaries did not cut across
county lines, and each County was alloted one Representative regard-
less of population. This pattern was followed in the drafting of
both subsequent legislative reapportionment acts, although the Con-
stitution does not require it.

The Legislature of Washington, called into extraordinary ses-
sion after the taking of the Federal census in 1890, passed an appor-
tionment act which was approved by the Governor on September 11,
1890.° This act created thirty-four single senatorial districts and
provided for the election of seventy-eight Representatives from
forty-nine districts. Eastern Washington, consisting of fifteen coun-
ties, was divided into twelve senatorial districts and twenty repre-
sentative districts. This section received twelve Senators and twenty-
eight Representatives. In the House representation of this region
by counties was as follows:

TABLE B
Number of
Counties Population Representatives

Stevens el datte it cihs o 4,341 1
SPOKANGT: 8, C ot o b e e B s e v e 137,487 8
VR TEMEAR S v e B e el B oa g B tn o0t o 19,109 4
T B R R i B i 1,580 1
AR E] A i e bt e o 58 & et 5ol o 3 bt 3,897 1
O DI s e e e e p s 2t 6,709 1
WalladWalla: .0 -4% sl o 1 & smmires S 3 0 e 12,224 2
A i o o s B T T e T e s St % 696 1
AT S s e i 2 G e o T 5 it e 4 o i 2,098 1
MZmcolauieibeicd s EREY Dol L vdiamali r el « o G dekl 9,312 2
@kanoranteoisac il G W sl I Setlhe i s ek ke 1,467 1
Do ) T et ot i s i e NS G et IS g gt W MR g 3,161 1
I e A e eV ars Tt s e, Wl s & 8,777 2
SRR, oo o sl SN B Tl e A DA W Y d O 4,429 1
TTHORIE S g0 pri e T L s TR T T S e 5,167 1

120,454 28

Western Washington, consisting of nineteen Counties, was
divided into twenty-two senatorial districts and twenty-nine repre-
sentative districts. This section was given twenty-two Senators
and fifty Representatives. In the House of Representatives the
representation by Counties was as follows:

6 Legislative Manual of Washington, 1891-92 (Olympia, 1891), pp. 154-65.
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TARBLE, C
Number of
Counties Population Representatives
SERIMANIA, .y sieswrns & s 35 ismmmion v 855050 as o owase 774 1
Clarle: S« coBhiiln 2 dh stondean o Cete s maieras o B akintars 11,709 2
Cowhitz iy $1 00, do o alcbear ohdmrae s al T Sdsan 5917 1
WahkIaktrtn oo i & <veioreisiaios oe i lvmpaaionsinis s s sosraimisieion 2,526 1
Pacifcmat el togst £ b b g e e e 4,358 1
B e 11,499 2
AN RN g e 1 AR TN S T e e 9,675 2
Chehalis¥(Grays Harbor).inaii. o v iveuivs Ss 24 s 9,249 2
R T T 2,826 1
i 1
2
1
10
T AR PRI SO T o o S A 63,989 13
Snohomishiid bl Dt SEE S o do i b sy 8,514 2
[slandut st « b emiesans S R o 13 s s sreiaaihh 5 1,787 1
Sleapitratabiotes SNt kbl Ol e o e o a s 8,747 2
AT R HATE 0 e o A oo AL TS R LA 2,072 1
R TASTY (oo} 12 SR At S S, 18,591 4
F 228,936 50

The act of 1890 provided for representation in the state senate
in the following manner:

TABLE D

EASTERN WASHINGTON
Counties No. of Senators

Tticolntandy O kanGranralirst ss s ol s e tmbi i oo s ae v Lo
Stevens and F O POKANCo ittt e ot o sl st St e
(ST oed et i o P SO PR, o/ e O e R T e
WRIEMANT 1 covrPelhe s S a i BN S s e R A N
Garfield, Asotin, Columbia................ e L
Franklin, Adams, Walla Walla
WAl a WA B o R e T e i o PR S St o
DI e ET T ot D S B A e el Lol et L A A
Yakima, and KITCRITAE oponis e s ossemimee s st siwmsmn s domm 5wk

—
(\)‘ P ek ok o ek DN ) ek b

Elbrdtaevia s el torania e ke oo deen, i s
CowlitzuWahkialkumsPaciicsummiarsssanins Mmoo soerhebun o)
L S B e el Toes
Chehalish (GraysBETarhOL) v i e s o I B e 12 s o e ol b
3 Y G L ol I v o R e o 154 v x el e SR
T S O N R R L s otk s et s e el W SR E R e
IS S s e T S S s el | st Ve SRl Rl L vden
U oata w13 JE3h SRl T oA s S A e T R L v
Jeffersonfand sClallamie bl it sim e ipdhi i Ui e el e
SIONORITSHK $srord s s s el Sttt o R I e b 5ot b
IV BVl LS Tl B e T e e b oo e DR el S 4 5 I et Gl
WVBFICOMIY o o dilce ol hareralaratamms A i A Rttt on S U A R

[\
l\)l BN bt et ok O U bt b ok ok ok ek
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The ratio of representation in 1890, based upon the Federal
census of that year (349,390), was 4,480 for the House and 10,277
for the Senate. The preceding tables (B, C, and D) will show
how faithfully the Legislature complied with Sec. 3, Art. II, of
the Constitution.

