




GENERAL ELECTION 
N ovem ber  5 ,  1974

SO U TH EA STERN

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
an d  P r e c i n c t

Number O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L l e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(AIP)

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l  L e w is
(D) (R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y  
 (D)

Young
(R)

District 1

Cupo Pole 43 21 21 1 28 12 14 27
C lover  Pass 120 56 50 10 55 59 49 68
Coffman Cove 34 22 11 P 19 13 14 18
Craig 114 49 54 5 63 44 56 51
El Capital! 29 21 7 9 17 11 12 16
llydnbnrg 94 68 24 2 78 10 74 16
l ly d c r  (Absentee) 
Ketcliikan 41 211 143 49 4 162 32 137 60
Ketchikan *2 288 169 99 5 191 74 147 122
Ketchikan 43 278 140 107 5 141 100 104 146
Ketchikan 44 205 106 89 7 109 89 72 131
Ketchikan 45 193 105 81 6 116 70 76 114
Ketchikan 4t! 300 155 133 6 155 131 104 191
Ketchikan 47 327 177 133 9 171 134 109 209
Ketchikan 4k 357 193 137 13 220 109 144 200
Klowuck 69 52 13 3 58 10 49 20
Metlakalla 309 225 71 6 254 41 160 141
Mountain Point 170 77 69 *5 84 72 53 111
Mu.l Hay 236 82 132 14 126 96 83 146
•Myers Chuck 25 4 14 6 4 20 9 13
Kaukati 31 7 11 2 17 10 12 18
Pemmck-Gravlnn 32 j.5 16 1 15 16 8 23
Point Baker 31 10 16 5 26 4 15 lb

Saxmau (Itcvil la) 223 141 68 10 137 80 100 119
Thorne  Hay 110 62 34 10 84 22 39 66
Tuxnkan 11 0 1 1 6 3 4 6
Twelve  Milo Arm (Absentee)  
Wackcr 111 52 42 12 46 57 34 li 9
Ward C'ovo 169 71 91 2 77 79 50 111
Whale I’ asa 29 19 10 V 21 8 15 i-1
SUBTOTAL “ 4149 ' 2260 1583 160 2 480 1406 1 74 3 1
Unentee 463 210 235 6 251 193 195 250

Questioned 59 38 7 69 35 50 53

DISTRICT 1 TOTALS 4612 2529 1856 173 2800 1634 1'lHH 2 545' —— —-

District 2

Anginal
I'unter Hay (At)suntoo)

124 99 21 1 105 12 86 11

(iustavtiB 49 11 28 5 28 13 22 21
llooimh 228 100 35 0 179 36 161 47
Knko 142 94 40 1 III! 47 74 60
Petersburg HI 320 148 174 2 1 9 ’ 120 97 222
Petersbu rg  #2 264 180 71 7 174 71 98 154
Rowan Hay 40 19 U 7 16 22 17 20
Scow Hay 306 49 45 5 50 14 35 60
Stlklne 226 98 93 20 122 88 87 124
Ten ikee Spr ings 45 34 7 1 28 12 24 17
Wrangell h 1 180 90 76 4 101 71 611 105
Wrangell 112 
Zarcmbo (Absentee)

227 120 92 2 135 78 90 121

SUHTOTAL 1959 1127 693 55 1219 (TIT 111,7 962
Absentee 254 122 120 3 138 100 108 133
Questioned 29 15 3 24 21 22 25

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS 2213 1278 828 61 1381 730 991 1140
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SOUTHEASTERN

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r

Number O f  E g a n -  Hammond- V o g l o r -
P e r 3 o n s  B o u c h e r  Thomas P e p p i e r
V o t i n g  (D) (R) (ATP)

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
(D)

Lewi s 
(R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

Young
(R)

District 3

Elfin Cove 
Halibut Point 
Jamestown Bay 
Lislanski (Pelican) 
Mt. Kdgccumbe 
Port Alexunder 
Hodman Bay 
Sitka PI 
Sitka #2 
Sitka *3 
Sitka P4 
Yakulat
Yakutal Airport  
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
(jnoationud

OISTKICT 3 TOTALS

4 
212 

91 
33 

137 
0 
21 
122 
11)3 
197 
17 3 

64
___ 25
126H

109
33

1410

14
173
155

30
86

9
10
76

189
163
108

23
____27

1063
141

28

1232

3
4
5 
4
3
4 
0 
1 
2
5 
P 
2 
1

34
3
(I

37

9
263 
150 

40 
166 
12 
25 

153 
248 
226 
183 
68

____13
1556

145
51

1752

.10 
107 

RR 
20 
51 

7 
6 

41 
114 
13 8 

79 
19 
£0  

700 
95 

7

802

8
141
103

32 
136 

8 
23 

i l l  
164 
160 
105 

71 
__1_0 
10 80* 
121 

32

1233 1392

District 4

Alike Hay 
Chitknl 
Diiui'laa 41 
Douitlaa 42 
llainen 
Juneau 41 
Juneau 42 
Juneau 43 
Juneau 44 
Juneau 4.9 
Juneau 46 
Juneau 47 
Juneau 4!l 
Juneau Airport  
Klukwan 
Lemon Crook 
Lower Mendenhall 
Lynn Canal 
Nurlh NuuuLih 
Port Clillkoot 
Salmon Creek 
Sheep Creek 
Nkaijway
Upper Mendenhall 
SUBTOTAL
Ahnenteu
0  vienl ioned

569
66

274
266
216
224
295
276
299
207
285
J85
331
432

67
630
500
227
257
119
144

52
267
676

7064
988

242 
43 

138 
151 
121 
167 
174 
159 
171 
14 J 
170 
220 
219 
230 

50
367 
260

90
135

61
79
19

181
368 

3960
511 

98

290  
20 
120 
105 

65 
41 

1 07 
92 

103 
37 

103 
142 

97 
170 

3
235
199
130
10R

46
53
31
79

283
2 65 9

432
82

18
2

3
15

4
10

1 I 
it) 
14

1
5

1 °
I5H

16
4

266
34

135106
105
171
190
172
191 
138 
181 
198 
219 
222

42
Mil

262
1)3
157

65
68
78

169
346

3994
531
125

259
24

109
84 
91 
34
70 
78
71 
4 I 
112

153
97

159
20

241
189

99
85 
4 3 
65 
111 
tilt

280
*2490

386
59

.(14 
28 

107 
124 

71 
154 
167 
129 
162 
102 
1 37 
160 
1117 
163 

40 
270 
197 

95 
124 

40 
52 
23 

107

•! 6 L
i f  14 
465 
114

314 
37 

156 
1)2 
179 

51 
120 
131 
1 I 1 
82 

I 14 
211 
1 35 
245 
22 

142 
274
125
126 

72 
84 
27

155 
399 

3634 
4 84 

7 3

UISTTBCT 4 TOTALS 8052 4 569 3173 178 4650 2935 169 3 4 19 1



SO U TH CEN TRA L

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t _______

Number O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E ga n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hanunsnd-
Thomas

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(A IP )

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
(D)

L e w is
(R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

You ng
(R)

District 5

Hear Creek 134 56 68 7 80 45 63 69
Cooper Landing 74 23 39 6 31 36 26 14
C opper  Center 78 54 20 1 44 26 40 33
Cordova 503 280 213 4 245 223 199 292
Kynk 75 30 33 9 32 28 21 43
Cilemmllen 200 82 136 24 66 178 53 187
Hope 39 7 28 2 14 23 14 23
Kenny Lake 107 25 44 20 31 55 33 56
Moose Pass 77 23 40 5 24 46 22 54
Seward *1 216 121 82 6 129 68 96 109
Seward  #2 296 136 142 12 172 94 101 187
Tnl Itlck 12 4 5 1 8 2 5 5
V aider 616 336 154 17 304 193 212 294
Whittier 54 30 17 4 35 17 20 32
SliL'TOTAL 2550 1207 1029 109 1215 ) 034 905 1428
Absentee 325 134 153 17 153 150 125 178
QucMiuncd 90 58 9 107 5 5 09 74

DISTRICT 5 TOTALS 21)75 1431 1240 1 35 1475 1239 1119 1680

D istrict  6

Big Lake 148 59 64 12 60 76 18 92
llutte 485 162 242 46 169 255 130 322
ICska Sutton 87 49 30 n 50 35 4 1 41
Houston 75 31 29 15 43 30 30 4 4
Matanuaka 687 256 308 58 234 357 172 449
Palmer 498 224 223 30 224 233 149 131
Sheep Mountain 52 11 34 5 11 38 15 34
Sutulim 114 30 54 19 52 50 38 6B
I olkcotim 126 22 90 12 63 55 41 79
WaMlla 667 256 310 65 301 311 286 343
Willow 144 45 84 ____ i ; 60 ____ B_1 45 ____93
SUBTOTAL 308 3 1145 1468 2U> 1267 1521 998 11196
Abacuten 368 145 194 1 155 170 1 32 212
ip i . - t i o n e d 37 60 It. 41 63 39 70

DISTRICT li TOTALS J451 1 327 1722 304 1463 1754 1169 2178

Dli.tnel 7 

A nchorage 44 350 154 147 24 185 141 151 1 84
A nchorage #6 500 235 205 16 252 212 203 262
Anchorage 48 303 129 144 9 156 129 131 155
Anchorage 411 411 169 187 18 201 160 184 202
Anchorage 412 619 265 235 25 320 227 277 298
A nchorage 813 4 29 211 162 20 269 121 219 182
Anchorage 814 457 257 149 15 275 138 237 187
Anchorage 815 327 150 107 9 185 100 182 107
Anchorage r.ti 305 130 116 21 149 137 115 180
Anchorage 817 317 134 137 9 184 115 163 145
Anchorage *19 410 209 123 17 243 107 209 1 42
Anchorage *28 283 154 87 13 209 50 192 6 5
Anchorage *21 294 122 107 10 172 87 150 112
Anchorage *25 463 165 228 20 207 227 196 247
Anchorage 838 406 17B 140 ____ 16 221 146 1111 19_7
SldtTOTAL 5874 26511 2274 242 3228 209 7 2790 ’ Y o o s
A l c  o l lee unci

477 469 464 41 397 200 361 ! 16thieat foiled 

DISTRICT 7 TOTALS 6151 3127 2738 28 1 3625 J.U.1 1151 31101
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SOUTHCENTRAL

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t _______

Number Of 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -  Hammond- V o g l e r -

B o u c h e r  Thomas P e p p i e r
(D) (R) (AIP )

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
(D)

L e w is
(R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

You ng
(R)

District  8

Anchorage #27 495 228 169 23 290 133 265 181
Ancl iorage #28 485 233 166 29 279 161 239 206
Anchorage #29 457 207 207 22 242 185 195 243
Anchorage #31 216 80 102 15 101 89 77 121
Anchorage #34 237 96 109 7 121 99 86 135
Gr Anch Boro #139 498 224 211 26 275 177 239 234
Or Ancn Horn #142 528 243 209 36 281 209 193 310
Gr Anch Horo #143 496 203 225 39 236 220 201 271
Gr Anch Boro #144 593 229 286 47 253 301 226 344
Gr Anch Boro #147 667 220 339 43 250 309 256 367
Gr Anch Boro #148 669 242 306 50 276 321 236 373
Gr Anch Born #149 376 141 176 21 150 188 126 211
Gr A nch  Boro #15(1 444 176 186 30 204 195 162 253
Gr Anch Boro #151 304 125 124 28 135 134 97 181
SUBTOTAL 6465 2647 2 815 416 3133 2721 2592 34 30
Absentee  and 
Questioned

330 285 418 52 289 262 266 304

DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795 29 32 3 233 468 3422 2983 2858 3734

District  9 

Anchorage #3A 226 84 82 11 122 78 109 100
Gr A nch  Bom #101 390 153 199 12 190 172 180 188
Gr Anch Boro #102 187 224 208 14 253 199 212 252
Gr Anch Horo #103 431 198 176 33 230 175 206 212
Gr Anch Bon* #104 146 66 57 12 77 52 64 70
Gr Anch Hero #105 205 156 106 8 187 09 137 136
Gr A nch  ltoro <106 197 10(1 67 7 123 60 103 83
Gr A nch  Boro #107 500 219 164 12 274 181) 223 254
Gr Anch Horo #108 25 3 95 127 10 134 94 111 122
Gr Anch Boro #109 423 177 185 27 212 169 189 204
Gr Anch Horo 111 111 6C6 257 250 4 8 285 266 229 341
SUBTOTAL 3944 1737 1621 194 2087 1542 1763 1962
AUhomIgo ami 102 138 107 15 183 129 1110 1 37Quest toned

DIS TRICT 9 TOTALS 4126 1 8 / 5 1778 209 2 2711 1671 194 J 2099

District HI 

A nchorage #I2A 342 154 156 U 145 180 119 211
A nchorage #22 556 240 241 27 226 299 188 151
Anchorage #22A 762 329 372 36 241 487 197 548
Anchorage #23 485 176 199 21 280 165 225 237
Anchorage *74 545 222 245 23 24 3 256 214 295
Anchorage #32 881 304 472 29 356 463 251 t>02
A nchorage  #33 728 249 390 33 J27 34 2 256 434
Gr Anch Hero #135 456 173 226 15 193 223 163 264
Gr Anch Horo #137 291 109 146 20 138 134 124 158
Gr Aneh lion* #138 6 36 261 312 29 276 J ib 199 119
Gr Aneh lion* #139A 325 119 138 25 146 140 137 154
Gr Anch Hoist #140 426 149 241 11 165 230 J 47 263
Gr Anch Horn #141 7711 308 389 38 309 405 251 497
Gr Aneh Horo #145 244 106 98 15 134 93 93 140
SUBTOTAL 7455 2906* 3625 330 ‘ 3179 37 33 2564 4573'
Absentee and 425 322 492 41 270 327 2 38 380Questioned

DISTRICT 10 TOTALS 7880 3228 4117 371 3449 4060 2802 4 95 3
_ _ ______

-  .1 -



G o v e r n o r - L i c u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r  U. S .  S e n a t o r  U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

Number O f E g a n -  Hammond- V o g l e r -
E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  P e r s o n s  B o u c h e r  Thomas P e p p i e r  G r a v e l  L e w is  H e n s l e y  Toung
anu P r e c i n c t  V o t i n g  (D) (P.?  (AIP) (D) IR! (D) (R)

SO U TH CEN TRA L

District 11

Gr Anch Boro #117
Gr Anch Boro #118 706
Gr Anch Boro #122 670
Gr Anch Boro #123 4 36
Gr Anch Boro #125 100
Gr Anch Boro #126 137
Gr Anch Boro #127 4 29
Gr Anch Boro #128 678
Gr Anch Boro #129 1025
Gr Anch Boro #130 408
Gr Anch Boro #131 046
Gr Anch Boro #132 623
Gr Anch Roro #134 762
Gr Anch Boro #136 548
SUBTOTAL 7493
Absentee  and 
Questioned

DISTRICT 11 TOTALS 7886

District 12

A nchorage  #1
Anchorage #2 5 5 0
A nchorage #3 404
A nchorage #5 7 62
Anchorage  #7 295
Gr Anch Horo #111 508
Gr Anch Boro #113 679
Gr Anch Boro #114 384
Gr Anch Boro #116 0 69
Gr Anch Boro #H 9  069
Gr A it’ ll Boro #120 420
Gr Anch Boro #121 1046
SUBTOTAL 7276
Absentco and 
(Questioned

