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BY REP. HANLEY, Leman, M artin, C.Davis, Zawacki
IN THE HOUSE
HOUSE BILL NO. 449
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to election districts; and providing

for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THF. STATE OF ALASKA:

read:

*
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* Section 1. AS 15.35 is amended by adding new sections to article 2 to

Sec. 15.35.022. HOUSE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A member of the house
of representatives shall be elected by the qualified voters of a house
election district that was established in the most recent reapportion-
ment. Each member of the house of representatives shall be elected
under art. VI, sec. 6, Constitution of the State of Alaska, from a
single member district.

Sec. 15.35.024. SENATE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A member of the
senate shall be elected by the qualified voters of a single member
senate election district that was established in the most recent
reapportionment. Each senate election district is composed of two
single member house election districts established under art. VI,
sec. 6, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and AS 15.35.022.

Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c),
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CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE - HOUSE BILL 449

Division of Elections

Passage of this bill would have the most 1immediate and direct

impact on the Reapportionment Commission charged with
responsibility to develop the state’s reapportionment plan
following the completion of the 1990 Census. Only upon formal

adoption of the Reapportionment Plan by the Governor would the
Division of Elections be impacted.

General Reapportionment Costs:

It should be noted that the Division would 1incur extensive, one—
time costs in responding to the Reapportionment Plan. In FY82
costs incurred for the vrealignment of election districts and
reassignment of voters came to $128.1 with additional costs
expended in FY83. (These costs were in addition to the FY81
funding of $314.2 to the Office of the Governor.) The Division
will require similar funding in FY92 and FY93 to cover the
following:

1. Temporary staffing for programming and data entry to
realign precincts, inputting new* geographic
identification codes, cross-REAA/CRSA district alignments
and reassignment of voters in the Voter Registration and
Election Management System (VREMS).

2. Printing and postage for new voter ID cards to affected
voters (approximately $290/M) .

3. Statewide advertising.
4. Mapping Services (cartography and reproduction).

5. Rewrite of district and precinct legal boundary
descriptions and adoption of precinct regulations and
public notice under AS 44.62.

Additional Continuing Costs Based on Single Member House Districts:

With an increase from 27 House Districts to 40 House Districts and
from 14 Senate Districts to 20 Senate Districts, the cost of
conducting primary and general elections would 1increase 1in each
major election year (odd-numbered fiscal years). The overall costs
of Primary and General Elections would 1increase to accommodate
extra printing charges and computer count programming charges for
the 13 additional House Districts which would result from this
legislation.
Page 2 of 3



CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE - HOUSE BILL 449

Division of Elections

Ballot Counting Program
$ 2.5 per district X 13 House Districts $ 65.

X 2 Elections (Primary & General)
(Includes Senate District Rotations)

Ballot Printing and Rotation Plates

Primary: 13 Additional House Districts With 6.
Average of Candidates (39 Rotation Plates)

Primary: 6 Additional Senate Districts With 2.
Average of 3 Candidates (18 Rotation Plates)

General: 13 Additional House Districts With 4.
Average of 2 Candidates (26 Rotation Plates)

General: 6 Additional Senate Districts With 1.
Average of 2 Candidates (12 Rotation Plates)

Official Election Pamphlet
$ 2.2 Per Sample Ballot Page X 13 House Districts 28.
(Includes Senate District)

$ 2.2 Per Map Page X 6 Additional Senate Districts 13 .
(Will Include 2 House Districts Each)

TOTAL COSTS COMPONENT 11 $ 121.
PRIMARY AND GENERAL ELECTIONS
(0dd Numbered Fiscal Years)

Page 3 of 3
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REPRESENTATIVE

3111 "C" STREET, SUITE 410
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 ALYCE HANLEY
(907) 561-2033 DISTRICT 9, SEAT B

DURING SESSION

P.0. BOX V PECEWED MEMBER
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
(907) 465-4939 REGULATION REVIEW COMMITTEE
jaw Si 1S90

January 30, 1990 Y- _M

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Red Boucher, Chairman

House State Affairs Committee
FROM: Representative Alyce Hanley s
SUBJECT: HB 449 - An act relating to election districts; and

providing for an effective date.

HB 449 was introduced to accomplish meaningful campaign
reform. There is a lot of public dissatisfaction with the high
cost of political campaigns. By mandating in statute single
member house and senate districts, the cost of campaigns will be
significantly reduced. The current system of double member house
and senate districts 1in urban areas drives the cost of campaigns
higher and higher. By contrast the rural single member districts
have lower costs even though greater distances must be covered.

It is with this in mind that I respectfully request a State
Affairs Committee hearing be scheduled for HB 449 on behalf of
myself as well as the cosponrors. I have enclosed a copy of HB
449 and related backup for your review.

The reapportionment process in Alaska allows the Governor to
reapportion the legislature. This bill would not compromise the
currer.” procedure but would establish in statute the nature of
each election district by adding language that provides for
single member House Districts. The Senate Districts would be
composed of two single member House Districts.

I believe that there are many good reasons to have single member
House and Senate Districts. Listed below are some of the more
compelling reasons:

1. The cost of campaigns would be reduced because candidates in
both urban rural areas would be able to utilize less
expensive forms of communication media such as door knocking,
town meetings or community events.
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2. Voters would identify their local area with the candidates
/public officials and vise versa.

3. The election process would be open to a wider range of
candidates for public office because of a smaller district

size.

4. Greater legislative responsibility and accountability by
public officials to the voters of the district and less to
political parties or special iInterest groups.

5. Greater input by the public on 1issues facing their state and
district.

6. The courts are less likely to set aside reapportionment plans
because they favor single member districts. It i1s easier to
identify if the one man vote rule is being violated. Most of
the districts would be compact, contiguous and socially and
economically similar.

A similar bill, HB 593, was introduced during the 14th Legislature.
One committee hearing was held on that bill with three members
voting do pass. The committee report as well as the minutes are
included in the enclosed information.

Enclosures
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ALASKA'S ELECTIONS. 1958-1984

Elections are the means by which citizens take part in choosing
the officials who set governmental policy for nations, states, and
communities. In the American states, elections are the most common
way that people participate in government.

Elections would serve these purposes most effectively if large
numbers of informed citizens were to go to the polls to choose be-
tween competing candidates offering clear choices for future policy.
Ideally, the winning candidates would form a unified governing coali-
tion: officials identified with one of the major political parties would
lead both executive and legislative branches of government. In this
way, officials could be held accountable in the next election for the
record of government as a whole and for their individual per-
formances. *

These conditions are rarely if ever fulfulled in American elec-
tions (or in elections generally). In most state elections, only about
half or less of the voting age population actually goes to the polls on
election day. Party competition in state executive or legislative elec-
tions b often weak and sometimes absent altogether. Candidates tend
to avoid committing themselves to party or other programmatic posi-
tions. And the elections result increasingly in state governments
being divided along party lines, with one party controlling the gover-
nor’s office and the other controlling either or both houses of the
state legislature.

This paper examines the extent to which these different elect-
oral patterns apply in Alaska. First, we broadly discuss the social and
institutional setting of Alaska elections. Then, we examine in detail
changing patterns of “turnout” or public participation in elections,
party competition for officp, and party control of state government.
Overall, the paper shows .."w Alaska’s elections have- changed since
statehood and how they compare to elections in the American states

generally.

The Setting and Context of Alaska Elections

The character and outcomes of Alaska’s elections are shaped by
the state’s changing electoral demography, campaign methods and

*The characteristics and especially the limitations of the “party government”
model in American politics arc discussed fully by Frank J. Sorauf, Parly Politics
in America, 5th ed. (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1981), pp. 388-11-1.



technology, and state elections rules.
Table 1

Electoral Demography . . Alaska's Population, 1960-1980
By "electoral demography” we mean analysis of the social char- Comparisons with Mountain States and United States, 1980
acteristics of a voting-age population that may influence the political '
orientations and voting patterns of that population. Ultimately, we Mountain  United
are interested in knowing such things as how likely people are to turn Alaska States3  States
out to vote, which party the people are most likely to identify with Characteristics 1960 @/@ 1980 (%) 1980 {%) 1980 (%)
and support, and what general policy preferences people are likely to
have. Without survey data, what can be learned from demographic Sex (over age 20)
analysis is limited. Nonetheless, we can trace changes in Alaska’ pop- Male 59.3 536 489 474
ulation over time, make comparisons with other states, and show Female 407 464 511 526
some significant differences among Lhe ponulutions of Alaska’s major
regions. The resulting demographic profile will provide useful back- Age
ground for subsequent analysis of election returns. Under 20 431 36.2 343 320
Table 1 shows changes in Alaska’s overall population between 0-A4 281 339 275 258
1960 and 1980 and compares the state’s population with the 1980 3B-A 223 218 %9171 %S
populations of the United States as a whole and of the Mountain S5and over 65 81 ' '
States. We emphasize the Mountain States because they comprise the Race (a” persons)
region of the United States most similar to Alaska in its population White 77.2 776 881 834
and economic characteristics. Native/Other 228 224 119 166
We see that Alaska’s population is becoming more like that of
the United States as a whole and even more like that of the Mountain Residence (5 years earlier)
States: During the twenty-year period, the ratio of men to women Same State 534 68,6 770 884
evened out somewhat; the age structure of the population became Elsewhere 46.6 314 230 116

more balanced; and Alaskans became a less transient, more settled Marital Status (overa o 15)
’ 254 282 2658 261

people. Also, like Americans elsewhere in the states, fewer Alaskans ,

were married (or they were marrying at a later age) and more were ﬁ/llr;?rlfed 66.5 588 571 578

divorced or separated. Divorced/Separated 5.0 105 102 84
On the other hand, Alaska’s population in 1980 was still Widowed 31 27 6.2 76

younger, better educated, more mobile, and had proportionately

more males than the populations of other states. It also had a signifi- Education (over age 25)

cantly higher proportion of Native Americans. And Alaska’ rapid 08 264 9.0 124 183

growth rate of the 1960-80 period—among the very highest of 011 189 85 124 153

the states—even accelerated during the early 1980s as the state spent High School Graduation 32.3 389 357 346

billions of dollars of petroleum revenues. Some College 129 226 207 157

In the mid-1980s, as at the beginning of statehood, the “typi- College Graduation & Above 95 210 188 162

cal” Alaska voter was a relatively young, well-educated person who

tended to be on the move in pursuit of economic opportunity. Com- aldaho, Montana, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico,

pared to his or her counterpart of twenty years earlier, this 1980s AMountain States plus Alaska, Hawaii, Washington, Oregon, California.
Alaskan was likely to be a few years older, better educated, and
wealthier. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

These demographic changes were concentrated in Alaska’s two

-2 - -3 -



major cities—Anchorage, with over 40 percent of the state’s popula-
tion in 1980, and Fairbanks, with about 13 percent. Map 1 shows the
stale's election regions (and election districts within them) that are
used in the electoral analysis below.2 We have split the Anchorage
and Fairbanks districts out of the southcentral and central regions in
order to show how much they differ from the rest of the state both
in their population and voting patterns. Table 2 shows that Alaska’s
younger, more mobile, and better-educated voters are concentrated
in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

Populations in the central and northwest “bush” Native regions,
on the other hand, tend to have much lower levels of education and
heavily disproportionate numbers of unmarried young men. In the
predominantly non-Native southeast and southcentral regions, we
find a somewhat older, more settled population than in Anchorage
and Fairbanks. In the southeast, there is a concentration of highly
educated people in Juneau, the state capital.

These regional descriptions indicate that our ‘‘typical’ Alaska
voter is most likely to be an Anchorage or Fairbanks resident who is
not representative of other parts of the state. In fact, the voters of
Alaska’s two major urban centers differ from citizens in small towns
and rural areas in several ways that may be politically significant. In
the United States generally, youth, increased incomes, education,
and mobility are associated with independent and conservative
political identifications.3 In Alaska, these distinguishing characteris-
tics of the rapidly growing urban populations may be reinforcing
the state’s traditional regional divisions, in which Anchorage interests
are increasingly opposed to those of the rest of the state. We might,
therefore, expect some substantial regional variations in turnout,
party preferences, and voting on statewide candidates and ballot
issues in Alaska. We might also expect to find growing complexity
and conflict in Alaska’s electoral experience during the first quarter
century of statehood.

Election Campaigns

Growth and change in Alaska’s population since statehood have
been accompanied by changes in the ways that candidates attempt to
influence and attract voters. Two parallel developments have affected
campaign methods in Alaska since statehood. First had been the

2AI(IN\ough Lhe map shows election districts and regions as of 1981, our electoral
data for all previous election years conform approximately to these same
regions.

3sihloy It. Lyons, Who Voles unrf Why: a Review of American Hleeloml llehao-
10r (New York: Robert A. Taft Institute of Government, 1981), pp. 15-'12,

- 1-
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Districts and Regions, 1984

Map 1 State of Alaska Election



Table 2

Population of Alaska's Regions, 1980

South- South- Fair-  North-

Characteristics Alaska east central Anchorage Central banks  west
Sex (over aje 20)

Male 536 528 543 52.0 58.6 54.7  56.6

Female 46.4 472 457 48.0 414 453 434
Age

Under 20 36.2 351 368 35.0 405 350 431

20-34 339 307 311 35.1 33.6 374 289

35-54 218 229 2238 23.0 18.2 208 184

55 and over 8.1 11.3 9.3 6.8 7.7 7.0 9.5
Race (all persons)

White 776 780 8738 85.2 38.0 8.4 185

Native/Other 224 220 122 14.8 62.0 146 815
Residence (5 years earlier)

Same State 686 745 732 63.9 740 622 88.6

Elsewhere 314 255 26.8. 361 26.0 378 11.4
Marital Status (over age 15)

Single 282 217 256 27.5 381 285 434

Married 588 585 62.6 58.5 52,1 59.6 455

Divorced/Separated 105 104 9.2 11.9 64 9.7 6.7

Widowed 2.7 34 2.6 2.1 34 22 44
Education (over age 25)

0-8 9.0 7.2 8.5 4.2 305 50 373

9-11 8.5 9.7 105 75 7.7 84 9.5

High School Grad. 389 377 416 39.6 329 416 268

Some College 226 216 227 25.1 149 23.1 13.1

College Grad. & Above 210 237 168 23.6 140 22.0 133

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

growth of the population and its continued and increasing concen-
tration in and around Anchorage and Fairbanks. Second has been the
use of new communications technology and methods, including satel-
lite television, that allows communication with even the most remote
parts of the state.

These changes have meant that impersonal, professionally pro-
duced television appeals have increasingly replaced personal contact
by candidates for political office, especially in the larger Anchorage
and Fairbanks electoral “markets.” in statewide elections, when
candidates for governor, U.S. Senator, and U.S. Representative

attempt to reach all parts of the state, the “TV spots” are likely to
be their only contact with the great majority of Alaska voters. Just
as Alaska’s population is becoming more like that of the nation as a
whole, so are Alaska’s election campaigns becoming more like those
of more populous states.

Yet, with only about 500,000 population in the mid-1980s,
Alaska is still small enough uiat candidates might personally meet a
larger proportion of the electorate than is possible in most other
states. This kind of “friends and neighbors" politics, however, which
was common throughout the territorial period and in the early years
of statehood, is increasingly rare in Anchorage and Fairbanks, which
together account for 60 percent of the state’s total population. In
rural and small town communities, the old style politics survive
mainly in legislative and municipal elections, as opposed to statewide
elections.

A further development in Alaska since statehood that has
changed the way candidates communicate with voters has been the
continued erosion of the major political party organizations. In
Alaska, as elsewhere, weak political parties have resulted in “party-
less" campaigning—elect;ons in which individual candidates have
formed personal campaign organizations and made individual
appeals, identifying themselves with neither major party in their cam-
paign advertising. This fading of party organizations and appeals has
been part of a broader erosion of party loyalty on the part of voters.
As we shall see below, it has been reflected in an increase in ticket-
splitting and divided state government.

Another indicator of change in Alaska election campaigns is
campaign financing. In Anchorage, from 1974 to 1984, the average
amount spent by primary winners in both primary and general elec-
tions for the state house increased in 1984 a.illars from about
$10,000 per candidate to over $46,000. In state senate races, the
corresponding increase was from under $22,000 to over $68,000.
These are real increases—adjusted to account for inflation—of 367
percent and 216 percent, respectively.

As the costs of campaigns soared, the funding sources on which
candidates for state office depended changed radically. Organized
contributors and special interests began to displace individual con-
tributors as significant sources of campaign funds. In 1978, contri-
butions of unions, initiative committees, lobbyists, corporations,
and other groups accounted for about one-third of all campaign ex-
penditures for slate offices. By 1980, they accounted for over half;
in 1982, a big year for statewide initiative campaigns, these special



interest contributors covered over 90 percent of all reported cam-
paign cost:;.'1

Thus, candidates are increasingly ignoring their fading party or-
ganizations; turning to more expensive communications technology;
and depending on organized, special-interest sources of campaign
financing. During this century, these forces have transformed rela-
tionships between candidates and voters in all states. They have
now caught up with Alaska, changing the nature of this state’s elec-
tion campaigns in little more than a generation.

Election Rules

Election rules comprise a third part of the setting of Alaska’s
elections. By election rules, we mean requirements for legislative dis-
tricting and apportionment, voter registration, getting on the ballot,
and voting in primary and general elections. These rules can have im-
portant effects on voter turnout and choice and on who is elected to
office,

1. Legislative Districting and Apportionment. Because of un-
even, rapid population growth, the Alaska Legislature was reappor-
tioned to revised districts six times during the first twenty-five years
of statehood. Under the state constitution, the governor—not the
legislature, as is usually the case in other states—has the power to re-
apportion the legislature on the advice of a reapportionment board
appointed by him.5 Typically, the governor’s reapportionments have
been followed by partisan political disputes in which the governor
has been challenged by legislrtors or party officials. The perceived
stakes at issue have been seats in the legislature that might, depend-
ing on the reapportionment plan, more likely be captured by one
party or the other. The outcomes could therefore affect the bal-
ance of competition between the parties and, ultimately, party con-
trol of the legislature or the government as a whole. Another polit-
ical effect of reapportionment that often cannot be avoided is the
change and disruption in precinct and district boundaries. Such
change can undermine voters' familiarity with candidates and offi-
cials and increase turnover in office.

