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", ■'.'•■ , CHAPTER I ■' V  ’ -

ZNiROMiZ#
:. ' -.T ■■■ ' : ■■-
•' •.:■•■ . . 4 . : . -t Article IV of the Oregon Constitution
provisos for an apportionment of the Legislative Assembly
On the bAS/is- of "white population*n This apportienment-

•*' •* shall, at the session next following ah ehumf*; f eratiOn- of the inhabitants by the united States on this state* be fixed by law. and apportioned among the 'Several counties acoordlhg to the number of white population in eaoh. ' •
Since 1910 there has been no major reappertionment in ac-~
Oordahce with this provision* As a result six counties*
Clackamas * Clatsop* Coos * Lane* Marion and IJultnomah are
underrepresented whilSv-Six’ counties* Hood River, Lincoln*
Tillamook, Umatilla* Wallowa and Wasco are Overrepresented.

Apportionment inequalities have produced a situation
where the single county of Wallowa with a population in
1940 of 7,623 has one representative * whereas Multnomah
County with 355*09.9 inhabitants has thirteen represent**

. ative,s> Some indication of the inequalities ihreppesen-
, \^atiOh:,^st^ting from this fact may be gained if ths popu-

l^tibh of Multnomah County is, divided b3T the ppEulStion of
i ' Wallowa ’County• In other words, if. Multnomah, County



/

received représ entât Ion on the seine populat ion bps is as 
-Wallow®- County, it would have at least fòrtyrseven repre* 
Seritatives • " ,( If a f rapt ion of the ratio exceeding a half 
were considered* then it would have forty*eight represent
atives* ) V

The 1946 référendum proposal of the legislature to 
increase the senate membership by adding an additional 
senator, through constitutional amendment, resulted in a 
général discussion of the entire apportionment problem by 
the Oregon electorate and public-spirited organisât ions. 
îiré li^ora I»* Heuberger^ suit in Multnomah County in the 
Same year, intended to compel the legislature to perform _ 
its tenetitutlonai duty to reapportion, further increased 
public interes t' ip apportionment * Finei:ly>: the appropri
ation of $1;000*00 by thè state legislature in 1945 for an 
interini committee to study the reapportionment law and 
report*its findings to the 1947 session of the legislature 
emphasized the need for a thorough understanding of the 
problem*

Since Section 4, Article IV of the Constitution of 
the United States guarantees every state a republican form 
of government the problem of representation in a legisla
tive eseenibiy is not unlpe to Oregon. In compliance with 
this provision of the federal const itut ion* for eaappia* 
every state has provided for some form of representation

I
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of the electorate in a legislature. Therefore, reappor- 
tlohment was found to be more than a topic of current 
Interest to Oregonians, for a study of the problem revealed 
Its existence in Several states. The solutions to the 
problem that were made in other states consequently, were 
considered important because the experience of these states 
might be helpful to Oregonians in their reapportionment 
difficulty*

Every state constitution contains a clause or clauses 
on apportionment of legislatures, that is, the method of 
determining representation in the states' legislative 
assembly. Furthermore, a majority of states, of which 
Oregon Is one, provide for reapportionment which involves 
changing representation at periodic intervals as a result 
of changes within the state«

Ast a result of these Constitutional previsions for 
reapportionment, an apportionment problem has arisen« 
Simply stated, the apportionment problem is how to make 
state legislatures reapportion when (1) there Is an indi
cation that a special interest group exists which Is antag
onistic to legislative compliance with a constitutional 
mandate to reapportion periodically; or (2) there is evi
dence of an intention oh the part of theilegislature to 
employ a "silent gerrymander" for the advantage of a given 
political party by failing to apportion; or(3) there IS



evidence of an.-intent tè reapportion but the method of 
apportioning 1* fiwilty*.
. . . This ^bleraeenerally eriheS: as o reséitef r©a|ipor¿ 

tiomant provisions based m  o political-territorial unit,
■ jutob as a fcownor eounty» or a provision for representa
tion on the basis oi popuiation a# in Ofegon. Therefor©, 
ib eoñi^dóriágrbbeí methods of apportioning the Oregon 
legislativo assembly arid the problems arising fro® inaa- ' 
aguata reappôrtîozpàât it e&edeemsd necessary to esamino 
i^visiona' o£;. # l ^ ;atata®';ior rôapï^rtioning in order to
compare*' osneaniy haÿpeaGibie, the similarities ana die?.-

. • ✓ 1
i:isjili#itie@^-bêteaaô^^ô^Lla mathod and that of other 
otates*

day s t u d y o f t h e ^  problem by' the oompar*
ative otate method Is handicapped, however, by the physical'* ' í “ i
irapoesibillty of keeping abreast of constitutional and
ebahatopy changes* " ̂ eyorthetess, this technique is fre-
quently employed' by -individuale' and eoasiaittees interested
in legislative because certain conclusions
may be reacheä after a consideration of the cultural and
mechanical feetore influencing apportionment« These con*
elusions árisé/partly from the implications inherent in *.
theory of rural-urban conflict m  a cause of faulty repr©-
sentation, and partly- from Judicial recognition. of a iegia- y »
lativ© duty to reapportion in accordance eith oonstitutionai



instructlofts*
J The filial recommendations, offered at the conclusion 

of the thesis as a possible solution to the apportionment 
problem in Oregon* are the result of a comparative study 
of methods of apportionment in other states and In the 
National House of Representatives• These recommendations 
are deemed applicable and best suited to Oregon because 
they provide for reapportionment in accordance with exist
ing constitutional provisions and propose a substitute for 
legislative ; inertia*
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• ieehanieal factors effecting appert ioament are those 
matters concerned with the mechanics of apportioning or 

. thS áettíai processes involved* These mmtfò &■ décision ■ 
ad to ffèqueney* agency stia method to too used#

Gongiâepatlon of m financial and equitable naturo 
, -noiftsailf prevent m m s m o m m f  in each legislative session* 
The need for dome degree of certainty in estimating annual 
or biennial state budgets and the cost of frequent census 
taking are financial matters preventing too fréquent appon» 
tlônaiÊôît* Equitable considerations arise from the evil 
of foot# ©f preti ding repreaenbótioa for only a, temporary 
population «hang#* a gold rush, fountain of youth* pii*» 
grimage* or land boom* for esempio* might-swell the popu* ■ 
lotion of a given section for a few years at the expense 
of other sections of the state* If this Increase in popa»*.
. lotion, isonly for- the duration of the boom* then the . 
permanent inhabitants of the state might be placed in 
¿sopar# b? an apportioimtent favoring the speeniators*

'âppo^lâÂnt way ne provided for at yearly ■intervals*

■ . CHAPTER II



at the pleasure of the legislature or, where no previa ion 
exists for apportionment, by constitutional amendment* 
fbirty#!iive states provide for an apportionment of both 
houses at the expiration of a number of years, usually at 
the end of a federal or state census# although the latter 

- is rarely taken as illustrated by the experience in Oregon 
where no state census has ever been taken* Of these
thirty-five states twenty*three provide for an apportion-

; . / ment of both houses every ten years, Indiana provides for
é change of both branches every six years and ten states 
provide for an apportionment of both chambers every five 
years* ìfórtjh Dakota provides for a five year apportion
ment of both senate and house or at any regular session 
of thè legislature, while Delaware would require a con
stitutional amendment since no pro'visibn is made for 
apportionment and because senate and house representation 
is specifically prescribed by districts in the constitu
tion# The following table summarizes the various provi
sions among the states for frequency of apportionment♦

/



Table 1«

Frequency of Apportionment 
inthe States# rT w ’

1. Apportionment Of Both Houses Every Ten SOarS
Alabama 

. Arkansan'. California 
•; Florida.. Georgia 

Illinois Kentucky

Massachusetts 
Michigan Missis8ippi 
Missouri '
New Mexico 
. Hew York '■ 
North Carolina

Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
Tekas
Virginia
test Virginia
Wisconsin

2V-v.Apportionment of Both Houses Every Six Tears

■*3* Apportionmentof Both Houses Every Five Tears ̂*■’ •
Colorado Nevada Washington
Iowa O r e g o n W y o m i n g

: Kansas South DakotaMinnesota tltah
4 * Apportionment of Both Houses FVerv Pive ̂ Sare or Less 

North Dakota # B years, or at any regular session 
5« No Apportionment Provision

6* Special Provisions for Apportionment of One or Both Houses ' ' ;t'r' 1 ;nm ■L';

Connecticut
Idaho
Maine

Senate
No provision

No provision

House
Every two years
Town representa« 

tion
Every two years
Every five or 

ten years .
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State senate ' ■ House
' iaSPylshd ’ :■. Ho provision ■. . ' ’ Every ■ ten -years

letups, author-«
-•- '.¿aeS-a state

- ■eansti*. ■ •/-■.
; Montana., He pie vision ,. Every five yeast
srebfasjia; ‘ (i^omara* ' Hot softener than

•iegieiatniti-' one© every ten. years* '
Hew -ESiapsiiirâ  From tf»e to time ; •' Ho |a«wisien.
H#-ye*tey - m  provision Every-^n-years /
iHaiode island ■ optional after any Optional ©Very '-

rresidentm :̂ ive years'/....
• BZmtim

sooth oaroiiaa- Ho provision- ' '' ivory: t M  years,
Vermont .■ Every ten years - ( h© ̂ provision' ■ _

' ̂ SenroOi Heport
vshe7; mehigan ■ rlanV^
Fart m  #- Appeadixo.

m e r e  apportionment is provided for-at yearly inter*
' vale it’ Is contingent upon the talcing of a census <> after
the compilation of the esnaua data provision la then made
for an apportioning egensy*

M  overwhelming; ■iaŝ ority of states provide for ap* .
portionment fey the legislature» , this is n  inraditional
practice and may fee attributed to the belief that



membership in the legislature is a political matter to be
,handled by the assembly itself » The more, recent pattern,
howeverj has been to provide for some means of automatic 

, • >. . . apportionment to begin immediately upon compilation of a
census or upon the legislature^ failure to apportion«
By ihnej 1946 ten states (Arizona* Arkansas« Maryland, 
Missouri, Ohio, California, South Dakota, Washington,
Maine and Florida) had provided for either automatic ap
portionment or employment of some device, in the advent of 
the legislature's failing to apportion» Maryland and Ohio 

v probably have the oldest automatio apportioning devices, - 
while those of Arizona/ Arkansas, California and South 
Dakota are of recent origin* Because provisions for auto
matic or alternative apportionment agencies offer a pos- 
sible solution to'inefficient apportioning or permit an 
apportionment in the event of legislative failure to ap* 
portion some consideration Should be given to the type of 
agency that has been established« >

Three states have provided for automatic apportion
ing agencies completely independent of the legislature.
Two of these states (Arkansas and Ohio) provide for an• 1 
apportioning board which shall make an apportionment, im-

r S ' ,mediately after a federal census« Members of this appor- 
; tioning board In both States are the governor and



I

secretary of otate plus the attorney general in Arkansas 
and the auditor in Ohio. The third state, Maryland, in# 
struots the governor to apportion the house immediately 
after a state or federal census*

'•* Missouri has an automatic apportioning system all ita 
pwn which has been summarised by the Wisconsin Legislative 
Reference Library as follows :

Thissystémiscompiicatedánd posaiblyhas 
serious shortcomings otherwise* The constitution 
establishes for the house a ratio of representation* 
which is the whole number of inhabitant# of the 
state divided bÿ 200» Each county with one ratio 
or less elects one representative* Each county with 
two and a half ratios elects two* and so on* After each federal census the secretary of state certifies 
to the county Courts (county boards) and the appro
priate agency in St* Louis the number of representa
tives due the county or city* When a county is en
titled to more than one representative the county 
board divides the county into districts*

The senate apportionment is somewhat similar 
in procedure* except that a senatorial reapportion* 
ment commission of ten* appointed by the governor 
from listé submitted by Only the two major political 
parties* is set up instead of the county boards.
The population Of no distriot shall vary from the 
quotient of population more than one-fourth* and. the 
commissionts report must be approved by seven of the 
ten members*1
California and.South Dakota provide for én apport 

ttoning board only if the legislature fails to apportion. .

^Legislative and Congressional Réapportionmient t 
Automat i c an# Al t ernat Ive Met hods ( Frenaré# by Wfs cons In 
Legislativekeferenca library* June* 1946)*/ ppv 3-4* - (Carbon copy); .< r. ... ■ : -- ■



m m  of public iastiroefcioa* ■ tQT tm$
OOi®iMlo?i If ffe# ieg^sísbui?# fail© ' t© oppo^ìoa st the 
fiáPife regulas* sesoion after ist fe&cr&X census* south

■»■ °»e •* m  m m m  ì m m ^  fe suit m * ~
U * m m  m  mwrtiomamt* Such à. stilt fes© priority Ö W



Ipending judicial matters.
Florida provides for the calling of a special session 

of the legislature in the advent of failure to apport ion « 
This provision was adopted at a general election in 1924 
and is so drastic that there is no escaping the legisla- 
tive duty to reapportion* The provision for the special 
.session reads as follows *

In the event the Legislature shall fail to¿re* 
apportion the representation in the Législature as 
required by this amendment, the Governor shell (within thirty days after the adjournment of the 
regular session), cell the Legislature together in 

' extraordinary session to Consider the question of 
reapportionment and such extraordinary session of 
the Legislature is hereby mandator ily re^i^à- té 
reapportion the representation as required by this 
amendment before its adjournment (and such extraordinary session so called fef reapportionment shall 
not be limited to expire at the end of twenty days, 
or at all* until reapportionment is affected,'and" 
Shall consider no business other than such reappor
tionment) A
It should be noted* howeVer, that in spite of this 

provision no senatorial reapportionment was made until 
1945 when the legislature was sailed in Special session 
by Governor Caldwell and thereby forced to apportion.

■ .s '  -\

The house presented no problem because représentatif in 
this branch is automatic.

^Florida Constitution. Art* VII* Sec* 3*



Finally, foni» states (Arkansas, California, Colorado 
and Washington}have used the initiative as an apportion
ing agency after thè legislature had failed to reappor
tion» Such a practice has the advantage of focusing pub
lic attention on an apportionment problem» The great dis- 
» ' • » 
advantage, however, is that a genuine provision for a
solution to the problem of who should apportion and with 
what frequency may not be made* For example, the state 
of Washington reapportioned in 1930 through the initiative 
In 1946 another réapportionment 'was up for initiative vote 
Again Colorado apportioned through initiative vote in 1932 
Since then no apportionment has been made although a let
ter to the author in 1946 from the state*a Legislative 
Reference Office contained the information that urban 
areas are underrepresented*^ Not only is this patch-work 
method of submitting each reapportionment to a vote of the 
people expensive, conducive to the use of political pres
sure, and dependent upon some group initiating an appor
tionment measure* it relieves thè legislature of its re
sponsibility to apportion and in no way insures an equit
able apportionment•

' iLettér from Clair T*. Sippel, Secretary^ state of 
Colorado, Department of Law, Legislative Reference Office, 
December 17, 1946.



Arkansas -and California-, on thè other hand, used the
initiative to good effect by providing in the first state 
for an automatic apportionment board. This state removed
apportionment from the legislature entirely and provided

' . t \ *■■ ' ' ' „  ̂Ithat the state Supreme court could mandamus or otherwise 
Compel thé members of the board to apportion. California^ 
initiative measures of 1926 were not so drastic as 

, Arkansas $ however, both reapportionment measures provided 
for automatic' apportioning commissions in the advent1 one 
Of the two proposals should pass and future legislatures, 
should again beeorae negligent. The “Federal Plan"-#a plan
Whereby population'ip the basis for house representation 
but sanatorial diâtrièta the basis for senate represénta- 
tion^was adopted; in California in 1926. Since, aè)stated 
above# this provided for an automatic apportioning agency 
in advent of the logis latûïp*s failure to apportion, the 
problem of reappprtionment was apparently setiilèdè'
' Havingr considered th* agencies Other thaji thé logis#
lature which; might apportion# what are their advantages 
and disadvantages? Obviously the primary advantage- of 
these ^miniature legislaturesR rests in the fact that when

t ■ .
they aro divorced from the legislature they relieve that 
body of a troublesome problem every ten years, reduce 
“politicking,n and place apportionment In what is intended 
to be an impartial administrative agency. On the other



hand the appellation "miniature legislature#” indicates
the weakness of thesf agencies which are given a legisla
tive function and at the sane time.* legislative immunity , 
In the advent of failure to perform the agency’s duty.
Thus it was noted above, that the Florida Gonstitution 
Specifically instructs the governor to call a special 
session of the state legislature upon failure Of that body 
to apportion after a census. This provision was adopted 
in 1§24, yet twenty years elapsed without an apportion- . 
merit*. For this reason the Arkansas provision that nem- 
bers of the apportioning board may be mandamus ed or Other
wise compelled by the state supreme court is very desir
able* Such a provision forces action on the individual
or individuals- given authority to apportion or convene an 
apportioning agency and subjects their acts to Judicial
review, this insuring sòme degree of Justice and fair

for automatio apportioning agencies it appears that any 
provision for suoh a commission should include the fol
lowing safeguards:

1* Members of the agency should be subject to 
mandamus* This automatically excludes those offi
cials who, by the nature of their positions, are not 
subject to màndamus and will minimize any possible



Individuala eho aré -mm® inter©©*
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CHAPTER III

METHODS OF APPORTIONMENT *

Having once agreed upon the frequency of apportion
ment and the apportioning agency» the problem then arises 
as to what method of apportionment may be used. The vari
ous methods employed by the federal and state apportion
ing agencies may be classified under the headings of math
ematical and political« The former is accurate, efficient, 
and equitable, whereas the latter, is just the opposite.

Before either the mathematical or political methods of 
apportioning may be employed» however» the apportioning 
agency will be faced with certain constitutional limita
tions and instructions. These will vary with the consti
tution under Whioh the agency is operating. They may con
sist of definite restrictions as to the size of the legist
lature, may-prohibit the division of counties, provide for

• -! '

adding one county to an adjacent county for joint repre-
✓ .

sentation, may establish a rather vague ratio or formula or 
may specifically state what type of people shall be con
sidered In an apportionment* An analysis of certain pro
visions of the Oregon Constitution is presented in the



following paragraphs to illustrate some of the oonsti tu- 
tional limitations r often archaic «• under which any ap
portioning agency in Oregon would be forced to operate..

The first constitutional restric ti on on the method of 
apportioning In Oregon is the provision of Article IV, 
Section 2, prescribing the maximum number of senators ;as 
thirty and of representatives as sixty• When the consti
tution was adoped in 1857 this provision was of little im
portance since the first part of the Section established 
sixteen senators and thirty-four representatives but with 
the provision that membership In both chambers could he in
creased after I860. Tables I and II in Appendix A of this 
thesis reveal an almost continuous growth,of both houses 
between the years 1860-1876. By the year 1874 the senate 
had reached its maximum of thirty members and the house 
followed close on its; heels, by reaching its limit of sixty, 
two years later. The following table indicates the quick 
growth of the Oregon ¿legislative Assembly between 1860 and 
1876.
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Table 2

Growth of the Oregon Leigislative
1 1 ' Assembly 1860-18^76* ■

Senate House

Year Number of 
Members Year

Number of 
Members

I860 16 i860 34
1864 18 1864 38
1866 26 1866 47 4
1868 22 1868 43
1874 30 1870 47
1876 29 1872 49
1878 30 1874 57

- 1876 60

^Sourcej Appends A, Tables I and XI,

Regardless of tbe reasons that might be speculatively 
ascribed to this rapid growth, of the legislature, it .is 
evident that within fourteen years the senate had reached 
the maximum figure of thirty while within sixteen years the 
house had its maximum of sixty. Thereafter apportioning 
agencies had to consider these maximum figures in every ap
portionment, whereas, before, apportioning agencies might 
add a member or two in either branch. The alternative after

r



, i

21

the thirty-sixty figures had been reached wag to provide 
for an increase in membership by amending the constitution - 
a device which has consistently falledwhen tried*

Oregon's maximum restriction as to size of the legis
lature is not peculiar to this state for fourteen, others 
set a numerical limitation on both houses.» Still others
set a numerical minimum or maximum on one Or both houses, 
several states prescribe a fractional ratio between the 
houses., such as Iowa which provides that the senate shall 
be not less than one-third or more than ohe-half of the num
ber of members of the house. Colorado and Nevada provide
that the aggregate of both houses shall not exceed.a given 
figure, while Idaho, Illinois, Minnesota, and Ohio set no 
limit. The ease with which constitutional limitations as 
to size may be overcome is indicated by the provisions in 
state constitutions, suoh as Montana's, that "The legis
lative assembly of this state, until otherwise provided by 
law, shall consist of . * * ♦ "* "Until otherwise provided 
by law" would permit an increase in Size without an amend
ment if it were considered necessary* Table 3 summarizes 
the constitutional restrictions as to size and indicates 
how closely push provisions were adhered to in 1947. '

■■h^Mohtiaha Constitution, Art. V, Sec. 4.
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III Reference!s to constitutional provisions are lie thirty*
eight; state constitutions collected by the author In 1946 
in reply to letteraaent to ail the Secretaries Of State* 
Secondary sources were used for the ten-reznaining constitu
tions« Where a constitutional maximum is exceeded« the 
difference may be attributed to inability to obtain the 
latest provisions as to size*

(



SI2® of State Legislative Assemblies

State

Colorado

-Connecticut

Delaware

Constitutional Reference8'
Art» iv, sec. 50
. :> ' - • .

Art, IV, Sec. I
Art. V, Sec. 3 (Senate) 
Art, VIII, Sec, 1 (House)

Art. IV, Sec. 6 -
Art. V, Sec. 46

Art . XXXI of Amendments Sec. 1 (Senate)

Art. II, sec. 2 .

Senate Ho»«e ■
35 105 plus

one from 
each new 
county

Hot leas 
than 73 
nor more 
thanlOO

40 80
Aggregate shall 
never exceed 100

Hot less •*«-than 24 
nor more 
than 36 _

35

Humber of Members 
In 1947-Lr- 

Senate House
35 106

58

40 80
35 65

36 272

17 3517



Table 3 (Continued)

State Constitutional Reference®
Florida c Art. VII, Sec. 3 '
Georgia Art. Ill, Sec* 2 (Senate) 

• Art. Ill, Sec* 3 iHouse)
Idaho** Art. Ill, sec. 2 : . !
Illinois* Art. IV, Sec. 6, 7, and 8
Indiana ' Art. IV, sec. 2
Iowa ' Art. Ill, Sec. 6 f

Kansas* ; ■ Art* ii, sec. 2

Kentucky* Sec. 35 ;.
Louisiana* Art. Ill, Sec* 2 and

Humber of Membersmxiiaum - in, 1947° :senate House Senate House
38 38 ; 95
54 • ; , 52 : 205

' • 44 49
51 ; 153

50 : : ‘ :■: loo ' 50 ■ 100
Hot less 
than 1/3 
or more 
than £ of 
number of

50 * 108

members of house \ ■
40 125 40 125
38 100 38 ... 100
39 101 39 100



Table 3 (Cont j.nued)
- . Size of State Legislative Assemblies

• ' > ' ,

. ' i _ ‘ ’ ' . ' .
Maximum

Senate ... House
: Number of Members

State Constitutional Reference® - ■ in 1947uSSnn
Maine Art. IV - Part I, Sec. 2 (House)

Amendment LIII (Senate)
. 151 33 V  v , 151

Maryland Art. Ill i: • 29 - 123
Massachusetts Part II. Ch. I* Sec. II, 1 

Art. I (Senate) , 
Amendment, Art. XXI (House) 40 , 240 4 0 •  •' 240

Michigan Art. V, Sec. 2 and 3 32 Hot less 
than 64 
nor more 
than 100

32 100

Minnesota
Mississippi*

Art. IV, Sec. 2
Art. XIII, Sec. 254 and 255

■ ’ ' • • •<**; ‘ 
49 133 .

' 67 • 
49

. 131 .. 
140

Missouri Art. Ill, Sec. 5 (Senate) ’ 
(Amending statute not available) • .

■ 34 34 150

Montana Art. V, Sec. 4 
(Amending statute not available) :

16 55 56 ' • . 90



State

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

Table 5 (Continued)

Size of state Legislative Assemblies

Constitutional Reference5 
Art. Ill, sec. 6

Art. IV, Sec. 5 (senate) "

Senate House
Number of Members 

In 1,947̂
Senate ' ' House

Not more than 50 . 
nor less than 30
Not less Aggre- 
than 1/3 gate numr 
nor more ber of 
than è both 
number of houses

Part Second, Art. 9 (House) 
Part Second, Art. 25 (Senate)

of as^
sembiy
; 24

J. IV, Sec. II, No. I ' (Senate)
Art. IV, Sec. Ill, No. 1 (House)

never ex* 
ceed 75
Not.less 
than 375 
or mor e than 400
60

17

24

21

43

399

60

Art, IV, Sec. 3 m 49



State 
Hew York

North Carolina 
North Dakota*

Ohio
Oklahoma*

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode island

South Carolina

Table 3 (Continued

Const!tutlonal Reference^
Art* III, Sec*. 2 (Amend** 
Ing statute not available)

' Maximum Senate House
50 ISO

Number of Members 
in 1947b

Senate House
56 150

Art. II, Sec. 3 and S
Art* II, Sec* .26 and 32 
(Amending statute not available) .

Art* II and XI
Art * V , Sec * 9 and 10 
(Amending statute not

50 120 50
Not less Not less 49than 30 than 60
nor more nor morer .
than 50 r than 140: /

- ’■ - 33
44 109 44

/'

120

Art* IV, sec* :2 . ■ • ■■ 30 60 30 ; : 60
Art* II, sec* ;16 and 17 60 ■m . 50 ' 208
Amendment XIII 
Amendment XIX |(House) !Senate)

- ; • ■ 100 ■ ■ 44 ■ ■ :■ f loo
Art. Ill, sec. 3 and 6 ■ One from 

each county 124 46 ' 124



fable 3 (Continued)

State
South Dakota 

Tennessee

Utah

.Vermont

Senate

~ ZQ of State legislative Assemblies

Constitutional References1 
Art. Ill, see. 2

Art. II, Sec. 5 and €

Number of Members 
“ in 1947b " 
Senate = House

Not less Not less 
than 25 than 50 
nor more nor more 
than 35 than

35

75 until 
population reaches 1§

33

99
Art. Ill, sec. 2 
Art. IX, sec. 3' 30

which

. Never less 
than twice 
nor greater than three 
times the number of 
senators

23

Chapter II, sec. 13 and 18 30

75

99

60



Virginia

Washington

West Virginia 

Wisconsin**

3 (Continued)

Size of State Legislative.Assemblies

Constitutional Reference^ 
Art. IV, Sec* 41 ani 42

Art. II, sec. 2

M/nrl wnTi)
Senate House

Hot more; than 100 nor less than 90
Hot more Hot less than % than 63 nor less' nor more than 1/3 . than 99 number of members of hous e ,

Hot more 
than 40 
nor less than 33

Humber of Me 
in /194VSenate House

46 99

Art. VI, Sec. 2 (Amend- 24 65
ing statute not available) Both branches may be

Art. IV, sec. 2 Hot more Hot less*than 1/3 than 54
nor less nor more
than £ than 100number of 
members *of house

33 100





31

Whether those. states providing a maximum limitation 
on the size of one or both branches reached their limit as 
quickly as Oregon was not determined« Tablé 3 above, how** ' - * t ' " 'I 't • . " ‘oyer* indicates that out of fopfcy^four states prescribing 
a maximum, only five states « Georgia, Louisiana, Nebraska, 
Nevada, and Utah * apparently had not reached their limit* 

After considering restrictions on the size of the leg
islature, the apportioning agency must then consider pro
visions regarding counties* These may permit or prohibit 
a county being divided or may provide for one county shar
ing a senator or representative jointly with an adjacent 
county, v

Orégon provides that ", . . no county shall be di
vided in creating sénatorial districts*"1 The constitution 
further provideé

And in case any county shall not have the 
requisite population to entitle .such county to a 
member, then such county shall he attached to some 
adjoining.couixty for senatorial or representative 
purposes.•
Constitutional provisions for apportionment ratios vary

• . . .  ~ •*

from state to’state. Some are yague, as in Art. IV, sec. 6 
of the Oregon Constitution, whioh reads:

LOregoh Constitution, Art, .y Sec* 7 *
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, The number of senators and representatives shall» at the session next following an enumeration of the 
inhabitants by the United States pr this state» be 
fixed by law, and apportioned among the several coun
ties according to the number of white population in 
each« And the ratio of senators and representatives 
shall be determined by dividing the whole number of 
white population of Such county or district, by such 
respective ratio; and when a fraction shall result 
from such division, whioh shall, exceed one-half of 
said ratio, such county or district’shall be entitled 
to a member for such fraction«
Having first suggested that nregistered voters” replace 

the words ’’white population" the Interim Apportionment Com
mittee for the forty-fourth legislative Assembly suggested 
that the Oregon apportioning formula be changed as follows j

We would suggest changing the formula so that in 
determining apportionment the total, registered voters 
would be divided by 30 or 60 depending upon whether 
you were apportioning the Senate or , the? House, and we 
would make only a total figure of that amount count 
for each senator or representative, as the case might 
be. Then there would be no discrepancy in the formula. 
We would recommend the senatorial districts be not less 
than one bounty nor more than three and that the maxi
mum allowed to ony one district would toe one senator 
with combinations of smaller counties to make up the 
necessary quota for one senatorial district.*
Ratios in other states are frequently specific as In

the. case of Pennsylvania, which faas a constitutional pro
vision that: "The senatorial ratio shall be ascertained, by 
dividing the whole population of the State by the number 
fifty"^ (fifty being the number of senatorial districts

^Report Of Joint Interim Committee of the House and 
Senate, Study of Reapportionment Law.1’ (State Legislature. 
Salem, Oregon, 1947).