DISTRICT 12 TOTALS 77l»2

I lint riel ] 3

A no hot- Point 201
Diniond Ridge 41
I iigliuh Roy 32
I ri lz Creek 199
lliillbut Cove (Absentee)
Homer 525
Knllfonsky 280
Kenni #1 4 33
Kenni #2 429
Koniil #3 109
Nlklskl #1 221
Niklbkl #2 424
Niullehik 122
Purl Griihnm 51
Itidgowny U 7
Seldovin 120
Soldotnn 446
Sterling 247
Tustutnomi 231
T yon ck  52
SDBTOTAb 4570
Absentee 4 96
Questioned

DISTRICT 13 TOTALS 5066

111  149 17
310 291  40
251 315  36
192 184 18

34 45 16
32 64 10

140 234 30
252 319 45
347 5.79 49
130  2 . 2  27
224 367 30
248 205  52
341 349  23
247 2 20   3 2

2859  3 503  432

396 519  68

3255  4 022  500

218 313 22
216 274 18
203 168 19
313  380 20
125  116 5
201 249  26
211 294 35
162 172 26
295 284 33
323 528 53
126 223  20
394 509   42

2787  3510 319

252 371 17

3039 _ 388i  336

44 127 13
16 23 1
28 4 |)
51 119 12

108 352 17
90 166 19

164 235  23
140 239  25

87 94 5
69 122 12

143 235  20
41 80 1
35 8 3

114 173 14
47 66 6

172 238 16
GO 156 23
64 138 14

 35  l.£  L
1508 2 59 1  225

135 325 21
57 91 8

1700  3007  254

158 146 136 175
330  316 283  385
390 310  246  382
212 185  186 215

68 25 67 29
88 31 83  38

163 241 1 55  252
284 320 2 32  391
414 526 384  589
149 221 152  238
255  365 260  378
304 262 246  329
356 351 284  453
292 225  2 65  262

3373  3524 2 978  4116

350 303 2 96  383

3723  3827 3274  4-199

224 319 183 394
197 315 159 378
146 235 124
310 395 288
143 116 114 149
203 291 176 339
278 352 212  443
181 172 147 221
308 289 272  362
396 501 310  619
171 210 128 267
416 516 335 634

2973 3716 2 45 3  -1518

267 329 253  366

3240 4 04 5  2 7 0 6  IfljU

63 120 45 141
23 18 21 20
29 3 27 5
78 102 52 130

200 257 173  303
124 141 120 155
190 213  184 239
208 192 158 248

97 89 75 116
89 112 72 133

203 198 153  247
62 57 51 69
47 P 32 15

127 165 112 108
71 46 48  69

208 213 178 253
80 144 92  148

106 103 125 93
 46.  5 43   9
2051 2178 1761 2581

190 282 201 277
92 27 77 81

2333  2487 2039  2939
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SOUTHCENTRAL

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
a nd  P r e c i n c t _______

Number O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(AIP )

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
fD)

. .ew is
(R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

you n g
(R)

District  14

Cape Chinink 
Coast Guard Base 
Kodiak #1 
Kodiak #2 
Kodiak #3 
Mission Road 
Ouzinkiu 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
(Questioned

70
93

293
300
322
374

___60
1512

152

26
34

150
155
121
125

51
662

53
15

40
52

130
128
185
220

____5
760

87
29

3
19

5
a

36
36

166
179
174
206

56
853

94
26

31
49
112
93

125
139
_2
551

49
18

22
39

118
131
113
136

49
608

72
16

46
48

158
153
185
208
10

808
70
27

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS 1664 730 876 24 973 618 696 905

District 15

Aduk 94 26 52 5 48 30 27 56
Akutnn 35 28 7 9 28 7 28 7
Alitak 20 16 4 9 19 1 15 5
Atkn 15 13 2 9 15 P 6 9
Itelkofski (Absentee)  
Cblgnik 23 8 13 1 19 3 11 12
Cldgnik Lagoon (Absentee) 
Chignik Lake 35 15 16 1 J1 1 10 22
Cold Hay 59 22 29 4 19 35 22 31
f a ls e  Pass (Absentee) 
Ivanof Hay 10 2 6 9 7 1 4 4
Karluk 33 29 1 J 32 i 28 5
King Cove 66 40 18 5 47 19 32 33
Larsen Hay 34 26 5 2 26 7 20 12
Nelson Lagoon (Absentee) 
Nikolski 27 23 3 1 25 2 20 6
O ld  Harbor 61 45 15 1 52 9 32 29
Pmiloff Harbor (A b a n d o n e d )  
Porryvil le 44 2U 16 a 41 3 36 8
Port Lions 63 4 4 18 9 52 10 33 30
Sand Point 128 103 17 3 103 17 45 73
Squaw Harbor 18 11 5 I 13 3 5 9
S t . George 47 19 21 5 38 9 24 23
St.  Paul 122 99 13 4 110 7 6 3 54
Uganik Hay ( U n r e p o r t c d )  
Unnlasko ____ 86 36 41 2 59 ____ 20 42 41
SUBTOTAL ’  1020 633 302 38 784 185 503 469'
Absontoo 95 lb 35 8 76 17 63 28
Questioned 13 14 1 18 8 14 14

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS 1115 691 351 47 ___.in 210 580 511

-  6



CENTRAL

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
a nd  P r e c i n c t

District 16

Aleknagik
Clnrk 's  Point
Dillingham
Egegik
Ekwok
Goodncws
ilimnnn (New Hulcn)
Knkhonnk Bay
King Salmon
Klpnnk
Koliganck
Kongigannk
Kwigillingok
I.cvelock
Manokotak
Nakuck
Now Stuyahok
Nundalton
Ohgsennkalc
Pedro Bay
Pilot Point ( A b s e n t e e )
Pint inum
Port ItoiUcn
Qulnhngak
South Naknok
T og ink
SUBTOTAL
Absented
Questioned

DISTRICT 16 TOTALS 

NORTHWEST

District 17

Akinchnk 
Alsiiils 
Aniiik 
Alinnutluak 
lletllcl *1 
Bethel *2 
Chefurnuk 
lick
Kalskag
Kaaigluk
!\ wet hi ilk
Lower Kalskag
Napnkiak
Nnp» klak
Newtuk
Nightmutu
Nunapilehuk
Nunivnk Island
Nyao (Absentee)
Oscnrvllle
T oksook  Bay
Tulukank
Trntululiuk
Tummnk
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 17 TOTALS

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

■16
34

354
37
40 
3.6 
63 
43 
97
100

42
66
42
25
78

116
82
60
22
13

19
30

110
41 

113
1710

130

164 6

911
54
74
52

381
342

69 
62 
■16 
97

137 
46 
83 
12 
4 5 
38 

103
70

13
06
58
60
94

2150
159

2309

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
__

70
23

166
7
21
32
6
0

43
86
12
57
35

9
45
37
53
20
11

3

13
6

99
22
77

903
45
32

98

67
13
32
42

159
116

47
26
21
67

115
42
56
35
22
16
70
21

12
49
51
51

___62
'1 1 9 2

90
67

1349

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

16
10

130
25
18

3
46
40
45
13
24
10

5 
8
22
76
17
18
6 
10

6
24 
6

17
28

623
82
25

730

25 
32 
30
6

171
195

17
26 

9
26 
11 

4 
13 
6 

1 3 
17 
19 
27

1
23 
6 
6

24 
711

63
68

842

V o g l e r -  
P e p p l e r  
_ 1A1F1-

4
0
4
0
9
0
3
0
2
1
0
9
2
0
3
3
2
2
1
0

0
9
3

■I
35

1
2

38

63

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
_SJ21_

32
33 

225
22
34 
32 
25 
16
36 
91 
40 
65
32 
17
67
68 
71
33 
10

7

16
24

105
37 
101

1247 
86 
4 6

1379

83
36
42
44 

274 
2 38

53 
55 
25 
8 3 
120

45 
66 
39 
■11 
32 
89 
41

13
66
52
36

____78
1651

125
119

1895

Lewis
IF ) . .

6
1

76
12

5
3

29
23
50

9
0
2
10

1
5 

44
6 
8

1
6
3
3

_8
317

38
16

371

11
10
20

0
54
61
14 

4 
6

10
6
1
f,
3
0
6
3

15

0
19 
6

23
_M
' 291. 

11
20

347

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y  
- i f i ) _____

25
28

192
19 
29
20
33 
27 
25 
69
38
57 
35 
12 
61 
63
58
34 
11
6

7 
17 
94 
211 
71 

106 2 
77
39

11 78

1 10 
I

152 I

Young 
—i I Q _

14 
6

110
16
10
15 
21 
13 
64 
31
2
10

7
6
9

51
16 

7 
7 
7

11
13
14
12

__ 35
T o  7

52 
22

58 1

27
15 
33 
21

105
100

48
25

8
>.7
13

1
8

16
19
20 
20 
29

730

-  7 -

a



NORTHWEST

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and  P r e c i n c t _______

Nuirber Of 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

D o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond- 
Thomas 

 <R>

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(AIP)

U. S e n a t o r U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

G r a v e l
(D)

L e w is
(R)

H e n s l e y
(D)

Young
(R)

District 18

Alakanuk 9 0  4 8  3 8  1 69 15 38 43
Anvik 30 14 14 3 20 7 12 13
Chevnk 97 56 35 2 83 10 64 29
Chunthbnluk 34 25 8 3  27 6  22 12
Crooked  Creek 24 10 12 I 18 6  10 14
Emmonak 312 6 8  27 3 8 6  10 61 36
Pint (Absentee)
Fortune Lod|;e 51 32 14 3  3 7  11 31 18
Gnlcnu 103  30 40 7 53 22 55  22
Grayling 47 15 29 2 34 12 18 28
lioly C ross  71 32 35 1 53 14 35 33
lloopur Hoy 138 56 74 5 119 16 118 17
Hughes 24 12 6 I  16 3 17 2
Muslin 44 21 19 1 32 11 28 13
Knltug 45 9 32 1 39 3 30 13
Koyukuk 24 15 4 3 17 2 10 6
McGrath 96 23 44 19 41 42 31 53
Mountsin Village 101 66 31 3 80 17 60  36
Nikolai 30 16 11 3 25 3 19 10
Nuiuto 78 29 38 3 66 6 52 20
Pilot Station 49 31 9 3 36 4 22 17
PilkoB Point 16 10 6 3 14 2 13 3
lied Devil (Absentee)
lluby 45 5 26 6 27 6 21 14
Itilssinn Mission 46 18 25 3 34 11 27 17
St. Mary 's  100 65 30 3 73 20 64 32
Scnminon Hay 48 22 19 2 34 14 27 20
Shageluk 28 11 16 3  19 7 13 13
Sheldon Point 18 9 4 2 13 5 10 5
Slnelntulo 21 15 4 2 17 3 9 12
Stony It Ivor (AbBontoo) _______ ________________
SUBTOTAL 1610 763  651 59 1182 288  917  551
Absentee  126 67 45 2 86 26 81 33
Questioned 24 31 2 40 17 39 18



n

CENTRAL

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and  P r e c i n c t

Number Of 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v c r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p i e r

(AIP)

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
(D)

L e w is
(R)

U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

Hem i l e y  
(D)

Yoilng
(R)

District 19

Alntnn 53 16 31 1 39 9 47 1
Anderson 130 61 57 2 78 42 61 61
Arctic  Village 39 16 15 0 25 5 25 6
Beaver 2G 15 8 1 19 4 19 4
Betties 29 4 14 6 11 12 11 13
Big Delta 390 123 205 39 133 166 104 260
Cantwell 56 24 21 0 29 13 25 20
Chalkyitsik 
Chicken (Absentee)

28 8 15 0 22 1 9 14

Chistochinn 95 41 27 9 37 37 26 49
Circle 28 14 2 u 19 8 14 11
Clear 138 64 52 12 73 49 46 81
Dot Lake 26 8 9 2 15 4 9 10
Eagle 61 27 28 4 22 35 21 35
Fort Yukon 186 95 68 3 138 21 46 115
Gnkonn 79 38 27 7 36 36 3b 38
Mealy
Lake Minchumina (Absontce)

103 35 43 2 40 32 33 46

l.akcviow 18 9 7 1 10 7 5 12
Manley Mot Springs 36 7 19 7 12 22 13 21
McKinley Park 41 0 36 3 19 15 21 16
Minto 51 20 22 0 39 1 38 2
Ncnana 210 113 72 9 135 56 105 88
Nortliwny 55 33 21 1 40 14 37 18
I’axson 53 8 16 3 12 13 5 22
Hainpnrt 18 4 13 0 10 7 10 6
Stevens Village 21 13 0 0 12 0 11 2
Suntrann 77 50 17 3 6 1 10 33 37
T -nacrosa 42 31 8 0 39 0 34 5
Tanana 124 41 55 a 66 42 56 53
Tetlin 59 42 10 0 46 6 3b 16
Tok 214 91 102 6 106 88 7b 120
Venetlo 41 14 23 _____ t 31 6 8 29
SUBTOTAL " 2 5 2 7 10G5 1043 141 1423 761 1022 1211
Absentee 291 98 136 14 138 104 12 ) 122
()uost loned 102 107 19 158 61 122 104

DISTRICT It' TOTALS 2818 1265 1286 174 1719 926 1267 1437



CENTRAL

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(A IP )

U. S .  S e n a t o r

G r a v e l
(D)

L e w is
(R)

U- S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

Young
(R)

District 20 

Aurora 457 181 225 29 231 190 158 272
Badger Hoad #1 325 132 143 21 104 126 112 181
Badger Itond *2 270 108 112 36 151 99 110 153
Big Bend 288 130 100 36 151 107 116 144
Central House (Absentee) 
Chntnnlkn (Absentee)  
Chenu 595 127 302 31 328 170 344 191
Kiel son 158 53 85 6 83 61 60 80
Hater 183 00 90 12 109 56 92 76
l-'nirbnnka » l 300 120 123 32 167 111 129 161
Fairbanks *2 239 127 81 17 130 83 120 103
Fairbanks 02 283 137 86 9 144 75 115 115
Fairbanks *1 238 98 95 20 129 81 111 110
Fairbanks #5 295 128 112 15 158 88 116 138
t-’airbanks #0 347 21.5 82 21 243 08 190 125
Kairtianks #7 277 113 127 15 154 98 130 129
i ’airbanks <tH 252 105 112 12 142 81 123 114
I'airbanks Itl) 241 94 129 12 101 127 06 109
Fairbanks <<10 304 144 113 18 176 95 132 142
l-'airbanks till 223 90 100 16 132 70 107 103
i 'airbanks it 12 3 „4 140 174 11 192 116 138 185
Fairbanks *13 458 100 232 31 222 196 157 270
Fairbanks tit-1 374 103 170 15 196 136 133 21-1
Fairbanks *13 280 123 124 18 103 97 118 152
Fairbanks *lli 333 148 134 19 157 1 30 100 205
Fairbanks Pioneers Heine 34 24 8 0 19 9 10 19
Farmers Loop 339 HJ 215 15 194 100 180 137
Fori (iroeley (Absentee) 
Fort Wainwriglit 95 24 52 2 37 42 39 -11
Fox 128 28 53 24 57 40 49 58
Cel at 481 140 281 11 230 190 214 237
(iraelil Derby 192 74 08 11 102 50 73 80
International Airport  *1 2 38 94 90 28 123 85 9H 110
International Airport *2 217 72 90 23 100 85 72 121
Johnston-West wood 159 44 80 27 70 70 69 79
l.eiaota 200 121 99 30 170 77 118 129
North l.uiiteta 100 45 39 7 58 33 52 41
North Polo 553 230 233 45 305 194 241 775
Kaleba 154 42 1)1 10 71 07 40 102
Shnnloy-Totein 344 90 159 15 182 123 173 151
Sire as Fast 002 184 330 47 323 220 260 315
S terse Weal 457 134 202 38 224 200 182 259
Two itivera 90 17 00 12 34 50 30 54
University Campus 777 101 424 ____ H) 424 154 lull 237
Stilt TOTAL 1 2 ,3 0 0 4533 ~ 5787 819 0552 4286 5257 5983
Absentee 927 328 518 91 482 321 400 439
Questioned 322 435 44 402 193 404 209

DIS'ITtlCT 2(1 TOTALS 1 3 ,2 2 7 5183 6740 954 74 90 J B 0 0 _ 0061 6091

10 -



■■

NORTHWEST

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t _______

Number O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

G o v e r n o r - L i e u t e n a n t  G o v e r n o r
E g a n -

B o u c h e r
(D)

Hammond-
Thomas

( r :

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

I M P !