2. Voter Registration. Registering to vote was first required of

Alaskans for the 1970 elections. Before then, a person desiring to

Alaska Public Offices Commission figures reported in "AKPIItG Legislative
Alert, Anchorage, December 14, 198-1. These figures exclude candidates’ con-
tributions to their own campaigns,
5Sce Gordon S. Harrison, A Citizen's Guiilc to the Alaska Constitution (Anchor-
age: Institute of Social and Economic Research, 1982), pp. 57-82.

vote merely had to appear at the polls and sign the voting list.
Alaska’s registration laws are now like those of most other stale's, in
order to be a registered voter, a person must have lived in the state
and the election district for at least thirty days and must register at
least thirty days before the election. The most important electoral
effect of registration (aside from minimizing fraud, which is the prin-
cipal justification for the requirement) is to reduce voter turnout.
The extent of the reduction depends on how difficult it is for a per-
son to register and on the characteristics of voters. Generally, people
with lower levels of education and income are less likely to register.
Registration is probably not a significant deterrent to voting in
Alaska, given the relative ease of registration and above-average edu-
cation and income levels.

3. Getting on the Ballot. Once a person registers and goes to the
polls, there is the question of the range of choices he or she will have
among party-sponsored and independent candidates. All states place
restrictions on whose names can be placed on the ballot, and this
often handicaps prospective third-party and independent candidates.
In Alaska, the law has required that if third-party or independent
candidates wish to be on the ballot, they must first obtain signatures
equal to 3 percent of the number of voters in the previous general
election. Also, to be recognized as a "political party,” a third party
must have won at least 10 percent of the popular vote in the last
gubernatorial election. (The Libertarian Party in Alaska met this re-
quirement in the 1932 gubernatorial election, which is discussed in
detail below.) These are onerous requirements, and they have been
challenged in the Alpska Supreme Court. In 1983, the court ruled
against both requirements, and the legislature then moved to reduce
them to more acceptable levels.®

4. Primary and General Election Requirements. If a primary
election is closed, voters must be registered in a party, and they can
choose candidates only in that party’'s primary. If the primary is
open, voters can choose which party primary they wish to vote in
without having registered in either party. In the open primaries of
some states, voters must publicly choose one party's ballot; in
other states, they receive both ballots and, using one and discarding
the other, preserve the secrecy of their ch aice.

Alaska (and only one other state, Washington) has the most
open form of the open primary, the blanket primary. Hero, voters
receive ballots including candidates of both pnrtlon and can vote for
Democratic candidates for somo offices and Republicans for others,

GVoslcr v. Miller (Alaska, 651 P. 2d 1).



as they wish. Alaska's blanket primary makes it especially easy for
voters to “cross over,” and vote for a candidate whom they consider
especially attractive or whom they perceive to be weak and thus
easier to beat in the general election.’l

In addition to residency and registration, there is a minimum
age requirement in Alaska as in all other states. Under Alaska’s con-
stitution, 19-year-olds were permitted to vole in state and local
elections; in 1970, an amendment lowered the voting age to 18
years. (In 197i, the U.S. Constitution was amended to permit 18-
year-olds to vote in all states.)

Lowered standards of residency and voting age probably have
reduced voter participation rates in Alaska elections. Lowering the
residency requirement from one year (which it was unlil 1972) to
thirty days made it possible for many more Alaskans to go to the
polls. We have already seen that Alaska has an unusually large pro-
portion of recently arrived residents. But the very people who make
up the expanded electoral base-new residents, in the stale lor less
than one year—are also less likely than longer-term residents to be
familiar with or involved in state and local politics and therefore
less apt to vote. A similar observation could be made about the 18-
ycar-olds, those who were first enfranchised in Alaska in 1970 and
every group of them since. National surveys show that voting turn-
out generally increases with age (until the mid-60s age group), and
that the youngest eligible voters are least likely of all age groups to
go to the polls and vote.® Thus, the voting population base has ex-
panded, but the newly enfranchised groups are disproportionately
likely to be nonvolers.

Levels of Participation: Turnout

Turnout refers only to the amount of voting, and it is usually
measured as the percentage of the voting-age population that votes in
a given election. Another measure of turnout is the percentage of

Although little is known about crossovers in primary elections, "it does appear
that few voters shift primaries in a deliberate effort to choose the weaker candi-
date. 1hey are much more likely to shift because they are particularly attracted
to a candidate in the other party or because the other party lias closer, more
interesting primary contests.” Malcolm E. Jewell and David M. Olson, American
Slulc Political Parties anil elections (Homewood, IL: The Dorsey Press 1982)
p. 109.

Sec Jerry llagstrom, “I1Jaby Boom Generation May Have to Wail a While to

Show its Political Clout,” National Journal, 16 (April 28, 1981), p. 809. In
national and state elections from 1932 to 1982, turnout of voters aged 18-29
lagged behind national averages by 11 to 17 percent.

registered voters who actually vote. Both measures have their weak-
nesses. The voting-age criterion may not adequately account for in-
stitutionalized people, noncitizens, residency requirements, and
other factors that reduce the effective population of eligible voters.
And the registered voter criterion depends even more precariously
on widely varying registration laws among the states and on voter
registration lists that are not consistently kept current and accurate.
With these limitations in mind, we will use both measures in exam-
ining turnoul in Alaska.

Factors Affecting Turnout

Turnout can rise or fall, depending on voting and election rules,
level of party competition, particular issues and candidates, and the
characteristics of voters. Registration may be the most substantial
deterrent to voting, causing as much as a 10-percent decline in turn-
out where registration rules are most restrictive.9 Other studies have
found that party competition historically has been the chief factor
explaining varying levels of turnout. The positive link between com -
petition and turnout has been especially strong "where parties roach
out to specific groups, especially those who are otherwise less likely
to vote.” 19 Still other studies have found that differences in race,
age, income, and educational level account for half or more of thc-
variation in the voter turnout rates of the states.11 There remains a
great deal of uncertainty and controversy about the causes of turn-
out. On each of these measures, however, turnout in Alaska should
be affected either positively or not at all, relative to all other slates.
Alaska’s registration requirements are not unusually difficult, compe-
tition is relatively intense, and the state’s majority urban population
ranks well ove average on socioeconomic measures.

Turnout in Alaska

While the rest of the United States experienced a continuing
decline in turnout for presidential election years since 19(10, Alaska
held relatively steady and then had a significant upturn in the early

9John F. Bibby et al., “Parties in State Politics,” in Virginia Gray, Herbert
Jacob, Kenneth Vines, Politics in the American States, -till ed. (Boston: Lillie,
Brown and Co., 1983), p. 6<L; also Richard G. Nieini and Herbert F. Wcisborg,
Controversies in Voting Behavior, 2nd ed. (Washington, U.C.: Congressional

Quarterly Press, 1984), p. 26.

19Niemi and Wcisborg, Controversies hi Voting Behavior, pp. 29-30.

11Thomas R. Dye, Politics in Stales ami Communities, -llh ed. (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prenticc-1lall. Inc, 1981), p. 69.
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1980s. Table 3 shows that even while the turnout of the voting-age
population in the United Stales and Mountain States dropped be-
tween 1900 and 1976, Alaska’s turnout still lagged by several per-
centage points. In 1980 and 1984, however, Alaska's turnout was
10 percentage points higher than in 1976, while turnout in the
Mountain Slates and United States as a whole either flattened out or
continued to drop closer to the 50 percent level.

Table 3

Turnout of Voting-Age Population in Presidential Election
Years, 1960-1984: Alaska, Mountain States,
and United States

Year Alaska* Msotg?éés“n létnalttgg
1960 530% 68.7% 62.8%
1964 516 68.5 619
1968 55.8 655 60.9
1972 522 59.2 55.2
1976 50.7 56.8 535
1980 59.8 %1 526
1984 60.0 NA 530

‘The Alaska turnout percentages in Tables 3 and 4 are
based on population totals that are adjusted to account for
estimates of the nonresident military population.

Sources: Derived from Alaska Division of Elections, U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

The substantial decline from 1968 to 1972 in all three cases
may in part be explained by the lowering of the voting ago to 18
years and the lack of intensify and strong competition (as reflected
in pre-election polls) in the 1972 Nixon-McGovern presidential race
compared to the Nixon-llumphrey race four years earlier. Another
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factor was the much-commented-upon alienation of the American
voter. In Alaska, there was the possible additional effect of the new
registration requirements, first imposed two years earlier.

Table 4 compares turnout of the Alaska voting-age population
in presidential and gubernatorial election years.12 Until 1982,
Alaskans, like voters elsewhere, had voted more in presidential years
than gubernatorial years. From 1960 to 1978, gubernatorial election
turnout ranged from one to seven percentage points lower than turn-
out in the pre'.ious presidential election. During those years, the aver-
age difference was about five percentage points. Then, in the 1982
gubernatorial election, two-thirds of Alaska’s voting-age population
turned out. This reversed the pattern of over two decades, surpassing
even the 60 percent turnout for the 1980 presidential election.

The increased turnout in the 1980 presidential election year
might be attributed in some part to the stabilizing of Alaska’s popu-
lation growth during the few years after the trans-Alaska oil pipeline

12In both sets of election years, there are also state legislative, U.S. House, and,
sometimes, U.S. Senate races.

Table 4

Turnout of Alaska Voting-Age Population in Presidential
and Gubernatorial Years, 1960-1984

Presidential Gov. Percentage
Year Election Election Difference
1960 53.0%
1962 47.3% -5.7%
1964 516
1966 46,8 -48
1968 558
1970 486 -7.2
1972 522
1974 477 -45
1976 50.7
1978 499 -0.8
1980 59.8
1982 66.5 +6.7
1984 60.0

Source: Derived from Alaska Division of Elections.

-13-



was built and before heavy spending by state government again led to
high levels of in-migration. But even with the population surge of the
early 1980s—bringing many newcomers who were presumably less
likely lo vote—the lurnoul rale soared in the 1982 gubernatorial year
and held at the 00-percent level in the 1984 presidential election.

Bates of turnout of registered voters from 1974 to 1984, shown
in Table 5, parallel the corresponding figures for the turnout of the
voting age population presented in the preceding tables.13 The
slate's registered voters have turned out at increasing rates over the
decade, with gains shown in virtually all regions. Two of these elec-
tion years, 1978 and 1982, are unusual, and we have already com -
mented on the surge in turnout in 1982. The 1978 decline in turn-
out in all regions may be attributed largely to population movements
in and out of the state during the pipeline construction years. Many
new voters came into the state in the early- to mid-1970s and left
when construction ended in 1977. It is likely that many of them re-
mained on voter registration lists for the 1978 elections, which
would have artificially depressed the turnout rate. 11 The smallest
decrease was in the southeast, historically a high .turnout region,
where a 1978 ballot initiative, placing special financial restrictions on
any capital move, undoubtedly had special attraction for voters of
that region. The southeast, moreover, was the region most remote
from and least affected by pipeline construction activity during the
previous four years.

The cause of Alaska’s high turnout rates in the early 1980s ob-
viously lies in Alaska, rather than in national trends, since presiden-
tial eleclion-ycar turnout in the United States continued at relatively
low levels. In Alaska, there were some unusually competitive races
for the U.S. Senate, for governor, and for the state legislature. But a
more basic explanation may be that increasing numbers of Alaskans
perceived greater stakes and benefits in voting. Their state govern-
ment was now spending billions of dollars in oil revenues, and
intense, competitive electoral politics tended to expose and aggra-
vate Alaska’s regional divisions. In addition, the 1982 election in-
cluded some unusually controversial ballot propositions that further
aggravated these divisions. We will explore this further in discussion
of "Flection Outcomes" below.

13, registered voter turnout rales are consistently higher because they are calcu-
lated on a smaller population base than that including all Alaskans over age 18.
1'lAlaska voter registration lists were purged (inactive voters' names were de-
leted) only every Tour years until after the 1978 election, when the purge period
was shortened to two years.

Table 5

Turnout of Registered Voters by Region, 1974-1984

1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984

Stale 582% 615% 545% 627% 749% 69 1%
Region
Southeast 612 650 620 680 800 678

Southcentral G53 687 619 708 769 700
Anchorage 567 607 519 606 722 694
Central 640 657 574 666 768 710
Fairbanks 545 576 502 587 727 697
Northwest 600 619 568 642 787 620

Source: Alaska Division of Election 3

Interparty Competition

Interparty competition involves the competitive character of
electoral contests and the choices of parties and candidates avail-
able to a state’s voters. There are many ways to define and measure
interparty competition in state politics: by voter identification with
parties, frequency of both parties fielding candidates, turnover in
offices, closeness of elections, and division of control of legislative
and governor’s offices, among others.15 Here, we will examine some
causes and correlates of interparty competition and look at some
electoral indicators of interparty competition in Alaska.

Patterns in the States
Generally, the competitive states are more urban and industrial

than the less competitive states, and their populations tend lo divide
more definitely into separate socioeconomic groups. These differ-
ences in state socioeconomic characteristics have been diminishing,
however, as population has shifted from Frost Belt to Run Belt
states. Overall, party competitiveness has been increasing in stale
elections, and, on balance, Democratic candidates for stale legisla-
tures and governors' offices have been the beneficiaries. This is
mainly because older Republican stales of the north became more
competitive with the New Deal electoral “realignment” of the 19.'lO0s,

1 Jewell and Olson, American Slate Political Parties anil Pledions, p. 1,
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while the Southern Democratic states have been much slower to
change. More recently, interstate migration and electoral “de-align-
ment”—the weakening of party loyalties and the crumbling of the
old New Deal electoral coalition—are increasing the electoral oppor-
tunities of candidates from both parties in virtually all states.16

Interparty Competition in Alaska

Alaska reflects much of the political and socioeconomic colora-
tion of the western states, and it can be classified as a competitive
two-party state. As we look more closely at Alaska, we will see some
important variations within the overall pattern of competition, in-
cluding increasing differences between urban and rural regions and
between levels of competition for statewide and legislative offices.

In presidential elections from 1960 to 1972, Alaskans divided
their votes between the two major parties much as did voters in the
nation as a whole. Table 6 shows that during those years a majority
of Alaskans voted for a Democrat only once (Johnson in 1964),
although the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon and 1968 Humphrey-Nixon elec-
tions were close in Alaska, as they were in the rest of. the country. In
1976 and subsequent elections, Alaska became more strongly Repub-

u lbid,, p. -14
Table 6

Democratic Percentage of Vote* in Presidential Elections:
Alaska, Mountain States, and United States, 1960-1984

Mountain United
Year Alaska States States
1960 491 464 501
1964 65.9 56.6 613
1968 488 418 496
1972 37.3 339 382
1976 381 425 511
1900 327 322 447
1984 307 331 410

‘Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican
candidates, excludes votes (or minor-party and independent
candidates.

Souice: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Table 7

Democratic Percentage of Vote* in Presidential Elections:
State and Regions, 1960-1984

South- South- . North-
Year State  east central Anchorage Central Fairbanks — west

1960 4991 496 522 46.5 496 512 46.2
19%4 659 711 665 599 778 596 80.8
1968 488 501 477 485 516 444 564
1972 373 413 344 313 439 412 519
1976 381 393 361 350 46 1 394 552
1980 327 400 257 281 530 313 514
1984 307 396 250 290 381 30.2 404

'Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates; ax
eludes votes lor minor-party and independent candidates.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

lican in its presidential voting than the United States, much like the
Mountain States region.

The two-party division of the presidential vote by regions with-
in Alaska is shown in Table 7. As in the state as a whole, there have
been steep Democratic declines, or Republican gains, in all regions.
The predominantly Native northwest region, including Nome, Kotze-
bue, and Barrow, was the only Alaska region to give majorities of its
votes Lo Democratic presidential candidates in the 1972, 1976, and
1980 elections. The central region (excluding Fairbanks;, also mostly
Native, followed next in Democratic presidential preference. In con-
trast, urban Alaska, centering on Anchorage and the southcentral
region, saw the greatest Republican gains and corresponding Demo-
cratic declines.

The pattern of Democratic losses and Republican gains also
shows up in elections to the statewide offices of governor, U.S. Sena-
tor, and U.S. Representative, although not as dramatically as in pres-
idential elections (Table 8). The most competitive elections through-
out the statehood period have been those for governor. Since 19.98,
when the first elections for state offices were held on the eve of
statehood, Democrats have won four elections and Republicans
three. In five of these elections, the winning majority was 55 percent

or less.
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Year
1958

1960
1962
1964
1966
1968
1970
1972
1974
1976
1978
1980
1982
1984

Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates; ex-

Table 8

Winning Candidates for Statewide Offices, 1958-1984

U.S. Representative

Governor U.S. Senator
% of % of
Name Vote3 Name Votedl Name

Egan (D) 602  Bartlett (D) 849 Rivers (D)

Gruening (D) 526
Bartlett (D) 634 Rivers (0)
Egan (D) 523  Gruening (D) 581 Rivers (D)
Rivers (D)
Hickel (R) ~ 509  Bartlett (D) 755 Pollock (R)
Gravel (D) 54.7 Pollock (R)
Egan (D) 532  Stevens (R) 596 Begich (D)
Stevens (R) 773 Begich (D)
Hammond (R) 501  Gravel (D) 583 Young(R)
Young(R)
Hammond (R) 659" Stevens |R) 758 Young(R)
Murkowski (R) 539 Young(R)
Sheffield (D) 55.4k Young(R)
Stevens (R) 713 Young iR)

cludes votes for minor-party, independent, and write-in candidates.

AThese were elections in which substantial portions of the vote went to
third-party, independent, or write-in candidates. Hammond's plurality in

1978 was 39 percent, and Sheffield's in 1982 was 46 percent.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

%of
Vote2

575

56.7
945
515
517
542
551
56.2
538
710
955
741
711
56.5

In elections to the U.S. Senate, there has been a swing from
strong Democratic to strong Republican voting. Both U.S. Senate
seats were held by Democrats until the late 19G0s,17 and their elect-
oral margins were substantial. In the 1970s, each party held one U.S.
Senate seat. After 1980, both were held by Republicans. Since the
winning candidate has usually won heavy majorities, the balance of
electoral strength has moved decisively toward the Republicans in
these elections.

Elections to Alaska’s one seat in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives have swung back and forth between Democrats and Repub-
licans, paralleling the U.S. Senate elections. First dominated by the
Democrat Ralph Rivers, the seat was held next by Republican How-
ard Pollock and then by Democrat Nick Begich in the late 19(10s and
early 1970s. After the death of Representative Begich in 1972,
Republican Don Young carried most of his six elections through
1984 by substantial margins.

If strong electoral competition contributes to higher turnout,
the effect has been weak or obscured in Alaska’s statewide elections.
Except for several races for governor, most of the U.S. Senate and
House races have reflected weak party or candidate competition.
Yet, turnout rates held steady in the 1960s and 1970s and rose sig-
nificantly in the 1980s. To the extent that competition is a factor in
turnout, it may be found in state legislative races, which occur in
every election year, as well as in races for governor.

In their overall results, elections to the state legislature have
been very competitive throughout most of Alaska’s statehood period.
These results, presented in Table 9, show a close partisan division of
the vole statewide, but much less competition within individual
regions.*8 The Native northwest region has been most consistently
and strongly Democratic in legislative elections since statehood. In
two legislative election years, 1974 and 1980, no Republican ran in
any state legislative race in the northwest, and, often, specific races
there were uncontested by Republicans. This absence of Republican
opposition has also occurred with some frequency in recent years in
legislative races in the Democratic southeast. The most competitive
regions have been Fairbanks and central. The southcentral region

A In 1968, Republican appointee Ted Stevens replaced Democrat Bob Bartlett,
who died in office that year.