Pennsylvania Constitution, Art « II, See. 16.
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provided, for in the cohatitutlon) .,
A final constitutional limi tatipn On apportionment 

may be found in provisions as to who shall.be considered 
in apportioning. Thus Indiana considers male inhabitants 
over twenty one years of age. in apportioning both houses; 
Massachusetts considers legal voters; New Hampshire, direct 
taxes paid when it apportions the senate; Rhode Island, 
qualified voters in the senate; Tennessee, qualified.voters 
in both houses; and Oregon considers "white population" as 
a basis for apportioning both houses. What Constitutes 
"white population” in Oregon is a mystery and the Interim ' 
Apportionment Committee for the forty-fourth tegislative 
Assembly attacked this provision in no uncertain terms,
declaring: T • . 7

£ Basing our reapportionmeht upon white population 
means very definitely that this apportiorraent is being 
based on a formula which does not include many of our 
citisene of other than the white races and does in
clude. every white foreigner and alien residing within 
our boundaries. ,This obviously Is not the American, way of dbing things.* '
Constitutionally, then» ah,Oregon apportioning agency

must take cognizance of the following factors:
1, State or federal Census (apportionment to? 

be made after each).,•

*nStudy of Reapportionment Law,” op. oit.
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2* A limited senate of thirty and a house of 
■Sixty*.

3, Attachment of sparsely populated counties to 
adjoining counties*

4v* Fractional ratios.
5* "White population" for both chambers.

Whether conatffcitional limitations and instructions
are helpful or a hindrance cannot be ascertained by delving 
Into history, for It Is practically Impossible to determine 
what fears and apprehensions beset the makers of the Oregon 
Constitution in 1857 who were, to begin with, native to at<

' least sixteen different states and two foreign countries. 
Whatever conclusions àre reached concerning these men will 
be in the nature of broad generalities* especially since 
the minutes' and accounts of the Oregon Constitutional Con
vention of 1857 are scant and Inadequate. Neither can one 
determine beforehand the effect of removing or the desir
ability of removing certain constitutional limitations on 
apportionment which apparently have their roots in our very 
ooncept of representative’government. Unanimity might 
easily be reached on removing the word "white" from the 

? Oregon Constitution* Whether "registered voters," however, 
is more desirable than "population" in apportionment con-f 
sidérations requires a reappraisal of our fundamental con
cept of representative government. One fact is apparent 
from the above consideration of constitutional limitations,

'i



that is, that Oregon, in keeping with the practice in other 
states and in the national Constitution# follows the Amer
ican practice of prescribing administrative limitations - 
in this instance on apportioning agencies within a con
stitution, thereby automatically limiting the scope of an 
agency's activities*

Once the' apportioning agency has taken proper hotice 
Of its constitutional limitations, it may then proceed to 
apportion the state. This may be accomplished by one of 
two methods, namely, mathematical or political.

Mathematical methods of apportioning represénhativéa 
may employ major fractions* equal proportions, harmonio 
means, smallest divisors, and greatest divisors. All of 
these are based on the preparation of a priority list de-

I
rived from a division or equation of the population of a , 
gitfen State or county by meánS of an arithmetic or geomet
ric formula.*^

Of the five mathematical methods, three of them - 
harmonic means, the smallest divisors, and the greatest , 
divisors - are still in a theoretical stage. They have 
never been used to the author's knowledges consequently, 
they aré not discussed in this thesis«? The equal

^For a discussion of each method see: Laurence F.
Sohmeokebier, Congressional Apportionment (Washington,
D. C.s The Brookings Institute, 1941).

i



I

proportions method* devised by Professor Edward V.
, Huntington in 1920* has not been used in a federal apport
tionment although it may be employed under existing statu-• , ' ' . ,
tory provisions.
• ' The system of major fractions invented by Professor 

Walter F*'Wilcox is now used* in compliance with a federal 
statute* to apportion Congressional representatives upon 
the completion of a decennial census* According to a care
ful study Of the subject* ft produced; the same results in 
1930 as would have been achieved hod the method of equal 
proportions been resorted to in the Congressional apportion
ment of that year.*

Application of the major fractions-method on the state 
level would be easy* efficient* and equitable. Furthermore, 

.in a state providing for representation entirely on a popu
lation basis* as In Oregon* it would moot the provisions of

• v • }
the state constitution.

In order to demonstrate the possibilities of the majori . •
fractions at the state level the author compiled a priority 
list for the Orégon House of Representatives using the major 
fractions table of multipliers found In Laurence F. 
Schmeckebier^s book* Congressional Apportionment, and listed 
in Table 4 below. (The same process would be used for the

f
r ; -■ ~ -j- - - - - -  — - /

jjbldj p. 22.
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Senate became: It too is baaed on population» Here, how-» 
ever, the priority list woulcl atop at thirty * the maximum 
number of senators permissable 'under. the constitution.)
The process uped- In compiling the priority list was as 
follows;

1, Use the following table of multipliers :

Table 4

Bfeiltipliers. for Priority list, for Method of Ma.jor - ffràcti ona-* ~
{^»Successive numbers of représentatives)

K Multiplier K Multiplier E Multiplier JL Multiplier
2 0.66666667 16 ©*06451613 30 0.0338983144 0.02298851
3 '' * 40000000 2.7 ♦06060606 31 *03270880 45 *02247191
y. ‘ * ,286734£S 18 .05714286 32' *03174803 46 ¿02197002
,6 .22222222 19 .05405405133 .03076923 47 .02150538
6 .1818*818 8© .05128265+34 .02985075-48 .021032637 .253846i5y2l V .04878049 35 .02898551 49 *020618568 .,13333333:. 22. '•' .04651163 36. .02816901 50 .02020202
9'■ ' ■ .11764706 23 .04444444 37 .02739726 51 .01980198

10 .10528316; 24 ,, .04255319 38 .02666667 52 .01941748
11 .09523810 25 .04081633 39 .02597403
12 .08695652 26 .03921569 40 .02531646
13 .08000000 27 .03773585'41 \ 02469136
14 .07407407 28 .03636364.42 .02409639
15 .06896552 29 .03508772 43 .02352941

^Sourcej Laurence g* Schmeckebler » Congressional 
Apportionment (Washington, D. G. : The Brookings Institute,
1941) , p*> 15. • '

2., Determine the priority of counties, on the 
.. ■ % ... . , basis of the 1940 population, Until siity



representativeg are reached, this figure, being the/ 
fpqyfl rmirn hotifle membership perml feted toy the const!tu* 
tion* To determine a county's priority number #> the : 
following process wasemployed; :

a. The total population of a county was: . ' l ? ■ . r - . /■
used as. the basis for its first representation* 

to* The total population of a county mil* 
tlplied by the successive number of representa
tives xauitiplier was used for succeeding rep
resentatives. To illustrate the procedure, the 
following example of Marion County is cited«; ‘

. First prfo^i^ * Tb#246 (194pi census! s 75*246 
Second .priority t 75*246 x ¿06666667 * 50*164

; Third priority £ 75*246.% ,4P00ppO€f s 30,096
Fourth priority — 75*246 a; .28571429 * 21,499

..... V Fifth, priority '# 75,246 %  ,22222222 - 16,721

3$

C
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Tabi© 5

Oregon Counties* Priority List» 
Method of Major Fractions » 'Census of 1940

Total Number
stive$ from All Counties

Priority
Numbers County

Cumulative Tor 
tal of Repre» 
solitati ve e from Ehdh Count#

■M. 355,099 Multnomah ' 1
2 236,733 Multnomah 2
3 ' • 142,040 Multnomah 3
45

101,457
76,911

Multnomah
Multnomah

‘ ' 4 
5

6 75,246 Marion : 1
■ 7 ' 69,096 lane ’ 1
ó 64,563 Multnomah 6
9 57,130 Clackamas 1

io 54j63ì Multnomah 7
11 50 >164 Marion 2
12 47,347 Multnomah 8
13 46,064 Lane " 2
14 41,776 MUltnomah 9
15 40,497 Klamath ; ' 1
16 39,194 Washington 1
17 38,087 Clackamas 2
18 37,379 Multnomah 10
19 . 36,213 Jackson ■ .1
2Ò 33,819 Multnomah 11/
21 32,466 Coos x
22 ■ 30,878 Multnomah 12
23 30,485 Linn 1
24 30,098 Marion 3
25 28,408 Multnomah 13
26 27,638 Lane ■ 3
27 26,998 Klamath 2
28 26,336 Yamhill 1
29 26,304 , Multnomah 14
SO 26,129 Wàshington 2

»8



Total Humber 
of Represent-* 
atives from All Countiea

34
35

Table 5 (Continued)

Priority .
Humbert County
26,030 Umatilla
25,728 Douglag 
24,697 Clatsop 
24,49Q- Multnomah 
24,142 Jackson

C^wlatiye To- ; tal of Repre* ' '■ 
sentatiyes from ^ c h  County
v-:--" l':'1 . ■
: ’ .■■"'l'''- ' ■ ■ ■. . 15 ■ ■

2 " : ' ■'
36 22,910 Multnomah 1637 .....  22,852 Clackamas 338 21,644 "' Coos '- ' • V '' " 239
40 21,521

21,499 MultnomahMarion 17
' '4

41 20,971 Columbia V. ' ' 142 20,323 Linn 243 • '
44 . . 20,291

19,989
Multnomah 
Polk ■' 18145 19,767 ' ■ Malheur " ''1; • 1' 1

46 '' ' ' 19,741 '. Lane ' ■ '' :; ' V 4.47 . .... 19,194 Multnomah .. ■ IS4« .
49 .. . .. 19,631 Deschutes •f- ' ' 118,629

18,297 Benton . . , Baker . 1
' ' ■ 150

51 ' : 18,210 Multnomah " 2052. ,, 17,557 Yamhill
Union 253 17,399 154

55 17,322 
17,152 • Multnomah 

Douglas ' , 21 
' 2

56
57
58
59

16,721
16,516
16,46516,323

Marion
MultnomahClatsop

5
22
2
4



If auch a method had been adopted by Oregon after the. ,\ * 1 ; ( , ' _
1940 decSrhial censua>the composition Of the house: would, 
hàyè altered aa follower .. ;K;u j

' ■■■ v chi1 V; 11;* Ther <e would have be>en] ho. change, in representa-
:• .:-;:;tida for four-been/:counties, :namely, r t y

' - ; * '• • < i ■ Baker'.1 /.yy Klamath >  t

Linn - %"■„ ■; ?•-

, i ; ; . Columbia •? / Malheur,
. . . . .- C-'  ̂ .K'.t

' ' i ■
u y ta .v .‘‘I.;’

Deschutes -j
D O t ìg io É é ^  q.; ; '

Polk -  / . i. ’

;  : . ■/ . Union r - ■'■')■'"' 
• ' ' - . '

. n / -, ‘ :• . i . -- - r  - r ; > Jackson- ft' Washington r  u.

- - ; ä Vi. , - Josephine -  /. Yamhill' t

‘ T h «)s.e counties would have %;he same representation that
th«>y: have in 1 9 4 7 v • ■”  • • ><\ v - r  ••

* tit
,-y-2i‘■■ Six 
es as foil

counties would
OW S*  ̂ :

have gained répr esenta*»

•' ■ ‘ ‘
r  - ^

e:-.'. : =• Table’ 6
' , ■ : t , v "  ; r.: ; ; 

■ .. i. - ; ¿' U.  ’■ f V -  :
■■ i ■■■} *

, I possible.Gains In: Representa tionl By Use n , , 
df Major Fractions in 1940 '

Number of Repre- Number ot Representatives Pos- : County senta tjvea ih 1941- Sibie By Use of Maj or Fractions 
v ‘ ! Clackamas 3 4

Clatsop ' X .2
Coos . X • .. 2
Lane • 3 4
Marion .. 4 5
Multnomah 13 22



$v Slit counties Would have 
as follows

Table 7

Possible Losses In Representation By 
Use-'of! ^aeMons In 1940

Number of 
Representati vee County In 1941

Hood River ; ’ • if.' ;
Lincoln 1Tillamook 1
Umatilla ■ ' 2 ■
Wallowa , * . 1
Wasco ' ' 1, '

NUmbdr of 
Representatives possible by Use 
of Major Fractions

0
0
0
1
0
0

4. Had a priority list been, made for county com*
binatlons Which were in existence in 1941, the follow* 
ingresult would have been obtainedi

Table 8 '

■ PWlOrlty List of 1941 County Combinations*
.County Priority

Combination Unrepresented Population Numbers
Clatsop and 24,697 &: .06 * 16>465Columbia 20,971 3* .66 t 13,981

¿0,446 30,446
Clackamas and 
fflfaltnomah

Deschutes and 
Lake

57,130 at ,2$ * 12,696
356,099 x .0444 S 16,766

20,462
18,631 x ,66 $ 12>421
6,293 0 6,293

itjfll

28,462

18,714



-
' ; ?

' . • ~\
?able 8 (Continued)
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County
Combination . Unrepresented Population

Priority
numbers

Coos and 
Curry 32,466 x *4 » 12,986 

4,301 ? 4,301 
■. - 17,28^ 17,287

Gilliam, v “ Morrow,
Sherman and 
Wheeler

2,844 1 ■■ '■
4 ¿337 ' 
2,321 

" : 2¿974 . 12,476
i

12*4*76 '
Grant and 
Ehriièy

6,380
5,374

•
■s \ i C T W 11,754 -

1 Crook and 
Jefferson

5,533 •
■■ 2,042

• • j - \ 7,575

' /■ -Souroe OfFopulation figurai: State pf Ore 
Oregon Blue Book 1945*1946 (Salemt state print!

gon,
ng Depart* f

ment, 1 9 4 5 ) p. 289, • • • i1 ‘ : '

The joint*county combination priorityliat above was
compiled by. adding t.he population of the counties as they
would have appeared on the priority liat in Table 5 for the
next representative had the list exceeded sixty,:thereby
making additional representati ve a possibles Clackamas
County, for example. does not have a fifth priority number ,
large enough to come within the first sixty, for its fifth
priority number is 57,130 x *2222 6r 12,696. The figure Fii

12,696 is the number of people not securing representation
in Claokamas..... According to Article IV, Section 6 of the



, y
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Oregon OonstitutiOh»^
>. ;«.. ;♦. •'•#: when a. fraction shall result from such 

■/ division» WMch shall exceed one^half ofsaid ̂ ratio, 
such county or district* shall be entitled to a member 

. for such fraction;,.
Had the number pf representatives to the house been greater 
thsn; flirty the priority ll at in Table 5 would have been ■ 
continued* d,0nçtitutiohally;* however, the house céimot ex* 
oeed sixty, consequently, thofe people falling below the 
sixty line in a pfiOrlty liet will be unrepresented* The 
only possible àathematioal method of representing these 
people», therefore# is to make use of the constitutional 
provisioh that èounties éay be attached to adjoining poun- 
ties for purposes of representation. Obviously» since thé 
,state legislature has already attached Clackamas to 
Multnomah it must» at some time» have recognized a residual 
population even by using its own ratio* -

An analysis of Multnomah County * s representation on 
the priority list in Table 5 reveals that 355»099 x *0444 
or 15»766 people are unrepresented in this ooùnty as à re* 
fuit of the list stopping at sikty, thereby preventing 
I^tnomàh fpem receiving itSÿ twenty^thlrd representative. 
This residual population» therefore, is the portion of 
Multnomah County that will be, attached to Claokamas,

^Oregon Constitution, Art. |v,: See. 2.



resulting in à collective population total for tooth 
oourity»s unrepresented people of 28,462. This places the 
joint county second on the priority list In Table 8.

Could the priority list for joint.*cOunties bo in
cluded in Table 8? Obviously it could since the constitua 
tion provides for fractions! representation* Under exist* 
ing bounty combinations, however, this could only be done 
by denying representation to counties already within the 
sixty litiits To lllustrate, Olatsop and Columbia jointly 
enter the 30,446 priority group. This places them well 
within the sixty limit but forces Jpsephinejs first repre
sent à tivO out. Thus> placing éxietihg county Combinations 
in the priority list in Table 5 forces entire large- 
populated counties to lose représentâtivea and increases 
rather than decreases non-representation.

: Furthermore, it Should be noted that with or without
' 1 . *• ‘ -t ^

inclusion of joints county combinations in the priority list 
of Table 6, certain counties or county combinations will be 
unable, because of a sparse population, to appear on any 
priority list which ends at sixty. This is true of suoh 
counties as Giliiata, Morrow, Sherman and Wheeler whioh in
dividually have populations between 2,300 and 4,300 and 
collectively have,a total of 12,476* The only possible way 
to give these ooiuniles représentation would be to continue 
Table 5 beyond sixty, which, as ,was noted above, is —



cònscitu tiònally impossible*
là the major fraction method of apportioning à fail* 

uro because it apparently cannot solve the problems Of 
What to do with fractional populations and how to repre*
- seat sparsely-settled areas?

The analysis, above indicates that fractional repre
sentation might easily nullify apriority list such as 

. that of Table 5 unless, it ban continue far enough to in«!* 
elude those oountles which would be forced from their nor
mal position on the list by inclusion of joint counties* 
it hpuld seem that there is no possible way Of providing 
for fractional representation • short of inerba sing house 
membership * without committing a great injustice to coun
ties entitled to representation prior to fractional 
considerations «

A similar conclusion was reached; using the arbitrary 
method of dividing the total state population by sixty and 
assigning representatives for whole and fractional parts» 
by the 1945,*1947 Interim Apportionment Committee« in 1940 
the state population* for example, was 1*089»084« , Divide 
this by sixty and theresult is 18»161* Divide the last 
figure by two and the result is 9»080.5» Each county is

V  • ‘then assigned one representative for every 18,161 inhabi
tants or every fraction thereof above 9,080♦5, The Interim 
Apportionment Committee of 1945-1947 concluded:



The formula Itself’ is not correct In that ifyou 
would start with Multnomah County you would not have anything left in the tray of representation for the 
last several oounties. On the other hand, if you 
would start wfth any upstate county under this formula, 
when you came* to Multnomah County .there would be nothing .left;,:*-:
There is èvidencè^ however* that the constitution does 

not intend that fractional representation should have pri
ority* This may he demonstrated by ;the fact that the ratio 
for apportioning is restricted by a senate and house limited 
to thirty and Sixty». Had the framers, óf thè consti thti on in-

- ' > *' • >s

tended to represent every whole and fractional part of the 
ratio this provi sion Would have beén antiquated at the out- 
sett This may be demonstrated by an analysis Of the fol
lowing table.

‘Study of Heapportionment Law,9 op» ©It.



Tati© 9

Partial Apportlottmsnt of House In 1870 
By Use of Whole Ratio Plus a Half^ r '

County '
Popula
tion

;(Ri

Popula»
tion
Minus'
Ratio

itlo: 1,510,

V:: -v/, ..■/ G 
Remainder 0

Half ra

rpater'.- ’ Than ' 
ne Half

tio: 755) .

•, - Ho., of Rep-f v 
■■■' Dess ■ resentatives;
Than Assigned in 

One Half 1870

, HO. of Repr resentar 
'.tiveSi’Pdar ; sible By 

' Use of 
= Fractions

Baker 2,804*** 1,510 S. ( 1,294 •..-x.' • ■ ' ' A :  ̂ ? 2 • ■
Benton 4,584 - 4,530 54 - X .. . 2 ■ ■■ 3
Clackamas 5,993 — 4,530 ‘4m-• Mr’. 1,463 ■■■• x • 3 :V- 4/ ■ .
Clatsop 1,255 . ' 1,255 X . ; : i. v- ■ ' 1 -
Columbia, 863 863 X • .. .... 0 1 ■■
DouglasJ 6,066 6,040 26 • X ' f2£ ...... -.-• 4
Grant 2,251 1,510 741 X 2 ; ' i •••'
Jackson 4,776 4,530 . ' 248 : x . 8- ;--i- -, 3 :■
Josephine 1,204 -mr ' . 1,204 ; X ' 1 >-vi. v,.
Dane 6,426 m- 6,040 386 " ■ '■ •''; ' : - ■ x ■ 5 4 • ,
Linn 8,717 •- 7,550 1,167 •■■■ X . . 5 •■■• ;■ ... 6 . > :
Marion 9,965 9,060 -4m. . 905 x ■ : ■ ■ 5 V: 7 .
Multnomah 11,510 -•310,570 940 . X : ’• - 4 ■ • ■■ ■■■. 8 ‘
Polk 4,701 4,530 171 0 ' ' X • . ■ 3 ■ ' ■ ■■ •' :. ̂ 3.'
Umatilla 2,916 • 1,510 1,406 X . . , 2 2 . ■ ..
Union 2,552 1,510 1,042 X ■ ■ ••  ̂ 1 ■ •' ' : ' ' 2 ■ ■'>
Wasco 2,509 ■mm. 1,510 999 X . ' - . 2 - 2 .



- ' - . ’ ' ' ' ■ - ' No, of Rep. • . ■■ ' ■_ V ■ resentar
, Popular t No, of Rep- tives pos-

tlon Greater • Less resentatlves ' sible By
Popula— Minus Then Than Asslgnedin Use ofCounty tlon , Ratio Remainder One Half One Naif 1870 Fractions

. ; Table 9. f Continued) ^

Washington 4,261 » S;026 ? 1,^41 X 2 3
Yamhill 5,012 - 4,530 s 482 2 /■ t " 5

’ ‘ ' ’ ' . ■ . ■ ■ Totals 45 . : • . ‘ ■ 60

f Joint counties were not considered, 
■^Sources Appendix A, Table II,
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The year 1870 lis the first year; after 1860 for Which 
there is any population figure. In this year; thé appor
tionment ratio for the house was 1,510,^ which had been es
tablished in 1864 and Which was in effect until 1874, when 
it was increased to 1,515. This; last figure remained until 
1889. From 1864-1889, therefore? the ratio used in appor
tioning the house varied by five. Using the 187® census 
figure as a base and dividing each separate county by this 
ratio the result in Table 9 was obtained. This table re
veals that before any joint-county combinations could be 
considered in an apportionment using the whole ratio plus 
one half the sixty limit for the house would be reached.
(A similar result could be obtained for each succeeding ap
portionment. ) It should be observed? however, thatin ac*

y • ‘ * '

tuai practice the house in 1870 had only reached a member«* 
ship of forty-five before considering joint counties. Fur
thermore , only two joint counties, Baker-Union and CooS* 
Curry, existed in 1870, and they accounted for one repre
sentative apiece, bringing the total house membership to 
forty^seyen, whioh was much smaller than the ratio plus a 
fraction would have permitted. In reality the employment 
of the ratio plus ohe*half oould never be used extensively 
in Oregon because of thé constitutional- limithtioa on the

^All figures are baaed on Appendix A, Table II.



size of the house and senate.
Table 9 does indicate, however, that fractional rep

resentation has often been used as a result Of using the 
political method of apportioning* Fòr example, in 1870 
Grant County was entitled.to one representative according 
to Table WhOreas actually it received two* In other 
words# fractional representation might be considered a de* 
vice to be employed when a county feels it is powerful 
enough to demand maximum representation.

There seems to be evidence also, that the constitution 
does not intend that fractional representation should have 
priority over whQle-ratlor:répresentation, Article IV, 
Section 6 Of the Oregon Constitution provides that the ap
portionment ratio shall be used as followst 

1* Establish a ratio.
2* Divide ", • * # the whole number. .. ♦ of 

a county*? population by the ratio,
S, When a fraction results after this division 

Which is greater than one*half this ratio, a county 
is “entitled” to an additional member*. This title, 
however, would seem to bè a secondary title, first 
title going to thosecounties meeting the ratio in 
and of their own right aC a result of having the 
requisite population. For example# Josephine’s olein 
to ? representative in Table 5 is based on its entire
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population and not a fraction thereof« Why it should yield, 
to the ffafctiohal claim of Clatsop andColumbia» eifreOiaily 
if Clatsop and Oolünrt&á already have repf e sentati ve s given 
to them ' on a whole*ratiO basis, seems 'unexplaináble, arbi
trary and undemocratic. ..

The answer to the question, "is the maj ór fraction- 
method of apportioning à failure because ' it apparently ban.” 
not solve the problem Of fraotlonal populations?" would ■ 
Seem to be "No," bééáuse fractional representation has gen
erally been employed as à result of using the political 
method of apportioning, fhrthermore, the Oregon Constitu
tion #es npt requife ffactional priority and, if it did,

t

the method of major fractions cOüld easily be used theor* 
etically by extending the priority list.

As to whetiier themàlòr fractions method of apportions 
ing would solve the problem of representing sparsely-' 
populated areas, the answer is "Ño" if apportionment is to 
be Striotly on á population basisi because nò county in 
Oregon appearing below sixty1 in a priority list will ever 
have a repf e sentati ve. A Similar Situation exists in the 
national House of RepresentatIves, where á membership of 
435 deprives Delaware » Nevada, Vermont , and Wyoming, of more 
than one representative,*

IScbmeckebler, op. cit., p'. 221.
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Where tooth houses of the Oregon legislature áre baaed 
on population, however, it would seem that an.easy solution 
to the problem of representii^ spórsely^séttled areas would 
toe available toy. using the method of ma Jor fractions « / Phe 
solution would toe to agree to stop the priority list short 
of eis^y ènd per^t e joint*-oounty priority list tp toe .used'' 
from the stopping figure to sixty« f hi g jpi»t~county prior
ity list should.be made up only of Counties not having any 
reprosentation ̂ thin the county priority listóf Thus, of 
those jóinfc-counties appearing in Table 8, the counties of 
Ghfry, Greek* borrow, Sherman, /
Wheeler, Graij.t and Harney have no representatives on the ./ 
priority list in Table 5i Hood Ri ver, Lincoln, TÍllamook, 
Wallowa, and Wafco also do not a|^e^'in the phiO^ity list 
in Tablé 51 Therefore, in any priority list.of unrepre
sented counties these would toe included, plus? any county 
deprived of its oho representative toy stopping; the list 
short of sixty. For example* in TatolelO, below, the 
priority list was Stopped at tifty*fouri thus forcing 
Josephine vCóunty off the county priority list and into the 
unrepresented : J oint-cpuhty group, Table 10 was COn^iled toy 
the author as illustrative óf .those counties that could toe 
joined for inclusion on a priority list which intended to 
include spar sely* set tied counties. The list was stopped at 
fifty-four because of the constitutional mandate to Join
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adjacent counties which automatically prohibits joining the
single unrepresented northeastern COunty of:Wallowa With
Morrowor Grant wfaietii although In the fame, regien and un*-
represented* are not adjacent to Wallowa. An -at tempt . Wa a
also made to adhere; to the practice in several states of
CiX 0 ul* JL Dll y<JLZ10 0 QUuuy p y pUiia v a Oil op,
apportioning* Finally* Wallowa was ad<

.aS pPa aJL Pav . XU
led to Union because

thio adjacent county Was lower on the jpriority list than
; other adjoining counties* Adding Wall)pwa to a county high

on the list .ppsets ary attempt to,keep 
fair^ ..

representation on a
pk>

' K ' Table 16 : ... , . .