U. S .  S e n z it o r

G r a v e 1 
(D)

L e w is
(R)

U. S .  Frp r e s e n t a t i v e

H e n s l e y
(D)

Y ou ng
(R)

District 21

Ambler
Anaktuvuk Puss
Atkusook (Absentee)
Barrow
Barter Island
liornite-Kobuk
B rowcrvi l lc
Kiana
Kivalina
Kotzebue
Noatak
Noorvik
N'uiqsut
Point Hope
Point Lay
Shuugnuk
Wainwright
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

49
46

338
41
26
88
80
68

509
64

142
35
93
14
54
97

21
19

240
31
11
51
61
55

235
51
95
26
51

7
34
67

17 41 
108

1105
66
46

22
7.6

64
5
9
9

17
10

167
5

33
7

27
4
20
23
448

35
27

39
37

262
37
22
54
64
67

3SC
50

114
32
71

9
48
79

26
3
1

1335
83
69

5 
9

46
1
2
6 
13
1

103
6

19
2
1

'0
13

237
15
8

39
32

246
33 
22 
45 
67 
65

363
53

124
25
74

9
52
56

7
14

55
5
2

15 
11

3
94

3
11
8 
3 
2 
■>

35
1305

87
67

270
14
11

DISTRICT 21 TOTALS

District 22

1852 1217 51 30 1497 .'.‘60 1459 295

Hrovig  Mission 
liiicklund
Candle  (Absentee)
Dec ring 
Diomede island 
Klim 
Gumboil 
Golovin 
Kollik 
Kuyuk 
Nome #1 
Nome #2
Northeast Cape (Absonleo )
Suvnongu
Selawik
Slmklooiik
Stilshmaref
S lebbins 
S t . Michael 
Tel ler  
Itpalilklei t 
Wales
While Mountain 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
Questioned

22
53

34
43
68

115
39
75
45

392
415

132
127

32 
91 
62 
60 
57

160
47
33

2102
139

13
46

17
32
57
91
25 
48
26 

169 
219

105
70
25
64
47 
50 
27 
88 
34

___14
1257

65 
90

9
1
5
1
1
3
9
9

31

6
4

3
4 
7
12

5 
11

5 
121 
123

11
15
6 
10

5 
10 

9 
46 

7 
13 

4 33 
39 
30

9
12
26

4
27

9
148
145

15
5
14
19
18
13
49
9
7

57 3 
47 
34

DISTRICT 22 TOTALS 2241 1412 713 30 1643 502 1509 654

-  11



STATEWIDE
G o v e r n o r - ■ L ie u t e n a n t G o v e r n o r U. S . S e n a t o r U. S .  R e p r e s e n t a t i v

Number Of E g a n - Itammond- V o g l e r -
P e r s o n s B o u c h e r Thomas P e p p l e r G r a v e l L e w is B ens  l e y Young
V o t i n q (D) (R) ( AIP) (D) (R) (D) (R)

District  1 4612 2529 1856 173 2800 1534 1988 25*15
District 2 2213 1278 828 61 1381 735 991 1140
District 3 2699 1410 1232 37 1752 802 1233 1392
District *1 8 052 4569 3173 178 4650 2 93 5 3693 4191
District 5 2875 1431 1240 135 1475 1239 1119 1680
District 6 3451 1327 1722 304 1463 1754 1169 2178
District 7 6351 3127 2738 283 3625 2377 3151 3001
District 8 6 795 2932 3233 468 3422 2983 2858 3734
District 9 4126 1875 1778 209 2270 1671 1943 2099
District 10 7880 3228 4117 371 3449 4060 2802 4953
District 11 7886 3255 4022 500 3723 3827 3274 4499
District 12 7741 3039 3881 336 3240 4045 2706 4884
District 13 5066 1700 3007 254 2333 2487 20 39 2939
District 14 1664 730 876 24 973 618 696 905
District 13 1115 691 351 47 878 210 580 511
District 10 1848 980 730 38 1379 371 1178 581
District 17 2309 1349 842 63 1895 347 1527 730
District 18 1736 854 727 63 1308 331 1037 602
District 19 2818 1265 1286 174 1719 926 1267 1437
District 20 13227 5183 6740 954 7496 4800 6061 6691
District 21 1852 1217 510 30 1487 260 1459 295
District 22 2241 1412 713 38 1643 502 1509 654

STATEWIDE TOTALS 9 8 , 5 5 7 * 4 5 , 3 8 1 * 4 5 , 6 0 2 * 4 , 7 4 0 5 4 ,3 6 1 3 8 , 9 1 4 •14 ,2 8 0 5 1 ,6 4 1

‘ O f f i c i a l  R e c o u n t  o f  
t h e  G o v e r n o r ' s  r a c e  
r e f l e c t s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
t o t a l s :

EGAN HAMMOND VOGLKU
4 5 , 5 5 3  4 5 , 8 4 0  *1,770

-  12 -



STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  A

Election District
and Precinct____

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

W h i t t a k e r
(1)

Z i e g l e r  
(D) •

District 1̂

Cape Pole 43
C lover  Pass 120
Coffman Cove 34
C ra ig  114
E! Copitan 29
Mydoburg 34
i lyd e r  (Absentee)
Ketchikan #1 211
Ketchikan #2 288
Ketchikan #3 278
Ketchikan #4 205
Ketchikan #5 193
Ketchikan #6 300
Ketchikan #7 327
Ketchikan #8 357
Klawock 69
Motlnkatla 309
Mountain Point I 7 0
Mild tiny 236
M vors Chuck 25
Naukati 21
IVnnook-Cruvina 32
Point linker 31
Siixman (Revil ln) 223
T horne  Bay 110
Tuxckan 11
T w elve  Mile Arm (Absentee)
Wacker H f
IVaril Cove 169
Whale Pass 29
SUBTOTAL T F T ?
Absentee  463
Questioned

11
45
6

45
7

55

99
91
82
66
57
84
71
93
35

158
56 
82 
12 
11 
10 
16 
83 
37

4

4G
54
11

~ P iT T  
166 

34

30
70
26
60
21
36

95
176
171
134
133
207
243
246

34
139
105
144
11
19
22
12

136
67

7

63
107

17
2531

265
54

DISTRICT 1 TOTALS 4612 1621 2850

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  C

41
42 
4.3
44
45
46

District 4

Auke Bay 
Clill knl 
Dougins 41 
Douglus 42 
llllitlCN
J iinenu 
Juneau 
Juneau 
Juneau 
Juneau 
J uiicail 
Juneau 47 
Juneau 49 
Juneau Airport  
Klukwau 
Lemon Crock 
I .owe l1 Mendenhall 
Lynn Canal 
North Douglas 
Port Chllkoot 
Salmon Creek 
Sheep Creek 
Skagway
Upper Mendenhall 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
Questioned

569
66

274
266
216
224
295
276
299
207
285
385
331
432

67
630
500
227
257
119
144

52
267
676

N e l s o n
1R)

127
8

50
42 
40 
22
43 
46 
48 
24 
32 
73 
53 
63

7 
106 
86 
58 
38 
21 
42 
16 
4 3 
112

7064
988

1200
163

32

Ray
(D)

417
56
212
213
157
160
239 
208  
226 
166
240 
297 
266 
340

55
496
376
157
207

90
95
31
221
542

5477
741
138

DISTRICT 4 TOTALS 8052 1395 6356

- 13 -



STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  E

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and  P r e c i n c t

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n g

C h a n ce
(D)

C r o f t
(D)

H a r r i s
(R)

District 7

Anchorage #4 
Anchorage #6 
Anchorage #9 
Anchorage #11 
Anchorage #12 
Anchorage #13 
Anchorage #14 
Anchorage #15 
Anchorage #10 
Anchorage #17 
Anchorage #19 
Anchorage #20 
Anchorage #21 
Anchorage #25 
Anchorage #30 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee and 
(Jnestionod

350
500
303
411
619
429
457
327
305
317
410
283
294
463
406

5874

477

190
252
162
244 
327 
229
245  
193 
159 
211 
222 
187 
158 
243 
221

3243

312

231
307
193
273
385
283
299
197
188
207
252
172
185
327
272

3771

354

189
275
156
187
303
202
195
131
179
137
153

82

116
251
194

2750

274

DISTRICT 7 TOTALS 6301 3555 4125 3024

District 8
A t w a t e r

(D)
B r a d l e y  
 (R)

M a r t i n  
(R)

W i l l i s
(D)

Anchorage #27 
Anchorage #28 
Anchorage #29 
Anchorage #31 
Anchurngo #34 
Ur Anch lioro #139 
Ur Anch Boro #142 
Ur Aneh lloro #143 
Ur Aneh Horo #144 
Ur Anch Horo #147 
fi r  Aneh Horo #14B 
fir  Anch Horo #149 
Ur Aneh Horo #15(1 
Ur Anch Horo #151 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee i 
finest ionutl

495 
485 
457 
216 
237 
498 
528
496 
59 3 
667  
669 
376 
44 4 
304

6 46 5

330

189
166
152

67
72

161
152
154
174
2 5 ?
267
143
186
133

2273

197

205
232
217

96
130
257
263
275
319
266
245
138
150

_ 1 0 4
2899

190

179
181
203
115
112
212
240
213
298
278
233118
128

___ 95
264 3 

170

215
227
211
74
83

199
261
222
2 / 9
177
375
220
300
162

1205

251

DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795 2470 3097 2013 14 56

District 9
Itodoy
(D)

Say l o r n  
(It)

Anchorage #3A 
Ur Anch Horn #101 
Ur Anch Hero #102 
Ur Anch Boro #103 
Ur Anch Horo #104 
Ur Anch lloro #105 
Ur Aneh Horo #100 
Or Aneh lloro #107 
Ur Aneh lloro #108 
Ur Aneh Horo #109 
Ur Aneh lloro #110 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee and 
fiucslloncd

226 
390 
487 
431 
146 
285 
197 
500 
253 
423 
606 

394 I

102

130
258
327
299
88

180
120
270
142
262
352

2428

148

68
101
125
107

42
89
56

187
.13

125
211

1194

83

DISTRICT 9 TOTALS 1126 2576 1277

- 14 -



STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  H

Number O f
E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t P e r s o n s O r s i n i W r i g h t
and P r e c i n c t V o t i n q _J_R)___ (D)

District

Anchorage #12A 342 165 161
Anchorage *22 556 283 244
Anchorage #22A 762 488 217
Anchorage 123 485 217 239
Anchorage #24 545 250 260
Anchorage #32 881 514 330
Anchorage #33 728 397 291
Gr Anch lloro #135 456 246 178
Gr Anch Horo #137 291 136 137
Gr A u d i  lloro #138 636 347 251
Gr A a eh Horo #139A 325 139 14 7
Or A udi  Horo #140 426 254 154
Gr Anch lloro #141 778 443 300
Gr Anch lloro #145 244 105 123
SUBTOTAL 7455 3984 3062

C: Ahscnloo and 425 2 63 205Questioned

DISTRICT 10 TOTALS 7000 4247 3207

Si n a t i i  D i s t r i c t  I

District >1

Gr
(it-
Gr
Or
Or
Or
(ir

Anch Horo 
A ud i  Horo 
A ud i  Horo 
A ud i  Horn 
A udi  Horo 
A u d i  Horo 
A u d i  Horo 

Gr A ud i  Horo 
(ir  A u d i  Horo 

A ud i  Horo 
A u d i  llr.ro 
A ud i  Horo 
A udi  Horo 
A ud i  Horo 

SUBTOTAL 
AloiollU't! ond  
<iwod lonod

DISTRICT II TOTALS

Gr
Gr
G
G
Or

*117
huh
*122
*12.1
• 123
*1211
*127
• 12H 
*1211
• Kill 
*1.11 
*112 
*134 
<■ 110

325 
706 
670 
436 
100 
137 
429 
6711 

2 025 
400 
64b 
623 
762 
540 

’ 7493

393

71106

C o l l o t t o  
(10

156 
339 
344 
196 

32 
40 

215 
323 
511 
194 
312 
252 
374 
2 39

3535

203

1018

Ryan
(D)

147 
316 
270 
196 

60 
66 

105 
286 
451 
185 
306 
305 
34 3 
273 

3397

207

3664

: m a t e  D i s t r i c t  .i

District U
McShoa

(R)
Under

(D)

Andtorngo #1 590 2 2 ? 346
Anchorage #2 550 224 295
A ndm rngo  #3 404 188 L94
Anchorage #5 762 299 420
Anchorage #7 295 78 180
Gr A u d i  Horo #111 508 254 256
(ir A udi  Boro *113 679 259 370
Gr Anch lloro  #114 384 J 30 224
(ir A u d i  Horo #116 669 216 405
Gr A u di  Horn #119 969 364 054
Gr A udi  Horo *12(1 420 154 234
Gr A u d i  lloro *121 1046 401 553
SUBTOTAL 7 276 2789 4031
Absentee  and 
Questioned 466 180 293

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS 7742 2974 4 324

-  15 -



District 15

STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  L

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t  _____

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

F i s k
(R)

P o l a n d
(D)

District M

Cape Ci.inink 
Coast Guard Base 
Kodiak tl 

Kodiak n  
Kodiak #3 
Mission Road 
Ouzlnliic 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
Questioned

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS

70
93

293
300
322
374

60
1512

152

1664

11
11
25
31
45
38

____5
160

24
4

194

57
77

249
252
252
308

___54
1249

113
31

1393

Adok 94
Akutan 35
Alltsk 20
Alkn 15
liolkofskl (Absentee)
Chlgnik 23
Chlgnik Lagoon (Absentee)
Chlgnik Lake 35
Cold Hay 59
I’aluc I’nss (Absentee)
Ivnnof Hay 10
Karluk 33
King C ove  66
Larsen Ray 34
Nelson Lagoon (Absentee)
Nikolski 27
Old Harlair *>1
I'aulofr Harbor (Abondonoud)
I'erry villu 
Port I.Iona 
Satul Point 
Squaw Harbor 
St. George 
SI. Paul
Uganllt Hay ( U n r o p o r t o d )  
tlnalnuka 
SDItTOTAL 
Absentee  
Questioned