I®We have not analgzed individual races a. the election district level. Therefore,
these observations about “competition” in legislative elections refer to the aggre-
gate pattern of Party voting for both house and senate seats by statewide and
regmnal electorates; they do not refer directly lo the level of competition in

individual legislative races.
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(including Anchorage) is the only region where Republicans have
gained and held a decisive electoral edge since the mid-1970s.

The figures in Table 9 for the 1981 election (all of the others
are Lhrec-elcction averages) show the weight of the southcentral/
Anchorage and Fairbanks votes in the state totals. They also suggest
that, given their concentration in the state’'s largest urban centers,
relatively more Republican votes for legislators may be "redundant”
or “wasted” compared to Democratic votes. The latter are either
more widely spread throughout the state’s election districts, or,
where they are concentrated, as in certain southeastern and bush
districts, there arc- fewer of them to be wasted. Thus, while winning
56 percent of the vote statewide, Republican candidates captured
less than half of the total number of available legislative scats in
198 1 Another possibility is that legislative districting by the gover-
nor has helped create surpluses of voters who are likely to vote for
legislative candidates of the other party. We will take a closer look at
the gerrymander hypothesis below in discussion of party control of
state government.

Table 10 shows changes in the average Democratic vote for all
statewide (governor, U.S. Senator, and U.S. Representative) and all
legislative offices for the 1960-72 and 1974-84 periods. These per-

Table 9

Democratic Percentage (Average) of Vote* in Alaska
Legislative Elections: State and Regions, 1960-1984

Southcentral
South-  (including Fair-  North-
Years State east  Anchorage)  Central  banks  west
1960-66 496 571 478 614 511 683
1968-74 520 593 511 576 500 835
1976-82 501 710 431 502 527 837
1984 445 69.3 4.1 56.6 363 885

"Percentage of total vote foi Democratic and Republican candidates;
'xcludes votes for minor-party and independent candidates.

Souice: Alaska Division ol Elections.
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Table 10

Democratic Percentage (Average) of Vote" in Statewide and
Legislative Elections: State and Regions,
1958-1972 and 1974-1984

1958-1972 1974-1984

Statewide  Legislative ~ Statewide Legislative
Regions Elections  Elections  Elections Elections
State 532% 50.1% 38.7% 50.0
Southeast 583 56.7 459 703
Southcentral
(incl. Anchorage) 490 491 352 4.1
Central 620 593 445 538
Fairbanks 515 49.7 382 513
Northwest 639 715 504 817

‘Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates;
excludes votes for minor-party and independent candidates.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

iods roughly correspond to the state’'s two major eras of growth and
change—the relatively slow-moving period of the 1960s and the con-
tinuing boom period of the 1970s and 80s, after the discovery of
Prudhoe Bay, pipeline construction, and billion-dollar state capital
budgets. The most significant feature of the table is the divergence
in statewide and legislative election patterns from the earlier to the
later period. In 1960-72, there was close correspondence in voting
for statewide and legislative offices in all regions of the state. In the
state as a whole, the parties were very competitive in both kinds of
elections, though not in all individual races for specific offices. In
each of the regions, statewide and legislative elections exhibited par-
allel divisions of party voting. Those parallels sharply diverged in the
latter, 1974-84, period. Alaska voters in all regions became much
more likely to vote split tickets—to vote in much larger proportions
for Republicans for statewide office while continuing to vote for



Democrats, >y large I\ ompetitive margins, for tlic legislature. This
Alaska pattern appt-k reflect similar developments in the west-
ern stairs generally.

In statewide elections. Democratic voting eroded substantially
while Republican voting correspondingly increased in all regions.
In legislative elections, Democrats held their own or increased their
margins in the southeast, Fairbanks, and the northwest, while losing
ground in the southcentral/Anchorage region and the central region
outside Fairbanks.

Anchorage and the southcentral region accounted for almost
two-thirds of the total state vote in 1984 (Table 11), and popula-
tion growth in these areas continued to lead the state in the mid-
1980s. Republican voting is therefore likely to remain strong in state-
wide elections and, with legislative reapportionmcnt, more legislative
seats may be won by Republican candidates from that region as well.

Republican dominance in presidential and statewide elections in
the 1970s and 1980s does not represent an electoral monopoly, as
the competition in gubernatorial and state legislative elections
demonstrates. Even the strong Republican showings in U.S. Senate
and House races do not necessarily mean continuing weak competi-
tion from Democrats. Republicans gained control of two of those
offices only after popular Democratic incumbents died in office.
There has been a succession of weak Democratic candidates for the
U.S. House and Senate in the 1970s and 1980s, but the Democrats
may once again field strong candidates who can appeal to voters
whoso party loyalties are weak or nonexistent.

Table 11

Voters in State Gei *ral Elections by Region,
Selected Years, 19G0-1984

Number of Percentage ol1Votes

Voters South-  South- Fair-  North-
Year  State  east  central Anchorage Central banks  west
1960 50343 230 167 21 81 141 6.1
1968 82886 196 151 376 68 152 58
1978 129705 165 170 410 77 143 34
1984 211009 145 191 431 62 137 35

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.
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Party Identification and Third-Party Voting

Voter registration by party is another indicator of the level of
party competition in the slates. Ideally, it would measure the extent
to which each of the parties can claim a consistent following of
voters. In reality, this is not the case. A growing number of voters
have weak or no party identifications—increasingly identifying them-
selves as independents—and many states, like Alaska, do not require
registration by party.

A majority of voters statewide, and in every region but one
(northwest), register as ‘‘nonpartisans” (Table 12). From the 1970s
to the 1980s, Democratic registration declined and Republican regie
tration rose, each by about 5 percent. The Democrats suffered
especially sharp declines in the urban southcentral region and the
rural or “bush" northwest and central regions. These bush regions
also experienced unusual increases in nonpartisan registration.
Anchorage showed a significant gain in Republican registration, while
its Democratic and nonpartisan lists showed losses.

About ten thousand Alaskans registered under ‘‘third party"
labels and a variety of other group and individual designations in
198 1. The single largest group of these voters, about three thousand,
identified themselves as Libertarians. The Libertarian party appeal
has been strong among Alaska voters compared to those in other

states.
Table 12
Party Registration, Statewide and Regions, 1974, 1984
1974 Percemagcs 1984 Percentages
Dem. Rep. IMP Other ~ Dem. Rep. NP Other
Statewide 290 156 537 17 236 200 532 33
Regions

Southeast 206 132 560 12 250 146 576 28
Southcentral 300 155 526 18 209 199 554 38
Anchorage 265 176 542 17 227 234 509 30
Central 384 133 464 19 319 127 525 29
Faiibanks 244 149 586 21 215 197 546 42
Northwest 465 135 387 14 378 123 464 35

‘NP = Nonpartisan.

Source: Alaska Division nl Elections.
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In recent years, Alaska voters have been attracted to third-party
and independent candidates in presidential elections more than
voters in the United States generally (Table 13). In the 1968 elec-
tion, George Wallace’'s 13.5 percent of the national vote signaled his
powerful appeal, and he ran nearly as well in Alaska, winning just
over 12 percent of the vote. (In the Mountain States, Wallace won an
average of 8.6 percent of the vote.) In the 1970s and 1980s, Ameri-
can Independent and Libertarian candidates, and Independent John

Table 13

Third-Party and Independent Voting in Alaska
Presidential and Gubernatorial Elections

Presidential Elections Gubernatorial Elections

Year Candidate/Party’ o\/;Jff\teK (]/\(}gts Candidate/Party* (;/;]é\tt}e(
1968 Wallace, Al 121 135

1970 Anderson, API 15
1972 Shmiu, Al 73 14

19/4 Vogler, AIP 50
1976 MacBride, L 53 00

1978 Kelly, AKP 123
1980 Clark, L 117 12
Anderson, 1A 70 6.6

1932 Vogler, AIP 17

Randolph, L 149
1984 Bergland, L 31 IMA

‘Al = American Independent; L = Libertarian; IA = Independents for
Andd|e3rs|on;dA|P = Alaskan Independence Party; AKP = Alaskans for Kelly
and Poland.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections. U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Anderson, have done better in Alaska than nationally. The best
Alaska showing by any third-parly or independent candidate for
governor was made by Libertarian Dick Randolph in 1982, when he
won 15 percent of the statewide vole.

In Alaska, as is generally true elsewhere, third-party, independ-
ent, and write-in campaigns are improbable ventures, given election
laws, realities of campaign financing, and voter habits, among other
factors. But such campaigns have not been altogether quixotic in
Alaska, given the state's relatively fluid, independent electorate.

Election Outcomes

This final part focuses on election outcomes. We look first at
party control of state government, including effects on state legisla-
tive elections of “coattails,” incumbency, and reapportionment. We
then turn to interactions of parties, candidates, and issues in (lie case
of the 1982 race for governor.

Party Control in the States

Increasingly common in the states has been the situation of one
of the major parties occupying the governor’s office while the other
controls one or both houses of the state legislature.1”™ Such divided
control has, in fact, become the most common pattern.

Ticket-splitting, a key manifestation of partv disintegration,
may be a major cause of divided party government in the states.20
Voters do not look for "responsible parties” or “party govern-
ments”; they look instead to individual candidates and issues that
have themselves become detached from organized party bases.

An important force behind ticket-splitting is the electoral power
of incumbency, in all of the states, it is increasingly difficult to dis-
lodge incumbents from state legislative offices. Since the mid-1960s,
about 90 percent of incumbent state legislators seeking re-election
have been re-elected.2l Voters are increasingly inclined to vote for
the more familiar candidate, usuallj the incumbent, regardless of
party.22

Institutional obstacles, weak parties, independent or nonpart-
isan voters, power of incumbency, and ticket-splitting have had
strong disintegrative effects on electoral politics; they have produced

~Jewell and Olson, American Political Parlies and Elections, p. 232
20/, p. 231.

21Hibby, "Parlies in State Polities," pp. 150-152

22]pwecll and Olson, American State Political Parties and F.lcctions, p. 214.
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divided governments not only in the states hut also at all levels in the
American political system.

Party Control in Alaska

These disintegrative forces emerged in Alaska’s electoral politics
roughly during the same period that they appeared most clearly on
the national scene—the late 1960s and the 1970s, In Alaska, their
appearance was probably accelerated by the petroleum boom of the
1970s and 1980s, which brought increased growth, diversity, and
conflict to Alaska political life.

During the post-World War Il period, states outside the South
experienced divided party control of the governor’s office and the
lower house of the legislature about half the time.-”* Since 1959,
Alaska has experienced such a division nearly 60 percent of the time.
If state senates are included in the calculation, divided party control
has occurred about 70 percent of the time both in Alaska and nation-
ally (Table 14).

The most striking thing about Alaska’s record of party control
since statehood has been its complete change froni the 1960s to the
1970s and 1980s. During the first decade of statehood, Alaska's
Democratic leaders had been the most prominent leaders of the state-
hood movement during the 1950s. Democrats controlled Uk j. ver-
nor's office and both houses of the legislature most of the
Then, from 1969 through 1986, there were no instances of “unified”

2hhid, pp. 212-233
21Except fur two U.S. House terms at the end of the 1960s, Democrats con-
trolled Alaska’s three scats in the U.S. Congress as well.

Table 14

Divided Control of Alaska State Government, 1959-1986

Total Years Unified Divided
1959-1968 10 8 2
1969-1986 18 0 18
Total Years 28 8 20
Porcenlages 100% 2% 71%

Table 15

Average Met Gains and Losses of Alaska Legislative Seats
by Winning Party in Presidential and Gubernatorial Elections,
1960-1984

Average Net Average Net

Change in Change in
Senate House
1960-1984
Presidential Elections 0.7 47
Gubernatorial Elections 20 20
1960-1972
Presidential Elections 13 70
Gubernatorial Elections 47 83
1974-1984
Presidential Elections 0 17
Gubernatorial Elections -0.7 -43

party control of state government at all. Governors elected under one
party’s banner invariably confronted a legislative leadership from (he
other party.

This dramatic reversal in the pattern of control went further
than the change from unified to divided party control of state gov-
ernment. In the early 1980s, the legislative parties split further into
cross-parly coalitions that formed in both the house and the senate.
This occurred largely as a result of regional and inlcrfactional con-
flict over the division of the petroleum-revenue spoils.**5

Neither presidential nor gubernatorial coattails have been long
enough to produce legislative majorities that might organize unified
party governments. Table 15 shows the average number of stale legis-
lative seals picked up by the winning parties in presidential and
gubernatorial elections since statehood. Over the whole period, the
winning presidential party has averaged less than one additional seat
in Alaska's senate (out of an average of twelve up for election) and
slightly less than five additional seats (out of forty) in Alaska’s
house. The winning gubernatorial party has done little better, picking
up an average of two seats each in the senate and house.

A 0,
" See [fﬁoomas A. Morehouse, ed., Alaska livsnurccs Development: Issues Of the
IVS(Is (Moulder: westviow Press, 1981), pp. 176 ff.
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The direction of change in this alrcady-slight coattail effect is
negative. During the most recent ten-year period, winning presiden-
tial parties have gained no seats in the state senate and less than two
seats in the state house. And winning gubernatorial parlies have
actually lost ground in both senate and house. National, statewide,
and local elections in Alaska—as elsewhere—are increasingly separate
and insulated from one another as voters shed parly loyalties and
routinely split their tickets.

Incumbency is an additional factor that reinforces ticket-
splitting in Alaska as it does elsewhere. Table 16 shows the differ-
ences in party turnover of state legislative seats with and without in-
cumbents running for re-election. When incumbents run in either
house or senate races, they lose their seats to the opposition party
candidate only about one-fifth of the time. But when senate and
house incumbents do not run, their parties’ new candidates lose to
the opposition party candidates nearly one-third of the time.26

Legislative incumbents who are vulnerable tend to be from the
largest and fastest-growing urban areas, where voters tend to be less
familiar with public officials. This is clearly the case in Alaska, where
incumbent losses are disproportionately concentrated in Anchorage
and Fairbanks. These two cities account for about two-thirds of in-
cumbent losses, but only about half of the contested legislative seats

over the statehood period.

25These figures do not include the first two legislative elections, when “incum-
bency” was still very fluid, or five elections immediately after rodislricting and
reapportionments, when incumbents and specific scats were recombined.

Table 16

Effects of Incumbency on Alaska State Legislative Elections
Selected Elections, 1962-1984

House Senate

Total Turn- Total Turn-
Seats overs Percent Seats overs Percent

Incumbents

Running 192 41 21% 50 1 22%
Incumbents

Not Running 87 27 31% 22 7 32%
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Table 17

First-Termers in Alaska State Legislature, 1962-1984

House, % Senate, %
Total Period 49 32
1962-70 52 36
1972-84 46 27
Reapportioned 51 38
Non-Reapportioned 46 23

First-term office holders have been somewhat more numerous
in Alaska’s legislature than in legislatures elsewhere. In the states
generally, about one-third of the members of each new legislature in
recent decades have been first-t*rmers—just over one-third in state
houses and just under one-third in state senates.27 In Alaska, as
shown in Table 17, there has been more turnover in the house—an
average of about one-half of each Alaska house has consisted of
newly elected members, while the Alaska senate has experienced
about the same amount of turnover as has occurred nationally.
Table 17 also shows that turnover rates have slowed in the Alaska
legislature from the 1960s to the '70s and '80s.

Reapportionment can be a threat to incumbency rule in
Alaska’s legislature, especially in the senate. Table 17 shows that in
Alaska’s six reapportioned legislatures through 1984, an average of
38 percent, or eight of the state senators, were first-termers as
opposed to 23 percent, or five, in nonreapportioned legislatures. It
does not appear, however, that the reapportionment power of the
governor has had much partisan effect on this pattern. If governors
have tried to improve the electoral opportunities of their party’s
legislative candidates through any form of gerrymandering, (his is
not apparent in election results. The five legislatures reapportioned
by Democratic governors lost eleven Democratic house seats and
six Democratic senate seats. The one legislature reapportioned by a
Republican governor made small Republican gains-five house seals
and one senate seat.

The higher turnover in reapportioned legislatures may be attrib-
utable simply to the fact that reapportionment creates new districts

27Ji'\well and Olson, American State Political Parties ami Elections, p. 229;
llibby, “ Parties in Stale Polities," p. 156.
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and constituencies. Thus, incumbent legislators will be more vulner-
able to electoral challenges and, as a result, more likely to be de-
feated or less likely to seek re-election in the first place.

The 1982 General Election

Alaska’'s 1982 election represents an especially valuable case for
examining relationships between candidates, issues, and regional
voting patterns. There was a vigorous three-way race for governor.
There were also several controversial ballot measures, or "proposi-
tions,” and some of Ihem were strongly divisive regionally. Further,
candidates chose to or were forced to take stands, particularly on
these regionally sensitive issues. These conditions make it possible to
trace some of the effects of candidate-issue interactions and deter-
mine how they helped shape electoral outcomes in Alaska’s regions.

In the race for governor, Democrat William Sheffield was
elected with a 47 percent plurality over Republican Tom Fink (38
percent) and Libertarian Dick Randolph (15 percent). Voters also
cast ballots or. eight propositions, four of which are of interest here:
(1) a constitutional amendment limiting increases in state appropri-
ations, (2) an initiative claiming state ownership of most federal
lands in Alaska (“tundra rebellion”), (3) an initiative abolishing
special subsistence hunting and fishing preferences for rural Alaskans,
and (1) a measure authorizing the legislature to spend money to
move the state capital from Jutu.u to a new site at Willow, north of
Anchorage. The statewide vote on these propositions was as
follows:

For, % Against, %
Appropriations Limit 61 39
Tundra Rebellion 73 27
Subsistence Repeal 42 58
Capital Move 47 53

In the election campaign, the two major party candidates took
strong, conflicting positions on two of these propositions. Democrat
Sheffield opposed the subsistence preference repeal and the capital
move, and Republican Fink favored them. Both of those proposi-
tions reinforced another political division in Alaska, that between
urban and rural regions, or primarily between Anchorage and the rest
of the slate. The proposition to repeal subsistence preference repre-
sented adirect threat to the interests of Native Alaskans, who are the
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majority population in the “bush”—the northwest region and the
central region outside Fairbanks. The proposition to move the capital
was the current version of a measure that has appeared on the ballot
in various forms six times since statehood. In 1982, as in all previous
elections in which it has appeared, the capital move proposal re-
flected economic, political, and social cleavages between the Anchor-
age area and much of the remainder of Alaska.