Fronoted joint**Couhty CombiLnations ;For Inclusion on a House priority
list Ending at 54

County -Total, Fopulat|< 
Combination Unreoresentedi

>n priority Humber
T.1 nrtftlyi otifl 14*549*^
miiaaoefc .. . - ig>ge§*■ 26 ¿83:2 ■"■'V’4' ’ ■' 26*812
Hood River and 11*580 Wasco 13*069

m M s 24,659
Jefferson 2*049 
Gilliam - 2,844 
Grant ■ 6,380 
Morrow 4,33V 
Sherman and 2,321

’ f*

Wheeler ,c*yva
./ 20,898

/ : y . \

20,898

____________ :_i__ — •
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Tatole 10 (Continued)

County Total Population Priority
Combination Unrepresented . Humber

Ôur^y and 4,301
Josephine 16,301

■■ i’:- V , ; 20»(502
Union and :17;,39& 66?* # 11,599 ,
waiiowa " .1 • ': . 19,29?
Sarnoy v 5,374 ...... , ..... ....
lake and ' 6,293 : '-V'. -
Crook • ... . 5,533"■ • \  W & W  : : -^7,200.

^Source of Population Figurés? State of Orégon, 
Oregon Blue Book 1945*1946 (Salem» state Printing Bepart- 
ment, l945) i p. 389* '

,JCÉjh; /-■’ ■ * *' V- ‘ ** ' * " v f' v^Priority npatoer ibr a second repre sentatlvO. ,
Stopping the priority list at fifty«*fbuf would be a 

Compromise measure insuring apé^ééïy^ééttleâ areas repre
sentation Whiles àt thé same time, populous counties Would 
toe insured representation toy virtue of the fact that such 
thlokly-populated counties as Clackamas » Cldtsop, Douglas, 
Marlon, and Mhltnomah would almost reach the lx* peak repre* 
sentatlon at fifty-four, In 1940 Clackamas, ClatsOp, Doug- 
las, Josephine, Marlon and Mùlthèinah would have each lost 
one potential representative toy stopping the priority list: 
at fifty-four. Yet, as a result of using the existing 
political method of apportioning, which is employed ih Ore
gon, only two of these counties; (Douglas and Josephine)
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would bavo' lostve;Hstii^ representetiyes i^j^^ by. inclu
sion of the sparse ly» s ët tied j pint» county pr i pr i ty. Hat in 
a major fractipruspriority Hat» Ona pf theae ppTuitiea» r, 
Josephine#; however, would have, regained its lost represents , 
atiVe by virtue of the fact . that it appears on the sparsely?* 
settled jointscounty priority* list* Douglas County, there« 
fore# would have been the only county to lose an ©xfstihg 
representative in 1941* The counties ofxClackamas, Clat- 
a Op # mar io n : end Multnomah would have only lost potential 
representatives* For example, Clackamas would? have lost 
its fourth representative# while actually it only had three 
r©presentstivéa in 1941; Clatsop would have lost it© second ' 
representative * in reality it only had one . in 1941; Marion 
would; have lost itS: fifth representative * |nl941 it Only 
had four i and Multhe^eb would have lost : its twëbtÿ»Second 
representative * SlnOe 1923 it has <nêyer .had more than 
thirteen; representatives* Therefore# Stopping the list at
fifty«four in : 1941 would have deprived one coiinty of an

/
existing representative and would have prevented pertain 
Counties; from obtaining maximum repy© sentation* On the 
other hand# sparsely«©©ttied; areas would not have been 
given over^representatioh# .for of the six joint-oounties; >
in Table 10 none bas s populstlon of leg.© than 17,200*
This places all but on© of fthese joint counties in a cate
gory with existing counties in the first fifty-four and

I 1
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provides a more equal population distribution among the 
representatives than that in existence today. Now a rep* 
reaentatfve may represent as few people as 7,575 (Crook and 
Jefferson) and this in a joint*oounty district.

That certain elements of the population will be unrep* 
resented is inherent in any mathematical or political meth
od of apportioning. It is believed» however, that in an 
impartial mathematical, apportionment, such as is provided 
for the National House of Representatives, the inequalities 
will be reduced, to a minimum. This belief has been sum-

r 1 " • . • - • __

marlted in the statement that Hfhe OpnStitution [federal] 
contemplates: equality, but as it lalrapossibleto attain 
absolute mathematical equality,, the apportioimient must be 
such as to reduce inequality to a minimum«

Several references have been made» in the discussion 
of mathematical methods.of apportioning, to politicalap* 
portionment« This Is the method most frequently employed 
in state legislatures and is a prime factor in over-under 
representation, fhe method Consists of *log rolling” and 
political bargains in apportioning rather than Careful 
study and impartial assignment of seiaatprs and 
representatives;.

Political maneuvering for representation may occur

p. 72.
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either la committee meetings or on the floor of the legis
lature. In the latter éventé local newspapers may view the 
debates as in the nature of a war and attest to elicit 
community support for their, respective warriors. For ex
ample # one Portland newspaper reported in 1907:

They fought to the last ditch fon full representation» but were:beaten by the vote of is to 11. Mult-. 
ncmafa(County^ senators proved. themselves valiant :

, .fighters# and for two’hours made the hottest'battie• 
that,has;'occurred' In halls nf the capitol bullying 
durihg'the-’present''desbiòn.* '1'';

Ón oCcàbloh even politicai bargains may reach the news
papers*; In such instances these ba^ainb'^ii^be'^pictùr^''' 
esqueiy described as was done by the OregÒzi Pài jy. ¿Tournai - . 
in 1907 tihehj,:;'eCmmëntihg on the apportionment in process,
it stated::":' ■ '' V ' v ' ' - - V .

'-'Thé- delegation from Multnomah County was not .the 
only one Whipped intof line by thé ̂ccmbinabicn;̂ içĥ ^̂ ^̂  ̂
backed the Hart reap^ôrtiônment bill* The Marion ; County delegation in the house failed to be good, a.s 
goodness is' measured by friends of the reapportiónraént 
bill, but they were successfully brought into camp in a few hourS by the BSrt Combination yesterday after* 
noon through the medium of the bill appropriating 
$£0;00© for new buildings at the state fair grounds.

The acccùnt f^pther readsi1 ■.
Ne.W buiidings at the fair grounds had béen asked 

in a house bill whlohwas in the senate*. This.was at once marked for slaughter by the Combination and the 
Marion County .members tsrere informed : that, until the re*, 
apportionment bill was taken off the table and passed

QgQP p.
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fey the house there would be no new buildings for the 
fall? grounds.*
Suffice it to say that both the reapportionment and 

the fair ground bills were passed. '
Such a method of apportioning may provide some measure 

of amusement to those individuals nbt particularly con
cerned With the maintenance of representative government.
It should not fee tolerated by those interested in continu* 
ing a goteiumient representative of the people» however# for 
a government which perpetuates gross inequalities, particu-* 
i.arly in representation which is fundamental to représenta«* 
tive government» ceases to fee r epr e s ent a t i vè of all but a 
minority of power-hungry individuals. ■

ijfeld. February 22» 1907, p. 2.
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CHAPTER IV

THE PRGBIiEM OFRORAL-URBAN INTERESTS

- Therp is A theory that rural^urtoan interests are 
antagonistic. Proponents of this theory, as suming that 
certain psychological and economic factors of rural'** 
urban life are so divergent that they will clash if

( ' • ■ t '
brought face>-to*faco A common legislative assembly, 
believe that, in a legislature composed of rural**urban 
elements, one of the two Interests will be unable to sp-. 
cure adequate representation until it obtains a clear 
majority* Then the victorious interest,,may impose its 
will on the vanquished* Ample evidence exists indica
ting that such a theory is not only erroneous but the 
fabrication of political opportunis t s . and mis informed 
editors* Furthermore, in Oregon, there is evidence that 
the apportionment problem^ because of its state-wide^ na*-, 
ture, is a result,: not of basic fears or conflicting in«* 
terests, but of legislative inertia and Inefficiency*

A recent magazine article pictorially presented one 
reason. for the difference^
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affeCting a i>èì*aon * s dea Ire to live in thè city òr thè 
country*^ This là Concerned with thè mode of liVing ih 
thè tw© plàces. In this artiole twò popular àuthoré gavé 
their reaàonè fdr prèferring thè rara! or thè urban typé, 
©f life. Qnó preferreà thè city hecàuse it afforded è 
greater dógree of anOnymity, sophisticatèd company, more' 
conveniences and a larger vàriety of 
othièr preferred country life because
end helpful neighbors, "cracker-barre! company,” greater
living space ;Snd more

• . . . . . , . i V r . .

A few decades ago an author propounded a theory and 
what ’-he believed Constituted a natural law supporting a 
second individué psychological factor affecting thev 
choice of city or country life, namely, the moral cod© of 
the'rural and urban communities. This author"maiii^Sihed 
that city life was inherently evil because individuals in 
large communities are more Impressed by the material world 
about them than by the beauties Of nature* Material 
elements of life being mostly man-made, city dwéllerS 
Would be less godly than country dwellers, for the lat
ter are in constant communication with the handiworks of' 
Ood* Furthermore, he maintained that there is a natural

vs. country,” , pp* 95*98. Life, voi., xxìi, No. 11 (March
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•law., applicable to both inanimate objects and man, to the 
efféói thht, “« # . ♦thè .impressions of* one body upon \ 
another- are inversely as the distance that separates them 
On the b&sis of this natural law he concluded that the 
more persons are placed in àâ so elation with one another 
the ifiore their vices ere àoçéntuàted instead of their 
' virtue^* .. v

ÿhâtv ihdivldùâl hereditary and environmental factors 
will cause one pêràôn to préfer City life and another 
country is, indisputable♦ When ethical standards are 
erected to prove that one group is mpre moral than the 
other, however, only an abstract philosophical discussion 
as to what constitutes morals can result* E&stòricelly, 
the beginnings Of democracy may be traced to Greek feity-
ótettò 1 consequently,, if close association with human

. . . .
beings emphasizes human Vices# One might logioally con*»
elude that democracy, a product of close àSsbClation, is\ - •
evil, ifce futility of the argument is apparenti suffice
it to note .that certain people prefer city life while 
* » 

others prefer country life •
Group psychological fears and apprehensions have

been presented by politicians and writers as Indicative
‘ Ov

Ijohn W. Bookwalter. Rural versus Urban» (New York: 
The Knickerbocker Press, 19l0)', p* 65. >
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of à rural<*urbàh conflict. It is insisted that rural 
elements fear urban dominance or vice versa* A similar 
domination contention is that, in those states having a 
Single large city, the remainder of the state is in con
stant danger of being dominated by the large city.. A# a 
result of this domination complex underrepresentation or 
overreprésentatiòn of either rural or urban areas has been 
justified on thé grounds that one section must not dom
inate the Other* l&lS can only be accomplished, it is 
maintained, by one région gaining control of the legis
lature and continuing that control.

The rural-urban domination complex is based on the 
premise that at any given time a city or a country popu«* 
lation trill have a homogenous body politic which will 
unité on basic issues and defeat the. interests of the 
opposing group* This belief assumes a basic harmony of 
interest among city or country dwellers. It is also ■ main
tained that the rural group Is placed at a disadvantage 
when its interests are challenged because the rural elec
torate is scattered and poorly organized. In this vein 
an author maintained in 10 10 that the reason for city 
domination could be attributed to the ease with which 
urban dtfellers could organize and express their desires.
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Thé solution of this {urban domination) is to be 
found in the fact, that in the more compact state of 
the electorate of the city there liés a more -constant 
and intimate intercourse, and thus a higher capacity 
to organize its political forces into a homogenous 

' body such as will possess the greatest vital energy, 
under united and common interests to be directed in 
definite directions and for specific objects,--only 
too often of a selfish nature*1

The fundamental weakness of this homogenous interest 
argument may be illustrated by citing the experience of 
two cities » Economic, political and social interests are 
so divergent in Hew York City that provision has been 
made for proportional representation in its city council. 
While in Portland, Oregon Mr* Riohard 1». Heuberger re
cently emphasized the attitude of bivic*minded Portlanders

\ • ■

toward state problems when he vigorously attacked the 
statement of the Portland School Board that taxes col-* 
lected in Portland should be spent in Portland. '-.Mr# 
Neuberger claimed such am attitude was selfish and de- 
dared that it placed the city in tb© following position!

Our school board Says we want money collected in 
Portland spent in Portland. Wè don*t want it used 
in Eastern Oregon,, ̂ where little children are using 
outdoor privies in Sub-zero weather. 1 2 .
Several States have a single. ISrg© city containing

anywhere, from a third to a half or more of the state*©

1 ibid.,y pp.; 67-68. •
2The Oregonian, March 15, 1947, p* 6 .
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total population. Examples are the states of Colorado, 
Illinois, Michigan, Hew York and Oregon. Bacii has a 
singlé large city in Denver, Chicago, Detroit, New York 
City and Portland* In the se states the domination com
plex manifests itself In assuming that the' state as h 
whole mast unite against the usurpation of the state's 
economic and political power jby the large city. Traces 
of the rural-urban conflict and homogenous interest 
theories may be discerned in this belief. Totally dis
regarding the democrat 10 theory that governments exist 
by the Consent of the governed, the believers in the 
large city mehace'maintain that they do not intend to iet 
the big city wget out of hand. 9

À group of Oregonians have frequently alleged that 
Portland and Multnomah County would dominate the state if 
the legislature were apport ioned in accordance with the , 
constitutional mándate to apportion on the basis of popu
lation * This group insists that ^itnómáh and a few. 
satélite areas could/ work ,iri cohorts to pass* block or 
defeat any measure they desired. Judging from the fact 
that the constitutionsl isandate to apportion the state 
legislature on the basis Of population has been in exis
tence for eighty#eight years and che fact that the con-

- 1 r

stitution has been subject to amendment by initiative 
vote since 1902, it would seem that at least a majority
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of the electorate has not felt the danger of Portland 
domination« Furthermore, the state legislature has rec
ognized the need for apportionment on the basis of popu
lation by providing for apportionment committees after 
each recent dec'ennial federal census* These committees 
have, been instructed to study population changes as shown

V •by the latest enumeration and make recommendations for 
changes in representation as a result of population 
changes« It would seem then that at least a majority of 
the Oregon electorate and their representatives are not 
acutely aware or even apprehensive about the possibility 
of Portland dominating the state* The inference might 
also be drawn that this same electorate and representa
tive majority are willing to risk the danger of domination 
in preference to abandoning(the"democratic principle that 
governments exist by the consent of the governed.^

The vocal minority opposed to this democratic prin
ciple, however* is so vociferous and milltaht that they 
are frequently Able to becloud the apportionment issue* 
Politicians in this group who virtuously champion the 
cause of freedom or, as in this case, freedom from large 
city oppression, are a menace to democracy because, onoe 
in office1, they prevent the operation of representative 
government by refusing to abide by constitutional pro- ''
* I *

visions for change* An editorial in the ^National



Municipal Review" desOfIbed them es follows: •
Legislatures. have failed more of ten than they 

have succeeded in carrying out the cons t itutional 
... mandate tp readjust legislative «Uetíicta fairly 

after each oenius*
It has been a , pretty : oold#hÌ6oded proposition* 

and the reasons for this nonfeasance ax»e quite well 
. .. known-#/ They include the reluctance of a dominant 

party to risk a diminution of, its control,. thé de*» 
;.;/.:<>Sira Of-ruírálregions to keep the/majoritieg they 

held long ago before the growth of cities, and the 
Inherent fear of change held by politicians; who have 
been su ¿cesé ful under an existing arrangement. 

f Strictly on the basis of democratic^.theory, and *. 
Ideáis, these reasons are without merit.* ,
jin Oregon writer has summed up thé attitude of the 

members of the large city domination sect by stating.
The individuáis perpétuating this rotten-borough 

are those who pay greatest lipserviçe to the ideals 
of the state*8 Originators. Perhaps this is what 
Oswald. Garrison Villard meant when he wrote that 0 
*reactionaries are those who worship dead liberals. ,2

Closely allied to and often connected with, the indi
vidual and collective rural-urban psychological conflict 
theory is the belief in rural-urban ©Conciaio conflict.
The gist of this economic theory is that rurál-urban 
écónomlc interests are so divergent that there can be no 
harmony between the two groups* In support Of this Con
tention án array of logic and economic data is presented 
as proof.

^Editorial entitledj "Hobgoblin of the Politicians 
Hi^tmafet- in National Municipal Review. Vol. XXX, NO* 2 
(Eébruáf y, I94Ï),p* 7l. ' ...

: ̂ Richard B. Neuberger,- "last Stand of Rotten Boroughs, 
The Progressive. Vol. x. No* 23 (June 10, 1946), p. 9



©he writer maintained that thé primary Object of 
mankind if h-fé sustain life* This oan only be acconipilshed 
hy using the soli for subsistence* At c any given timé, 
however, the means of subsistence may not be adequate to 
support the population of a given area. This, according 
to the enthér of the doctrine, is the source of the 
rurài^urbàn conflict and it will reïaâin, ♦ .... so long
as the soli is the one only source from whence man can 

< ¡draw those éléments, èssentiàl to maintain hhman .life.*^
The continufnoe Of this rursl^urban conflict* according 
to the .author, ¡results from one'class acquiring more than.■ 
its ’ share of thè nathral suppiy of sustenance goods • ■ By 
acquiring an excess A diversion Of effort; ¿rom essential 
production results. •’Prom this \!t wòu Id appear that a , 
general state; of exçeès or luxury is .inooa^atiblO'^th 
the first necessity of existence, as well as its perpbi* 
¡uity..-1’? ‘ Although this luxurious condition is possible 

 ̂ in village; or town life it exists most frequently in 
urban life for here people* are often; engagéd In occupa»

/ t Ions’ not conhectéd with thé soil* ..Since these non»
- "agrarian fetivifics have no connection.with maintain 

life, they are secondary in importance. The author

*v

p* 51



' f ■ ■ , , *concludes that,, as a matter of fact, there is no form of 
urban activity necessary to maintaining IlfO which did 
not exist previously in an agricultural environment*. in
short, without the country the, city would cease to exist,

>

consequently, the latter is subordinate to the former*
The weakness of this entire economic theory of the 

primacy of agriculture is found in the same author*s di
vision of society- into two specialised groups• It is his 
belief that the mere process of tilling the soil most 
effectively is a full time occupation, consequently, a 
class of people will arise in any agrarian society who 
will earn a livelihood furnishing the farmer with needed 
articles which, conceivably, he could make himself, but 
which can be made by specialists more efficiently and will 
not result in loss of valuable tilling time# In 1947 the 
average farmer in the United States not only wants but 
often secures any number of items and services which his 
predecessor a century ago would have considered a luxury* 
Today, however, these items and services are considered 
essential to farming* Therefore, if we use the theorists * 
idea that only those things connected with agricultural 
pursuits are of prime importance we have liberated every 
American city'from its supposed subordinate position for 
American agriculture is ns dependent upon urban products 
today as it was several centuries ago* This economic
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dependency of rural-urban Interests may be Illustrated by 
an analysis of two major economic pursuits In Oregon close
ly connected with the soil.

The dominant economic interests of Oregon are agricul
ture and lumbering* More than half of the atétete income 
is derived from these two sources* Furthermore* Portland 
has based its shipping and manufacturing industries on 
transporting and finishing many of these agricultural and 
timber products* Similar to Chicago and Hew York* Portland 
has developed as an outlet for the products grown or cut 
in the interior of Oregon and the Inland empire*” Were an 
enemy nation to. seize Portland, Orégon*s agricultural and

v . ■

timber interests would disintegrate for lack of a conven
ient and easy market* Conversely, were Portland to attempt 
an existence on its own, the city would cease to grow and 
develop* Portland is the funnel for the entire state and 
a funnel requires both a mouth and a stem« This interde
pendence of the state and its single large city has been 
further strengthened by the lumber industry which, in order 
to eklst, la dependent upon sparsely settled forested areas 
and dependent on rivers to float logs down to the saw mills* 
Far from encouraging independent rural-urban growth, the 
lumbering industry, by its very nature,, requires inter-de
pendent rural-urban areas* :

7d

i



It is true that agricultural activities may develop’ 
independently of urban areas and if , aa iri thé ease of 
Michigan, a single, large city develops not around agri
cultural products but around a specialized Industry, the 
two sections might develop different; interests Again, 
however, It must be remembered that Portland's early and 
continued growth has been largely a result of its geograph
ical location, that is, its Situation on the Columbia and 
Willamette Hivers* Portland is not Synonymous with a > 
specialized industry such as Detroit and autos or Cedar 
Hapids and furniture; rather It is synonymous with ship* 
ping just as one associated Boston and Hew York with the 
latter activity* An even stronger case of rural*urban
interdependence may be cited in the. location of the re-/
mainder of the urban areas in Oregon for each is located 
in the center of an agricultural or lumbering section 
such, for example, as Salem and agricultural products, 
Eugene and lumbering, and Klamath Falls and potatoes and 
lumbering*

- ' -.''I' ' V. •The following table showing the occupational distri*
bution of the gainfully employed in Oregon in 1930 reveals
that more than seventy*one per cent of those employed in
the state were working in some industry associated with

: * * . ,,
producing and supplying food, clothing-and shelter while 
only twenty-nine per cent were engaged in professional, ✓



service or miscellaneous activities« This would seem to 
indicate 0 great degree of interdependency of essential 
eeOnomic activity in Oregoni

Table

BiStrlbntion. 
dyed of Oregon tu

occupation

■Pishing ; ; «5
^tpeation of Minerals ■- •. ,6

Mfi^faoturixig and Mechanical Indus tries,*
S»aw ana panning HU.J.J.U ana Vbuex’..
woodworking and furniture

Building industries 
■ pood.industriesiron and steel industries x 

. Text lie and clothing^industries 
Paper and allied industries
>&%% ofehoF' ng •.

mechanieei industries 
TransportatIon
T r a d e . ; ■ ■ V
Professional serriee 1-,.“ ,

1 : 1
2*8
1*3
0*8

m 24 «3 
10.9 
16.6 
8.4 
9,0

v :->"Vv .>a: ;■/
................................“Oregon State Board of Higher Education, Physical 

and Economic geography of Oregon (1940), p, ‘



Miscellaneous , / i . 5*0
^ * 1 .. .. ,■ •’•:'■ 1 ... !< % 0  ■

Another aspect of activities of thé
©tat© tending to refuto a division Into rürâî*urban con*
' interests i.a an analysis of the state,s popo*
- lation on the basis., of ; incorporated places * ' Her© the ' ■ 
defects of furai^urbah classification. are -apparent, for 
it is heceSsjSSry to JiSeidS' v/bet constitutes án urban or 
a rural population* One writer ha© presented the problem 
as follows:

The parsimonious instinct of the human mind 
impels it to classify everything as either this or 
that* Thus* in the United States Census the entiré population is by residence either »urban* or »rural/ 
This classification.ignores the little town and ob
scures its significance* True the Census has had :

. an uneasy conscience on this point* shifting the 
boundary between city ànd country now from eight* 
thousand population to four-thóus and *, and from four- 
thousàndto twenty*fiv© hundred} and all along 
Confessing fin small type) that there is a'third 
something not justly dealt with in its divisions*. 
Nevertheless this general usage prevails* fhe 

1 whole; 'of "Siaerica is either country or eityj and the 
■ : little -.town*, ; in thought¿ i ö 1 divided. between the two 

Or iemporSriiy attached now to the one* now to the 
6:ther.̂ l- ; -
tíling the mining census figure of 2* 500 and the 

maximum of 8*000, an aiïaljfsis of the Orégon population 
for 1940 shows 1*7$ incorporated places with a population

Ifiarlah Douglass. Thè Mttie T o ^  (New Iforki The Macmillan Company* 19l9), pp* 4*0* .



) -i ,. ; y' ' ' . 1

Of one to 2,500; tWenty*foup. ̂ little towns" having from ' 
2*500 to 8,0 0 0 inhabitants} and ten. urban o,enters panging 
inpCpulation from $>.000 to 3QS*OQO* ^further; breakdown 
of- the population shows that although the number of rural 
Incorporated placee exceeds thè urban by 165 and the 
little towns by l51. The total populatipn of these 175 , 
rural areas is only 105,503. The following table shows ■ 
the papulation distribution of the rural, littletown and 
urban incorporated .places :

74

TablelB - ,

classification .populationGroup
~r ’’"’■y /*■ ■'

2*500
^ttietopn - 2,5p0 * 8,0 0 0

Urban ; 8 ,0 0 0 * 30 5,0 0 0

Totale ••

ïfo* Cf’
Incorpórate^... Total; -.Placée:.Population

175 : \ 105,1503
24 ; /'.;■■■ 205,269

• : 10 . 778«912
. 209; - 1*089*684

^Source*. ' State of. Oregon,. Blue BCok _ (Baleni, 1945)> •• >©• 289*290« ' '

■r If these littletowns are classified as rural then 
the rural population of the state is 310,772 or approxi
mately a third of the total state population* similarly, 
if they are classified as urban the urban population of



thé stiate rises to. 984,181 or, roughly nine times as 
great as the rural population«

Adherents to the largocci jty domination complex have ; 
maintained that the large city is able to' influence 
state policy by reason of Satellite areas or ”pick-Ups*fl • 
The assumption is that through chicanery or some Sinister 
means large oitles are àble to' exercise power over places 
that should be working for rural interests and not urban. 
This belief may bë attributed to classifying littletowns 
aS rural or urban when in reality they may be neither.
Por example, a littetown » s interests may center around 
the reasohs for its creation which may be, szàóng others,

1. An Overflow of a large city *s population. 
These towns will be located in the suburbs of thé 
large city and may be either residential, manufac
turing* resort of amusement in nature*

2« Development or use of a natural resource 
such as mining òr lumbering towns*

3* Manufacturing interests •
4. Railroad interests*
5* Seats of county government».
6 * Mixture of industrial and agricultural ' ■ 

'interests*.
7. Centers of learning such as"prèpir school 

or college towns*
r



These littletówns ,will Peflect, hót © rural of urban 
outlook, bút that of a totmnsman. p!Ehe littletoíra is 
. distinguished not so rauch by th© ntuabef Oí its popula* * 
tion as by an attltudó toward Iminódlste ©nvirpnment and 
iif© ih genépal thlch may b © calleé the townsmón*© 
doáa6lOu©|róiilbt,*̂  ■ ■’ = ,' --

A recent front pagó headlin© lía a littletown

. ■■ plrt Fapmors Plówed ünder Iri ItegXslatfye-j: ,..
FióldS By Thróe Lawyóps Who; SsrN^ Bef orer

Appáró.ntly the editor lamented th© paSsing of bis towh 
from what he bóllóved tó be th© rol© of protector of 
rural interests« :

Another ©dltor, al so in Yamfaill Co.uhty* viewed th© 
town Of Sherwood, Oregon as a growlng metrópolis uriiepe 
commerclal and Industrial ectlvltiea could bp under^ 
taken. This. was indleatedby the following ©ditpfleX 
comment ón Aherwopd’s orgapization of a City planning 
commisaIon: ■

iDouglas , op» clt», p*. 1 1 **i
forhe Hews Reportar, May £3,' 1946*



SherwOôd is a small place and fortunately câ»
( grow up with the píen. She may have mis takes of her', 
phet municipal life to correct* but they are prôpor*' tionately fet? end adoption of the; soping plan will 
pérmit her to carry on to her goal of a City designed 

. for a better living and a more efficient conduct of 
eesàiercial and industr« ehterprisea*'l;
These two newspaper comments are illustrations of

the errors ah
rural or urban? Both of these towns would normaliy he

t \ ' * \ ■ 1 *, .

called rural centers » Thé first editor, howèver, viewed 
'his'tewn, which had a population in 1040 Of 3,706, ás 
rurál, While the secOnd Considered a town, which hád a 
population of 447 in 1940, as à center for ^commercial 
ahd industrial enterprises#* Whioh editor is accurate 
cannot bé determined, for it is possible that the first 
community is essentially agricultural in outlook and the 
second'industrial* ■ What is significant is that two
leaders in the 'Same; county who áre in constant touch

. , \With the countyts interests do not classify the activi
ties of its towns as Strictly rural or urban¿

The importance of the lit tietown in Oregon may be
•. í

Illustrated by ân analysis of the addresses of the mem
bers of the house in the 1945 legislature, presented in 
Table l3 below* (This session was chosen because it is

. iHewfrerg graphic, say 23, 19 4 6.



the most recent one included In the Oregon Blue/Book end 
da. current enough to be Indicative of present' legislatures.) 
Only the house was considered because this is - the most.. 
numerous chamber having the greatest turn«»
over and represents: larger- section;of:the/popuiationii:'.'.