33

6
20

1
(1

13
5

3 
10

4 
4

18
2
11
18

H
182

17

45
28
11
11

23

26
32

7
33 
50 
27

21
49

40
50 
101

13
36
97

63 
771 

67 
•J

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS 1115 204 847

SENATE DISTRICT L 
TOTALS 2779 398 2240

- 16 -



STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  0

Number Of
E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  P e r s o n s  B u t r o v i c h  C a r r o l  Hamme H u b e r  R o b e r t s
and P r e c i n c t   V o t i n g  (R) (R) (D) (p )  ( a i )

District 20

Aurora
Badger Road #1 
Bndgor Road #2 
B ig Bend
Central House (Absentee) 
Cliatsnika (Absentee)
C liens
Eielson
Ester
Fairbanks *1 
Fairbanks (2 
li ilrbnnka f.1 
I'airbanks ill 
I'airbanks #0 
Fairbanks SO 
Fairbanks P7 
i'airbanks 
Fairbanks to 
Fairb an ks *10 
Fairbanks Dll 
Fairbanks *12 
Fairb an ks *13 

Fairbanks DI4 
Fairbanks *15 
Fairbanks slti 
Fairbanks Pioneers Home 
l arnauH Loop 
l'urt tireeley (Absentee)
I art Wainwri([lit 
I'ox
Heist
I I rue lil Derby 
International Airport HI 
liiturnntiniuil Airport D2 
ilolinsliin- Westwood
I emotii
Xortli l.emein 
North Pole 
Salclia
Sbnnley-Totaiii 
SI rear I asi 
•Sleese West 
T w o Rivera 
l i i lveru lty  Campus 
StHITOTAI.
Atiaenlee
t/uoalloned

457
325
270
280

595
158 
183 
300 
239  
283 
238 
295  
347 
277 
252  
241  
304 
223  
354 
459 
374 
280 
333
34

339

95 
128 
481 
192 
238 
217
159 
260 
100 
553  
154

14
02

157
96 

777
r23M

927

220
141
112
134

293
80
90 

181 
120
150
125 
158

91
151
126 
163 
139 
113
178 
252 
242 
129 
202
21

179

42
56

257
77

107
108 

80
120

33
221

75
183
324
241

45
345

~5Tfi4
134
257

181
125
102
104

304
66
78

113
94
99
81
97

169
92

109  
88
110 

76
137
213
161
135
142

4
155

40 
45 
212 

62 
61 
72 
63 
89 
29 

190 
49 

137 
251 
198 

36 
3 4

~n .i
369
278

170
117
112

94

124
37
46 
85 
73 
66 
87 
82

108
76 
83
59 
10 3
80

106
140
95
110

77 
11 
8 )

24
24

132
54
90
71
47 
99 
311

20/
60 
93

16 I 
139 
211 

13 1 
"37.T1' 

265 
206

225
169
134
147

228
88
96

133
120
105
117
133
165
140 
111 
107
141 
115 
197 
202 
147 
1 30 
145

16

150

36
59 
21»

85
120
100

76
137

60 
288

76 
16 3 
291 
214
34

281
"57TW

357
278

42
31 
42
32

45
14
13 
24 
20 
12 
21
8

19
26
16
21
15
14 
19 
30 
18
16 
22
P

24

7

23 
40

9
29
24 
21 
24 
14 
73 
19 
37 
66 
47
30 
35

1072 
8 3 
54

Dlti’l ItlCT 211 TtFI'A 1.8 13227 6 795 5560 4102 63 34 1179

- 17



STATE SENATOR

S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  P

Election Distr
and Precinct

7 t
Number O f  

P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

F e r g u s o n
(D)

District 21 

Ambler
Anuktuvuk Pass
Atknsook (Absentee)
Barrow
Barter Island
Bornite-Kobuk
Urowcrville
Kianu
Kivalina
Kotzebue
Noalnk
N'oorvik
Nuiqsut
Point Hope
Point l.ny
Sliungnak
Wainwright
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

49
46

338
41
26
88
80
68

509
64

142
35
93
14
54
97

1744
108

45
40

287
36
23
59
76
67

449
54

138
31
74
11
52

__88
1530

84
59

DISTHItT 21 TOTALS 1852 1673

District 22

l lrevig  Mission 
lluckland
Candle (Absentee)
I leering 
Diomede Island
II Ini 
(iaiiibcll 
( loluviu 
Kotlik 
Koyuk 
Nome Itl 
Nome 42
Northeast Cape (Absentee)
Savoongu
Selawik
Slmktoolik
Shlshmaref
Stcbb ins
St. Miclmcl
Tol ler
Unalakleot
Wales
While Mountain 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee 
Questioned

DISTRICT 22 TOTALS

22
53

34
43
68

115
39
75
45

392
415

132
127

32
91
62
60
57

160
47

____33
2102

139

2241

18
51

23
36
60
97
34
56
33

263
308

121 
93 
30 
86 
51 
56 
50 
120 

43 
____27.

1656
111
107

1874

SENATE DISTRICT P 
TOTALS 4093 354 7

-  18 -

■fl



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number Of
Election District Persons
and Precinct  Votinq

District  t̂

Cope Pole 43
C lover  Pass 120
Coffman Cove 34
C ra ig  114
El Capitan 29
H ydaburg 94
H yder (Absentee)
Ketchikan #1 2 H
Ketchikan #2 288
Ketchikan #3 278
Ketchikan #4 205
Ketchikan #5 193
Ketchikan #6 300
Ketchikan #7 327
Ketchikan 48 357
Klawock 69
Motlnkntln 309
Mountain Point 170
Mud liny 236
M yers Chuck 25
Nnuknti 31
Pennock-Grovina 32
Point linker 31
Suxmun (Revilln ) 223
T h orne  Hay 110
Tuxckan  11
T w elve  Mile Arm (Absentee)
Wacker 111
Ward Cove 169
Whale Pass 29
SUBTOTAL 4149
Absentee 463
Questioned

DISTRICT I TOTALS 4612

District  2

Angoou 124
Punter Hay (Absentee)
(iustuvus 49
lloo ’ iah 228

' Knke 142
Petersburg  #1 328
Petersbu rg  42 264
Rowan Hay 40
Scow llay 106
Stikine 226
T cn akce  S pr ings  45
Wrangell *1 180
Wrangell 42 227
Znrembo (Absentee)  _______
SUBTOTAL 1959
Absentee  254
Questioned

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS 2213

F reem an G a r d i n e r  Z a s t r o w
(D) (D) (R)

34 18 17
87 71  54
24 23 6
67  89 31
21 20 7
75  80 12

149 158 41
198 195  90
207  155  98
153 114 102
j.15 125 79
207  180 142
247  196 147
261  232 134

49 56 9
195 253  64
132 96 70
171  165 87

19 13 7
22 24 4
17 21 18
25 20 6

177 143 75
78 71 18

5 7 2

78 73 36
127 104 74

 19  17  14
2989  2722  1444

312  301 149
59 67 30

3360  3090 1623

Haugen
(R)

86

29
132
114
273
229

25
82

168
25

139
175

1477’
186

24

1687

- 19 -
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STATE REPRESENTATIVE

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and P r e c i n c t

Number Of 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

L l i a s o n
(R)

F l y n n
(D)

Tistrict  3

Elfin Cove 
Halibut Point 
Jamestown Bay 
Lisianski  (Pelican) 
Mt. Edgecumbe 
Port Alexander 
Rodman Hay 
Sitka *1 
Sitka #2 
Sitka t>3 
Sitka #4 
Yukutat
Yakutat Airport 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee 
(Riee'.iui 'd

DISTRICT 3 TOTALS

22
401
255

70
240

19
32

..'04
301
379
290

95
____53

244 1 
25B

2699 1467

163
7R
) 6
90

9
16
94
137
150

ofi
48

___ 23
"  935  

80 
m

1031

Dlstriet 4

Auke Hay 
Cllilkal 
Douglas *1 
Douglas f>2 
Haines 
Juneau #1 
Juneau #2 
Juneau 43 
Juneau 44 
Juneau 45 
Juneau 46 
Juneau #7 
Juneau 49 
Juneau Airport 
Klukivan 
Lemon Creek 
lam er Mendenhall 
Lynn Canal 
North Douglas 
Port Chilkoot 
Salmon Creek 
Sheep Creek 
Skagwny
Upper Mendenhall 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee  
(Questioned

DISTRICT 4 TOTALS

569
66

274
266
216
224
295
276
299
207
285
385
331
432
67

630
500
227
257
119
144

52
267

_  — (l 
7064

980

8052

B a n f i e l d  
(R)__

322
24

136
119
112
67

118
110
119

74
143
201
135
204

16
245
224
115
127
64
79
28

159
327

3268
47.1
61

3002

D eB oer  
. .(.RL . . _

13 
76 
5 4  

51 
37 
57 
68 
4.1 

19 
84
109

73
102

14 
177 
157

5J 
8 1 
26 
44 
11 
64 
21 1 

1804 
241 

51

2102

Duncan 
(D)___

257 
31 

127 
147 
90 

134 
165  
144 
171 
117 
123 
177 
11)7 
236 
46 

36 4 
233 
100 
121 

52 
61 
21 
120 
322 

3556  
431 
96

4003

-  20 -

M i l l o r  
(D)

319
41

170
170
125
147
210
169 
100 
125
170 
233 
226 
254

17
309
282
146
140
66
70
20

1 6 9

422
4312

607
111

50 32



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number Of
Election District Persons Day Specking
and Precinct  Votinq CD) <R)

District 5

Bear Creek 
Cooper  Landing 
C opper Center 
Cordova 
Eyak
Giennallen
Hope
Kenny Lake 
Moose Pass 
Seward *1 
Seward  92 
Tatii lck 
Valdez 
Whittier 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee 
Guest ionod

134
74 
78

503
75 

269
39

107
77

216
296
12

616
54

2550
325

43
14
39

154
11
61
10
25
11
63
64

367
22

090
126

23

86
56
32

329
49

175
26
63
65

139
216

4
128

____24
1392

160
22

DISTRICT 5 TOTALS 2875 1039 1574

District 6

Big Lake 
llutte
Kska Sutton 
Houston 
Matanuska 
i'aliaer
Sheep Mountain
Sualtna
Talkeetna
Waailla
Willow
SUBTOTAL
Ahaeulue
Guest Ionod

148
485

87 
75 

687 
498 

52 
114 
126 
G67 

__ 144
3083

368

Ose
(D)

55
270

52
42

339
339

9
30
37

357
58

1588
166

32

V i c k a r y o u 3  
 <R)______

76
172

31
31

274
136

39
72
83

260
80

1254
158

37

DISTRICT fi TOTALS 3451 1 786 1449

District 7

Anchorage ill 
Anchorage 111 
Anchorage 99 
Anchorage 911 
Anchorage 912 
Anchorage 913 
Anchorage 914 
Anchorage 915 
Anchorage 916 
a nch ora ge  917 
Anchorage 919 
Anchorage 920 
Anchorage 921 
Anchorage 925 
Anchorage 930 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee and 
Guo Hi ioncd

A v o r y l l o l r n o Pink G r u o n in q Ml Io n OatDoi P a r k e r Ron a Sumner
(It) (R) (R) <n) ( I ) _  a 1 J D ) ___ (H) (R)

350 60 129 181 199 135 135 139 9 8 125
500 125 195 248 267 182 216 194 109 145
303 71 126 143 169 97 131 132 67 75
411 88 145 193 236 144 195 1 80 100 124
619 93 207 251 355 222 282 274 185 170
429 96 138 159 244 127 211 207 147 107
457 75 127 165 280 149 214 235 154 98
327 57 100 110 187 87 152 168 1 12 72
305 56 114 149 187 121 124 139 97 87
317 58 115 1 27 200 105 176 147 101 1)8
410 49 103 108 222 92 202 196 173 109
28 3 23 52 70 178 64 160 '6 4 137 46
294 38 84 97 174 110 132 1 44 84 71
463 101 164 206 262 177 219 205 134 176
406 66 131 131 239 168 175 206 1 14 122

5874 1064 1930 2338 3399 1950 2724 2730 1UI2 1 6 )5

477 155 208 254 310 141 249 257 164 152

DISTRICT I TOTALS 6 351 1219 2138 J592 3717 209 I 2973 29 87 1976 176 7



STATE REPRESENT' ..'IVE

Election District
and Precinct

Number Of 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

A r m s t r o n g  B r a d l e y  C o t t e n  K a l l e n b e r g  K e l l e y  K e l l y  
(R)  LSi_ (P) (R) (D) (R)

P h i l l i p s  
 iEl_____

District 8

Anchorage 827 
Anchorage 828 
Anchorage 829 
Anchorage 83* 
Anchorage 834 
Gr Anch Boro 8139 
Gr Anch Boro 8142 
Gr Anch Boro 8143 
Gr Anch Boro 8144 
Gr Anch Boro 8147 
Gr Anch Boro 8148 
Gr Anch Boro 8149 
Gr Anch Boro 8150 
Gr Anch Boro 8151 
SUBTOTAL 
Abr ntoe and 
Questioned

495 
485 
457 
216 
237 
498 
528
496 
593 
667 
669 
376 
444 
304

104
109
112

53
94

155
139
151
180
168
160

76
92
76

6 465

330

1669

134

311
308
281
116
117
301
298
297
318
349
278
169
219
135

3497

222

233 
241 
23C 
102

92
321
239
225
261
346
332
184
234 
149

3195

218

109 
121 
127 

54 
73 

134 
132 
150 
201 
309 
302 
212 
26 2 
165 

2351

188

228
220
191

80
92

242
252
224
257
264
231
112
157
104

2654

193

131
126
158

61
100
201
205
180
276
240

188
95

143
__88_
2192

148

108
126
155

79
89

146
184
169
224
278
306
133
168
111

2276

157

DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795 1803 3719 3413 2539 2847 2340 2433

B u c h h o ld t G a r r o t t M cK inn on W e is s
D istric t 9 (D) (R ) U » (R )

Ancluirage »3A 226 104 70 120 63
G r Ancli Boro 4101 390 208 111 219 118
G r Anch Boro 4102 407 256 138 247 177

G r Anch Boro 4103 431 228 126 239 159

G r Anch Boro 4104 146 112 44 70 51

G r Aneh Boro 4105 2115 153 73 166 104

G r A ch lloro  4100 197 104 45 106 53
G r Anch Boro 4107 500 263 165 277 156
G r Anch Boro 4108 253 117 84 133 96
G r Anch Boro 410!) 423 220 150 239 129
G r Anch Boro 4110 606 269 197 299 261

SU B TO T A L 3944 2004 1211 2115 1367
Absentee and 182 133 67 139 HU
Questioned

D IS T R IC T  9 TO TA LS 4126 2137 1271) 2254 1455

C a l 1 S m ith Tomco l) r  io n
ll ia lr lu l 111 (ID (D) (D)