In part because of these cleavages and the candidates' positions
on the issues, Fink was widely perceived as the candidate from Anch-
orage. Sheffield was widely, but perhaps more vaguely, perceived as
the candidate from Alaska outside of Anchorage and its immediate
southcentral region. (Both Sheffield and Fink were long-time Anch-
orage residents.)

The following figures show how voting in the state’s twenty-
seven election districts on the four propositions related to voting for
governor. The districts are identified by region. In all cases, the
figures relL.e district votes against the proposition to district and
regional votes for Sheffield: Sheffield took positions against the
capital move and against repeal of subsistence preference, and
negative votes on the other two propositions can, with some license,
be characterized as more *“liberal” and, thus, closer to Sheffield's
perceived orientation than to Fink’s “conservative” image. There are
very high correlations between the proposition votes and the Shef-
field vote. 28 In two cases—capital move and subsistence preference—
not only is the statistical relationship strong between the pro-
Sheffield and anti-proposition vote, but the apparent electoral effect
was also substantial.

Figures 1 and 2 show that voting against these measures by
southeast and “bush” voters most clearly differentiated them from
voters elsewhere in the state. (Fairbanks voters also voted heavily
against the capital move.) These same southeastern and bush districts
also gave Sheffield his heaviest majorities. The significance of these
issues for voters of these regions, and the stands on them by the two
candidates, probably were major factors in increasing 1982 registered
voter turnout in the southeast and northwest regions by more than
15 percentage points over the average of the previous four elections
(sec Table 5, above). 28

28Correlalion coefficients, or "r" values, arc capital move, 0.93; subsistence pre-

ference, 0.88; tundra rebellion, 0.86; and approoriation limit, 0,9-1. (N = 27 elec-

tion districts.'

28Table 5 shows that registered voter turnout in these two regions settled back

to previous levels in the 1981 election. Although turnout increased in all regions
(Continual on page 31)
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Figure 3

Figure 1
Relationship Between Sheffield Vote and Capital Movd Vote Relationship Between Sheffield Vote and Tundra Rebellion Vote,
1982 Election 1982 Election
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-33-



The strong regional differences on the capital move and subsist-
ence preference issues were to be expected. Inese issues represented
direct threats to southeastern and bush interests, respectively. The
regional vote on these issues was also strongly related to the vote for
governor, to the extent of directly reinforcing the vote for Sheffield.
Since the two major candidates explicitly differentiated themselves
on these issues, it appears that the strong votes against the proposi-
tions actually increased Sheffield’'s expected majorities in the south-
east and bush regions.

Although much smaller in magnitude, there were also “ex-
pected” regional differences in voting on the tundra rebellion and
appropriation limit propositions (Figures 3 and 4). The strongholds
of the pro-tundra rebellion and pro-appropriation limit votes were
southcentral, Anchorage, and Fairbanks. While the southeast and
bush regions also supported the rebellion and the limit, neither voted
quite as strongly for these propositions as did the other regions. In
contrast to the capital move and subsistence preference cases, most
voters in all regions voted for the rebellion and appropriations limit
issues. There were smaller differences on these two issues between
districts going to Sheffield and those going to either of the other two
gubernatorial candidates.

Thus, the ballot issues on which the two major candidates most
clearly differentiated themselves—apital move and subsistence—
appear to have worked more strongly for Sheffield in the threatened
southeast and busli regions than they worked against him in the
regions that went to Fink (southcentral and Anchorage). Voting on
two other propositions (tundra rebellion and appropriation limit),
although highly correlated with the gubernatorial vote and reflecting
“expected" regional differences in political or ideological orienta-
tions, had little or no apparent electoral effect.

Libertarian candidate Randolph’s role in this electoral interplay
was that of “spoiler,” insofar as Republican Fink’'s candidacy was
concerned. Randolph and Fink tended to appeal to the same side of
the political spectrum. Thus, Randolph probably took more voles
away from Fink than from Sheffield. If so, Randolph hurt Fink in
every region, particularly in southcentral and Anchorage, where Fink
had to win bj huge margins in order to overcome Sheffield’s over-
whelming support in Southeast and the bush (Figure 5). Randolph
also edged Fink in Fairbanks, Randolph’s hometown. In order to win

(Continual from page 31)
in 1982. llio extent of the increase in the more transient and growing South-
central, Anchorage, and Fairbanks regions is probably overstated because or un-
purged and inflated registration lists for these places in previous years.
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the election, Fink would have needed less than two-thirds of
Randolph’s 29,000 votes. If Randolph had not run, Fink would
likely have won the votes—particularly in Anchorage, Southcentral,
and Fairbanks—necessary to edge Sheffield statewide. In any case,
the combination of the Randolph vote and the regionally divisive
capital move and subsistence preference issues appear sufficient to
account for Sheffield’s victory.

Only once before Sheffield’'s 1982 victory has a candidate won
a statewide election while losing in both Anchorage and South-
central regions. This happened in 1960, when Democrat Ralph Rivers
was re-elected to his second term in the U.S. House over Republican
Ron Rettig. After the mid-1960s, it became increasingly difficult for
candidates to win statewide if they lost by a significant margin in
Anchorage alone. Thus, Sheffield’s statewide electoral majority in
1982 was built on a winning regional voting pattern that is unlikely
to appear soon again in Alaska’s elections.

H 9 3 Fink
Southeast -1 8.5 Randolph
182.1 sheffield
H 46.7 Fink
Southcentral H 23.0 Randolph
130.3 Sheffield
“1 56.4 Fink
Anchorage H 12.8 Randolph
----------------- 130.8 Sheffield
1 26.0 Fink
Fairbanks H 26.4 Randolph
-------------------- 147.6 Sheffield
— 112.2 Fink
Central H9.5 Randolph
H78.4 Sheffield
111.0 Fink

Northwest 156 Randolph
f) - 1 - r-H83.5 Sheffield
10 30 <3 S0 60 1o 50

-

Figure 5

Percentage Distribution of Votes for Governor by Region,
1982 Election
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Conclusions

Alaska’s social and economic growth and diversification since
statehood have been reflected in the state’s elections. Unified leader-
ship under the Democrats, the statehood party, gave way within a
decade to a more fragmented and volatile pattern of control of state-
wide and legislative offices.

The whole electoral pattern became increasingly complex in the
1970s and 1980s. /is Alaska's electoral politics have changed, they
have become more clearly like those of the rest of the states. At the
same time, the traditional Alaska phenomena of “small town” and
regional politics persist, though in diminished or modified form.

Political parties ere increasingly weak organizers of voters,
candidates, and election campaigns. In Alaska, historically, party
weakness has probably been aggravated by the state’s small popula-
tion and a corresponding emphasis on personality and individual
candidate appeals directly to voters Vc-iers’ party loyalties are
slight or nonexistent. A majority of Alaska voters continues to
register as independents and nonpartisans. These weak party ties are
reflected in a widespread and growing tendency toward split-ticket
voting, which is a familiar pattern throughout the states.

Reinforcing the split-ticket vote is the power of incumbency.
State legislators in particular enjoy lengthening tenure in office, and
voters are increasingly inclined to re-elect incumbents regardless of
party. The power of incumbency is not yet as strong in Alaska as it
is in most other states, but it is growing.

With fading parties and party loyalties, national electoral trends
have decreasing influence on state elections, and, similarly, statewide
elections have little effect on legislative and other elections within
the state. This too increases Alaska's electoral similarities to the
states generally. Neither a president’s nor a governor’s coattails seem
sufficiently long to consistently pull other party candidates into
supporting offices.

As candidates have become increasingly detached from party
organizations and programs, so also have electoral races become more
insulated from one another. Voters in Alaska, like those elsewhere,
tend lo vote for individual candidates, not for parties or party
programs.

Thus, strong interparty competition, as measured by relative
shares of total votes in any given election or series of elections,
does not necessarily refer to vigorous majority-opposition party con-
tention. Increasingly, it means merely that a fluid and shifting elect-
orate has divided its votes over time in ways that maintain the via-
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bility of candidates wearing cither party’s label. Such “competition”
also does not necessarily stimulate turnout, as participation rates in
national and state elections indicate. Il is, instead, the intensity of
individual races, the temporary salience of elcctorally related issues,
and the sense of civic duty that motivate voters to go to the polls,
despite the institutional obstacles and other costs of voting.

Recent high turnout rates in Alaska can, in part, be attributed
to increases in perceived stakes in elections that have involved
unusually controversial issues, including subsistence preference laws,
capital move, and the spending of billions of dollars in petroleum
revenues. These issues have also aggravated Alaska’'s traditional
regional divisions.

One of the most critical outcomes of the electoral dynamics
summarized above is the growing incidence of divided party govern-
ment. As often as not, governors confront legislatures controlled in
part or whole by opposition parties or unfriendly coalitions, and
policy leadership and direction becomes obscured in complex legis-
lative and executive gaming, bargaining, and conflict. This contrasts
sharply with the elusive ideal of unified government, which envisions
a governor and legislative leaders from the same party cooperatively
developing policies consistent with their party’s program and then
standing before the electorate to account for their collective decisions.

A further departure from the ideal of unified government
occurred in Alaska in the early 1980s, when cross-party coalitions
formed in both houses of the legislature. This most recent political
adaptation occurred largely as a product of interregional and inter-
factional conflict over the issues of saving, spending, and distrib-
uting Alaska's petroleum revenue windfall.
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y. State Capitol
Juneau. Alaska 99811
(907) -165-3991

May 2, 1986

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Roger Jenkins

ATTN:  Shirley Armstrong

FROM: Deb Pomeroy, Administrative Officer

RE: Apportionment of the Legislatures in the United States

You requested information on the number of states which had exclusively
single-member election districts and those that had a combination of

single and multi-member districts. | contacted the National Conference
of State Legislatures (NCSL) to obtain this information. They warned
that the data may not be totally accurate. In October 1985, NCSL

receievd a request similar to this; they responded by updating a table

prepared by the Council of State Governments in 1980. With the current

perceived trend being toward single-member districts, NCSL contacted

only those states that had multi-member or a combination of the dis—
tricts to see if any had changed to single-member. The results were as

follows:

= Thirty-five states have single-member election districts for
both the House of Representatives and the Senate;

= Seven states have single-member districts for the Senate and
either multi-member or a combination of districts for the House;
and

= Eight states have a combination of single and multi-member dis—
tricts for both the House of Representatives and the Senate.

I have attached a table listing the states in each of the above category.
IT you have any questions or would like additional information, please
call.

DP

Attachment



Single Member

Alabama

Arizona Senate
Arkansas Senate
Cali fornia
Colorado
Connecticutt
Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Illinois

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana

Ma ine

Maryland Senate
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana

Nebraska (unicameral)
New Hampshire Senate
New Jersey Senate
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina*
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota Senate
Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Virginia
Washington Senate
Wi sconsin

Apportionment of Legislatures

Single/Multi-Member Multi-Member

Alaska

Arizona House (2)
Arkansas House

Idaho
Indiana

Maryland House (3)

Nevada
New Hampshire House
New Jersey House (2)

North Dakota”

South Dakota House (2)

Vermont

Washington House (2)
West Virginia
Wyoming

Uhe North Carolina House is currently appealing a court-mandated, single-member
apportionment to the Supreme Court

20f the 49 districts in North Dakota, 47 have 1 senate and 2 house seats; the remaining
two districts have 2 senate and 4 house seats.



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y. Slate Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 9
(907) 465-3991

9811

April 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Roger Jenkins

ATTN:  Shirley Armstrong

FROM: Deb Pomeroy, Administrative Officer/y™'

RE: Representation in the Alaska Legislature
Research Request 85-293

You requested information regarding representation in the Alaska Legis—
lature. Specifically you asked:

=\What was the original rationale for the representation to the
Alaska Legislature of 40 House members and 20 Senate members;

=How many election districts have more than one representative; and

= \W\hat is the ratio of population to legislators in Alaska and other
states.

Rationale for Representation

According to the proceedings of the Constitutional Convention, there
were several interwoven reasons for this specific number. First,
there was the opinion that:

small houses focus the attention of the people upon the legislature
better than do large ones, for the personalities and voting records
of a few legislators may be understood by the public but they will
not make the effort necessary to keep up with large houses. In
small houses, moreover, the members may grow to know one another
well and to proceed with the minimum formality.1

“mAlaska Consitutional Convention, Commentary on the Legislative Article,
Constitutional Convention Committee Proposal/57" December 147 1955.



Representative Jenkins
April 12, 1985
Page Two

Convention Delegate George Cooper, a member of the Apportionment Commit—
tee, explained on the floor that while working out the apportionment
for the state, the committee arrived at a figure of 20 seate for the
Senate and 40 seats for the House. Steve McCutcheon, a member of the
Committee on the Legislature, explained that Ms committee had concurred
with this number partly because the Apportionment Committee had "devel—
oped a theory of apportionment which Ffitted this type of figuring."
He also stated that it was the committee"s intent to limit membership
in the houses to 20 1in the Senate and 40 in the House because:

...the Committee felt that the legislature should be somewhat
larger than it is, but did not feel that we should fall in the
error of a number of the states which have run their legislatures
up to two or three hundred people...2

District Representation

Out of the 27 House districts, 13 have two seats (House Distr»-ts 1, 4,
5, 8-16, and 20]7 The remaining 14 districts have one representative
2, 3, 6, 7, 17-19, and 21-27). In the Senate, districts A-D, J, and
L-M have only one Senate seat, while districts E-1 and district K have
two seats.

Ratio of Population to Legislator

In 1960 (one year after statehood), the population of Alaska was
226,157. At that time, there was one representative for every 5,654
residents and one Senator for every 11,308 residents. According
to the State Demographer, Greg Williams, Alaska"s population as of
July 1983 (the most current official estimate) was 510,554. This
produces a ratio of one Representative for every 12,764 residents and
one Senator for every 25,528 residents.

The attached table lists the total population, the number of representa—
tives and senators, and the ratio of population to legislators for all

50 states. The information 1s presented in descending order of the
number of residents represented by each House member. For comparison

purposes, T have used data taken from the 1984-1985 Book of the States

which lists population data based on the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

State Government Tax Collections in 1983.

Proceedings of the Constitutional Convention, page 1576.
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Alaska ranks 42nd in the number of residents represent ed. Only eight
states have a lower ratio (South Dakota, Rhode Island, Montana, Wyoming,
Maine, North Dakota, Vermont and New Hampshire). Alaska®s ranking does
not change if the Department of Labor®s 1983 population estirate is
used.

I hope this information is useful to you. If you have any questions,
or would like additional information, please call.

DP

Attachment



ALASKA STATE LE' Ib'LATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y, Slate Capitol
Juneau. Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3991

March 11, 1985
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Roger Jenkins
ATTN: Dave Garrison

FROM: Mark Torgerson OIT
Legislative Analyst

RE: Reapportionment Procedures in Other States
Research Request 85-189

You asked for information on legislative reapportionment procedures in
other western states, specifically how these plans are approved. Reap—
portionment is a realignment of legislative districts, brought about by
changes in population and mandated by the constitutional requirements of
equality of representation. Article 1, Section .2 of the U.S. Constitu—
tion gives the states this redistricting authority and each state estab—
lishes its own procedure. Alaska®"s procedure is found in Article VI of
its state constitution.

This report begins with a summary of the procedure in all states; Alas—
ka"s a”J Maryland®"s procedures are also specifically described in the
summary. Then, the procedure in twelve western states 1is described.*

Summary of Procedures in all States

Thirty-nine states give initial redistricting responsibility to the
legislature. These states usually delegate this duty to a specific
committee of each chamber, but some states utilize a joint committee.
A majority of these states impose a deadline for the reapportionment
process of either: 1) the first session following release of the census
data: or 2) a specific date within two years of the census. The other
states do not have a reapportionment deadline. Once the plan is adopted,
most of the states give the governor veto power over the legislature®s
recommended plan, and judicial review 1is always available. If the

"The states included are Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Ildaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming.
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legislatures fail to adopt plan- some states pass the redistricting
responsibility to a commission appointed by the governor or the legis—
lature. In other states, the courts adopt the plan.

Nine states give redistricting authority to a commission composed of
representatives of government and the public.2 Usually, the commission
is given a specific time to prepare a preliminary plan. Then, a public
hearing is held before the final plan is filed. In some states, any
registered voter may petition the supreme court to review the plan.
In other states, the final plan is submitted to the supreme court for
review and possible revision.

Two states- Alaska and Maryland- give reapportionment responsibility to
the governor. The Alaska governor appoints a five-member advisory
board whose members must represent Tfour designated districts. No
advisory board member can be a public employee or official. The board
prepares a redistricting plan and submits it to the governor within
ninety days after the official census data becomes available. The
governor then promulgates a plan, within ninety days, and issues the
reapportionment proclamation with an explanation of any change from the
board plan. Upon timely application by a qualified voter, the state"s
superior court has original jurisdiction to accept the governor®s plan
or devise its own plan.

In Maryland, the governor®s prepared reapportionment is subject to leg—
islative review. Under the Maryland constitution, the governor"s plan
becomes law unless the legislature adopts its own plan within forty-five
days. The governor has no veto power over a legislatively adopted plan,
but either plan 1is subject to review by the state court of appeals.

The reapportionment procedures 1in twelve western states is described
below.

Ari zona

In Arizona, the legislature is responsible for reapportionment. A
Joint Select Committee on Reapportionment draws the plan, and no specif—
ic deadline 1is required. The governor has the power to veto the com—
mittee®s plan.

2These states are Arkansas, Colorado, Hawaii, Michigan, Missouri, Mon
tana. New Jersey, Ohio and Pennsylvania.



Representative Jerkins
March 8, 1985
Page Three

California

California delegates the reapportionment responsibility to the legis—
lature. A Special Committee on Reapportionment draws the Assembly®s
plan, while the Senate assigns this duty to the Committee on Elections
and Reapportionment. Each plan must be completed by the end of the
first regular session following the decennial census. The governor has
veto power over the final plan.

Colorado

In Colorado, a Reapportionment Commission, composed of eleven members,
draws the plan. Four members are appointed by the legislature, three
by the executive branch, and four by the judicial branch. Each of the
state"s congressional districts must be represented on the commission,
and no more than six may be members of the same political party. Only
four members of the commission may be legislators. The commission must
draw a preliminary plan within ninety days after its first meeting, or
ninety days after census data is available, whichever is later. Then,
after public hearings are held, the commission submits the final plan
to the supreme court for review.