•5

lp4^n;!heglsiatlve; Seels ion**•I :
_J#[ Town or 

Rural Route
‘ /' '

Population Oatagorv;
Xitbletown Urban

BjQOO . 8,001-305,000

Ashland ' ■ 4 ¿744
Astoria 10,389
■ Baker./ , .. .. ... ... . • ©¿34$
. Bandph 1,004
Rend . . ' ' 1 0 ,0 2 1

Brownsville . <, .784' . „ ' : \ r i
clatSkahnie, Rt.l. 2 ^ 70S • ' V •. - •.‘ ; ■ ■' '■ ■ ; '
Corvallis , i. • t •

V 7
8,392

ousftznturi ■5 
Dallas *• 2 representsatives . • 3,579 =
Bays Greek , ■.** • «

Baytop 506 I
Eugene ■ 20,838

l



Table 13 (Continued)

City, TootS or 
Rural Route

. ■ ’ 
Gold Beach :

, #$ats; p a a s ' _ . 
;B4ilsbope^ /jSftji •■$■■. 
Hood RlvePr Rt*; 1

:;S < ^ 221 # Í | Í $SSB'P - 2«56Q 2,501 ¿ 8tOQQ 8 ,0 0 1 ,000

C . ’

20,638 ‘

6,028 
3,747 :
ccw,

-;; '
:̂ÓS:éph'| ■ :.v - . r 593 ... -f. ■ ’
:.HlainStlh Falls - : ■ ; (. , . ' '

16,497
Klsiñétii '■Fálls;* Rt . 2 ■
I»a Grande ■ ■ ’ • ' - ,>; ■ -• • ' ' . • f • _ . •
lakSyie^ . 2,46(

7* 747
3' s- ■-

16,497

Moflwiviiie''' '■: v o .  
Medford ■' ' 1 .

' ^ 3,706 ,
11,281

Meimaé
Milwaukle, Rt* 10 l,87l
llllteukíe', Bt, 17 1,871
Molalla -
Moro ■
Report 2,019
Ontario ' 3,551





In 1948 twénty-nìne of thè representatives, ài in*' 
dicated by Table 13, were from urban areas, ten from 

. ; littletownS,. ̂and iwenty^bha fromrural cbzmriunities*
Assuming that llttletown Representatives represent rural ' 
interests, the division of the house would then be 
tMrty*oae rural representatives and twenty*nine urban*
The fallacy of this assumption may be indicated by a 
glance at the journal Of the House;for the 1945 session« ¿
Here one Is amazed at t^e number of measures which passedj 
not by a small margin, but by a large majority*/!! the 
assumption..it ̂ further made that rural, -interests..will'vote• • ' ’ • ' ' • ' " ' • ■ ". * -• : v ' ‘  ̂̂  J ■7 . * . • - . .* iO\ ’»as a unit ór; urban interests will do likewise, one might u 
also conclude that lÎttiëtoWns Will Vote as a unit*
This would Only account for part of the majorities, on 
certain measures, however* for evérylpline. the little-

/If?.''. . '■ 'towns-cast their vote with the Urban centers the rural 
areas Would be overwhelmed bÿ à vote of thírty^ñine tò •

/•’! tWentyVone« It would;not, however,' explain a large ma
jority on measures which might be considered of à purely 
furai nature, fof casting the ten votes of the little- 
towns with the rural areas, only gives the rural inter
ests a majority of tWo. It was indicated above, however, 
that iittletowns may have several different interests 
depending Upon thé reason for their existence* This

• - pwould tend to refute a Solid littletown vote and would
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. s,déni tp explain Why striefely rural or urban interests of- :■
’ten:;.feOl ^ ^ :'fcîaoy';#érè;:̂ ^|d '.out**'- Oli 'a^mèdaure by the 
littiétois^y; ; ôssùniptioft tlïat jurai or urban'répre* 
sentàtiVes’ Will!Vote only for their respective interests, . 
however,- would Only bè âh argument in favo* Of the little-; 
tbWdè votingnot rural or urban but in•■ thé direction in 
which thelr Several interests existed. ‘ ;...

àn 'ànàlySÌS‘: of the sddfeSSeà' of house members might 
; not■ be an adequate• indication' oftheir economic interests, s 
■ - .For example ; a representative's' economic hiteresfes could • 

center around ' Portland but bid hOme could be ih-.àt-; rural
particularly Since a représenta* ®- 

tive need only live in the county he represents* $be.- 
/ opposite might also be truei that is-i, .a person mi^it re- 
: aide ■ in a r\n?ai coiimiùnity but 'bave, à post Office address 
• in a iittletowh or urbân çenterii Yhlslatter fact Wès ' 
■■ pointed out in: â vrecent study Of residences of members of .
' thé ■ In: this ' study the author stated,

' in determining the residence of individual , i;
‘.members, only One difficulty presented itself. All 
members who gave their occupations as famning, gave 

' as. their residence the; city or tcto which was their 
post office addressi Yet it was clearly apparent - 

■j that these meni'wér© '■ nob living in thè. óity afe all--.-,
■ they might be living ten or fifteen miles away from .
- it I and to class ìfY thom> on the^badla'Of'their .. v 
pôét^offÎOé addresses, as urban residents would; be !
- ' ' ' ?*• :: ' ■ ■' ' - ■■ ■’' . . if . , . ■



à-

i *

. a serious e r r o r ■ ■
This weakness , inherent In a not too careful study of 
the economic interests of members of a legislature' based 
on addresses, would not necessarily invalidate the find*
iiigs of such a study for, as a general rule* people tend„ v”

’ to live as close to their place of work as is convenient*, 
It has been noted that many theorists assume that i 

man*s economic interests motivates his entire thinking* . 
If this assumption has validity then the findings In 
Table IS would' place the economic interests of the state < 
^hepreseniatiyea in three groups, namely * rural, little*

served* however* that Tablé 13, based on, addresses might 
have % iiMdamental weakness thereby* Therefore, in order 
to correct this margin of error and determine àe accur* 
atély às possible the economic interests of the state, 
as reflected in ita legislatures Table 14 was compiled 
by thé author.. entirely different legislature* though 
still recent * was also chosen to offset the possibility 
of the l94& legislature not being Indicative of the-usual 

assembly*

. ^-Dorothy Schaf f ter, The Bicameral System in Practice - 
(Iowa City Iowa: The State Historical Society of Iowa.1929), p. 46. ,;-v *



Table 14;

Occupations of Members of tjie 
Opegon LeRlalatlve Assembly

Senate

Occupation gaged In Counties Represented ‘

.^lisher*** . .1 .
GaSOilne and Auto* • ..'l
motive Distributor+ 
o Insurance/*" 2

Horseradish Groper 1
Automotive+, i
1 1  vostook, Farming" 1
lanyard-; 4;
Broker+ r->-. .v /:;̂
iru|t Qroper^ffacko^"' ■ I.' Re.tal'l pood Store* ■ ' ■ 1
PrOgieTty;.M&iaager ■\%n a -l'!Bank*- 1 ^
Manufacturer + 1
StO^iian»'..Para^r^ ' _ $,,■./
Hop Grower** l
Retired.Electrl©al • - . 1

Contractor + ,Insurance and Merchant : . 1

Olaokamagj DanejYamhlll. ,,
■■ linn; ;•
■■ mook; Umat 1 1 1a. . '

Columbla and Stoitnomah; !
. Coos and Carry. , '¡j

Glatpop*
Crook» Deschutea, Jeffer

son* Klamath and lake« 1 
¡Etoltnomahi ^rro^-Hma?, • ,• 
'■ tllle :;o n d .p n io n * , • . il.
Washington.; lane and linn,

: Grant* Harney and Malheur., 
Multnomah ( 3)>; Baker ;: ' 
Multnomah«- • ,
Jackson* ■ •  ■■
Douglas*
Multnomah* >
Hood River and Wasco. ; 
Gilliam* Sherman* and 
Wheeler'*:' .

Benton and Polk.
Josephine*' ' ■' ‘ kv ! " i

Hni on and, Wallowa.
Total 30

Summary of Economic Interests Represented
JWriculture : 8
^professions. 12
+Business * lo

Total 30 !



: -? s

Occupation

Physician^and 
Surgeoi

Attorney

Lawyer
Broker*

r
m--

:r ; ; •- : • >  ̂■■ -r,’
: ' ■' V 1

' !*M<kiA;riàoMïnmât:
:: ■ • 1 '■ . ( y • j ; • ' I , ’ ; ! 7 ; • ;t • i’■ : 1 ■ ■ i- ; i ̂

vi^üiabër'Eil*
; -.̂ Êàêé-la

1  

6

’ :V

¡•I , 06

Labor«Uhlon Official
,

Hotel ^epriétor-'V :
Ice Creata Manufacturing 
Conàultlng.iMeohûnicàl

i
1
*xi
I
%

Counties Represented
Linn; UmQt Clackamaa;
,,J' Washington; Marion. 
Multnomah*
Klamath; Clackamas and Multnomah; Multnomahj .
' - Wascoi Yamhill; Jackson. 
Multnomah (14 ) y Marion;

Jackson; Yamhill* 
Multnomah.
Deschutesand Lake. 
-M^tnâmah^' 
union.
;í|arlo¿,
Cops and CUrry.'
Multnomah*

I h s % a n ^  % .•?.
• .Housèiiÿa, .f exit ...teacher" pi;̂
Wheat Grower”, $v .
Merchant* 3
Editor^ ' ' - • i
Insurance* • , %
Property Owner '*' |
Fruit Packer, î/hole saler * 1 Druggist * , "  1 .■school principal™!-* ; j.
Dairyman. Farmer^ ‘ '•
Stockman'1’ • j
Real Estate and 3

insurance*-
Fruit Gfower- * . %Auto*Gamp Owner*' , , , - %
General Insurance* :
Lumber Manufacturer+ 2
EX*Lumber Dealer and 1Contractor * ' '
Motor Stage Operator, lManufacturer +

. Multnomah. -
' Tillamook ' ■■ "
Umatilla; Gilliam# Morrow* 
? Shaman and Wheeler.Polk ; Clackamas; Lane« 
Gilliam#; jidrrôwy.'Sherman 

and wheeler. :r-.
. sake r ï\ Moi tnofaah; 
Multnomah.Douglas.
Clatsop.Douglap. .'//
Wallowa. :/ I;
Grant andJ Hàrney. 1
Washington; Linn; Malheur.;
Hood Riter.
Umatilla.;
Josephine.Coop; Lane; i.Clackamas.
Deschutes.
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gable 14 (Continued) ■ 

v.-'..Humber Sn-
Occupation /■ gaged In ' COuntlCs Represented.

’ Automobile Insurance* . 1 ' Muitnoniah.
' Railroad Worker+ . • v  I, Columbia.
.. Owner BOttil)ag-;WOrka.; ■ ; 1 ■' Marlon.-: . '. . • "•

and Cold storage Plant1- 
Retired Merchjmt* ■ 1 '/■' Benton.
Potato Grower • 1 Klamath*

' ’E 0 0 0 JP*  ■'■■■■■■'• ' 1 ' GTOok and coffer son.■ Auditor1' . 1 . Lincoln.
' 'Sawa^li-Worked * - .' 1 ■ '■ ClatsopandColumbia. ■
- ■ '/ . - . Total 60
SummaraOf gconomle inte^d'3%¥RbpreeOhted
■ s ■■ ■ 11 . ■' , 
^professions h ■ : 17 ■.;>« 't Business • «*, - 31 ’ '

. i& l W i k iasslflea ■ - - #"■■ 1 , ;■
Total 60 • - ' ■. \ ■; ; 1 ■

■JTot'e.t. 1. Only one joint occupation was found to be diver* 
ginf * JbLOuaewIfe and former school teaoher «• consequently,

v‘ 1 •
, 8* Retirement was not considered since the person !•.

■ ■'wai:,deened'to'::have; A background in hla fomer occup&tion rand might/ therefore;• still' be viewed as having an interesttherein*; '/
3. Occupations are those listed in the Oregon Voter ? 

and have been left unchanged. .
A. The special repre sent a ti ve for ■

and Wheeler was counted.
. 6. Representative Frank J. yan pyke» on leave for r-, 

military service, was.counted because his substitute had ■ 
not been , namedv at the- time the Oregon 7oter tent to press. ■'



' -"'̂-Table"14 (continued) '

6 . Senators :Alien ':Gft ' Carson and Douglas ■ :&cKay - were not 
counted because they wefe on leave«

.' Source: ^ h o t:ai:'Who"Ih1. The- Senate,̂ 0 Oregon Voter,
Vol. C H I , 2,■ 1943}y, pp*. /Eo«$l«. ‘ .

^©hore V/hO In The House«" Ibid«» pp,44<*$S.i

■■ Table* 14revealathatthe economic intereets of the ^
• members Of the 1943 Oregon Legislative Assembly could be ^  
divided into three major groups« namely-agrioulture,■■■ pro* ?
■ fessiohei and business;« The ■ significance of the table, how* . ■ 
ever« lies in. the ‘ fact that supposedly, rural areas have rep*

■ resentatjvea representing ’several (Afferent ecpnomie inter
ests« For Oxiaxrg>ie« .Crook and; Jefferson.iCounti.es were rep- 
resented by a -bAi^eri: If the se areas were primarily con- . y  
corned with agriculture, a person engaged in that activity 
would seem a more logical choice« ;;

It has been indicated that psychologically individual!; ■ 
may prefer either a rural or: urban type of existence« de#

• • '1 • r
pending upon a combination of personal clrcumstanoes« Also- 
the possibili ty of a group domination complex has been ex* ' 
plored and found attributable largely to a minority Who 
either fear a loss of pro sent lucrative positions as a re
sult of an apportionmeht in accordance with the constitu
tion or who are. apprehensive of the ability of the .common

Hr



msn to govorn himself. Purtfaermore* tbls domination fear 
bas not manifested itséif nith a majority of the Oregon : 
elecfcorate which hasnot only been satisfied, over é:̂eni'oià 
of ninety yéars, to base apportaonment on the basls of popu
lation but ha s &l30 indlcated à strong faith In the commoA 
man by pîcaieenlng in the use of the initiative, referendum - 
. and, teeali*:.'

‘ ïheposaibilîty of cpnflîctlrig économie inter ests in -, 
Oregon ha&alaç been briefly Investigated tath thé conclu- ; 
alpn that there i a e very indication that a prépondérance of 
evidence ehows an économie interdependency* One indication 
of severai. related ecpnomio înterests ;instead of two hostile 
bnée waafan eisai^nation of the State * s two major industries]; 
a second wap a présentation of the distribution of the gain* 
fully (È^ployed in Oregon; a third wap a division of the 
State t s population into tfurel> llttletotb^ ‘'aiid : ien^nS;
a fourt^ wâts ah analysis of économie intéreats of members of 
the house In the 1945 législature on the basls of résidence; 
and a fifth was a breakdown of the intere ats•repreaented, bjr 
occupation, in both the sonate and the house Of the 1943 
legisletiiye as^emblyr In eaoh case a funàsAentel Interde* : 
penâenéy intéressé Àas évident*

fhërefore, if there is every indication that the rural*' 
Urban psychblogloal fear a of some people are largely indi- 
yidual in;natnnt or a fabrication and that the économie



interests of Oregon are not dualistic tout multifarious - 
; not conflicting tout cooperative *• wherein does the explana
tion lie for 'the. lohg standing apportionment problem in this 
state? The answer .Is' to toe found in the législature itself 
and not in a demagogicdootrine of rural-urban conflict, for 
there is evidence' that the apportionment problem in Oregon 
tnetÿ. 'tip-' legislative inértia and
inaccuracies* : '•

>■' £egi slative inertia, ih appOrtlbhing may, to© illustrated 
by an analysie of apportionment ratio statutes tooth for the;
■ senate and the houaei 7  ' / ? 7

7. ThQ first semte apportionment ratio: was preseritoe^ ^  
the! Oregon Constitution and existed Until the ratio Of 3,021. 
was ea tato^shedi in 1803 * ; Wine years later, 1872, this ratio, 
was increased to .^iSS^shd^remaiaed, in effect until 18®7, -.j
• ■uhSh;a;'i!taî te:?#as 'p^sto^':.ehà^ihgc.the 'é!*to92.*- By 7

an act of 1000. the ratio was changed to 12/0,83» where it re*» 
mained until 1907. Then a statute increased the ratio to 
15,162, where it; has remained to,this date - 1947.^ Over a 
period of eighty-seven years (1860*1947). the .'senatorial ap* 
portipnment ratio has changed five times» or on àn, airage 
of once every 17.4 years. This means that instead of the 
ratio ohanging every ten years as prescribed toy the

Isee*;;;.âppendix• .4/ ■ Tdtole-'i/':



,1 ( t
constitution, it has changed every 17*4 years. In other 
words, it takes the Oregon legislative assembly 17.4 years; 
to do a job which should be done in ten years, .If we an- , 
alyze the apportionment ratio statutes for the senate even 
further, we notice that all of these five changes occurred 
between 1863 and 1907, or within a forty-four year period* 
The remaining forty year period (1907-1947) has witnessed ' 
no change in the ratio whatsoever. . j'■

It will bé claimed in rebuttal that, instead of pass’* 
ing apportionment ratio statutes since 1907, the senate has 
been apportioned by dividing the state population by the 
constitutional limit of thirty senators. This contention 
might be valid were it not for the fact that Table 15 ré-

I
veals,that none of the thirteen counties claiming a senator, 
in 1947 were apportioned after 1909. Therefore, Senate 
apportibnment has been limited to joint counties. This is 
Significant, first because the apportionment changes in 
these single counties prior to 1909 were largely a result 
of prescribing statutory apportionment ratios. Second, if

Ï'
the counties in Table 15 had been apportioned in accordance 
with the constitution it would have been necessary, as the j 
earlier legislatures recognized, to prescribe the number Of ;; 
senatorial changes by law in accordance with Section 6 , '
Article 17 of the Oregon Constitution which instructs the 
apportioning agency to fix the number of senators according ;!

90



Table is**

ffountf hs_ senate Representation
in 1947 and the Hhrnber of Senatorial :

• ' ■ ^noffelonment Changes tor These ■ 
Countiea froml864-Í947

Total 'Ktua?*i
Change 3.0 Senate Jteprbeentatlbh / ber of v. , 

Counties Fob Years Indicated Changes
BefcÓfr 1066, i860, 1891, 1893; Í896, and 6

. 1909 '
Claokamá 1864, 1866, 1868, 1874, and 1889 6
Clatsop 1891 1
Douglas 1868, 1870, 1872, 1874, 1876, and 6

" 1889 'Jackson pad bad one senator from 1860-1947 0
Josephine . 1909 %
Dane 1901 1
Linn 1866, 1868, 1874, 1889, and 1901 5
Marion 1874 and 1691 2
Multnomah 186$, 1874, 1889, and 1909 4
Gxnatllla |866, |887> and 1891 3
Washington ■ 1874 1
Yamhill ; 1874 and 1889 v 2

Total 37

%oin?oe| AppendLñÁ, Table I.
Ndte - if a county had a senator and was 

laten obliged to share its sena
torial representative jointly, thereby losing its senator, the change was ineiadsa.

A further analysis of Senatorial change for the thirteen 
counties in Table 15 that were represented in the 1947, sen* 
ate as separate countiea and not jointly reveals that
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.The significance of Tables 15 and 16 is that even if 
the Statutory met hod of providing an apportionment ratio 
has been abandoned, there has' been no change in county sen
atorial repreaentat 1 on since 1909 as compared with thirty- 
seven changes prior to and including 1909, in short, the 
apportionment of the Oregon senate ceased in 1907 - the 
year of the last reapportionmont ratio statute - for all of 
the single counties having senatorial representation in 
1947. Furthermore, an examination of Appendix A, Table I, 
reveals that even changes injoint-county senatorial rep* 
resentatlon have not occurred since 1937,

Since members of the Oregon senate hold office for 
four-year terms, it might be Insisted that apportionment 
would not be expected to occur as frequently as In the 
house, where members hold two-year terms. Consequently, 
Tables 15 and.16 might not be indicative of legislative in
ertia, especially, if it. could be demonstrated that reap
portionment wa3 much more frequent in the house * For this 
reason the analysis of change was continued to include the 
house. Again only counties having separate representatives 
in 1947 were chosen* Tables 17 and 18, following, summarize 
the finding3 of apportionment changes in the house from 
1864-1947.
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: ^<^feles,^vlDg separate House Representation 
' ' -In 1947 and the Humber of RepreaentatIve

Apportionment Changes for these ;•' •' 
y Counties from 1863*1947

■ Total Nunn
Change in House Representation ber of 

Counties ; , i F6r Years Indicated , Changes

Table 17**

Baker 1664j 1866* 1874« an^ 1869 4
Benton 1 1868, 1870, 1874, 1889, and Ì895 .. 5
Clackamas . 1868, 1870, 1874, and 1889 > 4
Clatsop 1878* 1874,; 1889, and Ì933 4Columbia 1872 ;•
G oo a 1874 : 1  ̂
Deschutes 1938;.̂  1
Douglas 1864, 1874 *. 1889, and 1901 4
Hood Mra** 192& -• 1
Jaékapn 1876, 1889* and 1901 ■ 3-
Josephine Ho chapge-since i860 0
Klamath 1988 . v: 1lane 1874 and 1889 2
Lincoln 1938 i v ' 1
Llirn ' . 1866* 1874, 1889* and 1923 '4
Malheur ■ 1889*:1901* and 1923 ; ' 3 'Marion 1866* 1874, 1889, and 1923 : 4 -,
Multnomah ■ 5; 1864* 1866, 18 6 8, 1870, 1874, 1876, 9

1889, 1901* ;and 1923
Folk,' 1866, 1889,and 1901 • 3 ■
Tillamook : I876v 1880* and Ì983 3Umatilla 1864, 1868, 1870, 1874, 1876, 1887, 8 ^

1889, and 1901
tJnion 1866, 1874, and 1901 3
Wallowa 1889, 1901,and 1933 3
Wasco 1864,1866, 1882, 1885,1889,1891, 9

1905* 1909, and 1923
Washington i862if 1864* 1874, 1876s* and 1933 5
Yamhill:s■ \ 1874 ;sn|-:$$$&• : 2

• Total ' 88

^Sourcet Appendix A, Table 11;
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' .%bn*teb* 'im bibi#., ■ \ . ¡. •
■ 1#% Ü 1 ©as iéleofeed ai neo i  fe i  è feM j^as/fcfie last House 

tacite statute belasi©: effbetivb* Soes ' kpponâî  k, fobie l i ,

. ', ib  t è l i  b®. ebsòrvoé à m  fablet i?  mâ M  liâ t- thè*© ':
batte been fifteen  apporti entent changes- In eo«n% repr©«* ': 
tanlàbibb since 1901« W  feteae f ifte e n / four feaofeufcee, ■ 
t e t  t i c i  Slamafciu oaà.bincoln). were & resuìfe o f creating :
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new counties pr separating Counties having j eint represen
tation. fiior tP and including 1901, pn the other hand, 
there were seventy»three apportionment changes in the Ore* 
gon House of Representatives* Out of atotal oftwenty- 
Six counties having separate representation^ 1947, thir
teen had no ohang# in r^reséhtatiPn after 1901, twelve 
had one change and only one County Changed thrioe, This 
means that since 1901 apportionment in the house hap ceased 
fpr half pf these twäht^si^ Countips« Since 1933 np ' 
county has had an apportionment change In the house» Pur«* 
thermore, Appendix A, Table II, reveals that there has been 
no apportionment ©hang# for loint** county representation in 
th#Chouse Since-

Stated briofl^i appprticament of the Oregon legis» 
iati ve ASsemblyhaehad the history indicated in Table 19
.helPw.' ; • '; '

Frequency of Apporti onment of 
" on lie.

Ü621
■ 1* ’ Apportionment of Senators« .. 

A. Separate Counties ••

* p changes
3 « ...¿ast;- ididt^'^luhty' Apportionment 1937
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II* Apportionment of Representatives 
A, Separate Counties

Table 19 (Continued)

B. Last Joint-County Apportionment 1933

^Soiuree > Table© 18 and 18.

i Since Inertia 1 $ generally. defined a© inaction or life-* 
lesaness, it will be noted from the abot© analf’eli of Oregon 
legislative apportionment that reapportlonment of Senators 
for the counties studied ceased thirty years ago and for 
representatives fourteen. Apportionment of senators for' 
Joint counties ceased ten years ago and for representatives 
fourteen, in Short> apportionment for both houses has not 
Occurred for so long that apportioning in the Oregon leg
islature can not be classified as a "live" issue in the 
sene© of growing and developing, but rather as a ’’dead"

In 1940 a, Study was made of the inefficiency of&appor-
- 1tionment for both houses.* fhe years 1910, 1921, and 1931

Schumacher, '‘Legislative Reapportionment in 
Oregon,” The Commonwealth Review, Vol. XXII, Ho. 3,
(November '» pp. 151-158.



i • ' ’ ■ ’ !were selected. The résulta of this study revealed that* in 
■/' ■*' dash one cif Ibliese three years cases of orer*i%p:!̂  '

• and ;under-representation existed 'for both' counties and j : 
Îoinl^cç^tiiés and in both the senate and the houses Çôn« 
trax^ to ipopular Ttwlief over-representation and under* 
repre sentatlon, although found most frequently in urban çen* 
ters»[is not restricted te a given area but exists :through** - 
Out tiie ataté»;̂  ' Mé lillUStrate; Jscksonwaat^^ 
in the senate lnl910;andKlamath*l^e*De8Chutes«<?rook- 

■ :|Sffêreph ■ in i921 and 1931* ' In the house j Baker was under- . 
represented in 1910 and 1921, Over- and under*representa* : 
tlpn oan be shown to be characteristic of the entire state*

- Between the years 1910*1937 thé only apportionment of •' 
any type In the senate was concerned with joint*county rep# 
r e s en tation* Table 20* below* shows the accuracy of sena* 
torial apportionment when it is Undertaken. Similarly,
Table 21 shows the accuracy of joînt*çounty apportionment 
when it is  attempted.for the house*

..  " 98

<
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Table 20*

' Accm»aey of Senate Apportionaënt :'3 3  3 ’
or Jolnt^countlaa; 1910^19^ ;:.-

HuiabeP. of Joint »Comities. 3 -V. Núnibér of ■ ' *. with fefOfntage
joint;- ■ Over*.. Under- • : of

Years ■. Counties represehtation repre sentatlOh Inaocuracy
%$$$*, : X% f S6*4$-,
1921 3  'It; 2 ' 2 . ■-,+ *, 36.4#
1931 3  ,. 2:> / - 45*5$: ■ ■ V

*2o ^ o 0;i ' /l*'- Wöl00 -2ö.humacherj, 3i»bgsA elative Reappor«*/ 3  tlönment In Oregon,** The COggnonwealth Revlew, Voi* XÍXII,
pp*‘ 151*158» , • ; •. . 3 ; V

2* Appendix Â, Tablé I.
' "Session *0 1,.$9Q9̂ ngSd:*, V-..!