An act of the Legislature approved on February 21, 1899, cre-
ated the County of Ferry out of a part of Stevens County.” The
new County was made a part of the second senatorial district
(added to Stevens and Spokane Counties) and was made the fif-
tieth representative district. It was given one Representative. On
March 13, 1899, Chelan County was formed from parts of Okan-
ogan and Kittitas Counties.® It was joined to the first senatorial
district (added to Lincoln and Okanogan Counties) and was made
the fifty-first representative district. It received one Representa-
tive. No further changes in the apportionment law were made
until the legislative session of 1901. The Legislature neglected to
authorize the taking of a State census in 1895 and the making of
a reapportionment agreeably to the results thereof.

The Federal census of 1910, which showed a large decennial
growth for the new State of Washington, brought into clear relief
the question of reapportionment. Governor John R. Rogers, in his
message to the Legislature on January 16, 1901, referred to this
subject in the following words: “One of the most perplexing
questions with which you will have to deal will arise from the
various and conflicting claims and interests involved in redistrict-
ing the state for legislative and congressional purposes. Without
attempting to interfere, save in a strictly constitutional manner,
with the peculiar province of the legislative department of govern-
ment, I shall be permitted to observe that, in my opinion, each
organized county, without regard to population, should be permitted
to have at least one representative in the house of representatives.
To deprive the small counties of this privilege would cause some
injustice and much ill-feeling.””®

Governor Rogers may have displayed in the foregoing state-
ment superior acumen as a politician, but he clearly showed lack
of statesmanship. He should have foreseen that, in years to fol-
low, such interpretation of the Constitution would lead to gross
injustices which the framers of that instrument had taken pains
to prevent. Probably without fully realizing it, the Governor was
pleading for a violation of the Constitution. But evidently the
" 7 Session_ Laws, 1899, chap. 18.

8 Ibid., chap. 95.
9 Senate Journal, 1901, p. 42.
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Legislature gave heed to his recommendation, for it voted, by
adopting the reapportionment act of 1901, to give at least one Rep-
resentative to each County.’® A comparison of the populations of
Franklin and Klickitat Counties will reveal one result of the appli-
cation of this principle. Franklin County, with a population of 486,
received one representative; Klickitat County, with a population
of 6,407, also received one representative. The ratio of repre-
sentation, according to the Federal census of 1900, was 5,512 for
the House and 12,336 for the Senate. In the light of these figures
the tables which follow (E and F) are interesting.

TABLE E

Representation in the House According to the Act of 1901
(Census of 1900)

EASTERN WASHINGTON

Number of
Counties Population Representatives
SlevenSwmmm e s T T T e L e 10,543 2
SPOKANC: s w5 sse botarsshns bt S e SRR S R T S 8 B 57,542 10
1 T e T T T 25,360 4
ASORIT bt 28 oot e s A e A T s G e SypsTeiata T o) 3,366 1
(€77 o110l (3 b A L e N R e s S s 3,918 i
[Gledivivioil: 0 S R S i SR ol e e S Lo bews 128 1
WA ASWEIIEN 5 5 5 B e fomaitnss 6515 57 e osedsny amicois ol iR 18,680 3
B anlcl N sttt s 0 e it s iia e Sh e 5 1
AAATSE %! S Riorimi s o wex o s s s SN s wan 1
T ANCOINE N a s e a a Mt s o & Vs a2 2
Okanogan 1
D OUGIAS i s cisivsioss 5 s 28 misimshiogs 5 d'e s & s rafalolng s 4% 0+ i3 1
TetEtas i a0 L s diinn, s BBl S8 ekt o 2
WAlIMARE Sk 58 7 ave Moo o 5 o o ot o gen e 2
Telickataty: M sminrsibstoiin bty o AR S (U e e oo 1
BETT Vet o5 o samsainia: s os v e amailas o2 o oo A bmss - 1
CHElTANEC - A 5 Jebamn B e mlanabisin ks S0 000 1
191,513 35
WESTERN WASHINGTON
1
2
1
1
1
3
7
3
1
6,767 1
e e e M R N R e A R S o 1 1 5712 2
Clallamtat =00 S i L1 1 s ha b St 5,603 1
TRieRCEL i b lllitinl s s ot wparaimats e 3 s remmr o et 55,515 10
L e e ey e 110,053 17
ONORCHIE R - ks 5 5. ATt ST oo et S T Lo e 23,950 4
1l STatydi s iBeoray & b £ a s okl 1% by Y L OhetiTa L 1,870 1
SlABHBr 1 snialonsia b 5 sl hisriaioi 17 os e et S S fo 14,272 3
SETs TR S B Aot 2 e 2 Ao S L T N T e 2,928 1
Wihateomrs. S et nio®e | st deae 2, | e REE SO, 24,116 4
326,590 59
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TABLE F