Hawai i

The Hawail constitution mandates vreapportionment every eight years.
While most states base apportionment on actual population, Hawaii's
districting is based on the number of registered voters. The courts
have upheld this practice as long as the number of registered voters
approximates actual population [See Burns v. Richardson, 316 F. Supp.
285(1970)] -

In Hawaii, a nine-member legislative commission draws the plan. The
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House each select two
members, and the minority party of each chamber selects two members.
These eight members then select a ninth person to act as chairperson of
the commission. In addition, an advisory council representing each
island unit is selected. The reapportionment commission must adopt a
plan within 150 days after its formation, and public hearings must be
held on each island unit. The governor has no veto power, but any
registered voter may petition the supreme court to review the Ffinal
plan.
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Idaho

In ldaho, the legislature has redistricting responsibility. The House
and Senate State Affairs Committees draw the plans, and no deadline
needs to be met. The governor has veto power.

Montana

Montana delegates reapportionment to-a five-member commission. Four
members are selected by the majority and minority leaders of the House
and Senate. These four members select a Tifth person who chairs the
commission. If the chairperson is not selected within twenty days, a
majority of the state"s supreme court makes the selection. Members of
the commission cannot be legislators, public officials, or candidates
for the legislature until two years following the effective date of the
plan.

The commission must hold at least one public hearing and must submit
its plan to the legislature at the first regular session after its
appointment, or after the census figures are available. Within thirty
days, the legislature must return the plan with its recommendations;
then, the commission must file a final plan with the Secretary of State
during the next thirty days, The governor has no veto power over the
plan.

Nevada

In Nevada, the legislature draws the reapportionment plan. There, the
responsibility lies with the Assembly®"s Elections and Reapportionment
Committee and tne Senate"s Governmental Affairs Committee. These leg—
islative committees must complete a plan by the first legislative
session following the decennial census, and the governor has authority
to veto the plan.

New Mexico

New Mexico"s legislature has responsibility for redistricting. This
duty is delegated to the House Committee on Voters and Elections and
to the Senate Rules Committee. Reapportionment must be completed once
every ten years following availability of the census figures. The
governor has veto power over the final plan.
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Oregon

In Oregon, the legislature delegates its redistricting responsibility
to the House Committee on Elections and Reapportionment and the Senate
Committee on Governmental Operations. The governor has veto power over
the legislative plan. If these committees fail to complete their plans
within the designated deadline, the Secretary of State is authorized to
draw a plan. The state"s supreme court h.ts original jJurisdiction to
enact a plan if the Secretary of State is unable to complete a plan
within 60 days.

Utah

In Utah, the Ilegislature delegates its reapportionment duty to the
House and Senate Reapportionment Committees. These committees must
draw plans by the first regular session following the decennial census,
and the governor has veto authority.

Washington

Washington®s legislature draws the state"s reapportionment plan. The

responsible committees are the House Select Committee on Redistricting

and the Senate Committee on Constitutions and Elections. Reapportion—
ment must be drawn by the first session following the decennial census,

and the governor has veto power.

Wyoming

Wyoming"s reapportionment plan is drawn by the legislature which dele—
gates the responsibility to the House and Senate Committees on Corpora—
tions, Elections and Political Subdivisions. The committees must com—
plete their plans by the first session following the decennial census,
and the governor has veto power.

Summary

Nine of the western states surveyed give reapportionment responsibility
to their legislatures. In addition, the governor has veto power, and
the supreme courts have jurisdiction to review the plans In each of
these states. In the other three states, commissions are appointed, and
their plans are subject to judicial review. Unlike the western states
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surveyed, Alaska gives the reapportionment responsibility to the gover—
nor. Alaska is also unique because its reapportionment. process excludes
legislative participation.

I hope that this information is valuable for you. Please call if you
have additional questions.

MT
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Cali forni a
New YorKk
Ohi o

Tex as
111linoi s

New Jersey
Flori da

Mi chi gan
Pennsylvani a
Indi ana
Virginia
North Carolina
Arizona
Wisconsin
Colorado
Tennessee
Oregon

Washi ngton
Loui siana
Alabama
Kentucky
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Oklahoma
Georgi a
Minnesota

Mi ssouri
Maryland
Idaho

South Carolina
Arkansas
di"Sh

Mi ssi ssi ppi
Nevada
Connecti cut
New Mexico
West Virginia
Kansas
Hawai i
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Idaho

Alaska

South Dakota
Rhode Island
Montana
Wyomi ng
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North Dakota
Vermont

New Hampshire

Source:

Prepared by the House Research Agency,

POPULATION
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456,000
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LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATION

POPULATION

HOUSE REPRESENTED

80
150
99
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80
120
110
203
100
100
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60
99
65
99
60
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105
105
100
160
49
101
180
134
163
141
100
124
100
75
12~
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151
70
100
125
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41
70

40

70
100
100

64
151
106
150
400

1984-1985 Book of the States,

311,088
117,593
108,414
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19,640
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8,120
7,969
7,523
6,311
3,500
2,385
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POPULATION

SENATE REPRESENTED

40
61
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31
59
40
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38
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50
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30
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38,720
28,619
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16,240
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34,424
12,623
17.500
39,750
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Art. V, 85 Alaska Statutes Art. VI, 82

Section 5. General Elections. General elections shall be held on
the second Tuesday in October of every even-numbered year, but the
month and day may be changed by law.

Revlqor’a note. — Exercising jts P,eneral elections is the Tuesday after the
authority  under this section,” the first Monday in November “in_every
legislature has provided that the date of even-numbered year. See AS 1515020,

Article VI
Legislative Apportionment

Section 1. Election Districts. Members of the house of
representatives shall be elected by the qualified voters of the respective
election districts. Until reapportionment, election districts and the
number of representatives to be elected from each district shall be as
set forih in Section 1 of Article XIV.

Cross references. — For current  For current election districts, see note
819741980) descn?tlon _of election following section 1of Article XIV of this
Istricts, see rhote ollo.wmg section 3, constitution,
article X1V ofthis constitution.

ITh,e I%gi?latgred may tnot bdreak
election aistricts aown IntQ waras of
subélstncts. 1961 Op. Att'y (Q;en., No. 20.

Section 2. Senate Districts. Members of the senate shall be
elected by the qualified voters of the respective senate districts. Senate
districts shall be as set forth in Section 2 of Artiue XIV, subject to
changes authorized in this article.

Cross_references. — See note to
Alaska Const,, art. XIV. o

For current (1974-1980) description. of
election districts see note following section
3, Article X1V of this constitution.

See notes on red,|str|ot|n'? under section
6, Artic'e VI of this constitution.

Senate must be apportioned
according to poﬁ{)ulatmn. — Since the
adoption 0of the Alaska Constitution in

ihc United States supreme court has

ruled [hat both houses of a state
legislature must be apportioned accordlng
topopulation. E%an v, Hammond,Sup. Cf.
O%s. 0, 815.and 830 (File No. 17115), 502
P.2d 85G (1972).

_Reapportionment of senate must be
similar to reapportionment of house.
— Although no provision comparable to
this article %overns reapportionment of
the senate, the supreme court has_ held
that the senate, too, must be reapportioned
similarly to the house of representatives in
order ‘to conform to  constitutional
requirements imposed by the United

States SL“)reme court. Groh v. Egan. Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1081(A) (File No. ), 5
P.2d 863 (1974).

Intent of constitutional convention
as to reapportionment of senate. — See
Wade v. Nolan. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 346 (File
No. 7311414 P.2d 689(1966).

The senate wao unconstitutionally
apportloned.Wadev.NoIan.SuB. Ct. Op.
No. 346 (File No. 731), 414 P.2d
1966).

An analysis of the Alaska Ie%lslature‘s
apportionment indicated that the senate
was_not then apportioned on a Ropulatlon
basis within the meaning of the United
States supreme court’s feapportionment
rulings. 1964 Op. Att'y Gen., No. 4

And this affected entire legislative
apportionment system. — A court can
declare  Alaska's entire legislative
apportionment system unconstitutional on
the ground ~ that ~the  senate’s
a port’{lonnglent is invalid. 1964 Op. Atty

en., No. 4.

—
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Art. VI, 83

Regardless of whether or not house
was validly ap,\i)ornoned. — See 194
Op. Att'y Gén..No. 4, .

No specific provision is made for
changm% senatorial representation.
Wade'v. Nolan. Sup. Ct, %p No. 346 (File
No. 7311.414 P.2d 689?1 66). . .

Butitis the intent of the Constitution
that the function of reapportionment
be performed onl¥ by the governor
with the assistance otthe «apportionment
board. Wade v. Nolan. Sup. Ct, %%BNO. 346
(File No. 7312. 414 P.2d 689 (1966).

An enlightened construction of this
article which permits realization of its
fundamental ~ purpose,  that . reap-
portionment not be dependent in any
manner on legislative initiative and that
effective means of enforcement be readily
available to any_voter, is that  its

remaning . constitutional ~ provisions
provide the implied Power in the governor
and the reapportionment board to

reapportion the senate on an interim basis.
Wade v. Nolan, Sup. Ct. %p No. 346 (File
No, 7311414 P.24 689(1966). |

Because the Alaska Constitution makes
no provision for reapportionment of the
senate, the supreme court has held that on
an interim basis until amendment of the
Alaska Constitution the governor has the
Eower to reapportion the senate in the
ame_ manner as  specified b)( the
constitution for the reapportionment ofthe
house. Egan v. Hammond. SuE. Ct. Ops.
No. 815and 830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d
8% (1972

Not the legislature. — No part of the
authority ~ “or  responsibility  for

Section 3. Reapportionment of House.

Constitution of Alaska

Art. VI, 83

apPortlonment was intended to he
entrusted to the legislature. Wade v.
Nolan, Sup. C1. O6p. NO. 346(File No. 731),
414 P.2d 689(1966).

_Constitutional ~ amendment pro-
viding for senate rea,Pp,ortlonment
urged. — Since the constitytion does not
specifically PfOVId. for  senate
reapportionment and impermissibly lim its
the house reapﬂortlonment base to Civilian
population, ‘the supreme court has
strongly urged that an appropriate
amendment “to the constitution be
Erepared and- presented to the electorate.
gan v. Hammond, Su 815

I  Ct. Ofs. No.
?féimﬁ)m (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 8%
The reapportionment plan
roclaimed tha governor  on

eptember 3, (see note to Alaska
Const., art. XIV), was declared to be
effective for the Prlmary and general
elections and thereafter until thé state
constitution has been amended to provide
a valid, permanent reaR‘portlonment plan
for the senate. Wade v. Nolan SuB.Ct. Op.
No, §46 (File No. 731), 414 P.2d
1966

The interim reapportionment plan
fashioned by the supreme court for the
72 legislative ~ elections,  with
pogulanon yariations rangmﬁ; from
+2375 10 4593 per cent In the house
and from +26.14 to -17.22 per cent in the
senate violated the United States
constitutional guarantee  of equal
rotection. Egan v, Hammond. SuE. Ct.

s. No. 815and 830 (File No. 1711), 502

P.2d 856(1972),

The governor shall

reapportion the house of representatives immediately following the
official reporting of each decennial census of the United States.
Reapportionment shall be based upon civilian population within each
election district as reported by the census.

Cross_references. — See notes to
Alaska Const., art, XIV, § 1-C See note
to 5 2 of this article.

House must be apportioned
according to poﬁ{JuIatmn. — Since the
adoption of tho Alaska Constitution i

the United states supreme court has
ruled that both houses of a state
legislature must be apportioned accordin
() poR‘uIatlon. Egan v. Hammond. Sup. Ct.
Ops, No. 815 and 830 (File No. 17115),502
P.2d 856(1972).
M,II||arY personnel cannot be
arbitrarily eliminated from papulation
base. — Military personnel as a class

cannot be degnved ofthe right to vote, and
they cannot be arbitrarily eliminated in a
population base wused” to design an
apportionment ~_scheme.  Egan V.
ammond Sulp. Ct. Ops. No. 815 and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).
In_the absence of reliable data, the
elimination of the military from the
gopulatm,n base as a class of persons would
e a denial of equal protection of the law.
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Art. VI, §3

rohibited bY the 14th amendment to the

nited States Constitution, Egan v,
Hammond Su:{J. Ct. Ops, No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972)

Alaska's constitution requires that the
requisite population total be arrived at by
use ofthe census data. It does not mandate
a population hase composed exclusively of
registered voters, citizens who have
previously voted in Alaska, or o,nIY those
people living in Alaska with the intention
of making "Alaska their home. Egan V.
Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P:2d 856 (1972).

But some military may be excluded
aa device to limit impact of transients.
— But while the clause of the Alaska
Consmutlonseek,m?toexclude,m|||tary as
aclassis unconstitufional, thatis not to'say
that Bome military cannot be excluded as a
permissible device for limiting the impact
of transients and _nonresidents = on
legislative d|str|ct|nE%5Egon v, Hammond,
S% Ct, OBS. No. and 830 (File No.
1711), 502 P.2d 856(1972).

It 1S necessary to distinguish the degree
of precision réquired in dealing Wwith
representational rights os against the
strict right to vote; Egan v, Hammond.
Sl%). Ct. OES. No. 8157and 830 (File No.
1711), 502 P.2d 8% (1972).

The substantial military population
present in the state because of military
orders and without intention to, make
Alaska their home can easily give an
unbalanced  representation “to” areas
abutting their bases. But there is a need
for a pefmanent plan which achieves a
leve| “ol accuracy of their voting
participation which’ is closer than either
Inclu-.iing or excluding ail military as a
class. Egan v. Hammond. Sup. Ct. Ogs. No.
?11957%1 830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 8%

It is_not offensive to notions of equal
Brotectlon to exclude from the population
jase even military personnel ‘who have
lived in Alaska for substantial periods of
time,  so long as those people  have
exercised their option to remain residents
and domiciliaries of other states. Groh v.

Egan, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1081(A) (File No.
2333), 52%P.2d 8%3(1974). A

This section is invalid insofar as it is
based on "civilian population”. — The
provision basing reapportionment upon
civilian population within each election
district as reported by the census is invalid

insofar as it is "based on “civilian
population." Egan v. Hammond, Sup. Ct.

Alaska Statutes

Art. VI. §3
O%s. No. 815and 830 (File No. 1711), 502
P.2d 856 (1572). N

Exclusion ~ of  militar from
population base in 1974 revised
reapportionment plan. — In the 1974
revised reapportionment plan, there was
no discrimination against all military as a
class and no improper exclusion of
military personnel based on the nature of
their employment. Groh

Groh v. Egan, SUéJ. Ct
.883.N0. 081(A) (File No. 2233), 526 P.2(
(1974).

Provision requiring exclusive use of
census 1S not severable. — The
provisions of that portion of this section
requiring that "reapportionment shall be
based upon cjvilian population within
each electjon district as reported by the
census" Js_not severable. Egan v.
Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).

The constitutional provision requiring
exclusive use ofthe census would not have
been enacted independently of the void"
reference to "civilian_population." Egan v.
Hammond SU{). Ct. Ops. No. 815 and
(File No. 1711). 502 P:2d 85 (1972).

If the requirement to use census figures
were o be retained after striking the
E),ro,v,lsmn which limited the base to

vilian pogulatlon, the apparent intent of
the members of the = constitutional
convention to prevent the large number of
military personnel concentrated in small
areas of the stale, who do not regard the
state as their home and do not actively
Partlupate in its, affairs, from distorting
he representational hase might be
frustrated. Only skeletal information of
location and mobility characteristics of the
military can be extrapolated from census
data. Egan v. Hammond. Sup Ct. Ops. No.
?11957%1 830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 8%

Alternatives to the census base
should be permitted. — Because the
equal protection clause of the United
States Constitution requires more specific
factual justification than the censuB for
eliminating portions of the military from
the populdtion base, the board and the
governor should be permitted to use
alternates to the census base. Egan v.
Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972),

For a discussion of alternative plans
which may be available to handle the
problem of developing a reapportionment
plan which achieves an accurate
assessment of the military vote, see Egan
v. Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815 and



Art. VI, 83

830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).
There is no longer a specific
constitutional mandate as to the
population hase to be utilized by the
overnor. Groh v. E%%n. Sug. Ct. Op. No.
1%%A) (File No. 2233), 526 P.2d
In “‘the absence of a constitutional
amendment reestabllshln% specific
guldelmes, the governor has the power to
elect  alternative bases for
reapportionment purposes, such as a
registered voter, state citizenship or state
residencv base. Groh v. Egan, Szlép Ct. g&
), 526 P.20

No._1081(A) (File No. 22
(1974).
select from

The %overnor ma,Y
amon% ifferent available statistical
|

compilations. Groh v. Egan, Sztg) Ct'g&g
1\11%74081(A) (File No. 2233), 526 P.2d

This section places in the executive
the full authority and responsibility
for reapgortlonment. Wade v. Nolan,
Sui). Ct. Op. No. 346 (File No. 731), 414
P.20 689(1966). ,

The governor, with the assistance of the
reapportionment hoard, must reapportion
representation in the  house  of
representatives on_a method of equal
groportlonsevery 3]%ear,s. Wade v. Noian

up. Ct._Op. No. 346 (File No. 731). 414
P.2d 689(1966). o

Because the Alaska Constitution makes
no provision for reapportionment of the
senate, the supreme court has held that on
an interim basis until amendment of the
Alaska Constitution the governor has the
power to reapportion the senate in the
same  manner as specified by the
constitution for the reapportionmentofthe
house. Egan v. Hammond, SUE. Ct. O%s.
No. 815 and 830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d
856(1972). ,

Reappartionment by Ieﬂ:slature was
specifically rejected. — The drafters of
the constitution put reapportionment in
the hands of the governar, acting on the
advice, of a re,apFortlonment board, and
specifically rejected the idea o |w
reapﬂor,tlonment to the legislature.

Op. Att'y Gen., No. 4

As legislature cannot be expected to
reapportion itself. — The Alaska
constitutional convention reports and
minutes indicate that the delegates who
drafted this article gave the” duty of
reapportlomn% to the” governor for one
reason: a legislature canfot and should not

Constitution of Alaska
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be expected to properH reapportion itself.
1964 Op. Atty Gen., No. 4.
Constitution provides widely used
opulation-hased method. — "Alaska
onst, art. VI, 54 provides that the
house will be apportioned on the "method
of equal proportions.” which is a
population-hased method widely used in
reapportionment ~ of  Congressional
districts. 1964 Op. Att'y Gen., No. 4.
Transfer of populdtion to adjacent
district. — When a concentrated area of
population, not havmg, a sufficient
population to become a district in_itself
prefers to be transferred to its adjacent
district within the local senate district, the
transfer is possible under the constitution
provided * that all . constitutional
rleg%uwements, for redistricting are met.
1 Op.. Att'y Gen., No. 20.
.Constitutional amendment urgec!.—
Since the constitution does not specifically
provide for senate reapportionment and
Impermissibly limits the reapﬁornonment
base to civilian population, the suptreme
as

court strongly ur%e that an
appranate amendment t  the
constitution be prepared and presented to

the electorate. Egan v. Hamme'ii, Sup. Ct.
O%s. No. 815 and 830 cFile No. 1/11), 502
P.24 856 (1972)

The interim reapportionment plan
fashioned by the supreme court for the
1972 legislative ~ elections,  with
pogulatlon variations  ranging from
+ 237510 -4593 per cent in the house and
from + 2614 to -17.22 per cent in the
senate violated the United States
constitutional  qguarantee  of equal
Brotectlon. Egan“v. Hammond, SUf. Ct.