•• AcoyeoyofM>aaOApportlonmehb

vlifon&er of Joint-Counties ,, •
, Hhmbep of ~ n;3' ’ with ' Percentage

joints • Over*- Under* ' of
Years Counties representation - representation Inaccuracy
1910^ : lì : 2. 2 • 36.4#1921 2 l3 3 27*3"
1931 Ô . Ó l' • 50$

*3ource: 1. Waldo Schuniecher, "Legislative Reappor-
tlönment in tìpegeò*11 -the Commonwealth Review, Voi* m i l , Ho* 0« (Novemberl940), pp* 151-158* ::

iv Appendix A* Table 11*
*^Se Selon of 1909 used*

V
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The assumption that a rural-urban conflict is the
A:reason for hot apportioning has been an easy cloak for 

legislative: apportionment inertia and inaccuracy» It is 
a catch-all argument, a proposition which may explain any 
dereliction of duty. One is glibly told to solve the con
flict situation and you have solved the apportionment prob
lem* Sefugo to accept this conflict theory, however* and
you are forced to face the fact that the Oregon 
hat reapportioned inade quately because of an apportionment, 
inefficiency as high as 50$*'

judicial decisions, as will be shown in the next chap-
ter, have placed the responsibility for apportionment 
S<parely with the state legislature a or, in thè final aft* 
elysi s> with the electorate*

In personal conversations with members Of the 1047 
legislature from Multnomah* the author wan, informed that 
the apportionment problem In Oregon was peculiar to this 
state alone or that the under*repre senta t i on of Multnomah 
wa.0 not too distasteful because thè "bettor- legislators 
frequently cam© from other counties*

Arkansas, California* Colorado* and Washington electors
forced the state legislature to apportion* The Same will be 
done in Oregon when the electorate or their legislators want 
a reapportioftiient* Then the: ghost of rural-urban conflict 
will disappear for at least one appprtionmeat as in Colorado



and Washington 
solution Is as

or for an Indefinite future if thé proposed 
sound as that of Arkansas and California. .



- JUDICÍAI, ÎTORPRETATION GF APPORÎIQMSNT 
. RESPOBSiBJ^Tf .

Judicial recognition of the apportionment problem has 
resulted from suits brought by either a government official« 
such as the attorney general. Or by individuals. Such cases 
either invoke hfceeifih or general constitutional provisions; 
Or may bè an attempt to overcome legislative apportionment 
inertie by challenging the validity of the acts of a legis
lature which has not been properly apportioned.

Courts have little difficulty in deciding cases on 
apportionment where a specific clause or section of the 
state or federal constitution is involved. One writer has 
classified these specific provisions as mandatory3* and has 
named four such instructions, which might be Classified as ! 
follows:

Area; limitations en apportionment, such as,
1 . Ron-division of counties.
2 * Contiguity of counties,

»

%avid 0, Walter, “Reapportioraient of átate législa
tive Districts,® i m n o i  a law Review, vol.

1042), p, 23v ~ ~

CÏÏAPTEÏi V



Limita ti ona on size of legislature, such as,
3. Fixednumber ofsenators and 

representatives*4, Minimum or maximum number of legis- 
la tors from each county or town*

Obviously there is a standard by which a court may ajudi-
cate such cases. Por example, if a constitution provides»
as in Oregon» for a senate of thirty and a house of sixty ,
members, a case under this clause might be decided on
whether the thirty-first or sixty*fifst member had proper
credentials* ' ■ " .

Apportionment cases involving a général dáusé, or 
what has been called ^discretionary requirements,neces
sitate a declsion as to whether an apportionment meets the 
standard^ preeéffihd in a constitution* $he difficulty in 
deciding these cases is illustrated by some of the tests 
Which have been pre^cribéd* such as,, "* » * # prèservîng 
as near as may be « , * . , * 8 or « *. «to be as nearly 
equal in population as practicable * •*. » . ,w and » . * 
as nearly equal in numberê as practicable.”̂  It would seem 
that such phrasés éave as their objective an equal!tarian

^Ibld*, p* S3.
■cl.Colorado Constitution, Art, V, Sec, 46.
S'"Florida Constitution, Art* VII» Sec* 3. 
% o w a  Constitution, Art. Ill, Seo» 6 *



goal but recognize that apportionment compromises may be 
vhecoasaryconseque&tl#* a strict; interpretation of

:may^'ae^er; be^poaeibia^:
Equipped with this, flexible standard,, courts have been 

reluctant to declare reapportioning laws invalid because ' 
such action ̂ y ‘'or©at0|greater inequalities by; reviving a 
prior apportionment;, arid no: means exists^ to force the legis- 
la tare to reapportion again,. One author cdn^plled the fol- 
lotfing table illustrating judicial differences of opinion
as. i*0 when a reapportiLornent should be voided fpr hpt meet-
$#&;•’ ' ' \

■the^equai dietribiition test. •/
' ' ' r%',■ • • • . *

: indicia! ihi

Table 22** ■''' 

ierprietation of Requlreiaent,
■ of Lee3>SI& tlte '• Districts 

EeruaXPopula ti oh
• • •'./ *

index of
AppcirtiohmehtACt ■ ■ Ineouality^' ■ . Decision
Ey*ii" 1906,: o, 139 , ■ Void,. 100 S.W. 865
'Wit*,1891». C*. 482 ; -yv;5*61: Void, 51 N*W. 724
N* 5V,: 1892 ̂  - • , ■ ■ • . 3 «>24 : Void, 33 N,E, 827
'Maps 1916',* ■ 3.4.5 Void, 113 N.E, 581
WlsV;* -i892.». :i 2,91 Void, 53 W ,  ' 35
stich 1891, Ho., 175 • .-;,-2,S7 ."-.Voidy . ;-62mi*W,, 944
TSL,:J ., 1892* .2̂ 28. Valid, 31 H.E, 921
IeU cIH, i 1892»' c, 3 W"'- 2.17 ’"Valid, 31 H.E.- 921
Wis,i»:*. 189.2 ■*.'. C , 1 2,14 •. Void, ■ 52' 8,Wy. 944
Wls* 1891, o , 4 82 ■' 1,77 Void, 51 NvW*: 724
Ind* , 1903, c, 206 1,65 Void, 70 N,E. 980
ill*.) 1893, p. 6 •••• 1*42- Valid, 40 H*E, 307
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V 22 (Continued)

Apportionment Act
-Hi .ivy

Index Of 
Inequality

1.25

105■ /•*• •

Decision
140 IT. Y*

^Source : Valdimer 0. Key Jr ., "froeedures Instatelegislative Apportionment,rt American follttOai Science Review* V0l> XXVI, (Decamber 1§2>2), p
■' i wee arrived at by dividing the popular 
tion, or the number of quaHfied vptere aa the c'dse might' ■' 
be* of the largest: Constituency by the popula ti on * or 
(^llfied votens* of the araalleet dietricti Thus, the die* 
parity in dize Cf districts increases With the index. The . 
question of equality was not* however* the Sole issue ih all 
of the cases* Oases and acts listed twice involved appor* , 
tionment 'for both houses of the legislature.

♦ "Apportionment of counties for state legislatures 
made by local boards in Klngs poxmty, New York* and Suffolk
‘OoUnty*'JkSSh^ ;v' ' ■v -; - ;

; ; Apportionment cases Challenging a . special -or general • 
cohdtitu'tiOnai clause are, aim!lar ia nature to reappohtion- 
ment cases; designed to overcome legislative inertia in that 
all of these ca|es are concerned with an equitable distri* 
bution of legislators among the population. : The difference 
in these cases* hOWever, arises from the fact that in the 
former the fairness of an act performed is questioned, 
whereas in the inertia cases the inequailties resulting 
from a failure to apportion is presented With the hope of* 
legal ra#WSs« The first set of, oases are usually con-* 
cerned with various gerrymander practices which have been

T



employed, whereag~the latter oases deal with what ha3 been 
termed the ’'silent gerrymander"^ since non-performance over 
a period of timé may result in such apportionment in« 
equalities as to constitute an actual gerrymander. Inertia 
cases have posed such problems as, who may bring suit, is 
the législature under a duty to apportion and what is the 
legal effect Of non-apportioning particularly as to legis
lative, authority? Because Of the great number of inertia 
cases« the remainder of this chapter has been devoted to a 
brief analysis of several Of the décisions resulting from 
thèse cases.

At least three states, Arkansas, Hew York and: Okla
homa,« have constitutional provisions permitting apportion
ment Suits. Thus AmendmentvHo. 23, Section 5, of the
Arkansas Constitution reads, "Original jurisdiction (to be 
exercised on application of any citizen and taxpayer) is 
hereby vested in the Supreme Court of the s t a t e W h e r e
no constitutional provision exists, it,would seem that the 
attorney general Would be the official most eligible to,in
stitute apportionment suits. This would be by virtue of 
the fact that he is an elected official, as in Oregon, who 
is given authority trader common and statutory law to rep
resent the interests of the people* On this assumption, a

%aitep, o p * clt., p. 37.
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recent Wisconsin case by two World War ÏI veterans»
ft ' ' ' s%  • . . petitioned the state attorney general to start an‘ \ '
original action in the state supreme court to enjoin the 

v . .  ,  . '

secretary of state from proceeding with the election of
members of the state leg! sia ture.” They alleged that the 
ensuing election %  * • ; would sanction and perpetuate a 
rotten borough system without regard* to equality of repre
sentation and contrary to the letter and spirit of the state 
constitution* This petition Was accepted by the attorney 
general with the result that "On ¿lay 23, the attorney gen
eral announced that he would accede to the petition of the

t ’ ' ,two World War II veterans and seek to bring original.action
' _ oin the state supreme court to force rodistricting*-

Relying on the attorney general to challenge an ap-
\

porti ornent on his own initiative, however, may be uhsati s-
■*factory because of his political affiliations. As an. 

elected officiai hé will generally belong to one of the 
major parties and be dependent upon the party for political 
support; consequently, if his party profits by an in
equitable apportionment, a suit challenging .the favorablei . "

-letter from Mrs. Hazel Ruehn, librarian. State of 
Wisconsin, legislative Reference Library, November 25* 1246.

%bld*
®Seei Walter, op. cit., for a discussion of this 

subject.



apportionment might be considered an act hostile to the 
party intereate and thereby jeopardize hie pelitical future.

Without consti tutíonal instructions as to who may in* 
itiate an sportionment suit or without the support of the 
attorney general^ the practice baa been for some public* 
minded individual to bring suit or for some person» charged 
with violation Of a statute» to plead that the particular 
• law. is invalid. Invalidity resulting from the fact that 
the legislature Which passed the measure lacked proper 
authority since the legislative assembly had not been ap-
portioned in accordance with a state or the federal

< ‘ ‘

constitution.
' ' r •

Usually these suits are quo warranto or mandamus pro
ceedings» although injunction proceedings are permitted in 
sCme jurisdictions« Apportionments have also been attacked» 
"Where the issue is involved in the annexation of territory 
from one town or county to another it has been raised either 
by quo warranto proceedings or statutory petition. 0 Further
more « 0Advisory opinions and declaratory judgments may be 
used» and there are' examples of the use of Writs of pro- 
hibition and of certiorari. 0 It should also be noted that

s i

a plaintiff may be estopped In some jurisdictions by the 
fact that a number of years have elapsed without the appor
tioning statutesf validity having been challenged. There

^Waiter» op. cit,, pp. 35-36.
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i# nó agreement, however, on this last point* *
The /type Of afgm&ent employed will fary witfo t ^  

plaintiff 'pr âtl'ôjtt^nW iil a recentOregon case'» for ex
ample, It was maintained that a state legislature which had 
not been apportioned !» accordance with the; Oregon consti
tution was not. a lawfully constituted b0dyj:; consequently,

. it lacked legislative authority and, as a result, its 'laws 
were' Invalid.^ Two plaintiffs in Wisconsin sought to en-, 
join tshe ^eretéry of Sthte from permitting an election of 
members of the state législature On the grounds that the 
proposed election would continue the states1 "rotten 
borongh

In Illinois it was argued that the acts of a legis
lature which had not been reapportioned were a violation 
of Sect ion 1 of the 14th Amendment of the United States 
Constitution which readp in part, " * * , , nor símil any 
state deprive any person of life, liberty or property, with
out due pfocess of iaWf •♦/• "■$ Whatever the argument, 
however, inertia. cases pose. two main questions, namely, is 
there à legisiati^ duty to apportion and, if so, what is 
the effect of ñOh^érformanee on |1 ) the 0 atus of the

; _ ___. _ ...... 109

*Mpmo Opinion, Re Neuberger vs./Lambert, County 
Treasurer, Ho, 170-476/Portland, Oregon, October 7, 1946. ttepubiiahad. ■ .,/,

• fetter from Mrs, Hazel Kueho, op, cit¿





Although judicial tribunals have recognized apportion
ment a£ a legislative duty, they have also maintained that 
there is no legal method of enforcing this duty« Such a . 
conclusion may be attributed partly to the tradition of 
separation of powers in the United States and to the 
"sovereign" nature of a state legislature.

Having in mind, therefore, thè; provisions for a Separ
ation of powers and the expressions of the sovereignty of 
the people with a consequent unrestricted power of the 
peoples* representatives,, except as expressed or reasonably 
implied in written constitutions, apportionment inertia 
oases may be understood a little better. The following - 
judicial décisions indicate that the judiciary must consider 
cases of legislative apportionment Inertia in the light of 
these constitutional restrictions on departmental powers 
when ho provision exists whereby the judiciary may compel 
the legislature or an apportioning agency, acting in a 
legislative icapacity^ to reapportion.

A recent report of the Research Department of the 
Illinois Legislative Çouncil, covering the apportionment 
problem, particularly in Illîrioîs, found that "Although 
the Constitution provides that the General Assembly shall 
Apportion the state every ten years, there appears to be



pp jùd|61â| process available to compel the legislature to 
reapportion against its will, " 1  This report concluded that 
apportionment Is a legislative matter vhloh neither state 
nor federal courts have the power to compel the légis
lature to consider* The only recourse is for thé people to 
elect an assembly that pill apportion» Or. to amend the 
constitution^

In the Wisconsin case referred to above- the state su
preme court uhshimously held that the judiciary lacked 
power to compel a reappoptionment by the legislature« In 
; the Oregon case noted aboye there was a demurrer to the 
fact# which were to the effect that the,State legislature 
had not reapportioned In accordance with Article IV, Sec* 
tion 6 of the State constitution. The court did not state 
thst the pons tituti oral provi si on to apportion wap mandat 
tory# but, statedI

The duty to act as enjoined by the Constitution is a continuing duty but one which the courts may not 
require to be discharged* ■ The courts are without 
>autfaority to compel the legislature'to make such apportionment or to require the enactment of any legist 
lation.. v While wemayholda legislative act uncon- _ 
Stftuttonal, we may not Unseat a legislative membership and outlaw all, the legislation of a session 
merely because the .legislative; body has failed, to

, ^Reappprtionmént ih flliiaolsi Cbngreasiorial and 
_ State ■ aen^orlal; Pietri c ta, Re search Report Mo. 3» 
lugust 1938; Research Department; Illinois legislative 
Council» p. 0«



follow a direction which wo would have been powers 
leas to enforce. The judicial branch of thé govern* 
ment may not thus interfere with the legislative. 1

An Illinois citizen, assessed an Income tax by the
federal government, sought to' enjoin the collector of in*
ternal revenue from collecting the tax on the ground that
the Illinois State legislature's failure to apportion re*
suited in a deprivation of a republican form of government.- / ..

The Circuit Court of Appeals stated, however, that
TO the proposition that republican government in 

Illinois has failed because of the Omission of the 
Illinois General Assembly to redi strict- the State as charged in the bill, we cannot yield assent.-

An appeal to the United states Supreme Court resulted in
> , a 'dismissal of the case for lack of jurisdiction.

The above and similar cases have established thé,fact
that there is a legislative duty to apportion, that this
duty is continuous and incumbent upon future legislatures,
and that the courts are powerless to enforce this duty.
The same ruling also applies to apportioning agencies other
than the législature unless the constitution provides for
judicial enforcement « This results from the fact thjafc these

*Keuberger va. Lambert, op. pit. /
%eogh vs. Beely, 50 Federal Reporter* 2d series*

( 19311, P» 686. "Alsoî 284 i ^ t ^  Swa êe Reporté. 583.
For a discussion of the case see Reapportionment in Illinois ; Congressional and State Senatorial districts, 
op. cit;, pp. 10*1 1 , : v '; v “



agencies are deemed to toe acting in a legislative capacity 
and thereby have legislative immunity.

Às to tiie questions what is the status of the legls- \ 
lature and its acts when there has been a nonrperformànce 
of the legislative duty to apportion, the answer will toe 
found in judicial decisions to the effect that such a.legis
lature la a de facto assembly and its acts valid because 
thè législative authority is continuous« Thus It was held 
in Oregon:

’ Assuming the constitutional direction is manda
tory both aé to the performance of the act and as to 
thé time thereof* the failure of the legi slature tò 
follow it déès not nullify all legislative: action.
The legislative authorlty,continues an<Lits actions .

• acOr' valid and binding as to the public«1

A judge in the Federal District Court in Florida
promptly dismissed .a case Wherein it was alleged that acts
paèsêd by a legislature which had not been reapportioned
were not only invalid tout in conflict with the due process•_ ■ ' ' . ... . > 
clause of the united States Constitution. The. justice*cin
dismissing the case* insisted that merely stating the argu
ment that acts passed toy a legislature which had not been 
reapportioned were invalid showed the weakness of the con
tention for, if the statement: were true* hundreds of

> ' . • •
%eubergér vs. Lambert * op. pit.
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* T . .statutes in Florida and elsewhere would be invalid.'V '• * • • '

legally then* the only effect of not reapportioning 
is to create a dé facto legislature whose acts aré as valid 
as those of a legislature which has been apportioned 
properly* The significance of non-apportioning, therefore, 
is, hot to be found in the law but in the political arena.

In conclusion It should be noted that, even where ap
portioning statutes have created inequalities, several 
courts have refused to invalidate these acts because, first, 
invalidation revives a previous apportioning statute which 
may create even greater inequalities and, second, the ju- 
diclary has no means of compelling the legislature to reap-

oportion even if an act is declared invalid.
' ' i " ,  *

*Seei Everglades Drainage League v. napoleon B* 
Brownard Drainage District, 255 Fed246 t!918) and thé dis
cussion of tkis and similar cases by David 0. Walter, "The 
Effect of a Failure to Redistrict the Legislature," op. cit., 
pp. 301-502. ----

OSee: David 0. Walter, "Reapportionment of State
legislative Districts," Op. cit., p. 29, /

Q'^
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PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

Oregon*S apportionment problem has been attributed 
to several factOre« suedi as thè dominance of agricul
tural Interests, the presence of a single largo oî%» , 
the existence of one major political party* and a con
flict of economic interests.; There Can be no denying 
the fact that all of these factors contribute in à 
greater. Or lesser degree to increasing apportioning 
difficulties, particularly -Since one economic or polit
ical group may, by controlling the state legislature, 
perpetuate itself through control of legislation, party, 
nominations, and constitutional conventions.

These allegationŝ  however,, only touch the edges 
of the problem because Oregon*S supposedly unique appor
tionment difficulties are really not peculiar to this 
State-*except that Oregon may differ from other states 
In the specific number of years elapsed since the last

• . -i

apportionment * The essential problem of apportionment 
is found in other states* $tatedsimplyi the proposition 
is one of how to apportion equitably, in accordance with



fepnstil^típriál • aothatail thé diéèrgeht
■ economic, poêlai #:2festriët^tîâ^%■ '
• malÿ • bavéádequa&é représentation in proportion to their 
;frpptlon pf thé pollution* ’ That t he problem - le’ nation
wide m&jr he illustrated by abstracta ¡from letters on the

, • . .  ‘ ,, ■ . . .  < v  _ ; ......................  . '■ sub3Pot received by the author from state officiais and
■ iègiâiative référence ‘ bureaus* ■: TheSé' replies were ÍÉ' - . •' '.I'-" ‘ '
'-ahswér ■ to question# about the date of the last.appof-♦ ■ . ■ ■ ’’ ’ •• .

tiptiíetít" made i n . the ' átate and about ' their ’ undprfepre- •• * ‘ • .■ ‘‘J V
séntatioií or overrepresentatlon or, urban arpas« ■

: A . letter from Aiabafiiá- atatedr "t ■’
'̂ .e. Usually hayè séverai bills introduced each 

Session of the legislature but they fail to pas#.. , 
®hé black beit wiehes to hold on as the apportion
ment now #tanda and the no|gbhern: part of the State 
Cannot muSter enough tote#'"to defeat them* Thé. State,has not had a constitutional convention Since 
19Q1.Í ’. '■
■ -'|Dá' áre: p#ër^fe|^b#éhted,

only in those cape# of rather small countiè# where a dis - 
trict is composed: oi a considerable town surrounded by a 
lairgè rural áreá# The town always Supplies the représen* 
tátlire and thé rural area has ' no other representative• **2

iLettef from kr*s«’: Marié B» Owen, Director, State of 
Alabama Department of Archives and History, January;7,
1947* / ■*

' * ■

' %ettef from Mulford y/insor, Director,- State of 
Arizona Department of Library and Archives, December IS,



• ’ 1 ‘

in Colorado, "the last apportionment was made in 
•1933 by the people under the initiative; This covered 
both the Senate and Souse* Urban areas, particularly the 

- . City and County of Denver, which is the only city Over,
10 0,000, are under represented. ”•*• ''

Florida apportions representatives by eounties and
» ■

senators by senatorial districts. In 1946 the Senate 
was reapportioned, causing the comment that ”after quite 
a fight last year there was a hew Senate apportion^ 
mehty” 2

In North Dakota, "urban areas are not over or under 
represented. ” 3 It should be noted, however, that the 
same letter admits that "the last apportionment in this 
state [North Dakota] was made in 1913, both House and 
Senate.”

From Pennsylvania the reply was that, ”the most 
recent apportionments and the ones we are still

^Letter from Clair T. Sippet, Secretary, The State 
of Colorado, Department of Law, Legislative Reference Office, December 17, 1946.

^Letter from W. T. Cash, State Librarian, State of 
Florida, State Library Board, January 7, 1947.

^Letter from E. J. Taylor, Law Librarian, State of 
North Dakota, Supreme Court, December 16, 1946.
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operating under (with exception of a few changes by
amendments) are the apportionments made in 1921*"^

» ■ ’

The Washington State Superintendent of Elections
/ ‘Stated:

Legislative apportionment has always been a hot 
potatoe since it appears it is impossible to Satisfy 
both rural and urban sections of the state* Unfor
tunately, our population for the most part is concen
trated in thè western portion, and the political 
thinking has been divided by the Cascade Mountains, 
which divides the eastern and western portions of the State*2
Finally, a letter from Wisconsin concluded, "the , 

enforcement of the Constitutional mandate must be settled 
in the political forum as an issue involved in the can
didacy for seats in the senate and assembly*

Since the apportionment problem exists throughout 
the country in a majority of the state legislatures, it 
has been necessary to analyze the problem in Oregon in 
the light of any similarities in other states* As a 
result, two significant problems are raisedi The first 
centers around thè economic conflict theory— the second

^Letter from S* Edward Hannestad, Acting Director, 
Legislative Reference Bureau, Harrisburg,, Pennsylvania, December 16, 1946*

^Letter from Kenneth N,,Gilbert, State Superinten
dent of Elections, The State of Washington, Department of 
State, November 25, 1946,

^Letter from Mrs. Hazel Kuehn, Librarian, The State 
of Wisconsin Legislative Reference Library, November 25, 1946• 1
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around legislative reaponsibllity• Both are of such .
■ vital importance that they hot only go to the heart of 
the apportionment problem but* more important» to the 
very roots of American government*

A glance at the eight letters referred to above 
reveals that, of the states represented, urban areas in 
Colorado are underrepresented; in Arizona they may be 
overrepresented ; In Alabama and Washington there is A 
Conflict between two economic areas Of the state* Thus 
half: Of these states considered representation inequal-
; ■ J. ; ■ .itles to be the result of divergent, .irreconcilable in-*

. terests* This sample would be unimportant were it not 
for the fact that a large majority of writers on the sub
ject of reapportionment cite the economic conflict theory 
as1 the primary reason for failure to apportion*

This idea of the conflict of economic interests 
finds expression in statements to the effect that rural 
and urban areas do not have similar problems but inter
ests peculiar to their own areas; therefore, each area 
wants to be adequately represented* A letter to the 
author stated the proposition as followst

I understand that Oregon is industrializing, 
and this means urbanization will be hastened* The 
people of the cities must have fair representation, 
for the legislature exerts a lot of authority over

i



them» Cities have peculiar problems and urban 
people must have mere voice in government for that 
reason»! ' . / >■

v: ; ■■■ In Orégen, as in other atatee having a single large
Oity, the conflict attitude is expressed in statements

\ " •;>/
„that Portland must not dominate ,ihe state legieiaburej, 
the assumption being that such an Occurrence would be 
detrimental to rùral interests * Thus one Oregon writer 
claimed that,

jay main thesis is that metropolis (he it Portland, ChicagoNew York) must beheld down to legislative 
representation that will keep It from dominating the - 
state legislature» If Portland had full proportion 
of legislature its vote plus a few pickups from out
side would dictate » It is too dangerous to let big 
Cities run a whole Sthtewith all a state^S diver
sified interests* It’s bad enough on measures sub
mitted to the people—!*Portland * s big vote often 
oarrleS a measure' against Which all the up-state 
turned in its majority— but we . can seé and fight 
that danger, while metropolitan control of a legis
lature is something too difficult to cope with bh 
the hundreds of bills that come up during a legis
lative session»*? - '

While statements that ^sagebrush^ areas dominate the
. ’ < \ • ’ * ,

legislature reflect the other side of the conflict idea»
One author minced no words on this point> alleging$

AS è member ,0f the Oregon Legislature in 1941,
I remember attempting to raise the. salaries paid our 
school teachers• Along the Pacific Coast, the aver
age salary for .teachers paid in California Is 
$2,2Q1, in Washington $1,746, and in Oregon #1,286*

^Letter from Culleh B* Qosnell, February 3, 1947* 
Shatter from C* C. Chapman, January 6 , 1947.



So a clear issue wag raised. Our bill to reserve new 
educational funds for the pay of classroom teacherg, 
rather than for more school administratorâ-, wag de
feated by a vote of 33 to 27. The vote sof over
represented sagebrush areas defeated it«*
If the belief that American society is, divided into

irreconcilable economic groups is correct, then one of the
basic theories of government in the United States would
seem to be faulty. . . •

Briefly stated, this theory maintains that all people
have certain fundamental rights.. Therefore, governments
exist, by the Consent of the governed, to protect these
fundamental rights of man. îtirthermore., society’s interest
in preserving thés® rights ig\ so great that individual or
group interests must yield to the collective interests of
the entire community in order to protect the welfare of all
the people«

It is this theory of the supremacy of the rights of 
all, therefore, which is under attack'when it is stated or 
implied that economic interests are of such paramount con
sideration in representation that political beliefs must 
take a secondary place to special interests, thereby sub
ordinating the rights of man to the rights of owners of cows

122

IjTeuberger, "Last Stand of Rotten-Boroughs," op. cit.,
p. 9.