Anchorage 412A 342 124 179 144 165
Anchorage 472 556 225 292 232 234

Anchorage 4'22A 762 347 274 309 429

Anchorage 423 485 128 2B5 2011 205

Anchorage 424 545 162 306 225 236
Anchorage 432 1181 422 437 284 411
Anchorage 433 728 257 408 230 354
G r Anch Boro 4135 456 157 226 185 213
G r Anell Horo 4137 291 72 141 104 137
Or Anch lloro 4138 636 355 291 204 280

Gr Anch Boro 4I39A 325 84 176 139 124

G r Anch Boro 4140 426 18 3 206 163 210
G r Aneh lloro 4141 778 382 337 287 354
( i r  Anch Horo 4)45 244 57 ___140 103 120

SU B TO TA L 7455 2950 3698 2B67 “ 3472

Ahuonteo and 

Questioned
4 25 194 204 196 246

D IS T R IC T  10 TO TA LS 7880 3149 1902 3063 3718

- 22 -

S u l l i v a n
-IB)___

264
262
216
107
115
246
268
246
281
286
291
149
201
131

3063

234

3297



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number Of
Election District Persons
and Precinct_____ Votinq

District 1_̂

Gr Anch Boro #117 325
C r  Anch Boro 1*118 706
Gr Anch Boro #122 670
Gr Anch Boro #123 436
Gr Anch Boro #125 100
Gr Anch Boro #126 137
Gr Anch Boro #127 429
Gr Anch Boro #128 678
Gr Anch Boro #129 1025
Gr Anch Boro #130 408
Gr Anch Boro #131 646
Gr Anch Boro #132 62 3
Gr Anch Boro #134 762
(ir  Anch Boro #136 548
SUBTOTAL 7493
Absentee  and  - jg j
Questioned

DISTRICT 11 TOTALS 7886

D istric t 1_2

Anchoriwo #i 590
AnchoniRO #2 550
Auc'-tornRO #3 404
Anchoruga #5 762
Anchorntfu #7 295
Gr Anch Boro #111 508
Gr Anch Boro »113 679
Gr Anch lloro #114 384
Gr Anch Boro #116 669
Gr Anch Boro #110 969
Gr Anch Boro #120 4 20
Gr Aneh lloro #121 1046
SUBTOTAL 7276
Absentee  And 
Questioned

DISTRICT 12 TOTALS 774 2

District 13

Anchor Point 201
Dmmnil Ridge 41
EngUrth liny .12
Frits Greek 199
Bdllbtil Cove  (Absentee) 
llomor 525
Knlifonuky 200
Konnt #1 4 33
Korwit #2 429
Kenni #3 199
NlkUki ftl 221
N'tkiokl #2 4 24
Nlnilehik 122
Port Grnhiun 51
Rldfcjnwny 317
.Selilovla 120
Soldotim 446
Sterling 247
Turflutv.onii 2 31
I'yonok 52
SUBTOTAL 4 570
Absent co 496
Questioned

DISTRICT 13 TOTALS 5066

Howman G a r r i g u e s  S c h a c l e
(P) (U) (R)

174 107 129
363 255  322
356 193 281
233  136 179

74 44 15
66 37 28

240 109 198
357 213 289
563 244 422
249  108 165
339 171 303
320 247 257
406 218 338
299 212 220

4039  2294  3146
314 185 244

4353  2 47 9  3390

F l i n t  H e r s h b e r g e r  M i l n e
(U) <10 (1>)

331 285 14 J
311 290  118
196 192 78
352 391 185
103 123 96
219  307 128
265 365 159
134 202 119
224 265 241
401 4 8 ?  255
152 201 141
394 459  312

308~2 3562  1975

222 266 128

3304 1828 2103

S c h a d o  T i l  l i o n  Went ph. i l
 (P) (10 00

41 129 84
11 24 10
23 7 f,
79 110  43

136 .157 130
100 157 94
138 231 107
111 221 123

76 93 42
57 116 58

158 187 101
51 51 37
15 35 6

100 169 101
41 69 32

167 246  136
79  152 49
91 124 69

 26  U  _  8
15C0 2 50 0  1286

131 300 152
37 58 26

1668 2H5U 1464

23

B e i r n e
(R)

148
281
327
182

37
61

213
297
578
180
338
217
385
239

3483

277

376 0

F i s c h e r
(P)

305
269
248
387
140
289
381
213
418
047
241

 577
4015

265

4280

M a lon e
(D)

91
.14
28

103

277
17»:
310
315
148
161
314

92
38
202

72
270
132
131

 38
2934

293
69

3296



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Election District
and Precinct_____

Number 0£ 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

C r a i o
(I)'

D aughter .
(D)

Wood
(R)

District  1£

Cape Ciliniak 
Coast Guard Base 
Kodiak #1 
Kodiak 42 
Kodiak #3 
Mission Road 
Ouzinkie 
SUBTOTAL 
Absentee 
Questioned

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS

70
93

293
300
322
374

___60
1512

152

1664

20
46
97
85
100
105
__0
461

29
10

500

33
29

142
141
156
181

36
718

77
18

813

16
11
40
53
43
60
15

238
32

7

277

District 15

L a k t o n e n
!R)

O s t e r b a c k
(D)

Adak 94
Akutnn 35
Alitak 20
Alkn 15
llclkoluki (Absentee)
Chignik 2 3
Chignik L u g o o n t A b s u n t o o )
Chiguik Lake 35
Cold  Hay 59
Palse Pasa (Absentee)
Ivanof Day 10
Knrluk 33
King Cove 66
Larsen Bay 34
Nelson I.ngoon (Abaanteo)
Nikolski  27
Old Harbor 61
I’auloff  Harbor (Abontlonond) 
Pcrryv i l le  44
Port Lions 63
Sand Point 128
Squaw Harbor 18
St.  ( icorgo  47
St. Paul 122
Itganik Bay ( U n r o p o r t o d )  
ttnalaska 66
SUBTOTAL 1020
Abaonteo 95
Quest innad

40
7
7
I

16

22

1 
16
6

27

2 
19

14
30

25
5

16

16

27
100

29
7

40
27
13
14

19

17
32

7
17
55
6

24 
40

25 
32 
92 
1 1 
31 
98

49
649
•’8

4

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS 1115 3 36 701



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Election District
and Precinct

Hu.-r.ber Of 
P e r s o m  
V o t i n q

A n d e r s o n
(D)

M c G i l l
( W r i t e - I n )

D istrict 16

Aleknagik 46
C lark 's  Point 34
Dillingham 354
Egcgik 37
Kkwok 40
C oodncws 35
lliainnn (New Union) 6 3
Kakhonuk Bay 43
King Salmon 97
Kipmik 100
Koliganck 42
Kongiganak 60
Ewigil lingok 4 2
I.cvolock 25
Manokotak 78
.Nnknek 116
Now Stuynhok 82
NonduKott 60
Ohgsenakale 22
Pedro Bay 13
Pilot Point ( A b s e n t e e )
Platinum 19
Port l leidcn 30
Quluhagak 1 .0
South Nnknek 41
Tugiak 113
SUBTOTAL 1 M 0
Absentee 138
truest tuned

18
12
72 
29 
21
14 
36
35 
48 
58 
16 
63

7
16
36 
69 
48 
32
15 

7

14
15 
38 
26 
41
788

73 
19

21
21

233
3 

18 
21 
11

4 
27 
42
24 

4
25 
2

34
44
25
8
3
6

3
13
70
13
68

753
42
10

DISTRICT 16 TOTALS 1348 880 .35

Dlr.l I'ict 17
Guy
(D)

S h a v i n g s
(R)

Akim-link 
A It ink 
Aniak 
ADrantluak 
Bethel »1 
Bethel 42 
Cla.-fm-nek 
liuk
Kalskag
Kaalgluk
Kwelhluk
t o w e r  Kalskag
Napakiak
Nnpaaktnk
Ncwlult
Nlglittanle
Nnnnpitchuk
Nuinvak Island
-! y i ■ • (Almontec)
O' Mrville
Tuininnk
Tnkauok Bay
t uliik-iak
l enlt.tuliak
SL'BIOTAI
A hi. .I't-i-
Qtii-'ninuad

98
54
74
52

3B1
342
69 
62 
46 
97

1 37 
46 
83 
42 
45 
38 

103
70

1 3
94
86
58

__60
1150

159

77 
26 
42 
21 

. 14 
214 
1J 
24 
22 
75 

117 
4 3 
56 
36 

7 
9 

56 
26

13
19
23
41

____30
1234

99
70

15
20
17 
31 
72 
82 
54 
34
8

18 
9 
3
12
6
34
29
36
28

P
70 
60 
17 

__ 29
687

38
46

D I S T R I C T  17 T O T A L S ! 309 1403 708
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STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Election District
and Precinct

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

H u n t i n g t o n
(R)

M oor e
(D)

District  18

Alskanuk 9®
Anvik 30
Chevak 97
Chuathbaiuk 34
Crooked  Creek 24
Eminonnk 112
Hat (Absentee)
Fortune Ledge 51
Galena 103
Grayling 47
Holy C ross  71
Hooper Hay 138
Hughes 24
Huslia 44
Knltag 45
Koyukuk 24
McGrath 95
Mountain Village 101
Nikolai 30
Nolato 78
Pilot Station 49
Pitkas Point 10
Iterl Devil (Absentee)
[toby 45
Hussion Mission 46
St.  M ary 's  100
Sentnmon liny 4 H
Shageluk 28
Sheldon Point 18
Sloetmule 21
Stony R iver  (Absentee)  _______
SUIITOTAL 1610
Absentee  126
(JuoNtioned

34
16
34

10

3
51 
38
52 
29 
17 
36 
19
1
10
31 
15 
58

3
4

32 
26 
12
9
9
9
3

54 3 
24 
21

42
3

58

84

6
1
2
6

101
0
0
t
0
2

51
0
6

28
7

0
9

26
29
0

13 
0

475
14

7

DISTRICT 18 TOTALS 1736 . 588 * 496 •An o f f i c i a l  r e c o u n t  
D i s t r i c t  18 H ouse  o f  
Showed t h e  f o l l o w i n q

H u n t i n g t o n
(H)

594

o f  t h e  b a l l o t s  c a s t  in  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  r a c e  
t o t a l s  t o  b e  c o r r e c t :

M o o r e
ID)

500

- 26 -



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

m

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
a n d  P r e c i n c t _______

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

Swanson
(D)

W i l s o n
(R)

District 19

Alatnn 53
Anderson 150
Arctic  Village 39
Heaver 26
Betties 29
Uig Delta 390
Cantwell 56
Chalkyitsik 28
Chicken (Absentee)
Chistoohina 95
Circle  28
Clear 138
Dot [.like 26
Eagle 51
Port Yukon 106
Cakonu 79
llenly 103
laiko Mincliuinlnu (Absentee) 
Lukcvlcw 10
Manley Hot Spr ings  36
McKinley Park 41
Mlnto 51
Neuana 210
Nortliway 55
I’ axson 53
Ituinpnrt 10
Stevens Village 21
Suntrana 77
Tnnaeroas 42
Tanaiia 124
Totlin  59
Tok 214
Venelie 41
SUIITOTAL 2527
Absentee 291
Quest iouod

8
76
19

4
7

204
30

4

62
21
82
12
27
48
52
60

5 
14 
13 
24
K  7 
22 
18 

7 
4 

63 
19 
57 
4 2 
57

__1^
1217

131
46

42
10
2

13 
161
).l
1

14 
4

45
7 

31
3 
20 
17

11
IB
24
12
40
29
8
4 
1 
7 
4
34
10

132
___18

741
89
26

DISTRICT 19 TOTALS 28111 1394 856
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STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number O f
E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  
and  P r e c i n c t

P e r s o n s
V o t i n q

H a rn e s
(R!

B e n n e t t
: w  _

B r a d n e r
(O)

3row n
(D)

C ow per
(D)

H ackney
(R)

J e n s e n
(R)

J o i n e r
(R)

O r b e c k
(D)

District 20 

Aurora 457 176 153 268 196 225 249 169 114 210
Badger Road #1 325 117 109 197 122 139 179 118 64 161
Badger Road #2 270 109 87 167 123 128 145 92 69 124
Big Bend 288 84 84 182 120 152 142 94 47 156
Central House (Absentee) 
Chotaniku (Absentee) 
Chcnn 595 180 145 355 250 342 241 163 103 201
Kiel son 158 59 44 108 65 80 76 59 43 73
Ester 183 56 42 117 82 106 85 50 39 69
Fairbanks #1 300 96 93 180 110 147 156 116 55 168
Fairbanks (2 239 60 66 140 108 115 112 75 42 133
Fairbanks #3 283 68 64 163 .113 112 116 83 39 134
Fairbanks 14 238 90 71 151 104 132 125 96 47 117
Fairbanks «5 295 109 69 166 114 140 133 91 53 141
Fairbanks #0 - 1 7 78 58 216 156 174 141 85 4 3 169
Fairbanks #7 277 87 69 168 120 130 137 86 42 161
Fairbanks 48 252 103 62 156 108 123 122 76 59 109
Fairbanks 49 241 123 85 125 71 91 166 105 64 128
Fairbanks 410 304 90 80 172 139 134 143 107 53 127
Fairbanks 411 223 92 59 142 104 118 101 72 18 119
Fairbanks 412 354 132 108 218 139 162 195 125 74 180
Fairbanks 413 458 204 162 272 155 238 266 181 103 194
Fairbanks 414 374 159 120 196 130 166 226 123 74 226
Fairbanks 410 280 94 80 189 130 134 113 93 61 147
Fairbanks 410 333 127 101 174 115 146 196 122 73 158
Fairbanks Pioneers  Homo 34 9 5 15 11 8 11 16 5 18
Fanners l/>op 339 95 82 247 158 191 160 90 57 129
Fort Greeley (Absentee)  
Fort Wulnwrighl 95 38 28 4 5 28 44 45 35 30 28
Fox 1211 4 4 57 65 53 54 68 35 20 42
deist 481 191 148 292 183 24 3 270 171 104 184
Gruohl-Dcrby 192 57 35 110 74 100 82 52 13 78
International Airport  41 238 72 n 131 95 111 99 88 40 114
International Airport  42 217 94 62 117 62 96 126 HI 46 98
Johnutnn-West wood 159 49 51 89 64 72 85 65 34 72
Lumotn 260 83 09 178 124 127 125 88 39 123
Nortli l.oinetn 100 38 111 72 44 4 7 50 31 20 47
North Pole 553 179 157 359 233 312 271 197 142 262
Snlelin 154 59 45 85 64 7 ! 78 70 39 73
Shiiuluy Totem 344 120 104 206 155 180 178 109 88 125
Staeac Fast 002 202 211 364 242 306 134 212 155 24i.
ilteeau West 457 178 162 281 173 243 276 165 103 206
Two Itivors 96 44 34 57 32 45 59 38 28 38
IJnlveraity Ciinipna 777 213 158 4 37 278 401 244 188 114 __ 208
SUHTOTAI. 12300 4 266 3528 7372 4947 ” c 0 8 5 6 146 4 ) 1 2 2476 5496
Absentee 927 293 250 520 291 390 413 325 166 429
()uesl lonod 202 131 428 279 369 252 180 119 255

DISTRICT 20 TOTALS 1 3227 1761 3912 8320 5 519 6844 6811 4617 276 1 6180
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STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number 0£
c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  

P r e c i n c t
P e r s o n s
V o t i n q

P a r r
(D)

V o i g h t
(A l )

W a l l i s
(D)