Representation in the Senate According to the Act of 1901
(Census of 1900)

EASTERN WASHINGTON

Counties No. of Senators
OlanoganEerty Donglassmyiins b s aimims v 53 00 Besisna 095 3 6 s 1
S AT AN SO S S A PR i 0 6 S O 1
SN 1 g b el o ST ST, N TR oon . L 1,5 = s el 5
NV TAT b s &5 4 5.5 4 wmianisesa s & 3 55 moreione 5 § 5 » 5 evaele e b ik watbese 2
AsotiniGarfield; (Columbia. 2. « < 55 i wsniiamm s 555 SaEbbatrs o i aakeiihs 1
AdamsyiErankling, Wialla Walla. . . 5w ciwieds oo v oot S ms wase 1
AL NV D el el i et el o [ R e o B et L L L crm il 1
T T ] o o e L T 1
L) o T T M L SR ol AT L oo R R RN B . e TR 1
Kilickitat' Cand +Skamania)®wes < « ¢ 4 o bugmere o s o onoibrogt Lics o5 6 5 00 1

16

WESTERN WASHINGTON

R T e tosoasin o o tosai b o o mes et 3 & s 8 o michor o1 & o o e
EoW itz syt e o el ot Go o ccds shoms o mdmadoved sits o b s
Wiahkiakum and TRacific: ;. miommnss 25 siomssmss e s d aleebsaii s & 5 56 52
| e o R R e e o e e R TS R S Al SRR B ST T e
Chehalis; (Crays TATDOE ) i siao oo nanismoserimaceio § v i wiaseraiogs: 5 ors +3e56
TRUESEON s o 5 it o s & 5.5 widbuvateters o & 5 £y s £ 85 3 3§ wradios 5 3 5 5 97
Masott) Katsap; Esland: . s 5t amsmd 2 505 o sems s ¢ 2 3 B, s s S 5§ S a4
Clallam, Jefferson, San Juam...........oivueerernnnnnnaennnn.
Rierces it AR b B S v L Rl S B % o derre o 48 i oo § L85
ICIN g s L e s e s ¥ e & Al 3 7 § W heaatans, o5 5,5
Shohomisha er et o, B e vt fa il R SR TR
Sl e S S | P S A e s ey Yl aveToons ST 2.6 o s
AW hat o s s ri = s s s 5174 6 s asmmsh s 5 5 8 5 sepeams s €55 4 Sems £ 8 5 5 55

RI B b=t DN 00 Ul b b it b ok o b ok

* Skamania is a Western Washington County, but in the Act of 1901 it was joined
to Klickitat County to form a senatorial district.

Governor Rogers vetoed the reapportionment bill on March 4,
1901, giving two reasons for this action: (1) an increase of twenty-
two in the membership of the Legislature was an unnecessary
expense, and (2) an objection “even more serious” was that the
bill did not apportion seats according to population, as required by
the constitution.!* It is not easy to explain the Governor’s objec-
tion on the second count in the light of his message at the opening
of the legislative session. On March 6 the bill was passed not-
withstanding the veto.

10 Session Laws, 1901, chap. 60.

11 Senate Journal, 1901, p. 465. The Olympia correspondence to The Spokesman-
Review (Spokane, Wash.) during the session indicates that the reapportionment bill
was crowded through both houses by the Republican majority and that the Democratic
minority persuaded Governor Rogers to veto it. It was reported that the Governor,
although displeased with the measure, had at first decided to let it become a law with-
out signing it. At the time of the passage of the bill the Republicans anticipated a
veto, in view of the gerrymandering which had been resorted to, and were prepared to
pass the measure over a veto. See The Spokesman-Review for February and March,
1901, especially the issues of February 13 and February 22.
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The reapportionment act of 1901 created forty-two single sena-
torial districts and fifty-six representative districts. It provided
for ninety-four representatives. Three counties (Benton, 1905;
Grant, 1909; Pend Oreille, 1911) have been organized since the
act was passed.’® These counties were created by dividing Counties
of Eastern Washington. Each one was attached to an existing
senatorial district (Benton to the fifteenth, Grant to the first, and
Pend Oreille to the second), and each was erected into a separate
representative district and given one Represntative. By 1911 the
membership of the House had been increased to ninety-seven. The
membership of the Senate had not been changed.

It will be observed that, since 1901, a gain of three Repre-
sentatives has been made by Eastern Washington, which as early
as 1910 was very much over-represented. This increase in a re-
gion, which in justice to the State as a whole should have suffered
a reduction, was due to the questionable practice of allowing each
county, regardless of population, to have at least one Representative.

The tables which follow illustrate some-of the inequalities
which have arisen since the redistribution of seats in 1901.