Historically in the United States the assertion that 
a special Interest had prior claim to representation« Over 
the righto of all men« resulted not only la a vigorous 
denial of the proposition but In an eventual yielding of 
the-former claim to the latter* For example, arguments 

' against suffrage' extension suchas John Adame» Weremet 
with the ’’Memorial of the Hon^Freeholders of the Glty Of * 
Richmond,"* which reminded the Adamses that there was a 
"Beolaratioh of Independence" still in existence in thé 
United states« the final result being an extension of the

The significance of the économie conflict theory, there* 
fore, does not lie in a justification of the rural or the 
urban interests* The mere statement of each a belief raises 
thé fundamental <jiiestich whether * granted an economic con* 
fliCt between the country and the City, Capital and labor«
Or any other conflict between economic, social, or political 
groups * these conflicts are of such à nature that consid* 
©rations of the rights of man must be relegated to a sub* 
ordinate postion in order that conflicting economic interests

%oiai Adams, "A Defence of the Gonstltutionscf Govern* ment of the United States’ of America«" Democracy, Liberty, and Property, ed, (by Francis W, Goker {New York: TheMacmillan Company, 1942) , pp* 121*13$. '
"Memorial of the ifon^freehoiders of t ^  Glty of „ Richmond, * ibid* , pp. 199*207.



stay have first - consideration« That thi a le not ap academic 
question 3?al sed by tbbbi*i sta may be demonstrated by refer
ence to the reaction of a State iègisiaturév Controlled by 
*ep?^ Sahthhives .from: to an initiative 
mandate by the people to reapportion. °In Colorado,0 
writes a studentof the problem, ftaiter the failure of the 
legislature to reapportion following the Ì92Ò and 1930^04*** 
susea, an initiated measare was approved by popular vote 
In 1$$?*.., 41 ite following add al on the legislature (elected 
under the prior act) attempted to repeal this and to pass 
its own containing seri ouS; di a oriminati one
against Renter • In Armstrong v, Mitlen f95 Colo. 423,
37 P (2d), y ^  ;|1934)] a divided court held: this legislative 
act invalid On the ground ’of. inequalities*^ . ■;

Therefore # i t 1 a t he author * a contention that > before 
expressed or i%lied; adherenoe is given to any belief in  ̂
irreconcilable economic, social, Or political conflicts a§ 
a primary reason for iegielative failure to perform its 
dutiea.i the full iigpiicatióne of SuCh a statement' should be 
considered, if it can be demonstrated that man's willing- 
ness to abide by democratic processes exists only So long 
as his special interests are not involved and that when ''

k. ' . , . . ' _ ‘

falter, ^RSapporti onment of State legislative Dia» 
trista,” op. city* p. 32.
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these special Interests are jeopardized he will abandon 
democracy for the dictates of this special Interest gròup, 
then the outlook 1 s?glOOmyofpr the Continuance _ of even 
those; feeble efforts et democracy .thsfc-iis'̂ ''''̂ ¿h'ahdè,« in 
1937 a-'writer 'Stated the matter' aer fólÌbt:S:i-'''!.

It was Ferdinand Lassane who taught the workers ' 
to distrust everyone who did not demand as his fifft 
alma free and - #<pa|franOMse* He knew what history 
has proved abundantly since* that peaceful progress 
toward eoChomio and social democracy can be made only 
when and in so far as It if backed by the actual poorer 

• over group
■ Interests ■■ .■ 'v.’. ■ .• ■

legally and morally the legislature bias been declared 
under ah obligation to apportion. ,The legal duty was-stated 
in thè chapter of this, the sis on "¡Judicial interpretation 
of Apportionment Hesponslbllity, ” The moral obligation is 
expressed in such statements as Governor Hurlèy^s In an ad* 
drees to the 1958 session of the ^ásachUsStts Legislature 
concerning apportionment ; He stated ̂ ;

“ As public officials we have sworn an oath to ob~ .... serve these pfovisiohf, Cconstitutional provisions on apportionment] * with the obligations of this Oath la ..mihd>.;may!'-It.hsll.ye\ur certain requirementsof the GOnStitrUtipn which have been ignored during the , 
legislative sessions. Of 1985 and 1937, and to date by■ the legislature of 1988,2

^Arthur Feller, «Democracy 5y Glass and Occupational 
Representation,« Political ánd Economio Democracy» ed» by 
Max As coli and Fritz Lehmann* (iiew ybrlc: W , w. Norton and 
Co.,. 1937), pp*. 190*i9i;; . ■ '• ', ; ... ,

^Governor Charles, F, Burley, "Message to Massachusetts 
legislature,” Heuss».«HO. 3080» JUné 1, 1938.
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Similarly, a ’’Report oi* thè Legislative Coirne 11" of Con* 
neeticut, in recommending a reduction in the sigo of the 
House, of Representatives, stated*

We realize that such a proposal calls for an un* 
usually high degree of disinterestedness and even self- 
sacrifice on the part of the members of the House of 
Representatives, some of whom would definitely be cut 
off from any hope of succeeding themselves. We feel,

' however, that the record of thè Connecticut House of 
Representatives establishes that it will meet this 
problem in a spirit of the broadest and most high 
minded pa trio tlsiru*
What is the political significance then of legislative 

failure to perform this duty? The significance centers 
around first> whether the leg!slature a‘ failure to reappor* 
tion is a result of a total disregard for the will of the 
people or whether it is a result of basic weaknesses in ■ 
existing legislative procedures«

If it could be established that the reason for failure 
to reapportion periodically as provided in the Oregon Con
stitution is a result of a total disregard on the part of 

, the legislators» for the will of the people, it would then 
be necessary either to remove those now in power for more 

' trustworthy representatives or revoke the power of the 
legislators to reapportion. Révocation of the apportioning 
power could be accomplished as was done in Arkansas for

Istate of Connecticut* Report of the Legislative 
Council, Public Document 96 tNovember 20, 1946), p. 33.

I



example* byîhsertlng an amendment té the constitution pro
viding for automatic apportioning by ah agehcy, other than 
thé legislature* subject to mandamus for hon«>performanoe. 
Such an agency might be empowered to aet on its own in
itiative or, as lh California, in the event of legislative 
failure to reapportion during the first session after the 
taking of a state or federal Census.

From personal interviews with members of the Ì945-*1947 
Joint Interim Commit tee of thè Bouse and Senate on Appor
tionment and a Study of the apportionment problem in Ore
gon, the author has been unable to gather sufficient evi* ' 
donee to indicate a wilful desire to disregard the mandate 
of the people• It would seem that this belief might be 
substantiated by the fact that apportionment committees 
were established in 1921, 1931, 1939, 1941* and 1946* The 
last committee received 1 1 ,000.00 to make a study °f the 
laws on reapportienment* Therefore, the pelitical slgnif- 
ioànòei pf thé apportionment problem results primarily fpom 
basic weaknesses in existing legislative procedures*

' In 1791 John Quincy Adams wrote, in regard to legis
lative power?

Distribute the whole of your power ln such a 
manner, as will necessarily prevent any one man, or 
body of men, or any possible combination of individual 
interests* from being arbitrary, but do not incumber 
your own representatives with shackles, prejudicial to 
yoùr own interests; nor suffer yourselves, like the 
Spanish Monarch of ridiculous .memory, to be roasted to



■ -v death#: by denying your servantsthe power of removing 
the fire from before you**

dae hundred and fifty-six years later 
the prentice of encumbering *V * ■ .■ * yotir own representa
tives with shackles# prejudicial to your own interests. .

•, ., " which John £U Sdams deplOred# continues unabated in
State legislature a. - For example# Section 1?7# Article IV 
of the Oregon Constitution provides $ ’’Edch house shall 
have all powers necessary for a branch of the legislative 
dSpahtment of a free end Independent state*" A dozen sec*

. ' : tipno further, however, the seme ¡article, in Section 29,
, of Memberay” which ip limited 

*: '■ to••-|:8vOO; ;S:: '-day' "for fifty days * Thus,' leglslators are 
. forCedvto heirve the state gratis if# as is often the edge#
: . the': • ieglalature^ should require mo^e than fi|ty days to com
plete its work adequately« ' These have become So

; restrictive that special studies have been made of State ■
.. '.rcr '.̂ .r ■ v , : w .  \ <
• iê if.ih.tiye- organizetion and procedures »because It is b'e-

lleved ‘that, as the Council of State Governments has said,
' . " Ho legislator or student of government can doubt;', the importance of a '.Strong, and weal-organized _ legis-■' ■
• latur® in any present-day .demobretic'''State;." •©ver large • " Areas Of t&e world legislative bodies have lost ground.

The•independence of legislatures has been more- vigors 
, ou sly And successfully attacked than At any time during

the past: Century* To’meet this AhAllenge the

4 John ^ n c y  Adams# /betters 6f pUblieola#tt democracy# 
liberty,and^Cserty^' op< olt># p, 3S9V :•
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organisation and procedure of the legislative branch 
Of government is receiving increasing attention in the 

■ United'!States and abroad. 1  ' •
In Oregon the Legislative Assembly is constantly faced

with the problem of organization and. procedure as a result
of meeting .biennially for a limited #OSSi6a>' lack of con*
tinuity between sessions and inadedhate faet*fihding agOnr
Ciea* The ¡first two handicaps affect the'astOiint of time
tbat will he allotted to measures placed before the legist

: !!........... .. .-■ ■ ■  . -  " ............ : ‘ -latare* Thje tendency i:s> as a result, to consider masters
■ : ■ ' : ; • i " > ‘ 1 . . , . . • .affecting tS^atloh# business# labor* education, and welfare
as soon as possible and other matters if there is sufficient

The lack of adequate fact-finding agenciesI
handicap because of the inability of legislators,is a severe

while in session, to investigate pending\$»;aSur©S^in order 
to ascertain the merits of the proposal after a considers*

the «pertinent facts of the oase.
>s in length of session And salary are matters be*

Scope of this thesis because they are more a legis- 
. v  .I , . . .lative organ!zationai problem than an apportionment. ThS <
lack of adequate.fact*flnding agencies, however, is signif*<](! <

leant because failure to understand the apportionment prob*
’ ' ; / Ilem in Oregon has led to muoh misinformation on the part of

Council of State Governments, Our State Legjg* 
laturea, (Chicago: The Council of State Governments,

V  p.

J



thè legislators and thè public* This niày bodemonstrated 
by an'^analysis of proposed solutions to thè apportionment 
problem which hays boon contained in suggestions Ug0
of the initiative* referendum* and statutory or consti tu*

. it j . ' , | j ' 'I « ■ ,. . . . •. I! . . •
tional changes* The illustrative changes have been proponed
by members; <j># the legislature *

Table f® contains a list of proposals',fof
reapportionaent which h&ve been introduced 
the legislature within a period of almost. a quarter of a : 
oentu^ir'''|tt will be observed ti^t;'-nt.'lê '̂'̂ b' of these 
measures contained provisions for use of the referendum. 
Similarly, four states, California, WasMngtdn, Arkansas, 
and Colorado, have used the initiative td apportion... "* I;' • * ■ *' '|i' : ’ * ”, : , _ . ' f' ‘"
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Propdsisd ReaDportioraaent Measures. 
^ ~ ~ — 1 5 6 3 ^ 3  '

'ifiMber - •• : > ;.■ u-
of ' '■ .• V" •• ' -Ye&r . Measure t ■ _ Proposal Disposition

1925 ;$j3!S 1.̂  JU Following a state or federal ceneus/ In committee on
. senators andrepreaeBtatlves shall be y  re solutions,upon
apportioned*' , adjournment;

a. Otte representative from eachcounty«. '
b* Senators and other representa
tives shall be apportioned according 
to population in each dlsti^cb«.

2* limitation on si ze of legislatnrsMOf' .; .. • 30 and 60 would remain. . ’’’ 'r ,
3. Representatives from each county shall 
be automatic and require no Sppprtion^ht. ;
•d. 5?hiŝ wpiiidf amend ii^ Sec. € and
would be put to a referendum vote*

1 9 3 5 SB 286 8fo authorize county courts or county com- Introduced, read
misslonera to create districts In counties* twice and referred, 
and providing for election of state sen? to committee onators and representatives of such die- elections andtrlcts. privileges.





Table 23 {Continuedj

Proposal V-
According to popuiatipn and ons»third ac- ■ eording to area* y
2* Ratio used:for legislators electedby 
population would be two^thirda of number 
of senators and representatives divided 
into total population of' the state. 7

ttoa© ctcosen̂  area would. oO «. . » determined, by dividing one* 
third of tfaahhmber of seaatorn and repi’o* sQntatives, respe eti velyy and dividing the 
number of square miles in each county bv
such respective ratios. 0 /

., . f • County Or district ̂ ould be entitled to one senator Or representative for a 7 rnâ or fraction,; - ' ■■ ^ ; V
5. If a county didn’t have the necessary
area or population then it would be ■ attached to an adjoining county,
6 * Sec* 5, Art. IV should be repealed.
7. Proposal to be submitted to referendumvote.. ' ,r • ' .... < .,■ . '

Humber
of

Measure



Table 23 (Continued)

Humber
of

sjr 5

. t.. .....
Sec* 2, ârtv 31
vided for.

be repealed and
pror adjournment’.

Source î State ofOregon, Journals of the Senate and Hattae.
fSalem, 1923}, Senate Joint Boa„*uu 
|bld*> (1935), Senate Bill No. 286. 

î* > .( 1937}, House Joint He solution 
[•> ÍI943}* Senate Joint■rJv ' ï TI Í ' «ooiauww!Jbld., (1943), Senate Joint Resolution

No. 8. 
No.í.ri, No. 5.

on,;..
upon
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A further analysis of Table 23 reveals a second method
of attempting to solve the apportionment problem. This
consists In;! statutory or constitutional proposals for change

< . Ü ■ ■ ■ . • ' ■ ~ .ing the apportionment ratio.
Z;1 ■ ' .Finally, there are those who believe that the problem

of reapportionment of the Oregon Legislative Assembly may
- ¡j . . ' '

be solved by substitution, that is, adopting a different 
ij ., ■ - -'

basis for apportioning* Thus, several of the proposals in
. ' ii : ' ' ' ' ' ' • •Table 23, if; adopted, would provide both a county and a

population basis for determining legislators. Again, the
i: i

1945*1947 Interim Apportionment Committee suggested that!' ,ii /
the words "white population” in the Oregon Constitution be

!i ichanged to read ^registered voters.”
Regardless of the merits of these proposals, it should

1 Ì' ' ' ’ ■'
be noted that none go to the core of the reappOrtionmont

li
problem in Oregon from a political point of view, Politi*
cally, the problem, in Oregon, as in other states, is how

\ r . ' * •to overcome the inertia of an apportioning agency. For ex-
¡1 «-ii •ample, had these alternative measures been adopted, there

would have been no guarantee that legislative inertia or
ii . ■ ; ■ :

the inertia of those performing a legislative function could
Si . ' - •

have been overcome, Again, for purposes of Illustration,
' ‘j . ' ■ .Massachusetts provides for representation on the basis of .

**See

c
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.|égal voters, but failure to implement this with a provision 
that r eapportionment must be performed hag resulted in a 
continuancej of the apportionment problem in that state* 

therefore, a far more satisfactory approach is that
il ' '|i r

stated by aj! committee of the Portland City Club which 
studied theijreappor tiennent problem in Oregon. This com*ii

Î; . . /

mittee claimedtH . '|l V 'There would seem to be bo valid reason for crem
ating new senators when several of the old ones can
not be justified on the basis of apportionment by 
population* Wè believe that the legislative assembly 
should be placed under an obligation to the under
represented portions of the State to perform its duty. 
Your committee does not approve of reapportionment by 
constitutional amendment. Thé principles and pro
cedures to govern reapport 1 onment may well be estab
lished by amendment, but the actual performance should 
be delegated* Reapportionment by amendment means that 
it will ibe piecemeal and consequently lead to many 
incon si sjt enci e s. ■*
It was noted in a previous chapter^ that several states

l ,have recognized the basic weakness in not compelling a per-
forraance of |he duty to apportion by placing the task in

¡ 1  - *the hands of j, an apportioning agent or agency divorced from 
the legislature, while others have provided for an alter* 
native method of apportionment in the event of legislative 
inertia* |

‘ ' l ■ '
ii ' ■ ■

^”Constij;fcUtlonal Amendment Increasing Number of Sen
ators to Thirty-Ôïiè Member a , Portland City Club Bulletin, 
Vol. XXVII, No. 22 (October 4^1946jV pp. ' 82-83. "

i\ _ ■ ■ ■ ' -Q*See Chapter II.
' t: ' ’ ,.1 ’ 1
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li - -¡!, '■ ,  . ' .As a result of the political problem raised by leg!a*
' \ ’lative apportionment inertia* namely, how to compel elected
representatives to perform a duty which they are legally
' V. i[ ' ' . . •and mbrally1: sworn to undertake, ' a recommendation for change

. ¡iseems to bè|. fully justified* The long-standing failure of-l!
the Oregon Legislative Assembly to apportion has Consti* 
tuted not ohly a neglect of duty but à breach of faith with
the Oregon electoratei therefore, it is recommended that

. .
the duty to ¡reapportion be placed in the hands Of an auto*!|
matte apportioning agency composed of members subject to *!¡ ' ’ •
mandamus fop non-performance of thi s duty* Bad the state

i! • -.legislature been able to make a major apportionment within 
the past thirty-seven years* Consideration might be givenll ' ' , -hthe adoption of an alternative method of apportioning. It
is believed,;; however, that the inherent organisational and

Ü -  ' '

procedural weaknesses of a short session biennial iegislà*
ture would force the legislature to continue to default inü, iiperforming its duty* The suggestion of thé 1945*1947 In-

. 1 1 il ’tèrim Apportionment Committee that the governor be made re-
•; , ,.*L j  - *, • , _  .

* i! .
since he is jiot only liable to the pressure of political 
considerations but not subject to mandamus,

It is suggested that this automatic apportioning agency
¡1 ,IIbe located in an existing bureau, of the state government*
i! ~Bad Section 5;, Article IV of the Oregon Constitution been



followed ànici state censuses taken » the Census Bureau of theI' 1 - ' ‘
State would’ seem a logical choice. This is the agency that

|! 1 "  apportions ¡on the federal level#
ii '

The provision for an automatic apportioning agency could
, , il ' . - v

hé made hy statute* If, however, the legislature failed toi!1 '
pass such ail measure, some civic-minded group, suCh as théI ' . ' •
Portland Oify Club or the league of Women Voters, should: ii ; ’ .
initiate a constitutional amendment to that effect* Ob*ij ..... ' ' '• ■ •
viously this measure should be Concerned with an automatic 
apportionmejit agency. It should not, however, alter ¿the ex-

i|isting constitutional apportionment provision, except forIj ' : , ' •
the word "white” before npopulation,n because the present

. 11 ’ ' ' '
constitutional clause recognizes representation of people
and not special interests or areas* What is needed is a

, : ¡1 ■ •mandatory provision that the duty to reapportion be conilied 
with upon completion of censuses•

A second recommendation is that the practice of appor*
„ri

tioning the united States House of Representatives by use
ii 1 ■ ' - ■ " ■ ;Of the major; fractions method be prescribed by statute.il ' ✓ii v . ■ •Should it be| found, as was disclosed in this thesis, that a

 ̂ ■ 'istrict apportionment of the state on the basis of popularjijitien would leave certain counties unrepresented» it is ree-
!j

ommended that a compromise plan be adopted* The compromise
i! ' - ' * 1

suggested would be to apportion the legislature on the basis

138



■ . . .  . . . . . . .Of a county priority list resulting from the use of the
ma j oivfractions system. Instead of stepping the list at

. ; . i ■thirty - for jithe Senate arid sixty fòi* thè House ( thé maximum 
membership )i however, the list should be stopped just shortÜ ' .
of these maxima and joint- count le s included. In this thesis
for e*ang>iei the priority list for the House’was stopped at

i| . . . . .fifty-four.;! Thereafter> unr©presented co\mtle$ wére in-li . ,
eluded,in combination* These counties should be combined

t _ ,

so that their joint«cotmty population will be as nearly
ij , • .

equal as possible to the population of the last county on
• !; .the priority list* To illustrate, in Chapter III the prior--
ì|

ity list in'ìTable'5 was stopped at fifty*four * This meant r 
that the population neòesòary to elect the fifty*fourthi! 'li . ' ■ .representative was approximately 17,000. Therefore, po un

ii
: represented 'joint*county combination should have a total

|i t, ■ 2 ‘populatioh in this instane© of less than 17,000.-
i|!l : • -Finallyv ne logical or democratic objection can' be s s[ ■ _ ;

raised to the 1945-1947 interim Apportionment CoHBnittee *s
suggestion t¿at the word ^white” be deleted from ' considera-, ■ I! N'. i ;■ ¡1 . ...tlone of apportionment. Représentati vee should represent

il
all of the pçople in a democracy and not merely the "white*

ti

population*n i' Furthermore, such a phrase is indicative of
. ! - ■ • ■ "

■ ....  . . 139

^Seeî Chapter III, Table 5.
o -i ' 'See ; Chapter III, Table 10.
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a policy counter to that expressed in the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Amendments of \the United States Constitution.ii

• |!  , ' . . .Thus it .has; been stated that ^
in1 view, of the policy of the Fourteenth and Fif

teenth Amendment a of the United States Constitution,.', 
the excision of the negro citizen is to be decried» 
and fortunately no state except Oregon has written 
this provision into its constitution. 1.... j .  ....... . .

It should,bë noted, however, that non*white could include
■' ■ |j " , _ ■. salmost,any shade of skin pigmentation and most certainly

’ "1 ■' 1includes not only Negroes but also Chinese and Japanese.
ii '

In conclusion, therefore, It is recommended that the
- ■ ' n' iiduty to reapportion be placed in an administrative agency!i ' ■ . .4 . ■’ •
subject to nfandamus for non-performance or to judicial re* 
view for Inequal apportionments; that the mathematical
method of apportioning by roajor^fractions employed by the

ii ■■ ■ '
federal gdvehhment in reapportioning thé House of Repre-
sentati.ves be adopted; and that the word "white" be stricken

i! .from before the word '’population" in the .apportionment
clause of the Oregon Constitution. If these changes were

•Imade, the apportionment maladjustments existing in the Ore*i ■ • ii ■ .... ■ - ■ ■ ■ ■ • * ' ■*!gon legislative Assembly could be reduced to a minimum.

^Elizabeth Durfee, "Apportionment of Representation 
in tihe Legislatureî A Study of State Constitutions,"
Michigan law Review, (June 1945), p* 1092.
• - ■ '

J
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, • Se s s i on Number'
■ r5.6 n& tors

V ' \ ;  " 1
-»Oregon siativO' Assemblv ' 7 -

& ■
- ‘ . . I

Year " , 1858 V i860 : 1862 ““ 1864 '■ - • -1 ... ^Apportionment Ratio; Terri torials: Constitution Constitution 3,021 c - •• |
County / ; No* . No, : ■ .ttoVof of . / of ' " - • v--.of ■ ■. -V . - ■ ^ Sena ■ Sena Sen. . ' • Sen, ' .t ' : ' "L ' , ' r ■ .

1 Baker • V ■ ■ •  ̂ : -' -
Benton " : ' 1 - 1 3,074 1  . - ' i ’ • - - ' -
Clackamas ' ¡¿a» 1 ■' ■ 3^466 ' 'jm- - • • 1Douglas • i . . 1' 4,453 ■■■ ./ 1  - - -Grant ■ «■. ' . ■' ' ' :«» ’ ;*». ' '
Jackson 1 1 3,736 1 ■■■■ '■ 1 •Josephine 1 1  1,623 ■ ■ 1 . • 1  -Lane 2 2 4,780 2 ■ 2 .Linn 2 2 6,772 2 ' 2 ■ ■ ■. v i
Marion. 2 2 7,088 2 ' . 

1 . • , . 2Multnomah 1 1 4,150 1  -Polk 1 1 3,625 1 1  ‘Umatilla , . .W ' • f

Union • ' ’ ■ - ' - ...̂. ' • . • ' ; _ .
Wasco ' - ' - 1,689 ’ ’. • ' 1  ' ■" ;Yamhill .. ' 3. ' 1 3,245 1 1  ■' ■ . ■ !

' ' ‘ ;- . : ' M  - -■ ;• „ " •. -1 - . - O i

»> . ' ’ ' .

- ■
-

-
H

f



Session. Number 
Year j s z " ■ -.1  ' • ■ ■

i : Table S (Continued)

Apportionment: Ratio 1858 I860-
Constitution Constitution

NOi. -, ' No. ... to- .... ! J . _County Combinations' Of '■ : . . of . '■ Of " ;t - - of
S e n » : Sen. ■-■ ' : \ ■ : Sen. ; sen.

Baker and Umatilla ■ : ■ ■ !*’ "Clackamas and Wasco ■ i ■ ■ 1 ' ' . • ' :-l . V ' - : , . v •-« . -A-: ■

Clatsop» Columbia» ■ ■ ’ : r ' •
Tillamook». Washington 1 ; / i • • " 1 'Columbia» Tillamook» /

v v m  . - - ». • ' > ;
Coos,: Curry# and Douglas

” • “ . T • -•.* vi*-. . 1 ‘■ . -, •* » • , ' i» ' •', • . . : * ' -*► :Coos» Curry» and Umpqua; : ;1 ;■ 1 : i • .■
Totals : 16 • 16 ; ■ ■ ' 16 ; ' . . • is
Total State Population . ' . ■ c>2,465



' • - ' ■ i1 "
- ' ' . ■ ■ ■ ,

. - '7 I Z (Continued -

Session Number ;•••--• -••• Year ' ■■ — — -f ' 4 
1866 r 5 : . 

1868, V ■■6 ': '' 
1870

"=;~- ' ';" "  "" 
1872 - ' .Apportionment Ratio 3*021• $0:., ■ ' ■ : 5,021

• '--- No.,*">,021 3,021 ' - 'T\Jrt,.. ' " 7".i County : - of ----- . .- Of - - Of of ' • ■ y ■ , * ■ . .... Sen. ■ . .. Sen. ■. Sen, Sen. , 7;-~ ' • - •'■■/■■■ ■ •■
. Baker • •; \ . - 

■■ ' Beiiton '" ■ ■ v. :7' 
Clackamas

- 2 ' 
2 . ' ■

I-'-- ;• : ■■ ■ 
1  - : ‘■' 1  ■

1  ^
' 1T

2,8044,584¿ toft« '
: 1  -V ; : . •- ' . ■' " . ■' - 
' 4; ' . •' - . • " . ' . -■ ■ Douglaa ... : , ■ '

Grant ’ . /•' v/-;' ;
. Jackson ■ 

Josephine: . ; • ...
■ : , . Lane ■■ ., . .' V,v 
. LiEd ■■■:-' .

1 . ■ :
1 ■■ ■ v 

• 1
- 1
2 . .

■: 3 ■

;ma;‘ •, * '
1  ' . ■,

■-1 ^ :- ■■ ' - 
1  ■ :
2 , -
2 :■ ....

M
1
1  ■' 
1  
17.2, ..7 2 1

V| ocv 
6,066 
2,251 
4,778 
1,204 
6,426 8.717

■ 7 ” . /- ■: ,
1  v "V .-  ̂ ' ’ 

■ ■ "1 :■ - '
r- p - - - - ■ - ....• , Marion. ' ' 7 . ' . ! 

.■ Multnomah - ' Polk
Utaatllla . 
Union •

> Wasco 
Yamhill

2 . y - 
' 2'
- 2 ' :

1 ; ■ ■ ■■
1 '

- 1 .

2 " ' ., 
2 '
1
i ■
l .. ■' 
1  .

2
2,71 

: 1

1
1

9,965 
11,510 
4 >701 
2,916 
2,552 
2,509 
5,012

2 ' '■ .7 -l

: 2 y -'- y. . ■ -.
1 . - ' -J '! 
1 ; ' - | 
1 ■ - i 
1 - v . ' . ' 
x  -: y  . ■■ ■ - . |

County Combinations ■. " • . , - - _.

Baker and Umatilla ■ . t • - . " . ’ ‘' ' . ' > " ' - i

Clackamas and Wasco «». • ’ ' w-'"- ” ■ . . ■- ;
Clatsop, Columbia,

lillamopk, Washington l 1 1Columbia, Tillamook,
Washington

ii .

, -
1

■ - . - - - h  - ;- Ol
(A

■ -------- ------— ----- :___ __________ _ .>



Table I (Continued)
Session Number^ ------Year “ ■■■. r : - ' 4 - . 18&6 1868 6 ' ' 

1870 iVr '- , 1872 ~Apportionment fiatio 3,021 ' 
Wo. 3,02lWo. :: - ■■ 3 Wo.- ,02l 3.021- _WnT . . ;County Coinbinatiers" or of ... Of ; of . ’ ' - ;■  ̂ f' ' • . '• _ ■ Sen. .■ . : Se**. ^ Sen« ■ •. Sen. '. •: r" :■

Coos, Curry, and DouglaS 1 : - - ' 2 ' '■ 1 ■J ■ O ’ ' - JCoos, Curry* andWn^qua * ’ • •¡■fSfcf- '' . • ‘ ■mfr. ' . , ■*+'>< •. • • ■

Totals ‘ . /;■ 25 • - 22 . • 22 <30,923 22

8



Table t (Continued)

Session Number 8 9
Apportionment Ratio 1874 18763,025 3,025 1878

County

Baker
Benton
Clackamas
Grant

Lane
Linn • . 
Marlon 
Multnomah Polk
Umatilla
Union:
Wasco
Washington

No.
■ Of.” No.