%s. No. 815and 830 (File No. 1711), 502
P.2d 856(1972). ,

Uso of 70 census data in
determining population base to be
used for Teapportionment in 1974
revised reapportionment plan did not
constitute error. — See Groh v. %1
Sug. Ct. %%SNO. 1081(A) (File No. ),
526.P.2d 863 (1974). _
Limited supreme court review, —
Since the governor’s authority to choose
census data as a Ropulanon ase is not
limited by either the state or the federal
constitution™ supreme court review is
restricted to whether that authority has
been exercised in a rational as oppoSed to
an arbitrary manner. Groh v. Egan, S%BG
Ct, O§63No. 1081(A) (File No. 2233),
P.2d 863 (1974).
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Section 4. Method. Reapportionment shall be by the method of
equal proportions, except that each election district having the major
fraction of the quotient obtained by dividing total civilian population
by forty shall have one representative.

Cross reference. — Seenote to Alaska ~ Application of section, — This section
Const., art. VI, 83 aPp les equally to all present and future
foIhrlgasecg?tnoﬁsrrt\%kgnltwh\x/%dtge fo’r\‘na'télna ?hecuo,n 'dlsltrdlctts wltthollgs%n re/ittrt|'ct|8n to

| . v, . the original districts. : en.,
Sup Ct. p(?. No. 346 (File No. 731), 414 No. Zlg P-A

P14 Go(1965)

Section 5. Combining Districts. Should the total civilian
population within any election district fall below one-half of the
quotient, the district shall be attached to an election district within its
senate district, and the reapportionment for the new district shall be
determined as provided in Section 4 of this article.

application ofsection. — This section Stated in Wade v. Nolan. Sup. Ct. Op.
aPph_es equally to all present and future  No, 346 (File No. 731), 414 P.2d 6@9
election districts without any restriction to  (1966).

w(ge Oﬂgmal districts. 1961 Op. Att'y Gen.,

Section 6. Redistricting. The governor may further redistrict by
changing the size and area of election districts, subject to the
limitations of this article. Each new district so created shall be formed
ofcontiguous and compact territory containing as nearly as practicable
a relatively integrated socio-economic area. Each shall contain a
population at least equal to the quotient obtained by dividing the total
civilian population by forty. Consideration may be given to local
government boundaries. Drainage and other geographic features shall
be used in describing boundaries wherever possible.

The need for numerical adjustment  1711), 602 P.2d 858 (1972), have
la the very focus of the mandate to  somewhat ameliorated. — See Groh v.
reapportion. E%an v. Hammond, Sup. Ct.  Egan. Sup. Ct. Op, No. 1081(A) (File No.
O%s. 0. 815and 830 (File No. 17115),502 2%33), 52% P.2d 6%3(1974).

P.2d 856(1972). , Showing ofjustification required for

State must make good-faith effortto  deviations in” reapportionment — In
achieve eﬂualny. — The Equal the absence ofa showm{g that the manner
Protection Clause “of the United Stales of reapportioning a stafe was |mProperIF
Corstitution requires that a state make an ~ motivated or had an impermissible effect,
honest and good-fanh effort to construct  deviations of up_to 10 per cent require no
districts, in both houses of its legislature, ~ showing of justification. Groh v. Egan,
as n,earIP/ of equal population as is Su% Ct. %No. 1081(A) (File No. 2233),

ractﬁabgisEgadn8\gol-(lé,r|nm’\?nd,1;sluf.S%tz. 52 hP.2d h(1%74%. o ofst h

5. NO. olodn liE NO, : The state has the burden ofshowing that
P d856%\5)37(|2:)|;|6f0hV-E an, Sup. C?.O . deviations in excess of 10 per cent are

No, 1081{A) (File No. 2233), 526 .24 "based on legitimate " considerations
(127'4)'6 ndards. ¢ . incident (0 the effectugtion of @ rationa

igid standards for reapportion-  State policy." Groh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. Op.
meniJ apglied in E]%an V. H%Fr)n ond, No._1 81(X)(F|Ie No. 2333), 52£P.2d
Sup. CL Op. Nos. 815and 830 (File No. ~ (1974)
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When variance* permitted under
Egan v. Hammond. — Only afler a
good-faith effort ha* been made to achieve
precise  mathematical ecluallt may
variances be permitted. And then the state
has the burden ofjustllemg in detail each
such variance. Egan v. Hammond Sus).Ct.

Opza. No, ?15an 830 (File No. 1711). 502
P.2d 856 (1972)

The standard for reapportionment
allowed two separate justifications for
deviation _ from " the ideal population
figures. The first was that variance
occurring  because of uncontrollable
factors, “despite a good-faith effort_to
achieve mathematical precision. The
second acceptable deviation was that
which "the ‘state must 1ust|f¥” — the
implication being that while it had been a
controllable  deviation, —other fir 5
incident to the effectuation ofara’ al
state policy” could be advanced 1In
justification; Egan v. Hammond, Sup. Ct.
o%s. No, 315 and 830 (File No. i711§. 502
P.2d 8% (1972)

. However, acceptable state policies to
justify deviation” were qreatly limited.
Egan’v. Hammond, Suy. t. Opa. No. 815
?{1372830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 858
In permissible factors In ustn‘ylné;
disparities under Egan v. Hammond.
— Neither history alone, nor economic or
other_ sorts of “group interests, were
permissible factors'in attemptm? tojustify
disparities  from — population-based
representation. Egan v. Hammond, SuE.
Ct. Op*. No. 815 and 830 (File No. 1711),
502 P.2d 858 (1972).
~ Modem developments = and
improvements in transportation and
communications mado rather hollow, in
ths, mid-1960's, most claims  that
deviations ~ from  population-hased
reFresentatlon could validly be hased
solely on eo%rap_hwal considerations.
Arguments forallowing such deviations in
order to insure effective representation for
sparsely settled areas and to prevent
legislative districts. from becoming so
largo that the availability of access of
citizens to their representatives was
impaired were_today, for the most part,
unconvingin .Egan V. Hammond_Sup. Ct.
Ops, No. 815and 830 (File No. 17115),502
P.208% (1972 .

But msurlng, vojce in legislature to
POlItI0a| subdivision was considera-
jon of substance. — A consideration
that appeared to be of more substance in
Justlmeg some  deviations  from
population-based representation in state

Constitution of Alaska
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legislatures was that of insuring some
voice, to political subdivisions, as political
subdivisions. Egan v. Hammond, Sup. Ct
O%s. No. 815.and 830 (File No. 17115), 502
P208%(1972. =

No adequate justification offered for
variances in interim
reapportionment plan. — The 1971
interim reapportionment plan fashioned
y the supreme court for the 1972
legislative = elections ~ was  held
uriconstitutional since there was no
adequate justification offered for the
variances ‘which range, from +23.35 to
4593 per cent in thehouse districts, and
from +§6.1,4 to-172 per cent in the
senate districts. Egan V. Hammond. Sup.
Ct. Op*. No. 815and 830 (File No. 1711)
502 P.2d 8% (1972). .

It is significant to note that in no case
coming before the supreme court of tha
United States have Populatlon variances
apﬁroachmg those of the 1971 plan been
upheld, while less substantial variances
have been repeatedly rejected as
unconstitutional. Egan v. Hammond Sijf.

1712),

Ct. %p*. No. 815 and 830 (File No.
502 P.2d 856 (1972).

_Burden of challenging unconstitu-
tionality of method or motive of
dISt[ICtIn?. — Where the method or
motive of districting rather than the
mathematical  precision  of  the
aﬁportlonment is being challenged, the
c alIengg,er bears the_burden of provin
unconstitutionality. Egan v. Hammond,
S% Ct. Ops, No. 815 and 830 (File No.
1 1? 52P2d 8% (1972

Ditf districts of

iculty of creatinqh t
is section, --

equal population under
The  supreme  couc-t rec,ogmze* the
s. of equal

difficulty of creating distric
population while, also conforming to the
Alaska constitutional mandate that the
districts "be_formed of contiguous and
compact territory containing as nearly as
practicable a ~ relatively” integrated
socio-economic area.” Egan v. Hammond,
Su%). CL OP:S' No, 815 and (File No.
1711), 502P.2d0 8% (1972). =
When Alaska's geographical, dimatical
ethnic, cultural~ and ' socio-econoraical
differences are contemplated the task of
creating districts of equal population
while conforming to this section assume*
Herculean  proportions — commensurate
with Alaska'a enormous (and area. The
problems are multiplied” by Alaska'a
sparse and widely scattered " population
and the relative |n,a,cce55|b|l|tY of portions
ofthe state. Surprisinglv small changes in
district ~ boundaries  create  ‘large
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percentage variances from the ideal
opulation, Egan v. Hammond. SUf. Ct.
%s. No. 815 and 830 (File No. 17111502
P.2d 8% (19721

When confronted with conditions so
different from thote of an,Y other sm,gl,e
state In the continental United States, it is
readlly_aPparent that it becomes well nigh
impossible to achjeve the mathematical
Preqsmn,of equal Proportlons which is
easible in those other states. Egan v,
Hammond Sui). Ct. Ops. No. 815 and
(File No. 1711), 502 P:2d 856 (1972). |

For discussion of  geographical
demographicol, ethnical, cultural, and
economical  conditions in  Alaska in
relation to redistricting, see FEgan v.
Hammond Suln. Ct. Ops, No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).

Meaning of the term "socio-
o b il G 2
up. Ct. Op. No. ile No. ,
SZEP,Zd 8%3(1974.

A community such as the Greater
Anchorage orough  might  be
&onﬁlderEed aSsoc%Jt-eéononlcloaSrle(%

roh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. 0,

(File No. 5233), 596 P 34 863 (1974). "

Power of ‘governor to authorjze
constitutional “device _to. accomplish
,redlstnctm?. — Redistricting” IS
inseparable from reapportionment and the
governor should be able to authorize any
constitutional device to_accomplish the
task. Egan v. Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No.
?11957%? 830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 8%

Such as terminating Benate terms. —
The governor has the power to terminate
senafe terms as incidental to his general
reapportionment  powers. _Egan V.
Hammond Sulp.Ct. ps. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972)
~ A need to truncate the terms of
incumbents ~ may arise  when
reapportionment results in a permanent
change in district lines which either
excludes  substantial — numbers  of
constituents previously represented by the
incumbent or includeés numerous Other
voters who did not have a voice in the
selection of that incumbent. Egan V.
Hammond, Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No, 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).
The discretionary authority to require
mid-term elections when necessarg is well
established. Egan y. Hammond Uf. Ct.
Ops. No. 815 and 830 (File No. 1711), 502
P.2d 856(1972). . o
And designating . seats within
multi-member  districts.  —  The
governor's general power to reapportion

Alaska Statutes
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includes the rlqht to utilize the tool of
designated seats within - multi-member

districts. E%on v. Hammond _Sup. Ct, O%s.
No. 815 and 830 (File No. 17115), 502 P.2d
856(1972). ,

And changing boundaries and areas.
—It is cle,. “that the governor is
authorized to redistrict by changin
boundaries and areas. Egan v. Hammond,
Su70. Ct. OBS' No. 815 dnd 830 (File No.
1711), 502 P.2d 856(1972).

The creation of single-mempber
districts from multi-mempber districts

IS within _tht powers available to the
Rlovernor.E anv. Hammond, Su .C|.O%S.

0, 815 'nd’ 830 (File No. 1711}, 502 P.2d
86 (19 , o

The cn . -ion of single-member district*
from multi-member districts would appear
to be a concomitant power under the
authorization to redistrict. Furthermore
this authority is inherent in the general
power to reappartion the legislaturé. Egan
v. Hammond, Sup. Ct. OBs. No. 815 and
830 (File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).
_The governor may create single-member
%ISIIHCIS Efrom Smultam%mbe’\r‘ df(t)%&tli\l

roh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

(File No. 5233), 596 P24 z?es 1974).
_The power "to create single-member
districts ~ applies  to " integrated
socio-economic areas as_ well as to” other
aieas. Groh i Egan, Sup. Ct. Ozp NO.
1018(A) (File No. 2233), 526 P.2d 863
(1974).

The supreme court does not construe the
Alaska constitutional requirement that
districts be formed from contiguous
compact. . relatively _integrated
socio-economic areas to prohibit smaller
districts within such areas. The smaller
districts . would still conform to_ the
constitutional standard. Groh v. Egan,
Sug. Ct. Op. No. 1081(A) (File No. ),
626 P.2d 863 (1974)

Plan whereby Anchorage, was
divided into six election “districts
upheld. — See Groh v, E an.SZ%. Ct.g&
N1%7%081(A) (File No. 2233), 526 P.2d

Implied power to reapportion senate
on interim basis. — Under the. Alaska
Constitution ~ the governor with the
assistance of the reapportionment board
has the implied power to reapportion the
senate on an interim basis. Egan v.
Hammond. Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).

The Advisory Reapportionment
Board maY always. divide a district
into, smaller districts provided the
requirements laid down in the Alaska
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Const,, art. VI, 96, are complied with.  No. 346 (File No. 731). 414 P.2d
1961 Op, v.*%een.. No. 20 (1966).
Stated /A Wade v. Nolan, Sup. Ct. Op.

Section 7. Modification of Senate Districts. The senate districts,
described in Section 2 of Article X1V, may be modified to reflect
changes in election districts. A district, al though modified, shall retain
its total number of senators and its approximate perimeter.

Tbla section is clearly invalid under ~ And with this section excised, this
the United States stpreme court's article is constitutional and workable,
reapportionment rulings. 1964 Op. Atty so,Ion% as it is. administered in compliance
Gen., No. 4, , o with the United States supreme court

This section, which requires virtually  reapportionment decisions. Op. Atty
unchangeable senate districts, based on  Gen.. No. 4.
area, must give way to the United States ~ Quoted in Wade v_Nolan, Sup. Ct. 8&
supreme  — court’s rulings on  No. 346 (File No. 731), 414 P.2d
Eleappomonment. 1964 0p. Atty Gen.. No.  (1966).

"But it is severable from the rest of
this article. 1964 Op. HAY Gen.. No. 4.

Section 8. Reapportionment Board. The governor shall appoint
a reapportionment board to act in an advisory capacity to him. Itshall
consist of five members, none of whom may be public employees or
officials. At least one member each shall be appointed from the
Southeastern, Southcentral, Central, and Northwestern Senate
Districts. Appointments shall be made without regard to political
affiliation. Board members shall be compensated.

Revisor'a note. — The governor’s But certain political considerations
September 3. 1965 Proclamation ~of are %ermane,—ln reviewing the validity
Reapportionment  and. Redistricting  of the appointment of a Doard, some
abolished the senate districts referred to in $although not necessarily all) of the
this section. . ollowing considerations would appear to

Purpose  of  provision  that be germane: The political affiliation of
aé)pomtments, “be “made "without members of the hoard: the nature of their
regard to political affiliation.” — The  activities in partisan politics, particularly
obvious purpose of the constitutional if from one(]oolmcal party only; and the
provision that appointments be made —expertise and general qualifications which
'without regard to political affiliation” members bring to the board. Egan V.
waa to prevent the appointmentofa board ~ Hammond SUf. Ct. Ops. No. 815 and 830
whose efforts might result in arPohncaIIy (File No. 1711). 502 P.2d 856 (1972)
motivated reapportionment. plan. Egan v. ~ Quoted in Wade v,_Nolan. Sup. Ct. Op.
Hammond SUf. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830 No, 346 (Fils No, 731), 414 P.2d
(File No. 1711), 502 P:2d 856 (1972) Nl%z% ngmh v. Jefterson, Sup. Ct'ggé)'

Bl-partisan hoard not required, —  No. 481 (File No. 894). 441 P.2d 27 (1968).
The phrase "without regard to P0|Itlca| Cited in Groh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
affiliation” s not the” equivalent of  1081(A) (File No. 29233), 26 P.2d 863
requiring a "b|-%art|san" board, Egan v. (1974
Hammond. Sup. Ct. Ops. No. 815and 830
(File No. 1711), 502 P.2d 856 (1972).

Section 9. Organization. The board shall elect one of itsmembers
chairman and may employ temporary assistants. Concurrence of three
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members is required for a ruling or determination, but a lesser number
may conduct hearings or otherwise act for the board.

Quoted in Wade v._Nolan. Sup. Cl. %}9
(Nl%% 346 (File No. 731) 414 P.2d

Section 10. Reapportionment Plan and Proclamation. Within
ninety days following the official reporting of each decennial census,
the board shall submit to the governor a plan for reapportionment and
redistricting as provided in this article. Within ninety days after
receipt of the plan, the governor shall issue a proclamation of
reapportionment and redistricting. An accompanying statement shall
explain any change from the plan of the board. The reapportionment
and redistricting shall be effective for the election of members of the
legislature until after the official reporting of the npxt decennial
Ccensus.

Commencement of board's function.  constitution. Wade v._Nolan. Sup. Ct. 8@9
6 (File No. 731s 414 P.2d

— The constitutional convention provided  No.
1966

that the reapportionment board should ) ,
automatically commence to function after 1960's apportionment plan could_not
remain In effect until 1070, — This

the decennial census, without any
section's,  mandate  that = 1960

direction from the governor. Wade V.
NoIan.SugggthO&No.%(Fne No. 731), reap[nornonment plan remain in effect
14 P.2d 689 (19661 until 1970 had to give wry to the United

4
How plan becomes law. — Once a Slates supreme ~courts rulings on

valid reapportionment plan has been reapportionment. 194 Op. Att'y Gén., No.

established and proclaimed, it becomes 4.

law, or "effective." by the force of the

Section 11. Enforcement. Any qualified voter may apply to the
superior court to compel the governor, by mandamus or otherwise, to
perform his reapportionment duties or to correct any error in
redistricting or reapportionment. Application tocompel the governor to
perform his reapportionment duties must be filedwithin thirty days of
the expiration of either of the two ninety-day periods specified in this
article. Application to compel correction ofany error in redistricting or
reapportionment must be filed within thirty days following the
proclamation. Original jurisdiction in these matters ishereby vested in
the superior court. On appeal, the cause shall be reviewed by the
supreme court upon the law and the facts.

Legislative intent. — The drafters of
thig provision intended that appellate
review be in the nature of a de novo
proceedmg,, but without additional
evidence em’\q presented. Groh v. Egan.
S%g. Ct. Op. No._1081(A) (File No. ).
626 P.2d 863(1974).