TABLE G
Representation in the House, Session of 1929

EASTERN WASHINGTON
Population Number of
Counties in 1920 Representatives

OV RS ovarave e T et s e e R
SPORANEEY o5 kot ot dbrdtdrn putee it arys sk s

BrankIin v lonss st Oiaa v X s o i Satarlorts o bos b b ittelats

THRCOIRET " L v Lo st b bt 2o mad a8 B A T A
Okanogan..... g
Bouglas it easss g

RIS S . o imt Fomcei g deocmnmrorsiosioses s s & S AT R S S BT
NialcIasremions: Srdanann So QO torah bt as U D) S

(B 17| o A e e L e s I TR e SR
A 27300 30T -1 Fre SRS S e A e ol BN o, B L) 6,363

437,191 38

12 Remington’s Compiled Statutes of Washington, 1922, Sec. 8138; Session Laws,
1909, chap. 17; Session Laws, 1911, chap, 28. Benton County was created from parts
of Yakima and Klickitat Counties, Grant County was formed by dividing Douglas County,
and Pend Oreille County was taken from Stevens County, the “mother of counties” in
Northeastern Washington.

| h‘MHHHHNNHt—!NHF‘wHHHAE.N
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Skamaniaasiemc o Ty B oAy Ll e Al 1
ClanlA IRl - &y, wrliecwe Sogalle 10 pa e s 2
Cowlitz. o o S S s s SR 1
AN S T s ek e R o R D e T e i 1
RaCTRCRITS sRORNL. I L o O e e |
LTG0 st o b s s I e L e L eyl 3
P OTSTON . o s et S iistals s = s e Steys o mels 2
Grays Harbor 3
RSONTREITNIANE e LRy 0 o o, Sk P et S 1
R T e b & T e 1
0 e T T e S i B e 2
(O ot o0 o i e TR o R oy e MR I ¢, e 1
|, b A= o Bt Ml S e S el e P [ R O 10
RO, 2 v e Beblastop e B i o sidar e T b e 17
ONONOIISHS 572 5 e st rin 1306 AaEET S as oo e §7s 4
b b L Tt U el ST 1
ST Eralt oo Medl A dcurarint A Bl A SRS, do 3
S ARV ok rseisterere s win ot ot o i ol s s 5 R Sk e 1
W BATCOIE: beritorrrele s & s Aty st o st o O ebols ) o e o 4
919,430 59
TABLE H
King County Representation in Relation to That of Sixteen “Cow Counties”
Population Number of

Counties in 1920 Representatives
TSI o e e ML ety e Bk Kl WO S RO A 389,273 17
s ST AT LA R S R AP ST s T S D EO e b AT 6,539 1
Gasheldats comrtaibls Sib i dato na s 2 s b rts grbring 3,875 1
Oolumbiae st te i s ol Mol oo atop ] 6,093 1
T AR I s ekttt o e b it et cBendnele b i A e s 5,877 1
NGy L S S T o T LR E N TR e 9,623 1
Popglashsralliz ds | drmm i i M 9,392 1
GITCKItAIREL Sulson e s L R et Sl e e 9,268 il
(SRR it S e S PSR T el St 5,143 1
BT Yo e i et R R TIE oh 0 B o W g o T 7,771 1
Rends@ reillesuo . areotm bsn a- s e il it i e 6,363 1
AManiate i Bl G U e et L Dl e 2,357 1
WWahkiaktim s o s L e e s 3,472 1
IV A SO B i b A o diavarts e B s ot s i o3 4,919 1
e tfersonmesmistimrgin et et wiecy oot e A A0 e ] 6,557 2
I T T i o e e T R s A 5,489 1
SanpIUaAN s oA 5 R S RS 3,605 1
96,343 17
el (e o s 1,356,621 97
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TABLE I
King County Taxes in Relation to Those of Sixteen “Cow Counties”
(Levied in 1921 for collection in 1922)13

Counties Taxes Levied
RN G et s e o os e T e Rt oo K o $3,963,831.59
a0 T e A N SV NP - eSS 81,902.50
GATACIAMREIT .o BT 8 et it e S e e 2 S LR 120,627.98
ColumbBIRY -0: s s S5 8 508 S S i m s TEaS S 174,796.35
BTNk 38 ok onmintce sl tnsiss s hn i oses s i iy, < | 176,491.56
T T N T o v A 386,929.56
1 DY syt D | Sl ol STt Nhosfudbe fSor S SRR T S 0 219,857.48
L e L e B b R e e e 247,337.45
IS STl TR RN, (11, S R ) g SRR - gt SO S A v 51,683.33
GEINE AN £ i ornn o e s it b vt e e o 243,189.17
IR endiOretlle . v s ¢ o ittt v i tseg) AT AP 102,037.02
Sl e R i L L DN 76,768.81
VNGERTARTFII ot PRE SRR M (e it rn, Dol s bo o s 35,065.03
1 ETe Rl M ST L |, o e T P 84,859.13
L SO T i T e i iaibin i 4 » o o Hmersiaras e b o 104,131.72
TUSI Ve (i e S TG B el b e . 4 e S el (R L ittt e 41,652.05
SATGIHAN o ol; 2 - Rt DRk oy e syl e ot ol o 8 2 5% 2 25,224.70

2,172,553.84
O R AP T Lt LA ST e A A W $17,319,059.11

At different times since 1910 King County and other aggrieved
parts of the State have attempted to bring about a reapportionment.
Bills providing for reapportionment have been introduced into the
Legislature, judicial proceedings have been instituted, and resort has
been had to the initiative provision of the Constitution. But until
1930 every effort of the revisionists miscarried.