Wood
(R)

District 20 

Aurora 457 204 93 175 161
(lodger Iload #1 325 155 78 127 106
Badger Road #2 270 133 78 94 76
Big Bend 288 132 71 112 89
Ccntrul House (Absentee) 
Chntnniku (Absentee)
Cbcna 595 319 86 211 152
Eielson 158 06 27 75 41
Ester 183 103 32 64 46
Fairbanks SI 300 135 76 132 76
Fairbanks #2 239 116 52 98 55
Fairbanks 03 283 106 48 112 66
Fairbanks *4 238 96 44 97 64
Fairbanks *5 295 129 39 98 69
Fairbanks *0 347 166 42 165 70
Fairbanks *7 277 129 4 7 116 88
Fairbanks »H 252 117 45 106 73
Fairbanka 0‘3 241 72 39 65 100
Fairbanks MO 304 132 49 113 94
Fairbanks Ml 223 122 42 83 62
Fairbanks M2 354 160 73 127 99
Full banks *13 458 198 74 180 145
Fairbanks M4 374 166 54 130 130
Fairbanks M3 280 151 56 120 85
Fairbanks Mli 333 114 63 100 116
Fairbanks Pioneers Home 34 0 3 10 4
Farmers l/x>|> 3 39 20 ) 50 140 86
Fort ( irooley  (Absentee)
Fort Walnwright 93 30 12 36 31
Ins 128 56 49 37 31
Oelnt 481 231 65 159 140
liraelil Derby 192 91 36 66 37
li.liirnutlonal Airport  M 23B 95 59 92 58
liileriiutional Airporl  Hi 217 92 49 70 73
.hilinalon -West wood 159 70 38 73 48
la'iiirtu 200 119 56 110 74
Norlli l.oineta 100 39 23 40 20
North Pole 553 283 i l l ) 232 142
Sale bn 154 67 42 55 54
Sliiinley-Totein 344 179 63 131 99
SteiiMu Fast 002 309 129 207 181
SIoonm Weal 157 233 85 100 151
Two Rivera 90 35 37 23 33
Cnlvorniiy Ciunpua 777 304 III 235 176
SUBTOTAL 12300 5725 230  3 4576 3501
Abaonten 927 367 1119 323 249
l)ueat lolled 310 92 2111 147

DISTRICT 211 TOTALS 13227 6402 2584 5180 3897
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STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number O f
E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t  P e r s o n s  X t t a

and P r e c i n c t   Vo t i n q  (D)

District 21

Ambler •19 41
Annktuvuk Pnss •1C 45
Atkaaook (Absentee)  
Harrow 338 2 5 .
Darter Island 41 38
Hornite-Kobuk 20 23
l lrowerville B8 56
Kinntt 80 67
Kivalina 68 67
Kotzebue 509 369
N'uatnk 64 59
Noorvlk 142 106
Nuii|Sut 35 35
Point Hope 93 71
Point bay 14 11
Shmignnk 54 54
Wainv. right 97 88
SPIITOTAl. 1744 1423
Absentee 108 80
Qtieidioned 54

DISTHICT 21 TOTALS 1852 1557
_______

O.iv ts
District 22 (D)

l lrcv ig  Mission 22 1 3
lltieklitlid 53 38
Candle (Absentee)
Decrlng 14 19
Plniiicdo Island 4 ) 311
ill im 68 59
(lamtiell 115 94
tad. iv in 39 J1
Kell ik 75 50
liny a k 45 )>1
Nome -t 1 .192 257
Nome «2 415 301
.'.ortl euHt Cape (Ate.enlee)
Hsvmingn 1 12 116
tletawik 127 UJ
Siinktiiolik 32 30
Slirdnnaref 91 77
Stebbiun 62 49
SI. Michael 60 50
Teller 57 4 3
Unalakluel 160 120
Wales 4 ' 42
lv ni . i Moiinlain .13 24
SUinOTAI. 2102 1568
Alnienloe 139 105
Quest limed 102

DISIIIICT 22 TOTALS 2241 i 775
— . — ----------
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SUPREME COURT

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t s

Number O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t e r s Y e s

E rw in
No

STATEWIDE

District  1 4612 3 059 919
District 2 2213 1343 549
District 3 2699 1608 706
District -1 8052 4 485 2089
District 5 2875 1524 925
District 6 3451 1691 1140
District 7 6351 3 460 1687
District 8 6 79 5 3349 2119
District 9 4126 2217 1139
District 10 7880 4467 2117
District 11 7886 4 190 2260
District 12 7 74 1 4479 1879
District 13 5066 2411 1758
District 14 1664 1036 390
District 15 1115 719 311
District 16 1848 1080 557
District 17 2309 1553 567
District 18 1736 1125 431
District 19 2 818 1416 954
District 20 13227 7105 2996
District 21 1P52 1174 425
District 22 2 : 4 i 1416 542

STATEWIDE TOTALS 98 5 5 7 54907 26460



SUPERIOR COURT

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  C a r l s o n

Ej e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t s  V o t i n q  Y es____________ No

District 1 4 61 2  3 14 0  847
District 2 2213  1 12 4  476
District 3 2699  1 89 0  558
District 4 8052  4 923  1773

TOTAL JUDICIAL #1 1 7 5 7 6  1 1 3 7 7  3 6 5 4

S a n d e r s
Y es No

District 18 1736 686 167
District 21 1852 1426 251
District 22 2241 1748 320

TOTAL JUDICIAL 82 5829 3 860 73_8

B u rk e  Hanson S i n g l e t o n
Y e s No Yes No Yes No

District 5 2875 1492 839 1467 827 1394 843
District 6 3451 1776 1028 1745 953 1734 951
District 7 6301 3579 1554 3482 1431 3504 1435
District 8 6 795 3499 2006 3612 1728 3611 1722
District 9 4126 2 273 1089 2317 966 2343 923
District 10 78B0 4 509 2063 4 587 1794 4702 1704
District 1t 7886 4278 2176 4 38 0 1899 4476 1861
District 12 7741 4499 185 j 4 511 1641 4637 1532
District 13 5066 2444 1633 2890 1556 2421 1530
District 14 1664 1201 275 1025 321 1014 324
District 15 1115 726 279 718 263 652 321
District 10 1848 80  3 381 759 411 712 430
District 19 2818 77 92 62 96 66 92

TOTAL JUDICIAL S3 59616 311 5 6 15268 31555 13886 31266 13673

T a y l o r  V n n l lo o m isso n
Yea No Yes Do

District 10 1848 285 95 253 119
District 17 2309 1577 493 1315 670
District  18 1736 522 159 405 207
District 19 2818 1577 627 1323 709
District 20 13227 8 408 2395 8421 2383

TOTAL JUDICIAL #4 2 19 3 8 123 0 9 3769 11717 4088



DISTRICT COURT

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t s

Nun-aer O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q Y e s

K eene
No

District 1 4612 3341 1088

District 2 2213 1493 410

District 3 2699 1 765 538
District  4 8 052 4 672 1779

TOTAL JUDICIAL #1 17576 1 12 7 1 3815

W in d a h l
Yes No

District 18 1736 672 175
District 2 ! 1852 1293 286

District 22 2241 1 699 296

TOTAL JUDICIAL H2 5829 3664 757

B re w e r T u c k c i T y n e r V o c h o s k a
Yes No Yes No Yes No Y es No

2875 1523 824 1457 736 1500 826 1433 814

District C 3451 2026 865 1791 888 1728 1044 1705 971

District 7 6351 3502 1671 3435 1427 3537 1524 3353 1491
District 8 6795 3 746 1796 3581 1685 3551 1863 3410 1853
District U 4126 2 38 3 997 2305 930 2278 1059 2205 1005
District 11) 7880 4 341 2258 4541 1775 4383 2113 4 390 1911

7886 4319 2195 4 375 1850 4305 2113 4269 1922
7741 4271 2093 4457 1577 4 378 1874 4407 1652

District 13 5066 2546 1523 2512 1423 2522 1533 2415 1543

District 14 1664 1033 320 1033 293 1048 293 1002 455
District 15 1115 7 32 260 717 271 696 282 682 299

1648 013 366 752 403 780 383 711 440

District I'J 2818 76 91 69 88 78 86 62 95

TOTAL JUDICIAL 83 59616 31311 15259 31025 13396 30784 14993 3004 4 14451

C o n n e l l y
You No

Guinn 
Yes  No

M i l l o r  
You No

R obson
You No

District 10 184 8 270 105 347 27 279 94 259 114
District 17 2 309 1471 536 1799 351 1491 550 1363 666
District 18 17 36 487 170 513 173 47B 181 4 32 213
District 18 2818 1510 629 1389 660 1 317 8 34 1338 777
District 20 13227 8562 2410 7469 2046 58 31 54 79 7596 36911

TOTAL JUDICIAL #4 219  18 123 0 0 3850 11517 3857 9396 7138 10988 5468
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BONDS

E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Number O f  
P e r s o n s  
V o t i n q

Bond
Y es

41
No

Bond
Y e s

12
No

Bond
Yes

13
No

Bond
Yes

14
No

Bond
Yes

15
No

STATEWIDE 

District 1 4612 2536 1776 2 31 0 1976 1797 2446 1630 2642 2771 1558
District 2 2213 1326 655 1303 703 1110 862 1117 866 1493 555
District  3 2699 1653 878 1483 1039 1235 1269 1473 1038 1866 688
District  4 8052 4518 3128 4554 3121 3427 4203 3590 4051 4692 2639
District 5 2875 1630 1018 1467 1165 1302 1316 1388 1225 182w 954
District C 3451 1656 1 572 1114 2019 1321 1878 11309 1872 1693 1537
District 7 6351 3625 2 10 9 2936 2 749 3084 2606 2914 2781 3405 2458
District  8 6795 3678 2571 2686 3535 3055 3173 2759 3443 3555 2816
District 9 4126 2322 1607 1764 2134 1844 2070 1870 2043 2175 1640
District  10 7880 4448 3117 3568 3957 3658 3893 3502 4008 4210 3170
District  11 7886 4320 3246 3244 4 260 3493 4049 3363 4143 3944 3409
District 12 7 7 4 i 4394 3011 3 625 3764 3721 3671 3612 3764 3984 3188
District 13 5066 2371 2 406 1997 2729 2097 2653 1850 2865 2267 2493
District 14 1664 1014 553 1090 470 855 700 1032 529 1101 477
District 15 1115 661 196 733 321 647 388 ’ 95 257 751 299
District 16 1848 1270 407 971 683 978 671 1317 3 f  • 1068 602
District 17 2 j 09 1900 346 1559 660 1555 657 1909 32 . 1608 612
District 18 1736 1320 279 910 639 1033 491! 1378 216 1048 512
District 19 2818 1724 858 1151 1371 1.489 1035 1505 104 4 1667 892
District 20 132*7 8148 3944 5422 6456 8197 3970 6550 5410 7320 5006
District 21 1852 1451 225 1048 598 1116 515 1417 267 1144 518
District 22 2241 1755 320 1345 697 1311 711 1708 352 1548 522

S i ATI-WIDE TOTALS 98557 57922 34230 462 8 0 4 50 4 6 4 83 3 3 43240 479 8 0 43511 55118 36545

Oond » l  • S tr tto  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  F l r o  P r o t e c t i o n  F a c i l i t i e s
Bond 42 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  P o r t  F a c i l i t i e s  D e v e l o p m e n t
Bond 13 -  E t . i t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  1974 L i b r a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n
Bond 44 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  o b l i g a t i o n  T runk and S e c o n d a r y  A i r p o r t  C o n s t r u c t i o n
b o n d  15 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  H igh w a y ,  F e r r y  and L o c a l  S e r v i c e  Road and T r a i l  C o n s t r u c t i o n

Bond «(> Bond 47 Bond UH Bond 19 Bond 1 10
Yes No Y es No Yes No Yes No Yen No

District 1 4612 2434 1800 2 549 1790 296  3 1422 2553 1 782 11174 24 4 0
District  2 2213 1348 642 1337 657 1440 553 1358 660 927 1037
District 3 2699 1595 929 1750 778 1742 789 1572 943 1.103 1221
District I 8052 4076 3220 4 501 2802 4 371 2950 4444 3278 4 09 9 36117
District 5 2875 1657 995 1646 1013 1757 905 1833 8 36 1487 1 192
District  8 .14 51 16 39 1567 1538 1658 221 3 1055 11120 1409 1559 1690
District 7 6351 3539 2 375 3578 2294 .3946 2038 3598 2213 3667 2205
District 8 6 795 3408 2941 3638 2724 37 39 2661 387 3 2461 3784 2571
District t> 4126 .’ 095 1699 2231 1564 2324 1505 2 34 3 1614 24 10 158 3
District in 7880 3856 3537 4 212 3165 4065 3332 4238 3 38 3 4 77 5 2932
District  11 7886 3808 3541 4 175 3102 4135 3242 4450 3194 4 540 3147
District 12 774 1 3822 3336 4 132 3046 4335 2885 4 256 3199 4522 2982
District 13 5066 2375 2 386 2 253 2501 2461 2302 2338 2404 2266 2517
District 14 1661 1099 467 1094 485 997 566 1070 494 933 6 45
District 15 1115 884 181 794 263 745 312 880 185 744 321
District Hi 18411 1330 342 1059 621 1110 552 1416 281 1 122 54.1
District 17 2309 1902 334 . 4 6 2 765 1583 635 198 3 255 1749 480
District 18 1736 1354 219 1116 456 1181 377 1424 171 1 18.1 1114
District 10 28 1 U 1740 822 1480 1065 1810 752 2035 566 1394 1176
District  20 13227 7841 4 53 0 6937 5309 856 4 3888 05  in 3794 7286 5136
District 21 1852 1460 195 1095 559 1312 355 14119 1 8 4 1296 382
District  22 2241 1778 289 1365 _6J16 1514 536 1U11 261 1525 54 1

STATEWIDE TOTALS 98557 55040 36427 53944 37383 583 0 7 33612 59327 .33567 544  45 311820

B in d  t o  -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  1974 H e a l t h  C a r o  F a c i l i t i e s  C a p i t a l  Im provem ent
B ond #7 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  F i s h  and Game M an agem ent ,  D e v e l o p m e n t  and  E n f o r c e m e n t  F a c i l i t i e s
li aid »8  -  S l a t e  G e n e r a l  o b l i g a t i o n  P i o n e e r s ’ Homes
llnnd 49 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  R u ra l  S c h o o l  C o n s t r u c t i o n
b ond  410 -  S t a t e  G e n e r a l  O b l i g a t i o n  U n i v e r s i t y  o t  A l a s k a  C o n s t r u c t i o n
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EMPLOYMENT SECURITY DIVISION . .
Alaska Department of Labor

(\Aii\JhL- M M f o w & h L  PlAiV(ViV£~ f f e b i S T

p d P u L A '^ C t\  ■

S u C '  ?, • 'P 'V - i

Census Divisions I
............

lU/urAcy ZJViUPd "T6ta. z
/ Aleutian Islands S.Zo^ u,Sc'5 7.714

Anchorage >3.5*3 1 55, l 1Z
3 Angoon H 77? - 491

Barrow IZ6 3 , ic9 3 224<■ Bethel lit . 3.324 5.436
j Bristol Bay Borouah I S 5 6 695 1,239
7 Bristol Bay i — 75,575 3,3 75

Cordova-McCarthy 1 Ii>5 1,195 i 960
/ Fairbanks 1 =>,=15 3 9 {.^oM 47 ?6Z

>' Z Haines i — 2,054 2,o 59
/ > Juneau 7-1=) i g,9 ?6 17. 195
/9- Kenai-Cook In le t i 57 i5,9o5 13,962
rJ, Ketchi kan 1 199 U, 3 Z3 11.52Z
N Kobuk 1 109 7642 7,?o'7
h" Kodiak i 73-3 9 499 9 232
' ( Kuskokwim 1 37.2. 2,355 2,67?
/ 7 Matanuska-Susitna 1 9,797 <9.797
>% Nome 1 \<o7 6.334 7,30 1

Outer Ketchikan 1 t Ho 1,57? 1,705.
Prince of Wales i - z.525 2,325
Seward i 1 L> 2,66 7 2,6?3
Si tka i 57 k'r>7l 6,929
Skagway-Yakutat 1 ^ 7.M53 2,976

•V Southeast Fairbanks 1 791 3,76? H,5o<| .
Opper Yukon 1 13? 2, 50? 2.6HZ

)/ — SJ Valdez-Chiti na-Whittier 1 3533 3,S33
11 Wade Hampton 1 !oLl 9,055 4,164
-  ' Wrangel1-Petersburg 1 Z5 1 53« 5/843J / Yukon-Koyukuk *51 5,243 M,3fc5>

TOTAL ! z v f 5 3 3 2 3 , 7 ^ 351, 159 1
J „ _  ... L . _ 1  " 1
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A W o rd  A b o u t 
T h is  B o o k le t

The m aterial in this booklet was 
originally published by the University of 
Nebraska School of Journalism in 1961 as 
the result of a project undertaken by a 
class in depth reporting.