Of Tfo7of
3,028 1880

"SoT
ofSen¿'. Sen. Sen. ' Seri. , • ■’

1
1 i .

:• 1 ■. ' 
. i 'r- '1 4,616 1 6,4032 2 • 2 2 9,260' 1. . 2 2 ■- •: '; 2 9,5961 •- ■ Í ■ ; - 1 1 4¿303. 1 . • . 1 - 1 1 8,154'Ì-. '* - ” 1 ■ 1 “ . ■ ■ 1 2,4852: . 2 . 2 2 9,411. 3 

3 ■ -, 3 ' ; ■ : : 3 . ■ 3 12,676‘ ■ 3 ,. , . .. : 3- ■ . 3 14,5763 ■ 3 ' ■- 3 325,2031 - . i' ■ : * ■ x i 6,6011 '■ i ' 1 1 9,607• 1 ... • ■ i . ■ ■ 1 ■ 1 6¿6501 ^ ■ ■ ' - 11,120i . . i 1 1 7,0822 2 2 2 7,945

01oi



„ Benton and Polk
Clatsop, Columbia, 

Tillamook .
Coos and Curry
Coos, Curry, and Douglas
Crook, Gilliam, Klamath, Lake, and Wasco
Crook, Klamath, Lake 
and Wasco

Lake and Wasco ' '*
Morrow and Umatilla
Totals
Total state Population

30 29

1
1

1
1

30
174,768



Session ̂ Number'Year ' .
Apportionment Ratio.;
==Mtouht-y4 -̂~-̂ ^

Baker :v
Benton
Clackamas
Douglas
Grant
Jackson
JosephineLa ne -
Linn
Marlon
MultnomahPolk
Umatilla.
Union
WascoWashington
Yamhill

Table 1 (Continued)

3,025 370§5NO» ; ' ' NO; •: Of " ' - ofSen;, >.v ■ Sen;
JL - . .
2 ■' '■

1.. . 1 ' 22 •- .■ x •• . ■
i : ■ .

■ ■ 2 ' 
■ 1

'1 ■.2 ... 
3

1l. ‘ 
' 2 3 .3 ■ ’ .■. ' ' ' • 3 .w .. • •

1. " : i ' 
l - •■■■

■ o '. .• 
■*/• 
i1 . • ■ i

1 • ■ '' 1 2 2

 ̂ , 1887
• 5«035TNo;: of - 
Sen;
>- .1: ■ . 
-;i. . ' 2
2 ■:

_ i- -1 •
• V:
2 

' 5
3 
3
1 , 
1 .
1
2



Session Number Yeaj?; •vri2!" = -

Table 1 (Continued)

13 14
Apportionment Ratio 
^CensW^rgmblna^

Benton and Polk
Qlatsop, Ĝol̂ uaibla, i Tillamook ..
Coos and Curry
Coos, Curry, and Douglas
Crook, Gilliam, Klamath, 
Lake , and Wasco .

Crook, Klamath, ,Lake 
.and: Wasco ■■ . •

■ . ^  ’ *

Lake and Wasco
Morrow and Umatilla

3,025

1
1

3,025.No«..l. • ■■■• N o - --■Of ■■ '■ : ' ofSen. :v'\ ■'■V:/.' . 
i V "-'V.

Sen. '
. . •. . 1. - ■

1
1

30

V

NO; 
of 
Sen.

3 ¿025

;1
1

1
30



fable I (Continued)
uoooxwu uuuuuor ,Year. . ■ .'. _• ... , - ■ : XO

1889 ■ rn . . ■ 17 18 ■ .. 19 ; 1891 1803 1895Apportionment Ratio ' 6,592 
Hoi "  • . i 6,592 6,692 6,592 6,592

RO. •• 1 •• ; Wo* . ■ ■ . Wft . ■ W**. ' '■County of . 
Sen.- Sony

Baker

Grant
Jackson
Lane
Marlon

1 
1 
1 
4» ■
1
1
1:2;
2
3

1
1
11
12
22

8,650

11,864
5,080

11,455
15,198
16,265

"Sony
■ 1 '' I' ■
' 1
1 '

■ :!■ . 
à».

' 1 2 
2 
2

"Sèn."

1 *»>.
.111
12
22Multnomah : .5 5 74,884 : 5 ! ' 5 5 ■ ■ . .■ ;Polk . - l':: . : : , 1 7,858 1 ■ v ' • T ■' " • 1 , ■ ; .Umatilla ' ’ . **1' ’ 1 15,381 1 ' >  ‘ " . •“ • .' 1 ■ ■ - 1 ■ - -;l " <- ' '

Wasco . ■ '• '1: ■' 1 9,183 -«4 ' .* ■ : * ■ \ ' . !Washington .•1 : : 1 11,972 ■ 1 ' 1 ■ : ■ 1 ' ' ; ' ■Yamhill ■ 1 . 1 10,692
• j  ' -

1 1 ... ■ ■
County Combinations ' *

Bakpr and Malheur , • -4»’ ' i - «, ; $  ■ . 1
Benton and Lincoln -4»-- . • - '' ,. s i *  ' ; ■ . * ; % ■ . . ".
Clackamas and Marlon '4*.- . . 1 . 1 . ; 1 7 ' 1
Clatsop, Columbia
and Tillamook ■ '1 • ' .*»•. ■ m i ■

Cn<0



-
\

• . y • •

?

' •> ' - ' Table I (Continued) ' ■" ' - '
Session Number 15 16 17 18 '■ 19 ■"1 • Year • ••••••-•- . •• -. -■ 1889 . 1891 1893 1895 1897 . • • . - : • - •1 ; Apportionment Ratio . 8,592 . € ¡,592 ' 6 , 5 9 2 6,592 6,592.
County Combinations No* • No.;: r No. J ■ ■ No.’ : ■ ' ■ ' No * - •> 'Of of ... of ... of - of ,?'•••' ' ' '■ . • •• • .• Sen. Sen« . Sen. - ' _ Sen. ; -■ Sen. • - ■

Columbia, Tillamook 
and Washing ton 1 ■'. 1 1 - -:'m> . 1 ■ 1 r ■ • ' \

Coos, Curry, and 
Josephine 1 ;■ 1 ' - v l ,  ■ . ; 1 ' ' 1 -. A ' ""

Crook, Klamath and Lake 1 . '' . “ 1 " ‘ ;•**■ . 1 • .'l ' 1 .

\ , . Gilliam* Harney & Morrow "•■a* -mb - ' ■&' - . '' 1 ’■ ' ’ ' <

Gilliam, Sherman & Wasco m . . - 1 ' 1 ■■ . ... ■ ■
Gilliam and Wasco 1 .. ■; 1 ' ' - ' ' ' ' '•*!*- - ' ' ■«" '
Grant, Harney, & Morrow *m . ■ * ■mb-

, i ; 1 ' 1 - ’ ' \
Morrow and Umatilla - ’ ■m- . • }mr- " ' - '
Sherman and Wasco ' ‘ •e* i . ' 1 ■ 1 ; ; "

. • . _ : . |

Umatilla and Union 1 . 1 ■ ■ ■ i •/ . - i ' ■ 1 ' •
Union and Wallowa 1 ■ ■ 1 i •• • - t 1 • . f • i\ '
Totals 29 30 - - r 30 30 30" • ’ € • i

’ H  ... ■ ' [
■ o >  |Total state Population 3;17,704
O  ' ’ i

- ■ t 
r

. j

--------------------------------------------------— ---------------------------------------— — ----------------- ----— _____________ -_______________







Session Number
Table H (Continued

====— =£2=
>ortlonment Ratio 

County Combinations
■ ■ ' '4. '  ̂ ‘ - ■ ■ - ■ Sen. . Sen. ; ■ Sen* Sen* Sen*.
Crook, Klamath, lake •and Wasco^ -'V~ "v- i

• • . . ' * ‘ ’ • ' 1' ' • v- , ’ ’ . ’ • ■ . 1
'■ ’■-! '

’ ¿1 V " '..4 ■:
Crook, itorrowî  and i; Umatilla ■ ’ • ■ ' ' ■ w  - .: ’' -* ■ ■ .«* . «*■ ./
Doug la Josephine,
. and Lane vV- ; - ' ' . . .. 

 ̂ ■ ’ . ' 1 '
- i. . ■ 
' 1 ; ' /i '

Cl111am, Grants Sherman, Wasco , and Wheeler ! ■ ■  v;- ' " 1 ' . ■ ', • ‘, ;.«* . ’_• . • ' «*;. .
Gilliam, Sherman, Wasco 1 ‘ • . '■.. • : • _

" • ;j, ' - 
■ .'«*-■ '• '

Gilliam,' Sherman, and Wheeler' ' / . ! •■ : : /
•' • • V •
.' 1- s

Grant, Harney-, Malheur ■ - ■■■ ' . . , ■ _ ■. - . ' -m: ■
Grant, Harney, Morrow i • •/ / • " -i . '

Hood River and Wasco - , •«**’ \ **' ' • •
Lane and Linn ; ■■ - ■ 4 -

o>OJ



Apportionment; Ratio
County Combinations

gear . . ...

Lincoln, TiLlamook* and Ifamhlll ' V;
Linn and Marion
Morrow, Umatilla, and 
Union •

Sherman and Wasco
Umatilla and Union
Union and Wallowa
Totals
Total state Population



!

y











Table I (Continued)

Session Number

County Combinations . No; , - 
of No. ' 

of ■ " 'No.. 
of •- ' No.' of No.ofSen* Sen; Sen* ■ Sen. ' - Sen.

Crook* Jefferson, Klamath and Lake 1
Gilliam* Sherman, Wheeler 1 ;■ ■ 1 ' ' ’ ' 1

• -i . • • .
• 1 ’ ' ; ■ 1

Grant, Harney, and Malheur i ■ - A!: • .
! . ■ i ' : 

: •
■ v ( ■ .

.. i 1
Hood River and Wasco 1 ■ . -■ X .. . 1 -, ■ i - 1 ■
Lane and Linn 1 • i , ■ ' 1 / " ' i ■ 1 V '
Lincoln, Tillamook, . ' 1

Washington, and Yamhill ' 1 i' ■ - 3 ■ ’ ■ - ■ i ■ ' n- . :
Morrow, Umatilla, and Union 
Union and Wallowa

State Population

1
1

30

- 1 
1

30

1
•l:

1
1

3 0

1
_ 1
30

783*389





Table 1. (Continued)

II i 1 ~ -- -.... ■ - OO ■ ■ ■ oo 37Year ■ .:■y  -y — . .. 1927 1929' 1931 1933Apportionment Ratio - - 15,162 •15,162 15,162 " - 15,162
County Combinations NO* , '• 

of . . . 
Sen^ ...

•NO..: y  
Of .

■ Sen*
• NO, ' • 
. Of Sen. ;

No.
- ; of 
. sen. ’.

Crook, Jefferson, Klamath
' and laicev •’ • V; . ’ y . • \ ■ ' • :mk- ‘ ’. ‘ . .. ■ ' •% - ’ ‘ • ! ■ • ’ * - ’ :•
Gilliam,Sherinan,and . .; ' ' • '
.. ® / b u e e i e ^ ; - " y - .  ■ ' ' i ' jj. - . x
Grant, Harney, and Malheur .. . 1. . ; y  ' ' ' ; ?x . • x ■ - ; x ,
Hood River and Wasco ■ ’ y. - 1 ’ * ; ,yy;;i y. y  1 y  ■■ : ’ • x
Lane and Linn ' / 'v-; . 1 • •••• ■: % ' x ' -. ,
Lihcoln, Tillamook> • v y ■ :
Washington, and Yamhill I' 1 x 1

Morrow, Umatilla, and Union 1 x % x
Union and Wallowa - , l ' . - ; y l  ;V -. - - ’ x ■ ’ x
TotfiOLS 30 . 30 30 30

M-3



1  ̂ ■ r

Table I (Cohtinued }

/ *  ̂i . •»*■ -
. ■ ' v. .

- ' >.

i .j .. '
Session Humber : ■ ‘ 38 39 ■ • 40 : *41 ■■ , -< 1

■ 'ïear . v. .... .... ■ - ' "1 C35 1937 m m  , \ 1941 ,Apportionment Ratio 15,162 ■ 15,162 15.162 •. 15,162
GOunty . ' /- ■ • ‘ . . Ho.

of ,. ■
■■. Sen. . /■-

“To. , ■ '
■.Sen*; ■' \ ..

Ho,. : ; ̂  \ \ 
■ of Sen.

■of ,/ ■ Sen.; ". ■■

ii .

' Baker v- ' - ' • ' ’ - ' ■ Clackamas 
Clatsop
Douglas . , .Jackson
Joséphine
Lane. Linn ‘ ■ ' ' .
Marlon
MultnomahUmatillaWAnhtr>fy+.r»« • -

' 1 ' ■
1 v '
1 ■■■.

. : -■
■r . .

■ ll
' : • -.■ 2 •

6 ' ■'
1 • ■ ,-% ■ '

1.1,;
11 • - 
1

• 11 "2 - '
6
1 ' ' ■■- ■% 1 •

1 .1 “
1. . Z': ' 
1 ■' •
1 ' ' .
1 '1 • ■ 1 . • .
2 ' ■ ; • 
6

1 18,297 
1 57,130 - 
1 24,697 
1 25,728 
1 36,213 
1 16,301 
1 69,096
1 30,485
2 75,246 
6 355,699 
1 26,030

• ' ' -

: ■*' 4

Yamhill ■ JL •
■ . i - :

4* - "
1 ; . 1 ■ .

1 ;■ ; ■ 1 ' 39»iy4 ' 
1 26,336

1 ' • ;

County Combina t ions , ■ . . '

1".

Benton and Polk
Clackamas» Columbia» and 

Multnomah

i . 

i ■

i • ■ 

i .

1 ; . '  ̂

1 . . .

1 '

1. ' ~ " . ,

- -■‘ i
. , | 

. ' ' i
ii

-
wUOS aUU ylXI*I*y
Crook» Deschutes, Jefferson 
Klamath, and Lake

‘ "A

1

i

1

l . '

1 . ■ . 

1

. 1 . 

1
‘ i

i ' ' ' 
\ . <r • . ' ' ' '

. .



Table I (Continued)

Session Number 
Year .. 38 39 40 411935
■ ■ ■ v; - No. HO. Ho. ■' Ho. '■ ■■ ■/County Combinations Of of • Of J:-’ of -V'

01111am, Sherman, and Wheeler 
Grant, Harney, and Malheur 
Hood Elver and Wasco 
Lane and Linn >

and Tillamook
Lincoln, Tillamdok,
Washington, and Yamhill

Morrow, Umatilla, and Onion
Union, Wallowa ;

Sen. 
i ;

: 1 
1
1 V

1
1
1
30

sen.
1
1
1 ' 
1

y

i
i

30

Sen.
1
1
1
1

■ 1 ' '

1
1

30

Sen.
' l-\

1
1
1

1
30

Total state Population 1,089,684



'■Cablo l {Continued)

regni on JTunbor 
Year

42
i £

42 44
w —

. __IJO « ’K T ------ utm
County of of of

ran» Ten, Don.
Baker 1 1 X
Claokaaas 1 1 X
Clatsop X X 1
Douglas 1 X 1
Jaokson 1 X X
Josephine 1 1 X
Lane 1 X X
Linn 1 X X
Marlon 2 2 2
llultnoaah 6 C 6
Umtilla X X X
Washington
YanhiU

1 X 1X X 1
Count? Coablna tlono

Benton and polk X X 1
ClACkaxaas* Columbia, and

Maltnoaah 1 X 1
Coos and Curry 1 X 1
Crook» Deschutes, Jefferson.
Klnnafch, and Lako 1 X X Si
i



' . 7.Table I (Continued

Session Number . 42 ;■ • . 43 ‘ . ' 44 7Year • • -7 • 1 1945 1945 -— I9"4T ” ’J&portlonment Ration “ 15*162. 15,162RO. ' y-''-:: . Ho.. • ■■ •. h o .; ■: ■ •- •County Combinations of of of ;• • - - - ...... -• . • sen. " ' 7; ■ ; Sen. ■ " Sen.
Gilliam« Sherman, ani Wheeler ■ 1 • ; " -^ V ‘ - ' 1
Grant, Harney, and Malheur 1 ' 1 . ’ i .
Hood River, Wasco 1 . -, 3L ’■ • ' l . ■
Lane and Linn 1 . ■ * ' ' ■ i " ■ .
Lincoln and Tillamook ■ 1 ' ' 1 < . : " l ■-. ■
Lincoln, Tillamook, : ' " " ' - -
Washington, and Yainhill '■V >' ■' " ' ■■ . .

Morrow, Umatilla, and Union - 1 ■ - . 1 , ' " ' ' 1 ■ . ■ '
Union, Wallowa 1 ' 1 ' ' . 1 •
Totals 30 30 ■ 30 1



-;v _V'~ • . .. -.i j ^ l e  ll
■ ■■ ■ ■ , ,v. . . . , \ .Representatives ~ Oregon Legislative Assembly

' APPENDIX A '

Session Number , ... '. . 17 i ■■■ : 2 ' 3
Year. '• ,j • ■ 7-̂  1858 :■ ; I860 .. 1862 ■' 1864
Apportionment Ratio territorial Constitution Constitution 1,510". ■ _ _ v . .. No* :• " ■ No* County No., , i ■ No.

•County ; • : • of ■ ‘ . '.;.of- ' popu-. of of
Rep. Sep. lation

Baker ' i ’ smm • • ' • , w.. " . *... - ■ '■**': . . ' ,J. 2 '
Benton : - 2 ■ '• ■ 2 3,074 . 2. :> • ' ■ ' 2 ' :.V= ■
Clackamas: :: 3 3 3,466 .3.: . . . ■ ■3 .
Clatsop ~ ' V- ‘ •. «*-■ rt' •• 1 : s**' . , 498 ■ ■* L ' . ■ • .Columbia '*• -• . •' w. 532 " . '
Douglas I : 2 -v ; •" 2 ■ 4,453 ■■ 2; . ■ 3 -
Grant: v- ' . . . . -r » . ■■•-' '--n , . • ■ •'
Jackson - .... • s ..• 3 3,736 3 3 ' , ■.Josephine . v ■ - 1 ■■ 4,623 . 1 ' l : V'Lane ■. ■ ' - , 3 ■. - . 3 4,780 3 . ' : 3 ■,
Linn 4 4 6,772 4 ' 4
Marlon - . . .  4 . ■ ■ 4 7,088 • ?4 ' ' '  . 4 1
Multnomah ’ 2 2 4,150 2 3
Polk ■ ■ 2 • ‘ 2 3,625 2 2
Umatilla ' - • . , • 1 ‘ 1 ■' . . . «• ' ■ ■ ■ 2
Umpqua 1 "• 1 ■ «• ■ ■ .1 ' - ■ ■ '
Union . • -'** ' W 1' • - mm  ’ ’ * mm, - ■

Wasco . 1 1 1,689 s 1 • '
Washington , 1 •' ' 2 2,801 1 2
Yamhill 1 2 ' 3,245 2 2



Table II •( Continued )

Session Number ' -v ■ - ■ • ' 
1? ~. .

\ ■ * 
v ' 2 ' 'Year 1858 1860 1862 1864Apportionment Ratio ; Territorial Consti tutton Constitution 1,510

County Combinati ons ■ Nov • J - of
: Rep.

No,.̂ County Of popu- 
Rep. lation

No> - - .
of
R©P.

No. 
Of . .Rep.. . ' * , ■ \ ' Baker and Xlnlpn ' r-: '

Clatsop, Columbia, and 
Tillamook 'V'; ‘ _ - jii '' ' ■■- 1 4’

Clatsop and Tillamook i ; . 1 ’ . '■' y  • \

Coos and Gurry
• ’ •' .. . 

; i . ' ;- i v : / \ .
1 . ■ 
1. .. . 1 - '1

Totals v , 33 ;■ 34 ■ 52,4£;> 34 :38
Total State ̂ ppulatfon 52,465



Table II (Continued)

Session Humber 4 5 $ : 7
Year ■v ■ •• 1866 ■ -7 1868 1870 7' 1872Apportionment Ratio 1.510 1.510 1,510 ' 1,510. ‘ t • 1 . . ■ > \ ' Ho. - ■ - -■".■■■ ' •' - ■No, 7 Ho*.. County , Ho*County, ■ of . of . ■ of popu"- ofRep. ' Rep* Rep. latlon Rep*
Baker ' 7. ■ 1 ' ^ 1  2,804 :■ 1  ' . ■Benton ■ „ 2 ■ 1  7  , 2 4,584 ■ ■ 2 ■ - .Clackamas . .. 3 - 2 - 3 - 5,993 3 . ■Clatsop . - - •». ‘ ■ : ■ . • ‘ 1 1,255 1  -Columbia - -m- ■■ ■ • ’ ’ -.W-- ’ : - 863 1Douglas " , , ■ 3 . ■ , ■' ■ 3 ' 3 6,066 / 3 'Grant 2 2 2 2,251 2Jackson 3 ' ■■ 3 .. 3 4,778 3 • ■Josephine ■ 1 ■ 1  • - 1 1,204 • ' i:; - ' .Bane 3 ■ 3 ' - 3 6,426 3 ■’Linn 5 . . .. 5 • 5. 8,717 . 5 ■ . .Marion 5 • ■ -7  . ' . 5 • ’ . 5 9,965 5Multnomah , 4 3 , ... 4 11,510 . 4 ■ ■Polk . 3 • 3 3 4,701 3Umatilla 2 1 2 2,916 2Umpqua - ■ ' ■ ** ■•'.- • . . *. .
Union 1 1  ' 1 2,552 1Wasco 2 ■ ■ • 2 2 2,509 2Washington 2 2 2 4,261 2 7Yamhill > • , 2 / , . . 2 , . . 2 5,012 2



Ahlo If \ ContlnuoU)

Sosslon 'iaabor 4 57oar ~TWC~ ~E*ccribbortloruorft • atlo T 3 E T  ‘ nrscr-!k>; “"So.Count? or of
>‘Op. ■ op.

r.akor unJ Tnlon 1 1
Clatsop, Coljabl&, and 
T111anook 1 1

Clatsop and .lliunook - •m

Coluabla, :.*shington - -
Coos and Curry 1 1
Totals 47 43
Total Ttato Population



c 7ÏÏ770 TE7ir~IVSIÔ ~ ' ~T75S5
Ho. Òount7 no.
of popu- of
ue;>. lu clon
1 1

- 1

1 1
47 49

90,923

3



Table II (Continued)
« ■ M M M f S a S I M M R S B B S n M H W M M V M H w b'.. '• C. • i '' ‘ ' " * ' ’ ' , "

Session Number , 8 9 - ?■; io 11 - - 12 13 ; 14Year::- : ,  ,■ . -- . 1874 1876 1878 1880 1882 1885 1887Apportionment Ratio; / 1.515 ' 1.515 1,515 1.515 ;1,515 ■ 11515 1,515No. No7 ~ Noli NO. County NO, No.County .• Of of --■■ of o r popu* Of Of Of
■ - ■ >: ■ , v • r ■ 1 - Rep.Mpawf Rep, Rep. . lation Rep, 1M l M
Baker v ■' / 2 2 ' 2 ’ ' 2 4.616 2 ' ■ 2 2Benton - / ' 5 3 3 3 6,403 3 ' 3 ■ 3'Clackamas 4 . . 4 ■ 4 4" 9,260 '4. : ■. 4 . 4 - 'Columbia r .1' • 1 :: ■ i ' 1 2,042 1.. . 1 1Coos =, 1 ■_ 1 ■ i I 4,834 1 1 1Douglas .. .■ ' • - - 4 4 ■ . 4 9,596 ' 4 ■■ 4 4Grant "r ■ - • — .' : 1 •' ■ 1 :• 1 1 4,303 ■ 1 -. ‘••-•l- V.'■ 1 .Jackson , : 3 :■ /:: 2 .■ 2 . ■ 2 ■ 8,154 . .-2- ■■■ 2 ■ 2 .Josephine ■ 1 ■ 1 : 1 1 ■ 2,485 1 1 1Lake . . - . • ■ 1 1 " ■ "■ 1 2,804 i • ■ ■ * '
'Lana ■ ■ ■  . .. 4 ' 4 " 4 4 9,411 4"' 4 • • . 4Linn 6 6 6 . 3 12,676 6 6 6Marion . i5 ■ 6 . ■ 6 ‘ 6 14,576. 6 6 :■ 6 -Morrow . ■M- ■ ', ' m . ;■ ■** ■ V  *?' mm- i •Multnomah • . 6 : • 7 ■ . 7 ' 7 25,203 7 7 '7''Polk ■ . ' 3 3 ’ " 3. ■ 3 6,601 3 - :• 3. . 6Tillamook . • . ‘ ■ ■ — ■ 1 • • 970 _ . -mm
Umatilla 3 2 2 2 9,607 2 2 V ■ 1Union 2 2 2 2 6,650 2 2 2Wasco ■ 2 2 ■ • . - 2 ■ 2 11,120 1 o '
Washington '■tm ’ 3 3 . 3 7,082 5 3 3Yamhill 3 ■ 3 3 5 7,945 3 3 3



Table UÉ 4, Continued)

Session Humber . , .. 8 - . 9 ■ ‘ 10 i . , ■ n  ■ : : ■ 12 ' 13 14Year ...  . 1874 1876 1878 1880 , v 1882 1885 1887Apportionment Ratio 1,515 1,515 1,515 Ì,515 1,515 1,515 1,515Ho. Ha. . Ho. Ho* County No, / No* No.County Combinations of of of of popu- of of of
RePL-. Repi, Rep* Rep. lation Hep. Rep*. Rep,

Clackamas* Columbia and ' ' /• . ■
Tillamook . . '»■ . " • '■ . 1 :

Clatsop and Tillamook 1 ■ 1 : .. . J)" -1 ■ ■ ” 1 ■- ■ 1 ' -
Coos and Curry . . i 1 ::• i ■ 1 ■ - ■ : 1 -. 1,. ;r 1
Crook* Gilliam* and - ! " L ' ' ’Wasco ^ - . *•. - %
Crook and Wasco■ * , ' " ' .41' . 2 ' ■ .■'««•>; v'_
Klamatb*Lake '«»/ ' ••O'. - - ' X 1 •
Totals 57 60 60 60 59 60 60
Total State Population 174,768
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Table II (Continued)

(
js

i

Session Number 15 •• 16 ■ 17 18 19
Year s . . 1889 ■” r ~ i 8 § r ~ 1893 18S5 189V
Apportionment Ratio V 3 ^ 2 9 6. 3,296 3,296 ,3,£§S
; \ ■ . • * ■■■■'• No. No. County No. No. .*■ Ho.
County Combinations of

Rep.
of popu- 
Rep. lation

Of ' 
Rep.

■ ■ . . Of • . , Rep. .;. of . 
R®p*

Benton and Lincoln ' >  ' .3\.'"‘f 1
Coos and Curry J : - 1 '■ l . . ’ - 1 ': ■■ ' •"* : ■ l
Grant and Barney .' r. ■ j r ■ :■<?. . ■ v\."■-V. 1 'V' ^ 1
Klamath and lake •ii ■, ; i " i ;f;shi - ; l \
Sherman and Wasco v«*', , 2 2 ■ 2 ' 2 :

Tillamook' and Yamhill 1 - ‘ 1 ' : — 1 :: ' X 1
Totals 60 • ' 60 r 60 • 60 60
Total State population 317,704

1)

i\
i
jII
ii

{
!



Table II ( Continued)

Session dumber 20 7 - 21 22 •• . . 23 24
Year ■■ ..' 1898 leer ““ 1903. 1905 1 1 7
Apportionment Ratio 5,296 :" v 6,041 " 6, Oil 6,041 6*041
;'/ / T - ■' ’: . ■ . ' No.. Vv No* County .No, .7 n o * •■■u- ... No. .

County v t ’ ? , of ol popu- of ■ ' .:of. -....;-■ of
- - Rep* Rep* lation . Hepi SSEi. Rep.