In the regular session of the Legislature in 1917, House Bill 68,
providing for a reapportionment, was introduced but was indefinitely
postponed when a divided committee report thereon was returned to
the House. I have had no opportunity to examine this bill, so I am
unacquainted with its provisions. It is interesting to note, however,
that the vote for indefinite postponement was: yeas, 57; nays, 37;
absent or not voting, 3. The support which this measure received
came from the Counties of King, Pierce, Snohomish, Whatcom,
Skagit, Cowlitz, and Yakima. Yakima, which would have profited
somewhat by a reapportionment, was the only Eastern Washington
County that gave any support to the bill. The Western Washington
delegations from which came support for the measure were not all
unanimous in their approval.*

In the legislative session of 1921 Senator E. B. Palmer of King
m—Washxnmon, Division of Municipal Corporations: Statement of 1921

Taxes Due in 1922, Exhibit 1 (Olympna, 1922).
14 House ]ournal 1917, p. 197.
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County introduced two reapportionment bills, both of which were
permitted to die in the rules committee of the Senate after divided
reports thereon had been returned.’® Senate Bill 179 provided for
the creation of sixty-four representative districts and forty-seven
single senatorial districts. The present number of Representatives
(ninety-seven) and the allotment thereof by Counties would have
remained unchanged, but the membership of the Senate would have
been increased by five. Four of the additional Senators would have
been awarded to King County, increasing to twelve the senatorial
representation of that County. Senate Bill 234 provided for the cre-
ation of sixty-three single representative districts and twenty-one
single senatorial districts, a plan proposing the minimum representa-
tion authorized by the Constitution. According to this proposal for
reapportionment King County would have received eighteen Repre-
sentatives and five Senators and would have shared two additional
Senators with' Pierce and Snohomish Counties. This bill ignored
county lines in the creation of representative districts.

Two years later Representative William Phelps Totten of King
County brought in two reapportionment bills, House Bill 172 and
House Bill 184. Neither made much headway. House Bill 172
provided for increases in the membership of the House and of the
Senate to the constitutional maxima of ninety-nine and forty-nine,
respectively. Jefferson County was to be deprived of one Repre-
sentative, and King County was to receive three additional Repre-
sentatives. The bill further provided for forty-nine single sena-
torial districts, and awarded to King County ten Senators, an in-
crease of two.*® 'This bill was an attempt to get increased represen-
tation for King County in both branches of the Legislature by per-
mitting all of the other Counties (save Jefferson) to retain their
existing representations in the House. It provided no relief (except
to some extent in senatorial representation) for any of the other
under-represented Counties. Its passage would have contributed
very little to the solution of the problem of representation.

House Bill 184 provided for the erection in King County of a
new representative district, the sixty-first, from which two Repre-
sentatives were to be chosen. This bill would have given to King
County some additional representation by increasing the membership
of the house to the constitutiondl maximum. of ninety-nine. No
change in the membership of the Senate was sought. The passage
of this measure would have had no appreciable effect upon the exist-

15 Senate Jowrnal, 1921, pp 314, 348.
16 House Journal, 1923, 267.
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ing situation. But the House vote on its final passage is of interest
for the reason that nothing was involved save the question of making
to King County a slight compensation, at no cost in representation to
any other County. Two votes were taken. The first stood as fol-
lows: yeas, 39; nays, 51; absent or not voting, 7. The second vote,
taken the same day under a call of the House, after a motion to
reconsider had prevailed, stood: yeas, 39; nays, 57; absent or not
voting, 1. Only two votes for this measure came from FEastern
Washington. Both were from Spokane County. King County Rep-
resentatives voted unanimously for the bill, the delegations from
Whatcom and Snohomish Counties were evenly divided, Island,
Pacific, and Kitsap Counties favored it, Lewis County cast a un-
animous vote in its favor, two of the three Skagit County representa-
tives voted for it, two of the three Grays Harbor County representa-
tives favored it, and seven of the ten Pierce County representatives
supported it.*"

The question of redistributing seats in the Legislature was again
pressed for consideration during the regular session of the Legisla-
ture in 1927. Two proposals to amend the Constitution in respect
of legislative representation were presented, one by Senator Heifner
of King County and the other by Representative Mark Reed of
Mason County. Senator Heifner’s bill (S. B. No. 111) provided
for a reapportionment after each Federal census. Mr. Reed’s meas-
ure (H. J. R. No. 3), which reflected cow-county sentiment, pro-
posed that:

“At the regular meeting of the legislature held in the year nine-
teen hundred and thirty-one the legislature shall by law divide the
state into legislative senatorial and representative districts of con-
venient and contiguous territory. In the creation of senatorial and
representative districts, any county that contains population suf-
ficient to entitle it to two or more senators or representatives, shall
be divided into separate and distinct senatorial and representative
districts, as nearly equal in population as may be, and composed of
contiguous and compact territory, and no representative district shall
be divided in the formation of a senatorial district. After the crea-
tion of such districts, one senator shall be elected from each senator-
ial district and one representative shall be elected from each repre-
sentative district: Provided, That each county shall be entitled to
one representative and no county shall have more than twentv-five

17 Ibid., pp. 380, 382.
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per centum of the membership of either house of the legisla-
ture . . .”