Most of the m aterial is still timely. The 
historical m atter can stand on its merits as 
history. Many of the mechanics—and the 
problems—of the Legislature are much the 
same today as they were in 1961. And in 
some instances the m aterial gathered in 
1961 is irreplaceable; many of the wit­
nesses in terview ed then—legisla tors, 
politicians, scholars, and widows and 
friends of the men who built the 
Unicameral Legislature—are now dead.

But in some instances details have 
changed since 1961. For instance, the 
number of legislators, then 43, is now 49. In 
some places, the editors of the 1970 booklet 
were able to insert the current number 
without extensive revision of the text or 
without confusing 1961 conditions with 
today’s conditions. But in direct quotations 
and in places specifically describing 
conditions as they were in 1961, the 
number 43 has been left standing.

Some lists—the governors, lieutenant 
governors, speakers, special sessions, 
session costs—have been brought up to 
date although the articles they accompany 
have been left essentially as they were 
written in 1961.

The section on the survey of senators 
who had experience in both the bicameral 
and unicameral legislatures has been left 
unchanged, although some of the changes 
they advocated in 1961 have been made in 
the past decade, or conditions they spoke 
of have changed.

The article on apportionment has been 
left as it was written in 1961, although 
shifts in population, subsequent reap- 
portionm ents, and num erous c o u rt 
decisions have vastly  changed—a n d  
complicated—the apportionment problem. 
The map of legislative districts has been 
brought up to date, but the article rem ains 
as written in 1961.

Where the editors have felt it necessary 
to note changing circumstances or to 
remind the reader of the nine-year aging of 
information given, brief editor's notes 
have been inserted.

* * *

The editors of the 1961 depth report 
acknowledged the help of many persons 
and groups.

—The Newspaper Fund, Incorporated, 
of the Wall Street Journal, which gave 
financial support for the preparation and 
publication of the report.

—Dr. Adam C. Breckenridgc, then dean 
of faculties and professor of political 
science at the University of Nebraska.

—Dr. William D. Aeschbacher, Dr. 
Donald F. Danker, Miss Myrtle Berry and 
other members of the staff of the Nebraska 
State Historical Society.

—Hugo F. Srb, then clerk of the 
Nebraska Unicameral legislature.

—John C. Kissler, then m anager of the 
Printing Division of the University of 
Nebraska.

—Edward J. Hirsch and other m em bers 
of the staff of the Department of Public 
Relations of the University of Nebraska.

The editors of the revised edition of the



report also want to thank those who have 
helped in the publication of the 1970 
edition:

—The L egisla tive Council of the 
Nebraska Legislature, which has financed 
this edition.

—Vincent Brown, clerk of the Nebraska 
Legislature.

—H arold B athel, m anager of the 
Printing and Duplicating Service of the 
University of Nebraska.

—The Nebraska State Historical Society 
and its staff.

—The photograplis on pages 7,10,13, and 
14 were provided by the Nebraska State 
Historical Society.

The bibliography of published sources 
for th is publication includes (w here 
necessary because of copyrights, per­
mission has been obtained to quote sources 
..i both the 1961 and 1970 editions): 
D em ocracy’s N orris by ■” *red Lief.

Copyright 1939, The Stae’.' Me Co.
The Fighting lib era l by C .. ge W. Norris 

and Jam es E. Lawrence. The Macmillan 
Co., 1945.

Integrity: The Life of George W. Norris by 
Richard L. Neuberger and Stephen B. 
Kahn. Copyright 1937, The Vanguard 
Press.

One House for Two by Adam C. 
Breckcnridge. Copyright 1957 by the 
Public Affairs Press.

The One-IIouse Legislature by John P. 
Senning. Copyright 1937, McGraw-Hill 
Book Co. Used with permission of 
McGraw-Hill Book Co.

Profiles in Courage by John F. Kennedy.

C opyright 1956, John F . Kennedy. 
Published by Harper & Row, Publishers, 
Inc., 1956.

Tower on the Plains by Neale Copple. 
Copyright 1959, Lincoln Sunday Journal 
and Star. Published 1959 by Lincoln 
Centennial Commission.

Commentator Magazine, 1937. Article by 
John T. Flynn.

Time. Selected quotations from the issues 
of Jan. 11, 1937, and Sept. 2, 1944, 
reprinted by permission from Time, The 
Weekly Newsmagazine; Copyright Time 
Inc. 1937 and 1944.

United F eatu re-S yndicate. A rticle by 
Thomas L. Stokes. Copyright 1957, 
United Feature Syndicate.

The Albion News, Albion, Nebraska.
The Lincoln Journal, Lincoln, Nebraska.
The Lincoln Star, Lincoln, Nebraska.
The McCook Gazette, McCook, Nebraska.
The New York Times. Quotations from an 

article by George W. Norris in the issue 
of Jan. 28, 1923. Copyright 1923 by the 
New York Times. Reprinted by per­
mission.

The Om aha W orld-Hcrald, Omaha, 
Nebraska.

Material was also used from two un­
published m aster’s theses written hv 
University of Nebraska graduate sut- 
dents:

"George N orris’s Persuasion for the 
Unicameral Legislature" by Phillip 
Knox Tompkins, 1957.

"The Speaking of John N. Norton" by 
Robert William Kimball, 1959.
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Part I:

T h e  M e n  W h o  

B u i l t  I t



The First Champion:

T h e  G e n t l e m a n  f r o m

B y  J u d y  H a r r i n g t o n

O P E A K E R : "The chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Polk County.”

Then arose a man with a mission, a 
conservative-looking, dark-haired man in a 
blue suit, white shirt and black bow tie, He 
was of medium build, about 5’ 11” tall, 170 
pounds. His voice was clear and low and he 
used it with confidence as he addressed the 
Nebraska State Legislature.

"I know of no proposition that can be 
more properly submitted to the people of 
this state than the question of a one-house 
legislature,” he said.

That was a Thursday afternoon in March 
1920, and John N. Norton already had 
campaigned for a unicameral legislature 
in Nebraska for seven years.

It took another 14 years before voters 
approved the state's unique one-house law­
making body that Norton had believed 
would save time, talk and money.

It took years, too, for Norton to get 
legislation enacted in the interest of 
agriculture, specifically an all-risk crop 
insurance program and an agency within 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to 
administer that program.

To these ends — the unicnmcrul 
leg isla tu re  and fa rm e rs ’ benefits — 
Norton was dedicated.

When J . N., or Nate, as friends called 
him, was a small boy on the family 
homestead west of Stromsburg, two of his

brothers and one sister died within a 
month from diphtheria. Those close to 
him believe the realization that he was 
saved from the dreaded disease made him 
intensely interested in making a con­
tribution to society.

This apparent drive kept him active on 
the Nebraska political scene for some 19 
years as an elective office-holder from 
1908 to 1926 and again in 1937. On the 
national level he served two terms in the 
U.S. House of Representatives and 14 
years in the Department of Agriculture.

B e y o n d  E x p e c t a t i o n s
When young John was growing up, his 

parents did not think it necessary for him 
to continue his studies beyond the country 
school. But he prevailed upon his father to 
let him go to Bryant Normal in Strom- 
sburg during the winter months and later, 
to the University of Nebraska, where he 
became interested in the beliefs of William 
Jennings Bryan.

"He decided against taking law,” Mrs. 
Norton said "and that was the one thing he 
regretted more than unythlng else."

However, his son, his son-in-law and two 
grandsons are  lawyers and his daughter 
liad two years of law.

"My husband’s primary interest in life 
was politics and good government,” 
Norton’s widow recalled.



P o l k  C o u n t y

“He was a voracious reader and 
recognized the farm problem long before it 
was even considered in trie Congress. He 
worked hard in the farm  organizations, 
spoke all over the United States and ad­
vocated solutions which have since been 
adopted.

“All this time he- was interested in sta te  
government and he was determined to 
work day and night for the tilings in which 
he believed."

Entry into poli' .js came os somewhat of 
a surprise to Norton when a t the age of 28 
he was elected Polk County clerk.

"At that time Nebraska had no provision 
for primary elections," he said, "and so I 
was nominated in a county convention at a 
time when I had no previous intention of 
becoming a candidate."

But in 1908 he served the town of 
Osceola as mayor and two years later he 
was nominated without opposition and 
elected to the Nebraska House of 
Representatives.

Voters sent him buck to the 1912, 1914, 
and 1910 sessions. The Democratic party 
was in majority then and Norton served as 
majority leader and as speaker pro tern of 
the House.

It was in 1913, during his second term , 
that Norton proposed u constitutional 
amendment to provide for a one-house 
legislature. His resolution provided for a 
jo in t com m ittee to study im proved

John N. Norton

methods of legislation and to file a report 
with the governor not later tlian January 1, 
1914. The material was assembled but no 
action was taken.

In 1922 Norton was a candidate for 
nomination for governor by both the 
Democratic und Progressive parties. He 
won tire Progressive party’s nomination 
but declined it and lost the Democratic 
nomination.

A n  I n i f t o r t J i n l  R o l e
When he was not in office and much of 

the time when he was, Norton was filling 
speaking engagements. Public address 
played an important role throughout his 
life; us he said, every position he held or 
every activity he hud been part of had 
required the delivery of some speeches.

His widow, Mrs. Selma Norton of 
Washington, D.C., said he was a fluent 
speaker and much in demand. "He wrote 
his own speeches, hut never read from a



'1 know of no proposition 

that can more properly be submitted 

to the people o f  this state... ’

prepared text. He would memorize an 
outline of the thoughts he wished to ex­
press — and the outline would remain in 
the pocket of his coat. At first he would 
practice his speeches befcre a mirror in 
order to get the right effect, but as tim e 
went *n he became too busy to follow this 
proc'.tf'are.”

By 1926 Norton again was politically 
active, this time being elected to the U.S. 
House of R epresen ta tives from  
Nebraska’s normally Republican Fourth 
District.

But in  1933, when N eb rask a 's  
representatives were reduced from six to 
five, Norton was pessimistic about the 
chances, to retain his seat, so he limited his 
campaign.

"Even though I lost that nomination,’’ he 
said, "I did not do so by a margin of 8,000 
votes as I had anticipated but only by 3,600 
votes. And so ended my effort to seek 
further service in the Congress of the 
United States."

R e t u r n  t o  F i g h t

In 1934 J. N. took a month’s leave from 
work in the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration to campaign in Nebraska 
once again for the cause he had so long 
advocated — the one-house legislature.

He was no longer working alone but with 
such men as U.S. Senator George Norris, 
former Nebraska Attorney General C.A. 
Sorenson, former Governor A.J. Weaver,

Professor John P. Senning and William 
Ritchie.

What happened in 1934 to Nebraska’s 
two house'? was described in 1937 by John 
T. Flynn for The Commentator magazine.

“ In the Big Wind that blew over the 
land and the prairies, that blew all the 
banks into the dust and all the dust into 
the Atlantic, one house of Nebraska’s 
Legislature got blown out of the capitol 
building; and with it about ninety 
bucolic state »men went with the wind to 
the great honor and glory of the Cor- 
nhusker State. They then committed 
their destinies to a single body. 
Unicameral, they call it.

"A member of this body, John Norton 
from Polk County, sits in the back row of 
the house, vigilantly watching his baby 
grow, taking little part in the con­
troversies over policy, centering his 
a tten tion  upon the p a rliam en ta ry  
measles and mumps and other infantile 
diseases to which this young Legislature 
may fall victim."
After heavy opposition, which Included 

nearly 400 of the sta te’s 440 newspapers, 
the amendment had passed. Only 73 of 229 
precincts voted against it; only nine 
counties out of 93.

Nebraska had adopted the Union’s only 
one-house legislature.

In 1938 after ser/Lig the first term  in his 
Unicameral Legislature Norton returned 
to Washington and resumed his efforts on 
behalf of the American farmer. He held a
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Department of Agriculture appointment 
until 10 years later.

He retired with his wife to their homey, 
second-floor apartment at 2615 16th St. 
N.W. in Washington, D.C. There, he read 
and kept up correspondence with the aid of 
h is  daugh ter, M rs. Evelyn Lincoln, 
Senator John F. Kennedy’s personal 
secretary.

In September 1960, Norton became ill. At 
first the illness did not appear serious, but 
his doctor advised him to go to the hospital 
where he could get better car e than Mrs. 
Norton was able to give him at home. In 
the hospital, complications set in and 
Norton died October 5, 1960.

B u c k  H o m e
He is buried in the pinebordered Swede 

Plain Cemetery, two miles from his Polk 
County home. The grave is only a few feet 
from his parents’ graves and not far from 
those of his wife’s relatives. A simple 
m arker and four artificial lilies give no 
hint of the man’s accomplishments.

From  a hilltop nearby one can see a 
tower In Stromsburg to the east and the 
Polk grain elevator to the southwest.

The Rev. John Ekwall of Seward, a 
form er pastor at the Swede Plain Church 
and an old friend of Norton’s spoke a t the 
funeral:

"When 1 was very young, I overheard 
a conversation of young people who had 
been a t a camp meeting. I heard them

tell about a rem arkable young man who 
had such tremendous ability to speak 
fluently — his friendliness — and the 
girls mentioned his good looks. I was told 
that this man was Nate Norton from the 
Swede Plain Church.

“ Years later I had entered the 
ministry and literally was dropped upon 
the Swede Plain Church. I assure you I 
was both amazed and scared to discover 
that this Nate Norton, this distingueshed 
American, was a member of my new 
congregation.

“ Many times I visited the Nortons and 
through his kindness, tact, and great 
heart I received more spiritual guidance 
and understanding than I think I was 
able to give him.