This section does not confer upon
the supreme court the power to decide
what I1s preferable between alternative
rational plans. If that were the caoe, there
would be little reason to provide for the
governor to promulgate the reapportion-
ment  plan  after  receiving  the

232



Art. VII, §1

recommendations _of the  Advisory

Reapgornonment Board, Groh v. Egéaé]

%g. £, %p No. _1081(A) (File No. 2233).
P.2d 863(1974

The constifutional ~ authority  to
reapportion resides_in the executive, not

the courts. Groh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
11%%A) (File No. 9233), 5% b2y

Since the governor's authority to choose
census data as a population base was not
limited by either the state or the federal
constitution, supreme court review was
restricted to whether that authority has
been exercised in a rational as opposed to
an arbitrary manner. Groh v. Egan. Sg%
Ct. 0§63N0' 1081(A) (File No. ),
P.2d 863 (1974),

When “jurisdiction  conferred on
courts. —Jurisdiction is conferred on the

Constitution of Alaska
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It cannot be said that what the supreme
court may deem to be an unwise choice of
any  particular  provision of a
redpportionment plan from among several
reasonable and constitutional alternatives
constitutes "error” which would invoke the
jurisdiction of the courts. Groh v. Egan,
sup. Ct. O% No._1081(A) (File No. 2233),

P.2d 863(1974).

Standard of review. — See Groh v.
Egan, Slé%. Ct. %p No. 1081(A) (File No.

33), 526 P.2d 63&1974).

Reapportionmen matter Is
considered de novo on appeal. — In
reviewing a reaPporthnment plan the
supreme court will'consider the matter de
novo upon the record developed in the

superior court. Groh v. Egan, Sup. Ct. Op.
?‘157%)081@ (File No. 2233), 526D P.2d £3

courts onIP]/ when an application ismadeto ~~ Stated in Wade v._ Nolan, Sup. Ct. %9
compel the governor "to perform his  No, 346 (File No. 731), 414 'P.2d
reagrp,ortlonment duties or to correct any  (1966). .
errorin redistricting or reapportionment.” ~ Cited in Egan v. Hammond, Sun. Ct
Groh v. Ezqzan Sug. Ct, 08%3No. 1081(A)  Ops. No. 815 and 830 (File No. 1711), 502
iFile No. 2233). 526 P.2d 863 (1974). P.2d 856 (1972).

Article VI

Health, Education and Welfare

Section 1, Public Education. The legislature shall by general law
establish and maintain a system of public schools open to all children
of the State, and may provide for other public educational institutions.
Schools and institutions so established shall be free from sectarian
control. No money shall be paid from public funds for the direct benefit

of any religious or other private educational institution.

Editor's note. — An amendment to this
section - was proposed by House Joint
Resolution No. 73 SLA 1976, hut was
rejected at the general election held in
November, 1976

Intent of section. — This section was

intended to ensure that the legislature

establish a system ofeducation deSigned to

serve children of all racial backgrounds.

Hootch v. Alaska State-Operated School

Sys., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1154 (File No. 2157),
P.2d 793(1975).

This section guarantees ail children
of Alaska a right to public education.
Breese v. Smith® Sup. Ct. Op. No. 827 (File
No. 1614), 501 P.20 159(1972).

Education is a matter of statewide
. concern. Macauley v. Hildebrand SuBd
Ct, Of. No. 741 (File No. 1550). 491 P

120(19711

This section was_designed to commit
Alaska to the pursuit of public, not private
education, without requiring absolute
governments indifference to an% student
thoosing to be educated outside the public
school system. Sheldon Jackson College v.
State. Sup. Ct. OPp. NO. 1916éF|Ie 0S.
3978, 4002), 599 P.2d 127 (1979).

Section constitutes mandate for
pervasjve state authority in field of
education. — The constitutional mandate
ofthis section for pervasive state authority
in the field of education could not be more
clear. First, the language Is mandatory,
not permiss've. Second,” this section not
onIY requires  that ~the Ie?lslat,ure
"establish™ a school system but also, giveo
to that body the confinuing 0_b||(1at|on to
"maintain”” the s,¥,stem. Findlly, the
provision is unqualified; no other unit of
government shares responsibility —or
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ACTION NARRATIVE

TAPE 117 SIDE ONE
Number 008

Chair Hurley called the House State Affairs Committee
meeting to order at 3:10 p.m. Members present were Reps.
Cato, Hurley, Jenkins and Navarre.

Chair Hurley brought CSSB 278 before the committee for
consideration. She noted that Senator Kerttula had agreed
to the deletion of his Senate floor amendments and to
adoption of a letter of intent which covers due process
rights. These changes had been incorporated in a committee
substitute for the committees review.

HSA -1- 05702786



Rep. Navarre moved that HCSCSSB 278 (SA) be adopted.
There being no objection, it was so ordered.

There was a brief at ease to await the arrival of Rep.
Collins.

Number 070

Rep. Collins arrived and stated that she was interested in
amending the bill to add a section regarding reexamination
of drivers. There was discussion about the appropriateness
of amending this bill. Chair Hurley suggested that another
piece of legislation might be a better vehicle, especially
since Rep. Collins did not have the wording for her
amendment prepared.

Rep. Boucher arrived and Reps. Cato and Nevarre left at
3:15 p.m. Rep. Miller arrived at 3:19 p.m.

Number 249

Rep. Boucher moved that HCSCSSB 278 (SA) pass out of
committee with individual recommendations. There being no
objection, 1t was so ordered.

Chair Hurley read the language for the letter of intent for
HCS CSSB 278 (SA) as follows:

The Legislature 1intends that when taking action under the
Compact for offenses under AS 28.37.140, the Division of
Motor Vehicles shall give the effect to the conduct that is
provided by the laws of the home state if the offense has
elements or due process rights similar to those of the home
state as defined in the home state at the time the offense
was committed.

Number 260

Rep. Boucher moved that the letter of 1intent pass out of
committee with individual recommendations.

Number 272

Chair Hurley brought HB 593 regarding election districts
before the committee for consideration.

Rep. Jenkins, prime sponsor, explained that the
reapportionment process in Alaska allows the Governor to
reapportion the legislature. He feels that this bill would
not compromise the current procedure but would establish in
statute the nature of each election district by adding
language that provides for single member House Districts.
The Senate Districts would be composed of two single member
House Districts.
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Rep. Jenkins cited the following reasons for having single
member districts:

1. The cost of campaigns would be vreduced because
candidates in both urban and rural areas would be able to
utilize less expensive forms of communication media.

2. Voters would identify their local area with the
candidates/public officials and vice versa.

3. The -election process 1iIs open to a wider range of
candidates for public office because of district size.

4. Greater legislative responsibility and accountability
of public officials to the voters of the district and less
to political parties.

5. Greater input by the public on 1issues facing their
state and district.

6. The courts are less likely to set aside reapportionment

plans because they favor single member districts. It 1is
easier to 1identify if the one man, one vote rule 1is being
violated. Most of the districts would be compact and
mcontiguous.
Number 472

Rep. Miller stated that although the bill has merits he
felt that the current system 1is fine. He noted that in
some places 1t makes sense to have double member districts.

Number 506
Rep. Boucher complimented Rep. Jenkins on the documentation

and backup materials provided on this bill. He asked how
campaign costs would be reduced under this legislation.

Number 515

Rep. Jenkins responded that candidates would have a smaller
area to cover and lower media costs.

Number 545

Rep. Boucher stated that lowering the cost of campaigns 1is
important to him. He commented that media expenses have
escalated the cost of campaigning in Anchorage and other
areas of the state.
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Number 584

Chair Hurley stated that her preference would not be to
have single member districts but rather that the Senate
should not have been reapportioned. She added that some
segments of the population may end up unrepresented.

Committee discussion followed vregarding the merits of
single member districts and unicameral vs. Dbicameral

legislatures.

Number 622

Linda Edgeworth, Division of Elections, testified that her
agency has no position regarding this legislation. She
noted that they had prepared a fiscal note. Ms. Edgeworth
explained that 1i1s 1t very difficult to predict what the
cost of such an action would be Tfive years hence. She
offered to answer any questions committee members might
have regarding the fiscal note.

(Tape number 117 malfunctioned and a new tape was started.)

TAPE 118 SIDE ONE
Number 008

Committee discussion continued regarding the fiscal impact
of HB 593.

Rep. Miller left at 3:55 p.m.
Number 047

Rep. Jenkins noted for the record that 35 states have
single member districts.

Number 097

Chair Hurley stated that she felt that the issue should be
debated and discussed by the legislature. She added that
it would be a good subject for discussion by the committee

of whole.

Number 120

Rep. Collins moved that HB 593 pass out of committee with
individual recommendations. There being no objection, it

was so ordered.
Number 138

Chair Hurley adjourned the meeting at 4:05 p.m.
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Introduced: 2/14/86
Referred: State Affairs
and Judiciary

IN THE HOUSE BY JENKINS
HOUSE BILL NO. 593
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to election districts; and providing
for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY 1i'HE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 15.35 is amended by adding new sections to article 2 to
read:
Sec. 15.35.022. HOUSE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A member or the house
of representatives shall be elected by the qualified voters of a house
election district that was established in the most recent reapportion-

ment. Each member of the house of representatives shall be elected

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

from a single member district in accordance with art. V1, sec. 6,
Constitution of the State of Alaska.

Sec. 15.35.024. SENATE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A  member of the
senate shall be elected by the qualified voters of a single member
senate election district that was established 1in the most recent
reapportionment. Each senate election district is composed of two
single member house election districts established under art. VI,

sec. 6, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and AS 15.35.022.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the offici.il reporting of the next

decennial census of the United States.

1- HB 593
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WORK OF THE REAPPORTIONMENT BOARDS

The first Keapportionincnt Board under Chairman Douglas Gray of Ju-
neau convened on September 15. 10<i4:ii held hearings in Juneau. Anchorage.
I:aii hanks, Nome, and Sitka, siibtmllint* a report to the governor on December
10. The board had considered ten dilTcrent plans and reconnnended that the
slate be divided into twenty election districts very nearly equal in population,
each district electing two representatives and one senator. An alternative plan
us ng forty election districts was preferred by the board but was ruled out be-
cause of the slate constitutional requirement that newly drawn election dis-
tricts contain a population equal lo at least one-fortieth of the population of
the state.

While complying exactly with all United States Supreme Court rulings
made up to that time, this plan was drastic, calling fora recasting ofall political
boundaries in the state. It was never published. During the ninety-day period
constitutionally allowed before the governorwould have had to publish a plan,
the appearance of additional United States Supreme Court decisions made it
seem advisable for him lo look at the problem again; lie convened a new Re-
upporiionment Board on March 6,1965.

The plans examined and then rejected by the board under Chairman
Gray were as follows:

(1) to retain the existing districting and apportionment and to give sena-
tors multiple votes, ranging from one vote for District F (Cordova-Valdez to
nineteen votes for District G (Anchorage-Palmcr):

(J) toapportion the twenty senators among the four regional senate dis-
tricts! A. 1i. J. and N) by the method of equal proportions:

(31 to apportion the twenty senators among the twelve small senate dis-
tricts by the method ofequal proportions;

14) to apportion the twenty senators among live new senate districts;

(51 to create twenty small single-member senate districts, each consist-
ingof one or two existing house districts:

(t>) lo create districts based on the number of persons who actually
voted at the last presidential election;

(7) to create wedge-shaped districts, the apex being in an urban area and
the base inarural area:

Its) lo create twenty new single-member senate districts approximately
equal in population; two representatives would runal large in thirteen of these
districts, and the remaining seven would be divided into an urban ball and a
rural half for house cleciions:aml

(91 lo create forty new election districts equal in population, assigning
one lepr.’senlalive to each and one senator to each pair.
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Governor Egan gave two reasons for reconvening the Reapportionment
Board: (1) the United Stales Supreme Court in Fo'lson v. Dorsey™ had ac-
cepted as constitutional a mixture of singlc-iucmbcraud multimember districts
in the same house-a circumstance which would make possible a less drastic
reapportionment plan in Alaska; and (3) it seemed possible that military popu-
lation might have to be included for *'apportionment purposes instead of civil-
ian population only, as required by the Alaska Constitution.

Felix Toner, chairman of the reconvened Reapportionment Board,
raised these matters with Attorney General Warren Colver. The board was re-
viewing the existing multimember house districts in Fairbanksand Anchorage
and also, in response to local requests, was examining the possibility of making
a large multimember district out of the old Northwestern Division. The need
for multimember districts in Fairbanks and Anchorage arose because the cen-
sus data are enumerated in sue!, a way asto render impossible tile construction
of single districts of known population and because, in the ease of Anchorage,
the 1964 earthquake bad effected u substantial population dbpersal, the extent
of which would not be known until the 1970 Census.

The attorney general, in his reply on June 1. 1965, re'erred to the United
Stales Supreme Court case Fortson v. Dorsey. The court It d upheld the use of
some niullimeinber districts in Georgia but had warned that multimember dis-
trict apportionment schemes might “operate to minimize or cancel out the vot-
ing strength of racial or political elements of the voting population."11 In
Alaska, political or racial minorities might be expected to argue that multi-
member districts minimize or cancel out their voting strength. In the North-
western tegion such minorities would probably have agood case and be able to
demonstrate that a multimember district would be unconstitutional. In Fair-
banks and Anchorage the retention of mull itnetnlier districts would be justified
by the practical impossibility of creating single districts: also, since both are
compact areas, the probability of serious impairment of voting strength would
be .slight. These two multimember districts would therefore probably be
deemed constitutional.

Concerning the question of including military personnel as part of the
population for apportionment purposes, the attorney general said that the
Alaska Constitution requires reapportionment to be based on civilian popula-
tion as reported by the census and that thisstipulation clearly means that mili-
tary personnel cannot be included. The United States Supreme Court lias not
been asked directly lo determine the constitutionality of excluding military
personnel, and lintit it gives a ruling, the board must be bound by the Alaska
Constitution. In Hull v. Richardson, however, the federal district court refused
to invalidate Hawaii’s Constitution for basing reapportionment on registered
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voters rather than on total population. The court pointed out that basing re-
apporlionnent on total population in an area where nonresident military per-
sonnel form asubstantial fraction of the total population and cause it lo fluctu-
ate widely and rapidly could lead to "grossly absurd and dangerousresults.” In
tla- burns ease, decided the following year (1966)."the United States Supreme
Court upheld the use of registered voters as the basis for determining appor-
tionment. bill restricted the scope of the rulingjust to the specific conditions in
Hawaii. In 1960, military personnel formed 10 percent of Hawaii’s population
and IS percent of Alaskass.

A question could be raised concerning the constitutionality of excluding
military personnel who are u'so residents of the state. However, according toa
letter received from ti.e Alaskan Command Headquarters on April 16, 1965,
there were al that time only 111 Alaskan residents in the military forces sta-
tioned in Alaska. Even if concentrated all in one area. 111 persons would not
suffice to affect reapportionment action significantly.

The Reapportionment Board submitted a unanimous report to Gover-
nor Egan on June 4, 1965. following hearings in Fairbanks, Nome, Anchorage,
and Juneau. The board recommended that the districting and apportionment
of the house, described above, remain unchanged except for District B (An-
chorage). which should be subdivided into four new districts called Anchorage
City, Anchorage North, Anchorage Southeast, and Anchorage Southwest. The
Anchorage City district would have eight house seats and four senate seats as-
signed to it. and the other three new districts would each have two house seals
and one senate seal. The senate would be completely redistricted and reappor-
tioned. There would be fourteen new districts, six coinciding with house dis-
tricts and eight being composed of two adjacent house districts. The Fairbanks
and Anchorage City districts would each have four senators running at large,
and all other senators would he chosen from single-member districts.

The board retained multimember districts unwillingly, and mainly be-
cause of the inadequacy of census data. Criticizing the federal census, the board
stated that "the use ofenumeration districts encompassing more Ilian 1/dOCIh

f the population of the State as well asenumeration districts totally surround-
ing other enumeration districts creates situations which make redistricting and
reapportioning the State extremely difficult."*

THE GOVERNOR'S REAPPORTIONMENT

On September 3. 1905. Governor Egan issued his second Proclamation
of Reapporlionment and Redistricting. The governor's plan was based on the
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report of the Reapportionment Board, but it discarded the board’s proposal lo
subdivide District 8 (Anchorage). In an accompanying statement explaining his
deviation from the board's plan, the governor stated:

It would he unwiseand unfair... In divide District X into inure than one legis-
lative distnet on the basis of the 1960 census figures. These figures became obsolete
with the March 27 .19b4. eatlhquake which ... resulted in radical population dis-
location and movement of unknown proportions. Therefor--, any reapportionment
plan based on the 19bl) census which would split District 8 into several legislative
districts could result in ovcr-represcntation of districts which have lost a consider-
able part of their population and undcr-reprcsenlalionofdistricts which gained sub-
stantially in population as aresult of the eatlhquake and subsequent dislocation.

I-'uitlicnnure. Anchorage tias traditionally been a multi-member district with
all ofits candidates for die Legislature running at large. This system has proved work-
able and fair in the past, and is the most equitable one which can be devised under

existing circumstances.™

The governor’s plan, therefore, made no change in the districting and
apportioning of the house, which remained as designated by the governor’s
Proclamation of Reapportionmentand Redistricting of December 7, 19 6 1. dis-
cussed previously. The senate was completely redistrieled and reapportioned,
each new district consisting of one or Iwo house districts. Nine are single-
member districts, Fairbanks is a four-member district, and Anchorage is a
seven-member district. Table 1 shows the new arrangement.

Ina statement accompanying his proclamation, Governor Egan said:

Making this proclamation today lias not been an easy task fot me. My personal
feelings and my duiicsand obligations as Governor under the Consmution ofAlaska
do not exactly coincide.

Nearly 10 years ago at the Constitutional Convention, | wasonc o f those who
worked hard and saw lo it that the apportionment of the Stale Senate would lake
into consideration factors other than just population. We considered.among other
things, geography, soeio-economical needs, the relationships of contiguous areas,
and the future possibilities ofgrowth.

It was my view, as well as that ofa majority ofthe other delegates, that it was
in tire public interest lo have one house of the Legislature apportioned more by area
than population, toscrvcas acheck and balance on the other. This isstill iny view.

However, lliis is aland ruled by law, not me. The Supreme Court of the United
States is our final arbiter ofjusliee.

Our Nation's highest court Iras ruled that each citizen’s vote must count as
much as another’s, and we must abide as closely as possible by that decision. In this
instance it was with reluctance that |approached my duty, but as >our Governor |
took an oath lo uphuldhoth the Constitution ofthe United States and the Constitu-
tion of the Stale ofAlaska.2L
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choices. Floterial (overlapping) districts have been used for rears in a few
states. Multimember districts themselves may be modified bv addition of
local residence requirements or by a requirement that each candidate run
for a “place,” rather than against all other candidates. If proportionate
representation of minority groups, in order to enhance their influence on
legislative outcomes, is deemed to be of prime importance, less common
variants such as limited voting, cumulative voting, or pure proportional
representation, command attention.