Baker /■ >•/. ■ . ■ . ■ 1 -l-'- i 15,597 1 ' : i ■ - 1
Benton . . //a-:- • -- • 1' - 6,706 1 : ■ 1 . 1
Clackamas* V- 3 " 3 19,658 3: 3 - 3
Clatsop -■ 2 ■ " 2 12,765 • - 2 ■ : ■ 2 .. ' 2
Columbia i 1 6*237 ■’ 1 ■ 1 - 1
Coos i ■ 1 10,324... 1 1 ■■ . 1
Crook • '1 - ■ . ' i::r . . . 3,964 - . — - • ■. <* ■. - .
Douglas . 3 ■ " 2 ,14,565 2 . v 2 - - '■ ■' 2Gilliam . 1 • ..." , 5,201 — •• •• ■,. - _ - .iifc- , , ■«!
Jackson : • - 3 2 13,698 2 .. 2 2
Josephine: . . • iv- 1 7,517 ■- ■ . 1 ; 1 ■’
Lane ■ /: ‘ ' . 3 . ' 3 19,604 - 3 ■ ; 3 3
Linn ■' ' ■■ - 3 . 3 18,603 ■- 3 . \ ." ■ 3 . . , 3 .
Malheur _• - 1, ; * 4,203 • . - ■- ••
Mar lon ; • ' ' . ';: ' ■' 5 5 27¿713 5 . • ; ' 5 • 5 .
Morrow:" ;' ■ ' • ■ L' ‘ ■ -1 •' • - 4,151 ^  .
Multnomah , . 9 12 103,167 12 ..; 12 - 12
Polk 2 1 9,923 : 1 ' 1 1
Umatilla / 3 ■ 2 18,049 ' 2 - ‘ 2 - 2
Union . . 2 1 16,070 ■ 1 ... ■’ , . . 1 . , ’ 1
Wallowa : . 1 . «. 3,338 . •» . 7. ■ .
Wasco • ... ■ ■ . ■ ■ • . , . 13,199 . • * . . ■ . . 2 : 7 ■ . 2
Washington . 3 3 14,467 3 ■ 3 - ■ ■ 3 .
Yamhill 2 2 13,420 . 2 . . 2 2



Table II (Continued)
$Session Number ' 20 .:' ! *y 2i .. ' 22 ■ • 2 3  :, , 24Year 1809 1901 ' 1903 ~~ 1903 : 1907Apportionment Number 3,296 6.041 .6,041 ; 6,041 ¿TollNo. No.. County No. . No. . No. '•County Gomblnatlons ■ of of popu* Of of ofR®ik. Rep. latlon Rep. Rep. Rep.

Benton and Lincoln - 1 ' * ..... • '■
Clackamas and Multnomah i v 1 ■ ' . . .' 1 :. . 1vvuS1. ctiiu yuri’y *.
Crook, Grant, Jefferson, ' 1 1 . ■■ - x . ■ ■ ' 1 ■ 1
Klamath, and Lake - ■M- ■. ' 4» . ' 4*- 'Crook, Grant, Klamath,
and lake

Crook, Klamath, lake.
' '4* ’ ■M ' 2 2

and Wasco 3 3 v. “ . . ‘ .<**.' xDouglas and Jackson 
Gilliam, Grant, Sherman, 1 ■. 1 ■ i . ■ ’ 1 '
. Wasco , and Wheeler - Gilliam, Sherman, and >5 “ 3 ' 1 " 4̂*.- ' - ' *'
Wheeler , -̂ -M ' ■ 2 ' 2Grant and Harney - I. " ’ -U ' ' * ‘ ' 4* ’ . ::4t* ' ' - to-Harney and Malheur ' ' ' 1 ' ; 1 1 K 1Hood River and Wasco - -**• ' • -4* ■'■m- •- ■Klamath and Lake 1 ’-m ■ -<**- . ' ■ . ' \Lincoln and Folk • 44 1 . ' ' 1 ' 1 1Morrow and Umatilla, 1 " 1, 1 ISherman and Wasco 2 .*i . -Tillamook and Yamhill ■ 1 1 1 ; 1 ■ 1

1Union and Wallowa 1 1 1
Totals ' 
Total state Population 60 60

413,536
60 ; 60 60



Table II (Continued)

Session ifumber 25 26 27 28
Year ; ^ ■ ■' . 1909 1911 -1913;' . -"''TaslF:̂
Apportionment Ratio 6>041 ■; 6^041 6,041 €¿041 : >

V V ' / No. Ho. County No.- . Ho* -
County - of of popu* -of' - ;of' ^

• ' ■ ' ' '• •' ■ Rep. Rep» lation Rep» Rep. • — '
Baker ■. ■ 1 1 18,076 ' l • . • •• • l ^
Benton • > , /■;•;. . 1 1 10,663~ ■ . 1. ■ •, • • . ,1,/ - ;;
Clackamas ■ : ' " ' ■ 3 , ‘ 5 29,931 : 3 C. 3
Clatsop ; • . . . ' 2 ■ . 2 16,106 2 ’■ : 2
Columbia . - . 1 : 1 ■. 10,580 - • 1 ' ■ 1
Coos X: . 1 17,959 . 1 1
Crook ** . ■ .•**'" '9*315- . ••■■■■■ - ;■
Douglas 2 2 19,674 2 2
Gilliam - ■■ ' . - \ . ' 3,701 ■*,
Jackson 2 2 25,756 2 . : 2 ^
Josephine ■ ’ • ' 1 . 1 9,567 -• •. - 1 ■■
Lane ■' • ■; •? - : 3 " = 3 33,783 ‘ = 3 ■ : •' 3 - .
Linn 3 3 22,662 3 3.
Malheur . - - .• ■ 8,601 ■ ■ - . '
Marion 5 5 39,780 5 5Morrow ' ' . *  '‘ ' 4,357 ■ - " - -
Multnomah 12 12 226,261 12 12
Polk 1 1 13,469 \ 1 - ■' 1.Umatilla 2 2 20,309 2 2
Union 1 1 16,191 1 1
Wallowa " "• ' ' ' ' 8,564 - -■* . ,
Wasco 1 16,336 • ■</■»' ■ ,
Washington 3 3 21,522 3 3
Yamhill 2 2 18,285 2 2



• \ . 
■ (

- ~ £ "

■ Table 21 iiriued) - ’ •: • • •)

J

■1
i

Seision. .
• ■ • J , . ' ' ••

.' 2 5 : ■ " 26 , 27
.. ,;v\  ̂ . ,

■ 28 : 'Year-. ■ v V- 1909 V; “iiiir ■ 1915 :̂i915̂ . ■ ■■ •Apportionment Ratio 6,041 : ' v T,o4l '■“ F 6 ,041 6,041. h o ,.. . - ■ .'NO, county ^ .  ̂.-V. -ilO. . .. -
|
[.

County Combination# . of ^ of . ■ popu-r • of / \ of . ■ ■ ' -
Rep. .. BQtu lation Rep. ■ Rep.Benton and Lincoln - "• ■ v' • •.- ' .(. , Clackamas and Multnomah . 1 ■ ' '■■ . i

? vQ^S cuiU .vurpy _ . •
Crook, Grant, Jefferson, . ". • , ' ■ 1:■ - i‘f- ■ '■ ' - ■ - ■ 'V -•; '

r ■ r Klamath, and lake 2; Crook,: GrUnt, Klamath , ' ,45V ■ . f. '■; ' •- ; auU IrfiKfl
Crook, Klamath, Lake 2 ■ ... ■ ....v- . 2 .• ' . • • .... ' ’• „ 2 ■ . — •

and Wasco ’' ■» . ~'' '4»‘ S’
_ ' ' Douglas and Jackson i ; .■ •' ̂ 1 ' ■ X" ' ; ■ i - •Gilliam, Grant, Sherman, ■ ' * .... .

Wa#co, and Wheeler-' ■

Gilliam, Sherman, and !Wheeler 2 : 2 2 ■■ 2 • ■ 'Grant and Harney - ■ • " .Harney arid Malheur ' ■ •' 1 :■ • - ' 1 ' • 1 ' ■ 1 . ■ . . , '<
Hood River and Wasco 2 . ’ ' 2 7 • 2 ’’ ' 2 f
Klamath and Lake . .. - ' *m-.' ‘ -Lincoln and Hoik 
Morrow and Umatilla 1 *

1' - •' i ■ 1 • 1 ;-1 • 11 .Sherman and Wasco , -•m . ( _ 1 ’ .
Tillamook and Yamhill > . 1 . ■ 1 1 .. ■' l ’Uhion and Wailowa 
Totals _

- 1 
60

1
60

l
60

■ 1 , 
60 M • iTotal state Population

- - ■
672,765 00

CD i!
i:
i‘ :

------------- —--—------------------ -— ___________



Table II (Continued)

Session Humber , 29 30 31 32 33Year “ W W 1919 Ì921 ““ 1923 1923Apportionment Ratio 6,041 6,041 ■ " . ‘ .15,041 61041 •: 6,041HO. Ho, - Ho * County . Ho, ■ • r~County Of of of popùw Of . of
R£Es. Hep* Rep. lation Rep. Rep.

Baker 1 1 ' ~ - , 1 17,929 ' 1 - ■ 1 ■Benton . 1 : 1 . 1 13,744 • 1 . .. 1Clackamas . 3 3 3 37,698 3 ' ' 3 "Clatsop. 2 2 2 23 >030 2 2Columbia ' ' .. 1 '. 1 ' 1 13,960 ■ 1 1Coos 1 ' 1 ■■■ 1 22,257 ■ ■ 1 ' 1Deschutes 9,622 : .m .
Douglas , 2 2 ' . 2 21,332 2 2Hood River ■mi: , ‘ " 8,315 1 1Jackson 2 2 2 20,405 ■ ■ 2 2Josephine 1 1 1 7,655 1 ' • 1Klamath - «• - ' ■■■» 11,413tane 3 3 3 36,166 . 3 ' . 3 .Lincoln - • ■ . •»■ - 6,084 » . , ■ -
Linn ■ ' 3 3 3 24,550 2 2Malheur - - ■ W  ' » 10,907 1 iMarlon 5 5 5 47,187 4 . 4Multnomah 12 12 12 275,898 13 13Polk 1 1 1 34,181 1 ■ .. 1Tillamook ' « P- 8,810 1 ' 1Umatilla 2 2 2 25,946 2 2Union , • 1 ' '1 ■ . 1 16,636 1 : . !
Wallowa » ’ 9,778 ■m» '

Wasco . » ,  ' * 13,648 ' 1 ■ 1Wasj^ri^ton 1 1 1 26,37620,5299



Table lì ( Continued)

Session Humber r 2$ . so •'' ... 31 32 - /  • 33. Year 1917 1919 1§2Ì 1923 1925Apportionment Ratio lS,04l ; 6,041 6,041 6,041No. NO. : No. County .. . No .;; . 
Of

: ' ■ No,.County Combinations ' of ' of ' "■ of popu- ' ■ . of
ISÈà.. ■ Rep. ' ' Rep. lation Hop». Rep..

Clackamas and Multnomah 
^ Clatsop and Columbia ? ■ •'«*. ' : 1  . "■' ' ■■**. ' - ' •'■■■■ i" . ' ;

. " fiiiwui.
V'. 1

- •■.! ■) dr.in
: , X

/Coos and Curry 1  • ' %'■'■■■, ' '■ y : -, i ' . ■'. . ■ 1  -, ■ ' ■ ' iCrook:, Deschutes, Grant, / - - - \ y ", ■ ■■
Jefferson, Klamath, lake ; ■ - ■ 2 - '■ - 2 ; : ■ ■■ - ‘ '4»;. '• .

Crook, Deschutes, Jef f ersoil, . ■ .. • ■
Klamath, and Lake " V '■ .. • ' 3 : 3/ Crook, Grant, Jefferson, ‘ • . ••• . ■ - / ' -• à v
Klamath, and Lake - 2 - 1 ' m- - ' ,w-. * ■ ■ ’ ■

Crook and Jefferson - ■ . - -mm- ’ . ••• - 1
Deschutes and Lake • .»■ ' ' ' ' :'mX " ' ;;r ' ̂ - , _

/■ Douglas and Jackson 1  . ■ V ' 1  ' / ' -mm. ' ' . ’ ■' "Glllism, Morrow, i ■ / • • '
Sherman, land Wheeler 'mm- ' - " “ ■ ■ ' .• ''

/Gilliam, Sherman, and ' ' • ’ ' -v: : . - -,
Wheeled - ; ■■ - 2 2 ■ ■ 2 ' - 2 ■ 2 ■/ Grant and JStrney ̂Wnt»nftir n n®- IfoT hóun '. •**■: -' % - ‘ •1 • •’ - ■ 1 1

/Hood River and Wasco 
Linco ln and Polk

. X
2
1

• X. .
2 ' 
1

X . . . 
2 • .
1  ..... : i ' 1  '/HOrrow and Umatilla 

Tillamook and Yamhill 
/Union and Wallowa

1  . 
X 
1

- ,1 . 
i . • 
1

1 ' ' . ■ ■ 
1  - '
■ 1  - "• '

1
■ ' i ' •

: 1  ' ■ '/ -mm* ■
1

Totals
Total State Population

60 60 60
783,389

60 60
H. o o



Table U  (Continued)

Session Number 
Year ;• ' ; . 34 35 361929

No. No,. - 3- No... - County o,uajL 
... NO.County . . .. of •' •- of i’ ' ' of popu«* . , of’ . ' . . ' ‘ • ' . ' ' • • < .. Rep. ' Ro d* Reb. lation lein-

Baker» , . . ' • • . lBenton . 1. ■:Clackamas 3Clatsop 2 ■Columbia ’ 1 "Coos • fDeschutes *
Douglas ■ ' ' ■■ - ‘ ; 2Hood River 1Jackson -!• . ' ' ' 2 '. :Josephine i - •Klamath .» .
Lane ' ’ . 6 .Lincoln .
Linn 2Malheur -- 1■Marion.'. ■ ■ ' .■ 4Multnomah 13Polk • ' " ' ' • ' ■ 1-Tillamook . V/ • ' 1Umatilla 2
Union 1 ..Wallowa .•as-Wasco 1WashingtonYamhill 32

I ■ ■ ■ .. 1 ■ 16,754 11 v. ■ •' '1 16,555 1; 3 ' : ■•'■■■■■ 3 46,205 • - 32 '. ; 2 21,124 11 ' i 20,047 11 :- . l 28,373 ;• 1■ ■ ", , 14,749 , 12 2 21,965 21 - : 1 ' 8,938 ■ ' 12 ■ '.. . 2 32,918 21 . V :'"; 1 11,498 r- ■ 1’ : •- ■ ' «*. 32,407 23 v ■ = : 3 54*493 3;4*-. • 9,903 12 ’ ' 2 24,700 21 •: ' 1 11,269 . 1.4 . v .4; 60,541 413 13 338,241 131 ' ' 1 16,858 11 '. ’ ■■■ • 1 11,824 12 ■ 2 24,399 2
1. ' 1 17,492 .. 1«r 7,814 11 ' 1 12,646 13 3 30,275 , 22 2 22,036 2 let



Tablé Continued)

Session Humber si
Tear 1927^pportlonmenfcRatlo 6»04l

' • ■ • ". "■ •'.   " Ho*County Combinati ona of

Clackamas and Multnomah 1
Clatsop and Columbia -
Good and Guppy 1
Crook,„Deschutes, Grant,

Jefferson, Klamath, Lake - 
Crook, Deschutes, Jefferson, 
Klamath, and Lake* 3

Crook, Grant, Jefferson, 
Klamath, and Lake -

Crook and Jefferson »
Deschutes and Lake -
Douglas and Jackson ~Gilliam, Morrow, Sherman,
and Wheeler • ' '

Gilliam, Sherman, Wheeler 2 Grant and Harney 1
Harney and Malheur -
Hood River and Wasco -
Lincoln and Polk 1Morrow and Umatilla l
Tillamook and Yamhill -Union and Wallowa 1
Totals 60
Total State Population

r6am i  6,041
Ho. : ïîo. County
Of , of popu-
ISSLs. Rep^ lation
- 1  "■ 1 '

' ^  ■ i*»- •' ' ' •

X 1

3 3

2 2 
1 ■ 1

1 1
1 %/■ : ' 
-mm ’ • * “£,>• .
1 1
60 60

. 953,786

No;,
Of
Rep*
1

■■ %
1 ■

1
1

2
X

60 £
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State

Arizona

Appendix B

Constitutional Provisions for Apportionment of 
State Leg!alature s-a 

Áe Of January I» 1§45

Citation; Art. & sec* 
Of Const.

IV, 50; IX,

IV, 2, 1

Arkansas 1-5

Baals of Apportionment
Senate House or Assembly

Population, ex- Population, but 
cept no county each county
more than one > at least one
member* member.

constitution.

Population

Votes cast for 
governor at 
last preceding 
general elec
tion, but not 
less than if 
computed on 
basis of elec
tion of 1930.

Bach county at 
least one mem
ber jremain- ingmembers di stributedi among more populous counties according to population.

Apportioning 
; Agency;

No provision for 
Senate, redis- 
tricting for 
House by County 
Boards of

Board of Appor
tionment (Gov
ernor^ Secre-4 tary of State,- and Attorney

to revision by state Supreme Court* <o©»



Appendix B (Continued)

State

Gònnéctleut

Citation: 
Art. & Sec. 
of Const.
IV, 6

Basis of Apportionment  ̂ House or 
Senate Assembly

Population, ex-Population, ex
elusive of 
persons inel
Igible to . naturalization 
No county, oi* 
city and county, 
to have more than one member; 

. no more than 
three counties 
in any district.

elusive of 
persons inel
igible to ’ 
naturalization.

Apportioning 
Agency '

legislature or, if 
! it falls, a Re- 

'apportionment. Commisalon (Lieutenant
Governor* Attor-v 
hey General, Sec
rotary of State, ~ 
and Superin- . 
tendent of Public 
Instruction). In 
either case, sub
ject to a ref

, erendum.
V, 45-49 Population.
Ill, 3, 4; Population, but
Arndts. II, each county
XV, XVIII, at least one
X X P  member»

Population.
Prescribed by 
- constitution: 
two members 
from each 
town having 
over 5,000 
population; 
'Others* same number as In

¡neral Assembly 
for Senate, noprovision for 
House.



A p p e n d ix  j  C o n t in u a t i ?

r tato 
^ l a m r o

florida

Ooorgia

Idaho

Citation: 
Art. & oc. 
of Const«

■jaslo of Apporti on^int 
~H^Ì5è OT* 

potato Aaoenbly
II, 2 Mstrlcts spo- Igtrlcto sp©-

elfìo&Uy os- olfìcally ostami shed '07 tablishod by
conati tuilon. conati tutlon.

VII, 3, 4 Population, but no county nero than one cjg?>- hor.

POpUlUfclOJO I. C, ,3 to each of 3 largest counties, 2 to each of next 15, 1 each to ©Shore.
Ill, 2; Population.(For. 1 1 ,
111), 3(Far. I)

Population, 1* ©•> 3 to each of 0 lareoat counties, 2 to each of next 30, 1 ouch to other».
Ill, 2, 4, S; One saenbor fresa XIX, 1, 2 each county. rotai nouse not to axeooc 3 tinoo fonato, radi county entitlod to at loaat orto ropro 00 r. ta tl vo, apportioned ae provi dod ty law.

Apportionlr^
__ M$£S$~__
ìfO provision.

Lorislaturo.

Losiolaturo “nay” 
chance ©n&- torlal dis
trict«. Ho provision far 'Souse.

L 05Ì s ì a t u r o .

M
to■4





Appendix B (Continued!

Citation? 
Art, & Seo or Const.
Ill, 2, 5, 6

Basis of ApportionmentHouse or

each parish and each ward 
of Hew Orleans ' at least one 
member.

IV, Pt. I, 
2, 3; IV, 
Pt. II,
1, 2

III, 2, 5

Population, exelusive of aliens and Indians not taxed. No county less than one nor more than five.

One from each county and from each of ’ ■six districts

Population, exelusive of aliens and Indians not taxed. No town more than seven members, unless a consolidated 
town*

population, but minimum of two and maximum of six per county.

Automatic i population ciasai- fication set up in const!“ 
tution*

Governor for House;; no pro- visixui for 
' Senate* .; ; ■

districts ae many membars as largest county.





Appendix S (Contlnuedl

State
Mssourt

Citation: 
Arty ,& Sec* 
of Const«

Basis of Apportionment• ''' . > House ot ;-r ■
. Senate Assembly

Population, Population, butV; . each county at
, v -■ v'' .7’ ledatene mem
’ ber. - ' " 7.; ■

Apportlbnl®g ■' 
Agency ;.... . ,

House, by county 
courts. Senate, 
by "commission 
appointed by 
governor.

Montana V, 4; VI, 3-6
One member from * 

each county.
Population* legislature.

Hebraska^* ■" 111, 5 Population, ex
eluding aliens.

Population* ex- ' , 
eluding aliens ̂

Legislature °may* H

Hevada : "/ ; i, is;XVII, 6
Population* 7 Population* .7 :;.|^ipiature*:7" . •

Sew®rapsblre Pt* II, 9, 11, 26
7'-7Bî ct'':taxea:.v ‘ ■ 
: 7' paid. 7 7

Population* Legislature*

Uew Jar sey -• IV, 11, lj 
IV, ill,

One meraberfroia , 
each county.

populatlpn, but 
at least one ' . 
member from each county*

7:;iipgiplatu^e^- ■

Heir Mexico XV, (42) ■••7 yopuSation*, ' \ population* ,..;7J7; Legislature.

ro 0 . M



Appendix B (Continued)

, Citations Baals of Apportionment
State. Art. & See* of Const. Senate

House or
Assembly

Apportioning
Agency

New York Ill, 3-5 .Population* ex
cluding aliens. 
No county more 
than l/3 mem
bership, -nor 
more than § 
membership to

Population, ex
cluding aliens. 
Each county (ex?- 
cept Hamilton) 
at least one 
member.

.Legislature*- Sub
ject to review 
by courts.

two adjoining 
counties. .

North Carolin.a II, 4-6 Population, ex- 
v eluding aliens 

and "Indians not taxed.

Population, ex
cluding aliens 
and Indians not 
taxed, but each county at least 
one member.

legislature*

■ j
North Dakota II, 29, 35; 

XVIII, 214
Population. Population. Leg! slature,.

Ohio XI, 1-11 Population. Population, but Governor* Auditor*'Q:a qtw rtf
least one mem« 
ber.

State* or any 
two of t hem, -

Oklahoma V, 9-16 (b) Population. Population, but Legislature,
• • - • . • have more than se ven member a,



Appendix |B ( ContihuecL)
' •• -  */ * ' ' . • ••

State
€itation: Rasis ofApportionment " . . .. .Art. & Sec, : i House or ;; Apportioningof Const. Senate Assembly Agency ,
IV, 6, 7 White population. White population, Legi sla ture.

. II, 16-18 Population, faut Population, but Legislature.
no city oil each county at
county to have least one mem-
more than l/6 ber,
of membership * !

Rhode Island V, 1; VI, 1 Qualified voters, Population, but Legislature "may."
■ but minimuun of at least one

• ■ , \ l and maxiliium member from
of 6 per city each town or
or town. 1 city, and no ^, town or city

' . more than ^ of /
r , 1 ■ . ' • ■ total,1 l.Si:, 25* .

South Carolina I, 2j One member from Population, but at Legislature,
 ̂ : III, 3-6 each county. least one member ..' ■ v•' ' • . ' • ■ from each county. ' • . ... . . ’

eoo



Statò
South Dakota

Utah

Vermont

Citation: 
Art. & Sec. 
of Const.

Ill, 5;
XIX, 2

II, 4, 6
III, 2528

, 2 , 4

Baala of Apportionment 
! House or
Senate ; . Assembly

Appendix B (Continued)

Population, ex
eluding sol
diers and of
ficers of U.S. Armyand

Qualified electoral Population, 
but no county 
more than one 
member.

Populati on.

Apportioning 
- Agency -

Population, ex- Legislature, or
eluding sol- failing that,diérs and of- Governor,
fleers of U.S. SuperintendentA m y  and Navy. of public In

struction, Pre-

éach county at 
least one mem-

Supreme Court, 
Attorney General 
and Secretary of 
State*.

:, 15, 18, Population, but 
each county at 
least one> mem
ber.

One member from Constitutioni 
each inhabited 
tovnn ' . ' ■' ■ ■ '
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' ’ OOMSIlWfEE ' : ' ; :
Lew Wallace

Senator, Multnomah County
Marshall E. Cornett 

Senator» Klamath County
E. W* Kimberllng 

Repre sentati ve, Grant County
Alex Barry

Representative* Multnomah County 
Wed Callaway

Representative, Linn County

reproduced»
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Appendix C (Continued)

TO: Tm FORTY-FOURTH LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ORfiOOB
The following members of tho interim Committee ap

pointed for the purpose of studying reapportlonmont pur
suant to senate Joint Resolution So* 22 desire to make the 
following report:

We make the following recommendations concerning two 
paragraphs of the Constitution of Oregon; namely, para
graphs S and 6 of Article IV, which read as follows:

5. Census. The legislative assembly shall# In tho year lass# and every 10 years after, cause an enumeration to be made of all the white population of the state.
6. Apportionment. The number of senators and represontatIves s!¿all7 at the session next following an enumeration of the Inhabitants by the United states 

or this state# be fixed by law, and apportioned among the several counties according to tho number of white population In each. And the ratio of senators and representatives shall bo determined by dividing the whole number of white population of such county or 
district, by such respective ratio; and when a fraction shall result from such division# which shall exceed one-half of said ratio# such county or district shall bo entitled to a member for such fraction. And 
In case any county shall not have the requisite population to entitle such county to a membor, then such county shall be attached to some adjoining county for 
senatorial or representative purposes.
It is obvious to oven a casual reader of this portion

of the Constitution that it is entirely outmoded and not
consistent with tho practice and procedure of the officers
of tho state of Oregon.



Ï Appendix G ( Continued) •' ’./■
j; ' ■/ - • '■

. " ( 1) • The State of Oregon does not nowær never has ^
vifOllWW^'P^

■ (2) Basing ouf reapportionmeiit upon, white population 
r means ^ry. definitely tbàt t M s  apportionment la being 
baeed on a formula which does not include many of o.ur Cit
izens of other than the white races and does include every
white foheigner and eiieh residing within ouf boundaries.

• / ■ ’ _ ■ •

This obviously is not the Ameripan way of doing things.
{¡5)Y The foraiuie itself Is not correct in,that if you 

would start with Multnomah County you would not have, any
thing left in the way of représentation for the last sey*; 
erel coftntiés. On the, other hand, if you would start with 
any upstate bounty under thi s formula, when you came to 
Multnomah County there would be nothing left«

With the above facts in mind the following suggestions• ; , ' ‘ ’ ■ ; '• ;v ’■ ' : i ■ ; i
are made: ./-'v . • • ■  ̂ ' .

(1) We would suggest that "regi stored voters” be aub^
siituted for "white population". This would eliminate for
eign and alien residents from being counted and would in
clude all citizens regardless of color,

(2) We would suggest changing the formula so that in 
determining apportionment the total registered voters would 
be divided by 30 or 60 depending upon whether you wore ap
portioning the Senate or the House » and wè would matte only
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a total figure of that amount oount for oach senator or 
representative# as the ease night be* Than there vroula bo 
no discrepancy in the f omul a. to would roooersond tho sen
atorial districts bo not less than one county nor caoro than 
three and that ih© masliam allowed to any one district would 
be one senator with combinations of one H e r  counties to make 
up tho necessary quota for one senatorial district.

The ropresentativoo would be based on the actual popu
lation worked out by the formula suggested above.

By using tiie registration# the figures would bo abso
lutely exact and easily available and wo suggest that wo use 
the ays ten followed by the Federal Government and have tho 
governor at loaat once every four yours apportion tho log! il
lation according to tlio above formula. This apportionment 
to be and© wi thin ninety days prior to any regular so salon 
of the legislature with Wi© legislature having the right to 
roview such apportionment by tho governor» but unless such 
action is taken by too legislature# too apportion made by a 
governor will stand as the law until changed by q futore ro- 
apportionm^nt by a governor,

I ©spectfully submitted#
Marshall K. Cornett 
Low wallaco 
bod Callaway

Appendix C (Continued)
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