Neither of these measures passed, although there was lively
debate on the Reed resolution, which lacked only sixteen votes of
receiving the required two-thirds constitutional majority of the
House.® The strength of the cow Counties was not quite adequate
to limit by a constitutional provision the legislative representation
of King County before the enactment of a reapportionment law.

During this session the Legislature passed a bill (H. B. No.
287) increasing the membership of the House from ninety-seven to
ninety-nine. King County and Yakima County were each alloted
an additional Representative. Here apparently was an instance of
sectional trading. On March 21, 1927, Governor Hartley vetoed the
bill, declaring that it was special legislation, and, in his opinion, of
doubtful constitutionality.'® The Governor was undoubtedly right
in asserting that this bill was no solution of the problem of repre-
sentation in Washington, but he was probably wrong in assuming
that it was unconstitutional.

No reapportionment measure was passed by the Legislature in
1929,

When the returns of the census of 1910 were six years old and
the Legislature still showed a disinclination to reapportion legisla-
tive seats, an appeal was made to the State Supreme Court to set
aside as unconstitutional the act of 1901. In an opinion handed
down on August 16, 1901, the Court declined to do so.?° This opin-
ion is worthy of particular attention.

Robert I,. Warson applied to the Court for a writ of mandamus
to compel I. M. Howell, the Secretary of State, to accept Warson’s
filing on the Republican primary ticket as a candidate for the office
of State Senator from| the Counties of Kitsap and Mason. This
action was brought under Sec. 1, Art. XXII, of the State Constitu-
tion, which specifies that, “until otherwise provided by law,” there

18 “Olympia, Friday, March 4.—King County with scattered assistance turned on
the cow county bloc today and mustered just enough votes to defeat the Reed resolu-
tion which would have called for an amendment to the State Constitution to permit the
reapportionment of the State, limiting King County to not more than 25 per cent of
the membership. . . . The voted stood 50 to 43, or 16 less than the required two-
thirds majority.” The Daily Times (Seattle, Wash. ), March 4, 1927. The purpose of
the Reed resolution had been stated by a staff correspondent of The Daily Times in an
earlier dispatch from Olympia. ‘The threat of a possible initiative measure based en-
tirely upon the present constitutional requirements of reapportlonment by population
has started the movement for the amendment of the constitution. King County has
votes enough to swing the initiative and it would give the county virtually 25 per cent
of the membership of both the senate and the house and would result in Western
Washington controlling two-thirds or more of the membership of both branches of the
legislature.” The Daily Times, February 15, 1927.

19 State of Washington: Vetoed Messages of Governor Roland H. Hartley on Meas-
ures Passed by the Twentieth Legislature (Olympia, 1927), p. 23.

20 State ex. rel. Warson v. Howell, 92 Wash., 540 (1916).
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shall be twenty-four senatorial districts in the State, one of which
(the twentieth) shall be composed of the Counties of Kitsap and
Mason. The Secretary of State refused the filing on the ground that
the Legislature had twice redistricted the State (1890 and 1901)
since the adoption of the Constitution and that the constitutional
apportionment had been thereby superseded. Warson argued that
these acts were violative of a constitutional provision (that appor-
tionment should be made according to population) and that the only
lawful apportionment under which members of the Legislature could
be elected was that prescribed by Sec. 1, Art. XXII, of the Con-
stitution. “This,” said the Court, “constitutes the sole question for
our determination.”

Justice Fullerton, who spoke for the court, cited the following
sections of the Constitution touching upon representation: Sec. 2,
Art. IT; Sec. 3, Art. II, and Sec. 6, Art. II; and continued as
follows :

“These sections of the constitution, it will be observed, impose
upon the legislature, when apportioning and redistricting anew the
members of the senate and house of representatives, certain restric-
tions: (1) Neither the senate nor house of representatives may con-
tain more or less than certain specified numbers ; (2) senatorial dis-
tricts must be single and be of convenient and contiguous territory;
(3) no representative district shall be divided in the formation of a
senatorial district; (4) the apportionment must be made according
to the number of inhabitants. There is no contention that the first
three of these requirements were violated in either of the apportion-
ment acts made by the legislature. The sole contention is that the
apportionments were not made according to the number of inhab-
itants. Tables are presented showing the number of inhabitants in
each several district above and below the unit of representation
adopted, both at the time the apportionments were made and as
shown at the time of the taking of the Federal census of 1910. Each
of these tables shows inequalities—the comparisons based on the
census of 1910 showing such inequalities to be exceedingly gross.
It may be remarked here, however, that this latter fact furnishes no
ground for declaring the legislative apportionment unconstitutional.
While it argues strongly against the failure of the legislature to per-
form its duty, it states no ground for setting aside a legislative appor-
tionment valid when enacted. It is held by all of the courts that the
legislature cannot be compelled to redistrict the state as directed by
the constitution, and as a corollary thereto, it must follow that an
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apportionment act lawfully enacted will continue in force until
superseded by a subsequent valid act.