1. SINGLE-MEMBER VERSUS MULTIMEMBER DISTRICTS

There has been a strong trend toward adoption of single-member districts,
but multimember districts also have been used since colonial times and are
still common. A survey several years before Baker v. Carr indicated that in
the then 48 states, ss percent of state senators and s5 percent of lower
house members were elected in single-member districts.* On the eve of
Baker v. Carr another survey indicated a three to one preference (3179 to
927) for single-member districts over multimember districts for lower
houses in 49 states (excluding Nebraska). But in terms of legislators there
was a close division (3179 from single-member districts and 2704 from
multimember districts), because each multimember district elected on the
average nearly three legislators. For the state senates (including unicameral
Nebraska) there was a marked preference for single-member districts: only
127 were multimember, electing sos legislators; 1589 were single-mem-
ber.13 Accurate post-Reynolds counts arc not yet possible, but the reappor-
tionment revolution seems to have enhanced the pressure for single-
member districts, especially within state metropolitan areas, e.g., Maryland,
Michigan, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee.

Speculative evaluations of single-member districts, only occasionally sup-
ported by detailed empirical inquiry', have produced at least nine supposed
effects of single-member districts, and inferentially nine opposite effects of
multimcu..",er districts..c Five of the supposed effects of single-member
districts may be said under critical analysis to relate more to the factor of

12. Maurice Klaiu, "A New Look at the Constituencies," 49 Am. Pol. Sci. Res.

1105, 1113-16 (1955). o o ,
13. PaL<IIVT. David and Ralph. Eisenbercg,_State Le%s_lanve Redistricting: Major Issues
in the Wake of Judicial Decision 20 (Chicago: Public Administration Service, 1962).
14. See Ruth C. Sjlva, "Com z1red Values of the Single- and the Multi-Member Legisla-
tive District," 17 Western Pol. Quart. 504, 506-9 (1964), and authorities cited, on
whom | have relied heavily at this point. See. especially James D. Barnett, "Unitary-
Multiple Election Districts," 3o Am. Pol. SCi. Rev. 65-67 (1945); Duncan Blac
"The Theory of Elections in Single-Member Constituencies,” 15 Canadian /. Leon. &
Pol. SCI. 158-75 (1949); Maurice Duvcrger, Political Parties 44-45, 59-60 (New
York: Wiley, 1954).
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small size of the district than to the fact that only one legislator is elected.
Hence these factors arc correctable, to the extent that they do exist, simply
by having smaller legislatures and larger districts, while at the same time
retaining the singlc-membcr tradition. These five supposed effects arc: (1)
localism; (2) less able candidates; (3) weak and decentralized parties; [4)
emphasis on candidates rather than parties or issues; (s) a particular kind
of legislative responsibility to the electorate, which may give the legislator
some independence from his own party (a factor obviously overlapping
with the two preceding points).

A sixth supposed effect of single-member districts—shorter legislative
tenure—is rebutted by some empirical studies.is A seventh—more gerry-
mandering opportunity—is not shown in practice to have any more relation
to single-member than to multimember districts, A large multimember
district, by eliminating line-drawing within the area covered by the district,
eliminates that kind of gerrymandering associated with line-drawing.
But as pointed out by several writers, and documented by studies of several
states, large multimember districts may facilitate gerrymandering within
the state as a whole if a winner-take-all voting system is employed within
each district.io An eighth and ninth supposed effect of single-member dis-
tricts—a less representative legislature, and maintenance of a two-party
rather than a multipart}' system—relate (like the foregoing gerrymandering
claim) as much to the kind of electoral system employed as the number of
legislators in a district.

The almost universal American electoral system, used in both single and
multimember districts, is singlc-ballot-plurality voting. (The alternative of
using some form of proportionate electoral system to improve representa-
tiveness can be used, of course, only in multimember districts or with at-
large voting.) In other words, under the simple plurality system, each voter
casts the same number of votes as there are offices to be filled, and the can-
didates with the highest numbers of votes win. If there are numerous can-
didacies and no provision for a run-off election, the resulting split in the
popular vote, even in a single-member district, may elect candidates whose
winning pluralities arc less than a majority of the total number of votes
cast- for a given office. In either a single-member or multimember system, a
sin ile plurality rule may enable the dominant party to capture seats in cx-
ce' of its popular voting strength.

Mis-representativencss, i.e., undue repression of the weaker part}, seems

15, Charles S. Hynejnan, "Tenure and Turnover of tiie Indiana General Assembly | &

[1,” 31 Am. Pol. SCl. Rev. s1, 57 311, 312-13 (1938); and his ‘Tenure and ‘Turn-

over of Legislative Personnel,” 193 Annals 21 (1938). o ) )

16. Silva, SUpra_note 14, at 313; Howard D. Hamilton, "Legislative Constituencies:

Slnlgl,e-VYIember istricts, Multi-Member Districts, and Floterial Districts,” :0 Western
ftical Quarterly s21, 325-2S (1967).
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to he greater in multimember than in singlc-mcinbcr districts according to
several studies, thus bearing out the logical expectation, although at least
one recent study finds important local exceptions to this generalization. In
states with a fairly strong tradition of a two-party government, the domi-
nant party’s weakest nominee in a multimember district may prevail over
the minority party’s strongest nominee. In the 196 legislative elections in
Pennsylvania, for example, only two of the state’s41 multimember districts
split their representation between the two parties; 39 districts were one-
party monopolies. Evidence of this clcan-swcep tendency in multimember
districts lias been found in Colorado, Ohio, Michigan, and two-party parts
of Texas.17 “In general,” Professor Ruth C. Silva has stated, “the more
members per district, the greater the disproportion between each party’s
share of the statewide vote and its share of scats in the chamber.” 1

Professor Howard D. Hamilton has also found that a party sweep is the
“usual occurrence” in multimember districts.,J However, his survey of
election results in Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio suggests that the corollary
is not necessarily true, i.e., that a conversion to single-member districts
would always yield party seats, in the legislature as a whole, in closer pro-
portion to party statewide vote. In prc-reapportionment Ohio, for example,
Democratic sweep of multimember districts partly offset Republican
dominance in single-member districts.

The Hamilton survey also indicated that apart from the impact on state-
wide party totals flowing from use of multimember districts, a use of single-
member districts—or a scries of small multimember districts—will provide
greater minority party representation inside metropolitan areas than use of
large multimember districts. For example, in Multnomah County', Oregon,
a division into five small multimember districts in 1935 resulted in election
of seven Republicans and nine Democrats to the Oregon lower house. This
provided some minority party representation within the county, which as
one large multimember district won . normally have had an all-Dcmocratic
delegation. Within each of the five small multimember districts, however,
there was a strong tendency for one party to take all of the scats.

The results of additional studies of districting in four metropolitan
areas—Atlanta, New Orleans, Miami (Dade County) and Oklahoma

17. See William P. Irvin, “Colorado: A Matter of Balance”: I1. Dicken Cherry, "Texas:
Factions in a One-Party Setting”; Herbert Whnltzcr, "Apportionment arid Districting
in Ohio: Components of Deadlock"; Karl A l.nmb, "Michigan  Legislative Apportion-
ment." in Malcolm Is. Jewell, editor, The Politics of Reapporticudicnt 6a, 1:0, 173.
167 (New York: Atherton, 11)6&2. Seg also Jewell, “Minority Representation: A
Political or, Judicial Question,” 53 KY. L. T 267 (1065).

1S. Silva, Infra note 60. at 767. _ S
ig. Hamilton, SUpra note 16, at 3:;; see also Hamilton, "Some Observations jn Ohio:
Single-Member Districts, Multi-Member Districts and the Floating Fiaetion," Rcappor-

tiouino l.cgislaturcs 73 (Culiiiiilhis. Ohio: Charles Is. Merrill, 1900).
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City—in the main are in accord with the foregoing generalizations and
qualifications.2' For the Miami, Florida, metropolitan area, which became
a 22-man multimember district under reapportionment, Professor Man-
ning J. Dauer has recommended adoption of the Multnomah County, Ore-
con. system of using several small multimember districts to provide better
representation within the metropolitan area.2:

The decision to subdistrict large metropolitan areas, or to leave them as
multimember at-large monoliths, may crucially alTcct representativeness,
and hence governmental tone, of states where one huge metropolitan area
has almost half of the state’s population. California House Speaker Jesse
M. Unruh, although himself from southern California, favored subdistrict-
ing, including subdistricting of Los Angeles County which went from one
lo 15 senators (one shared with Orange County) under reapportionment.
He said:

t nay hae b tre inetion d tte Syoene Gout to ad tre
domration df Sate legdatures by sall, rud aourties, ku,sudyrt
aald mat hae been Ineced et paﬂllrgmnsmpjmca
nat inaeauntysodddonirde tre etire date2

Although the foregoing studies, as well as the logic of the matter, indi-
cate that multimember districts do tend to operate as political monoliths,
their effect on statewide party totals will be affected by such variables as
party member residence distribution in a given state and the manner of
construction of the multimember districts themselves, 'flic Oregon experi-
ence does seem to bear out this hypothesis: the larger the district, the
greater the distortion. So far as constitutionality is concerned, the Supreme
Court precedents discussed in Chapter XVIII in cases from Georgia,
Hawaii, and Texas2s indicate that all forms of multimember districting
arc still permissible. They are subject to judicial challenge, however, if a
plaintiff can demonstrate serious racial or political mis-rcpresentativeness in
the operation of the districting system.

10. Morris W. I1. Collins, Jr Mannlrag Daucr, gul T., David, AIex&.’L
George J. Manor, Evolving Issues and” Patterns af State Legislative Re strlctmg |n
Large Metropolitan Areas (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma City™ University institute of
Metropolitan Studies, 19,6\5/]6
sr.. Manning ‘ Dauer, MulliMcinber Districts in Dade County: Study of a Problem
and a Delegation (TaIIahassee Florida State University Institute of Governmental
Research, 1903).

Complle similar comments W|th re Eect to local government in George li. Berkley,
“Flaws m At- Large Voting, Rev. s7a (1966).
22, IS%eech on “1965 Leglslatlve Sessmn before Greater Los Angeles Press Club, April
17, 100;, p. 4.
27. Fottson V. Dorsey. 770 U.S. 477 (>065); Burns v. Richardson, 354 U.S. 73
(1966); Kilgarlin v. H|II 357 US. 120 Mos7).
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paty townsas Bt audi effeds must ke cerordiraied by edcae ™' 3
Tliws egain, far ladk of prodf, the Gourt tumed aack U dlecation thet
m>ed e of mutimenber ad sirgenaier dstinds arouted o a
cemymaer prodLaoing unfair pdlitical represantation resuits Bt alter re-
rerding the adoove-quoted Fortson MV Dursev didum Jstice Baren
actkd the fdloamg additiorel amings conceming the possilde unoarsti-
tuiadity of multimenroer didriding in particdlar draunsances:
It nay ke thet this iInidias effet an nae eslyle Som i In
%ratrast blfedfads_ in Forts_rc%nag%ds acmlaga in rel(%c;/ﬁ tote
runioer of legdatas ae mt gquiady s
nded to asure daribuion o legy 5 thet ac re3cet o tre
atire ddnad, a if uch ddnds hah hoss fFabam
ad legdaue rate ten ae Bt the dnorgraion thet a atic
ar mitHhanioer sdene dieds an inddas resdt met gy
franeddaeintrerscadl)

Another Anti-Multimcmber District Dictum. Not Sne Burs in 1966
lics the Syprare Gourt addressed itsdi, after fUll lniefing ad ad agr
e, to the q.estion of dleged pdlitical iy by Lee of muti-
nmener ddrids In the 1967 Tees legdaine gpotionet ee
(Qgater XMI), hadled pxr aiam ad withaut ad agunet, the
Qene Gout reasd o aithretic equdlity gaucs, the dis-
na court’s aoogtance of the dan desaite ddllegss o its mutinenboer
disndirng fedures Although the Syarene Gourt did nat have to reech
the mutinener distinding issLes, it dd take s tosay: “Qur s o
ot faedce atenpts to Sowthet in the particdar aronsdanes o a
oven e muti-nenber ddrids ac inddiady disoimiretay,” in a
aouming ganion Justice Dougles nore ediatly added this vaming

... | reave daason an ae ey o tre pdden coan
mutH & ddnds 0
Utk tre pesart regne esch \die' in the didnid Fes ae \ae far
eachdldﬁcek)keﬁllaj s dlovg tre ngaity to defest the Nty
adl frats . . .
Iargraaleinnyomrr'rdmNﬂispddemsmjdbere

The ddlaas hed failed to aonvinee the didtriat court thet the muti-
nmeTier ddrids hed effeded bath a pditicd ad readd gegnander.3

55, 354 U.S. at SS 1114,
0.ldatss
s7. Kilgarlin v. Hill, "Ss U.S. 120, 121 (1967). o

Kilgarlm v. Martin. 272 I’ Supp. 404 (S 1). Tex. infitit. The district court doubted
the !)UStICI_&lblhty of 1 "political" gerrymander, and felt that a racial c};errymander had
not been intended and could not be proven to be a necessary result of the multimem-



REMAINING TIIORNS IN THE THICKET-II 4s1

Multimember Districts Ruled Unconstitutional in lowa. In a®e in
sane wee a lona aout hed indliclied a mutinerber didriding
sdene the United Sates Sppene Gourt dd nat gart redewvad re-
\a=® inaotradt lo its adian in Fortson ad Burns. The esse Wes Krui-
denier v McCulloch5l fram lona in wich a ssved huded e
recard s aapiled in the saint of the Fortson . Dorsey Wamirgs thet a
adling au of “the waimg sragh of radd o pdliticd dlerants”
mut ke “cenodrasd’ ot nedy sssated Hartiffs, two Re-
pdicas ad two Denoodas, dyeded to tre nbed e of Srge ad
multinenoer disrids in lona’s hedtily ereded 1964 terpoary reggqaa-
tiornot dan (reerected in 1965 without sigificat dace O this
point), partiadarty tre provsian far the dedion of deven rgqaresaiatinves
aHage In Rdk Gounty (Bes Moines).

Qxysrurg Fortson's “pditicl  dlenents”™ tem - paintffs
sagt to proof of suarergaee in Rdk Gounty of nminon-
ties the “rud minaity'”; the suouioen “‘communities of interest” (LAINY
Denooatic suouroen leedars as witnessss); ad the Rgpudican minanity
(Leing as witress a cefeated Repudlican cardicate wo hed “Wward® in her
resicee aea but ot in the county at lage). The Denoadic paty
dean snexp of RdKs (ad ather) multinenber s in 1964 nack the
Radican minority dam egeddly pessirg Rdiae 0L it dae
ssaad iredssde, honea, kecase tre Rdk deven aHage dan vas
aedated by tre 1964 Ryadican legdaure ad was nerdy aotinued by
the 1965 “Gddnataizd”’ Denoadtic legdaure Hantiffs saught to sup-
part these dain's with pdiitical [rdfile ckta essd Ol 1964 regdra
tias ad wding bdhaviar, ad with testinony covpaning sirge-nanier
didrids ad lage mutimerber ddnds in such natters as cordituat-
legdaar rdaiadips, canpaign pddens, the rde of canpeign fuds
adtel of tre it

Ina Ing mxure of qainas 35-4 date syaae cout ngaity,
withaout revirg 0L the recad aonpiled by the daintiff, Feld vad in prin
ape tre mixed use of sirgle and multinenroer distrid's far any legdative
house urless geadlly justified The ngjarty daced its rdling bath under
tre date aotituion ad tre Fouteath Avedhet o the feckd
Godtituion Ropding the date aorstituion, the ngjaity felt thet
muitineber dsrids difackd the dd “‘unifam qeeratiad* 10 of lang
dases widh trey ssanirgly recorstructed rowin tre ligt of the rew
ber districts until an election had been held under the challenged plan. éThe district

court did object to some flotcrial districts because the component parts did not have
their proportionate share of a seat; it ordered modification for the future or conversion
to plain multimember districts.)

59. 38; US. S;i (1966).

60. K'ruidenicr v. McCulloch, 25S lowa 1121, 142 N.W. 2d 35; (1966).
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fadad "ae nanae ae' treay. 'He thougt wes thet the rescet o
a nultimrenba disna hes geder "\ding pone” tren a srgenandoer
digriat resichrt bath in regad to legdatas and in regad 1o the legda
turds aomittee sydem "M hes a much gedier gopartunity to fird legr
idaas to exoee his e ad a much gedter danee thet ae a nae
o his represantatives will e an the committee o wnidh his legdlatian s

assiged'd
%ﬂsmfaindidwmﬁemrmmmmfs
paedion dase wae esatidly the sae ad ware pesaied
much nore daooadly. Noting thet in Fortson V. D otsey a@d Lucas
Colorado General Assembly the Uhited Sates Syaene Gourt hed ird-
caed thet a mbad sirglemaner and mutivenber ditriding sygem
Ws It per cuoordtitutiad, the lona ngjanity sad
United Sates Gt lied mt cosicked tre pddemn
ntre dadoart o te resicat of a Srgenantoer dand: . . .
Inviend the cbgp cooan the Syaene Gourt Fes rgeetady Somn
fa ttendisd tre irdvid A ad for utinate fanes, ve kdiee it
vl ldd uch sdene vidates tre Adsdian dasee wen tre
agnat hee adacd 5 Cradat gdiction o te
glj{t@l_piesarmrmj In Ryrdds v 9ns sens to an e 1

Sgificly, the lona court woud dace the burden of proof an the pro-
porent of a nbed Srge-nanier and mutinenoer distriat sygemin re-
oad toboth statead fechd corstitutiosl dains

Four judices dissarted fram this par sc invalicktion of mixed use of
srgemabe ad muttivener dands, but jared tre ngaity an tre
indicdian o the deverimane Rdk Gounty distriat an the beis o
sove of the dairtiffs’ oead poofs: They were inppressad with (@) vaer
dffiauty in nradngan indliget dace In tre face of e laogad aum
bersne kel (b) ladk of idatifisde cordtituendes within the aounty,
(© tre fad thet mutinenrioer distrid: resicerts have o "ersadl™ regp-
reseriaine Bt trey seeaficAly rgeded paintiffs’ proofs an
ggllai@p@bi(mard rud mntties in tre Rk Gouty devarran

o8

Thus, inKruidenicr bath wirgs of the State syarane court aaidd tre
red isse of pditicd disorimiretion But far differat reesars both wirgs
agesd an indlictian of the devaritan Rk Gounty didnid. Fve jus
ticss foosed an aonpardtive \ating pone—induding infiiee in tre
legdaure—d redcats of diffoatazc codtittedes, ad vacd dl
distriding sydens wiich pemit vaes o ke rgyesated by differing
61. Id. at 564.
6:. 1d.at 363.
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