“The question, then, turns on the constitutionality of the appor-
tionment acts. The act of 1901 (Laws of 1901, p. 79, ch. 60), being
the last upon the subject by the legislature, repeals the act of 1890,
supersedes the constitutional apportionment, and is the law now in
force under which the ensuing legislature must be elected unless it
has never been constitutionally valid.”

The Court found no adequate reason for declaring unconstitu-
tional the act of 1901, because it could discover therein no “wilful
disregard” of the provisions of the Constitution. Moreover, the
Court believed that it was “too late to raise the question,” alleging:
“The act complained of has stood unquestioned for more than fif-
teen years. Seven legislatures have been elected under it. Iaws
have been passed which so far affect the rights of the electors that
a return to the old districts marked out by the constitution would
result in the utmost confusion, if not chaos, requiring perhaps a
session of the legislature before an election could be held. . . . This
form of legislation is to a great extent political and administrative
in its nature, and involves no individual rights other than such as
pertain to the electorate as a whole. . . . The writ is denied.”

The foregoing decision of the Court might have been antici-
pated. Political and administrative questions are not for judicial
determination, and it is a well established principle that the courts
can not compel a legislature to perform a duty. But in the mean-
while revisionists had been looking critically at a novel provision
which had recently been inserted in the Constitution: the initiative,
adopted in November, 1912, as the seventh amendment to the Con-
stitution.?* This governmental device stipulates that a proposal for
a law may be submitted to the electorate on the petition of “Ten per
centum, but in no case more than fifty thousand, of the legal voters,”
if such petition be filed not less than four months before the elec-
tion at which the proposed measure is to be voted upon. Before
the general election in 1916 two attempts were made at reapportion-
ment by the initiative, but neither measure found its way to the
ballot.

But these feeble attempts were not without significance. Not-
withstanding the trouble and cost of collecting the required number
of signatures to a petition, the effort made in 1930 was successful,

21 Sec. la, Art. II.
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and Initiative Measure No. 572 was voted upon and adopted at the
general election on November 4, 1930.

During the campaign The Spokesman-Review (Spokane,
Wash.), the leading newspaper of Eastern Washington, openly ex-
pressed its hostility to the measure. Some of its arguments were,
however, far from convincing. It dodged the real issue by suggest-
ing a “sounder basis” of representation as a means of protecting the
small Counties. On November 3, 1930, it declared:

“The constitution of Washington authorizes the legislature to
reapportion its membership from time to time, on the basis of popu-
lation. The legislature having neglected that action, a movement
developed at Seattle to go over the authority and arbitrarily say what
representation in the senate and the house each county should have.

“This measure is not a compliance with the state constitution.
It proposes a scheme of apportionment that is not based upon popu-
lation, but upon guesswork and expediency.

“It should be defeated and steps taken for a substantial reform
of the principle of legislative apportionment. What is needed—and
will be more needed as the cities grow in population and political
power—is a safeguard for the smaller counties. That principle, if
adopted, will be found as beneficial for the big counties as the little
counties.”

This, of course, was an evasion which deceived no informed
person. A more open expression of the mind of the cow Counties,
emanating from their chief journalistic spokesman, appeared in the
following double-column editorial in The Spokesman-Review on the
morning of election day:

“To protect the interests of Spokane, Spokane county and east-
ern Washington, it is imperative that voters vote ‘No’ on Initiative
Measure No. 57, which provides for the number, districts and appor-
tionment of the members of the state senate and the house of
representatives.

“On the face of it, the measure will increase the number of
senators from 42 to 46.

“It will increase the number of representatives from 97 to 99.

“It does this, mainly in the interests of King and Pierce coun-
ties on the West Side, and at the expense of Spokane county and
eastern Washington, taken as a whole.

. 22 State of Washington: 4 Pamphlet Containing Copy of a Measure “Proposed by
Inttiative Petition” and a Measure “Proposed to the Legislature and Referved to the
People,” and Amendments to the Constitution Proposed by the Legislature (Olympia,
1930), pp. 3-8. This “publicity pamphlet” was compiled and issued by the Honorahle
J. Grant Hinkle, Secretary of State.
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“Under the proposed measure, Spokane will have five senators
and 10 representatives as at present. Pierce will have the same
number.

“But King county gets 12 senators and 24 representatives. King
and Pierce counties, therefore, will have 17 of the 46 senators.

“All of eastern Washington will have 15, possibly 16, senators.
King and Pierce will have more than all eastern Washington com-
bined. Fastern Washington has 15 senators now, but some eastern
Washington counties will actually lose under the proposed plan.

“In the house of representatives, the proposed measure gives

_eastern Washington only 32 members, as against 38 now, although
the total proposed for the state will be increased from 97 to 99.

“Spokane and eastern Washington, therefore, lose materially in
the percentage of the membership from this side of the Cascades.

“Initiative Measure No. 57 is unfair. Reapportionment properly
should come through the legislature on a basis fair to all districts.

“Vote ‘No’ on Initiative Measure No. 571728

That Initiative Measure No. 57 is not an arbitrary and unrea-
sonable law sponsored by Seattle for the purpose of robbing the cow
Counties of something to which they are justly entitled is clearly
shown by the following table:

TABLE J

EASTERN WASHINGTON

Population Repre- Sena-
(1930) sentatives tors

Districts* Counties
1 Okanogan, DOUGIAS . . omisie v preis s uuis 25,997 2 il
2 Stevens, Pend Oreille............... 25,699 2 1
2-7 Spolafielat N EE L ai ab et 149,925 10 5
8 Ferry, Lincoln, Adams.............. 23,877 2 1
9-10 Whitman, Columbia, Asotin, Garfield.. 44,992 4 2
11 TN TR 1) Bt (B L 28,382 2 it
12 Chelamile i i st my stalbtesosars 31,636 2 1
13 Grant MGHitas i i ek L 23,787 2 1
14-15 L T e T 76,313 5 2
16 Benton, Franklin,  Skamania, Klickitat 29,719 2 1
460,327 33 16

* This measure provides for forty-six representative and forty-six senatorial districts,
each representative district coinciding in boundaries with a similarly numbered senatorial
district. Some of the new representative districts cut across county lines.

t Skamania County properly belongs in the Western Washington group.

; 23 The position of The Spokesman-Review was substantially indorsed by the lead-
ing newspaper of Whitman County, The Colfax Gazette (Colfax, Wash.), in its issues o
June 6 and October 31, 1930.
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WESTERN WASHINGTION

17 L o e A T P 40,293 3 1

18 Cowlitz, Wahkiakum................ 35,654 2 1
19, 21 Pacific; Grays Harbot s susdatasioan 75,457 5 2
20 TE s n € el 1 O e 40,007 3 1
22 TSRO o s e srerobarare e s el te tors 31,368 2 1

23 KIS AD st oo v crgait Sl Ao dosrithos o 30,735 2 1
24 Mason, Jefferson, Clallam........... 38,530 3 1
25-29 PIEREE v a0 shirrersiars: o Sisioerersrlaisie 1 Hes 165,168 10 5
302370436 ICINTS Srstanr o ded Bsistersratss o laiars b msfiaber b e 463,008 24 12
38-39 Island, Snohomish 84,368 5 2
40 Skagit L San i iuans s s s M A 38,193 3 1
41-42 O eithvst. o fohserats i ermd ke bahons o5 58,859 4 2
1,101,640 66 30

1 e e Ry S | 1,561,967 9 46

According to the preliminary returns of the 1930 census, the
ratios for the House and the Senate (based upon Initiative Measure
No. 57) are, respectively, 15,777 and 33,956. The change which has
been effected in the reapportionment of legislative seats is neither
arbitrary nor unfair to Eastern Washington. Nor have the small
Counties of the State been unjustly treated. The larger Counties of
Fastern Washington—Spokane, Yakima, and Chelan—have no cause
for complaint, and Fastern Washington still retains a larger num-
ber of seats than it is entitled to under the population principle which
the Constitution declares shall be the sole basis of representation.
King County alone has cause to complain of the unfairness of the
new law. Beginning with the session of 1933, that County will
have twenty-four seats in the House and twelve in the Senate. If
it received its just share, it would have at least twenty-nine seats in
the House and thirteen in the Senate. To assert that King County
has been arbitrary and unreasonable in advocating this measure is to
ignore the most obvious facts.

Under the operation of the new law twenty-three Senators will
be elected for four-year terms at the general election in November,
1932. At the same time twelve Senators will be chosen for two-
year terms, and thereafter for four-year terms. Eleven of the Sena-
tors who were elected in November, 1930, will hold office for four-
years, and thereafter they or their successors will be chosen for
four-year terms. Thus, commencing with the general election in
1934, all Senators will be chosen for four-year terms, and one-half
of the Senators will retire every second year. Representatives will
be elected for two-year terms.

The chief significance of the adoption of Initiative Measure No.
57 does not, however, consist in the details of the measure. The
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constitutional mandate in respect of representation has not been
fully met, although some inequalities obtaining under the apportion-
ment law of 1901 have been removed. The two facts of capital
importance are (1) the breaking of the precedent of allowing at
least one Representative to a County, and (2) the discovery of a
practicable way of making reapportionments notwithstanding a recal-
citrant Legislature. Perhaps the threat of the initiative will here-
after have the desired effect on the Legislature. Reapportionment
measures ought to be enacted by legislative bodies so that there may
be free debate and perfection of details by amendments. The initia-
tive should be reserved for the decision of important controversies
which admit of statement in simple terms.

Antioch College J. Orin OLIPHANT?*

24 For valuable assistance in collecting materials for this article I am indebted to
Mr. Leon E. Truesdell, Chief Statistician for Population, Bureau of the Census; to the
Honorable J. Grant Hinkle, Secretary of State for Washington; and to Mr. C. S. Kings-
ton, Vice President of the State Normal School, Cheney, Wash.
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