“At one of my visits with him, he 
suggested that soon every farm in 
Nebraska could and would have electric 
lights and power. I am  afraid I smiled 
and thought that this time N. ite dreamed 
too much. How little I knew!’’
How little many of his associates knew in 

the beginning, but John Nathaniel Norton 
came to be known as a champion of the 
initiative and referendum, direct prim ary, 
women’s suffrage, and public ownership of 
water power and utilities.

And the gentleman from Polk County 
left Nebraska a special legacy — he was 
perhaps the first to dream of and then 
actively promote a system of legislature 
that he believed would "save time, talk, 
and money.”
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Prestige on the Line:

T h e  L o n e l y

George W. Norrii

B y  C a r o l  Schliesser

“ TX  F I OFFERED the lo rd ’s Prayer as 
an amendment, they would fight it."

The speaker: George William N m s. 
The place: McCook, Nebraska, his home 
town. The time: November 5, 1934. The 
words rep resen ted  a m om ent of 
discouragement in the life of a man for 
whom lonely political battles had been not 
the exception but the rule.

These weary wcrds spoken in 1934 came 
at the end of another battle. They were 
spoken on election eve when Nebraskans 
were pondering the fate of the proposed 
un icam eral leg is la tu re  am endm ent. 
Norris’s final plea was recorded by the 
McCook Gazette:

"In a voice shaking with emotion, 
Senator George William Norris told ap­
proximately a thousand southwestern 
Nebraska voters tliat he would rather 
death close his eyes before a check is made

of today’s ballots if the vote brings defeat 
to his proposal to install a Unicameral 
Legislature in Nebraska.”

The next day the voters fulfilled a dream 
of George Norris. He had written the 
amendment advocating this type of state 
government and he had been a factor— 
perhaps the prime factor—in convincing 
the people *hat it would bring better 
governm ent than the old b icam eral 
system.

It is hard to pinpoint when Norris first 
becam e in te rested  in a un icam eral 
legislature. He rarely gave dates in his 
autobiography, Fighting Liberal, but said 
that he first became interested while living 
in Furnas County, which would put the 
date sometime between 1885 and 1900. He 
said, “I was anxious that the State of 
Nebraska abolish its illogical and clumsy 
two-house legislature and substitute the 
unicameral plan for it.”

The earliest record of Norris’s interest 
in a one-house legislature is an article he 
wrote for the New York Times, January 
28,1923, in which he likened state govern­
ment to a business:

“The governor is the president of the 
corporation, the legislature is the board of 
directors, and the people are the 
stockholders. The stockholders hrve a 
right to know what their board of d) actors 
does and how it is done. The have a right to 
be able by the record of the votes, to know 
whether the members of the board of 
directors have properly represented the 
stockholders."

His article urged that the house be small 
and well paid, with few enough members 
to be carefully watched by the public. He 
did little else about the uricam eral 
legislature until 1934.



L i b e r a l  f r o m  M c C o o k

A n  O l d  D r e a m
The unicameral legislature was no 

sudden fantasy on his part. For years he 
had studied the idea of providing a 
unicameral legislature by amendment to 
the constitution. He had been asked to run 
for both the House and the Senate in the 
s ta te  leg is la tu re , he w rote in his 
autobiography, but could not afford to live 
on the low pay ($300 a term ).

But, he did not invent the idea of a 
u n icam era l leg isla tu re . John Norton 
probably was Nebraska’s first vigorous 
advocate. And much earlier other states— 
Pennsylvania, Vermont, and G eorg ia - 
had created one-house legislatures during 
die Revolution but, Georgia and Penn­
sylvania had abandoned the one-house 
system  in 1789 and 1790. Vermont followed 
su it in 1836—a century before Nebraska 
embarked upon the “great experiment.”

Norris traced the adoption of the 
bicam eral assembly bade to the early 
struggles between the English classes and 
hailed the ascendancy of the people’s 
branch and the decline of the House of 
Lords in the English Parliament.

"Assuming two such classes exist and 
tha t their interests conflict,” he said, 
“ there is some reason for a two-house 
legislature, but in this country we have no 
such classes and the constitutions of our 
various states are built upon the idea that 
there is but one class. If this be true, there 
is no sense or reason in having the same 
thing done twice, especially if it is to be 
done by two bodies of men elected in the 
sa m e  way and having the sam e 
jurisdiction.”

For years Norris had watched the 
machinations of the two-house system of

legislation, both in the state and federal 
government. He learned from the inside 
the vast powers held by the conference 
com m ittee—a group cf three senators and 
three representatives who m et in secri', to 
decide the fate of bills already passed by 
both houses. He saw these conferees 
modify and even thwart legislation which 
had been approved by a m ajority of their 
colleagues.

In this system, lobbyists did not have to 
control both houses, Norris pointed out, 
but merely two members of the conference 
committee from either chamber.

It is not certain just what induced. 
Norris to pick 1934 for the year to stum p 
the state for the unicameral legislature, 
but he said thnt he had promised friends to 
help lw the movement in 1934. In his 
biography of Norris, Alfred Lief wrote tha t 
the people urged Norris, "by m ail and in 
person, to lead the way.”

With Professor John P. Senning of the 
University of Nebraska, Norris worked out 
an amendment embodying his plan. I t  
provided for a single legislature of from 30 
to 50 members. To Norris the m ost 
cherished part of the amendment was the 
sentence that read:

"Each member shall be nominated and 
elected in a nonpartisan m anner and 
without any indication on the ballot that he 
is affiliated with or endorsed by any 
political party or organization."

His proposal to eliminate partisanship in 
state government gained for this amend­
ment the opposition of both Nebraska 
political parties.

John Senning wrote that Norris “felt the 
time was ripe to give the people an op­
portunity to free themselves of a  
bicameral legislature if they so desired.”

11



7 have never made 
a more complete campaign...’

Senning gave credit to Norris not for his 
speaking, but for his leadership and for 
choosing “the strategic moment in which 
to present the question to the people.”

On December 21, 1933, Senator Norris 
drafted the original amendment. After 
preliminary discussions, a public meeting 
was arranged for February 22,1934, L  the 
auditorium of the Comhusker Hotel in 
Lincoln. Norris traveled from Washington 
to address the meeting, “at which, to my 
surprise, eight hundred men and women, 
from all parts of the state, were present,” 
he said.

This was to be the beginning of a long 
and strenuous campaign by Senator 
Norris. " I  never made a mere complete 
campaign in Nebraska, or in any other 
political contest in which I became 
engaged. I traveled every section of the 
state, nearly wearing out my automobile,” 
he said.

“The Senator and his son-in-law, John 
Robertson, started out in a car and wore 
out two sets of tires and two windshields, 
and hit every nook and cranny in 
Nebraska,” Mrs. Norris, the Senator’s 
widow, recalled a t her McCook home in 
1961.

R e a c h i n g  t h e  P e o p l e
"At first he was discouraged," she 

continued, "but when he got out among the 
people, they were for it. The mail was 
preponderantly for it." Mrs. Norris told of 
the Senator’s discouragement when the 
meetings for the unicameral legislature 
got almost no publicity because all the 
state papers, except the Hastings Daily 
Tribune and the Lincoln Star, were against 
it. If the publicity was good, many people 
came to hear the Senator speak, but if the 
publicity was poor, few turned out, his wife 
said. "When they put up handbills to an­
nounce the meetings, sometimes the op­
position tore them down,” she explained.

It is estimated that Norris delivered 
over 40 speechea between October 8 and

November 5,1934, in all parts of the state. 
He was heard in person by 20,000 to 30,000 
persons. Many more thousands of persons 
heard the Senator over the radio. He spoke 
in all kinds of halls; to men, women, 
farm ers and ranchers, businessmen and 
laborers. He spoke under the auspices of 
various fa rm  organizations, w om en’s 
clubs, commercial clubs, church groups, 
service clubs, and the Democratic party, 
although he was nominally a Republican. 
He had the support of labor, farm  groups, 
and an organization including a t least four 
ex-gove: nors and other influential 
Nebraskans, wrote Phillip Knox Tompkins 
in his m aster’s thesis on "George Norris’s 
Persuasion for the U nicam eral 
Legislature."

The Senator’s speeches usually con­
tained arguments dealing with the evils of 
a bicameral system and extolling the 
virtues of a unicameral system. These 
would be followed by his “last and best 
fight,” a personal appeal directly to those 
who had supported him for 30 years, 
Tompkins said.

Norris often put humor into his 
speeches. The Falls City Journal reported: 
"Senator Norris was full of the pointed 
quips which have made him famous. 
'Checks and balances,’ he chortled. ‘After 
the legislative session comes to an end and 
we baiance the books, we generally find 
that the politicians get the checks and the 
special interests get the balance.’ "

"During the campaign someone spread 
the rumor that the Negroes in Omaha 
would lose their representation if the 
unicameral legislature were approved,” 
Mrs. Norris said. "He was slow to anger, 
but he was perfectly furious over that. He 
had to laugh when he saw how it turned 
out. The only Negro representative to the 
Unicameral Legislature was elected from 
that Omaha district.”

Denying charges that he had ulterior 
motives in advocating a unicameral 
legislature, Norris told a large aud.ence in
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Congretimin Njrrii In 1903

O’Neill, "I haven’t many more years to 
live. Why should I deceive you now?”

The date of the first session of the 
Unicameral Legislature, January 3, 1937, 
was also the date for the opening a t 
Washington of the first Congressional 
session under the new Lame Duck 
Amendment, which Senator Norris had 
helped to initiate. However, he chose to be 
present in Iincoln where lie sa t on the 
rostrum as guest of honor when the 
Unicameral Legislature opened. Another 
of his plans had become a reality. “ I have 
always been called the worst demagogue 
who ever walked down the pike,” he 
grinned, "until the things I wanted began 
to work.”

As he walked into the clam ber, a 
thunderous burst of applause greeted him.

“I congratulate you,” he told the first

session of N eb rask a’s U n icam eral 
Legislature. “Every professional lobbyist, 
every professional politician, and every 
representative of greed and monopoly is 
hoping and praying that your work will be 
a failure.”

After giving the Unicameral Legislature 
this send-off, he devoted all his tim e to 
w ork in W ashington, leaving the 
Unicameral Legislature to work under the 
ideals he had set up for it.

I m a g e  o f  N o r r i s
The Unicameral Legislature did more 

than fulfill one erf George William N orris’s 
dreams. With its nonpartisan provision, it 
was his whole way of life.

Yet, when he was elected to the U. S. 
House of Representatives in 1902, Mrs. 
Norris said, “there was never a m ore 
standpat Republican. Norris was born in 
poverty in Ohio July 11,1861. He was first 
elected prosecuting attorney and later 
district judge in McCook, Nebraska. 
Before that he had taught school in the 
rough, unsettled Washington Territory.

In his youthful enthusiasm, the newly 
elected member of the 58th Congress 
“ thought the Republican party was per­
fect," Norris wrote in Fighting Liberal. 
When he saw party members voting along 
party lines regardless of the issue in­
volved, he wrote later, he was disap­
pointed and began his life of non- 
partisan sh ip  and liberalism . In  ex ­
planation he said, “ I cannot be anything 
but myself.” Because of his liberalism, he 
was not held in favorable regard by som e 
of his fellow Republicans.

"His eternally youthful vision, his 
courage and his honesty, gave strength 
nnd faith to millions of his countrymen,” 
said Jam es E. Lawrence, former editor of 
the Lincoln Star.

Norris’s Congressional record, which 
covered 40 years in the House and Seriate, 
is one of struggle for what lie believed In, 
He was the author of and led the fight for
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the 20th Amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. In 1910 he waged a historic 
fight to end the dictatorial authority of the 
speaker of the House over committee 
appointments. This battle with “Uncle 
Joe” Cannon required political courage 
and parliamentary ability of a high 
degree, said Richard Neuberger in his 
bod? about Norris, Integrity: The Life of 
G eorge W. N orris. U nder N o rris ’s 
leadership the House passed progressive 
legislation after the change in power.

During four decades on Capitol Hill, 
George Norris knew many presidents. But 
a president he did not know—John F. 
Kennedy—later described the Nebraskan 
on the day in 1910 when he fired the 
opening shot in the battle with Joe Cannon. 
In his book Profiles In Courage, Kennedy 
envisioned Norris as "a  somewhat shaggy 
looking Representative in a plain black 
suit and a little shoestring tie."

Norris’s successes have been attributed 
by Time magazine to the fact that through 
the years, his cocked eyebrows never grew 
weary while he watchfully waited for an 
opportunity to come his way. In 1932 he 
won Congressional approval of the 20th 
Amendment. He then secured passage of

the Norris-La Guardia Bill restricting the 
powers of courts to grant injunctions in 
labor cases and forbidding them to en­
tertain suits based on labor contracts that 
forbid workers to join unions. This was 
followed by the Tennessee Valley 
A uthority  to ensure governm ental 
operation of Muscle Shoals. "At this time 
many people said that Tennessee had 
three senators and that Nebraska had only 
one,” said Alex Gochis, resident of Mc­
Cook and friend of Norris.

Many people feel that his greatest 
achievement was the Rural Electrification 
Administration. “It was an electrical 
revolution,” said Judge Victor Wester- 
m aik  of McCook.

P r o u d e s t  o f  R E A
Carl Marsh, McCook realtor and close 

friend of the Senator, once asked Norris 
what was the most important of his ac­
complishments. Norris replied that he 
wanted to be remembered for the REA 
because it relieved the farm woman of the 
slavery of farm work.

“ If I were a citizen of Nebraska, 
regardless of what party I belonged to, I 
would not allow George Norris to retire

President Roosevelt listens to the senator he greatly admired.



7Vo one doubts George Norris's 
100 per cent integrity’

from the U.S. Senate,” said Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. Norris was one of the few men 
in public life for whom F.D.R. had an 
almost reverential respect.

“No one doubts George Norris’s 100 per 
cent integrity," said a Time magazine 
article on January  11,1937. “Frankness is 
almost a fetish with him. . j s  other 
engaging traits include a mild manner, 
great personal modesty, a disarming habit 
of coupling every declaration with the 
frank admission that ‘maybe I am wrong,’ 
or ‘it seems to m e,’ and a 15-year-old spirit 
of disillusionment about the possibility of 
getting anything liberal done for the 
benefit of mankind However, he tried to 
get the last word in every Senatorial 
debate and found it hard to believe that his 
opponents’ “ lotives were honest.”

R a t e d  T o p s
In a 1939 poll of sen3 o rs by Washington 

correspondents, Norris rated tops for 
integrity, intelligence, industry, and in­
fluence. The question visitors asked as 
they looked down upon the Senate floor 
was, "Which one is Norris?”

The mainspring of his career took the 
form of insurgency and liberalism, but it 
took other forms as well and at bottom it 
appeared to be an emotional objection to 
doing anything that was expected of him. 
He was one of six men who voted against 
the declaration of Wrold War I. "I feel we 
are committing a sin aguinst humanity 
and against our countrymen. I wish we 
might deluy our action until reason could 
again be entlironcd in the minds of men. I 
feel we are about to put a dollar murk upon 
the American flug," he said.

His vote against entry into World War I 
wus not his first unpopular stand in those 
troubled times before American soldiers 
were first sent out of the Western hemi­
sphere. On March 2,1917, he led a success­
ful but unpopular filibuster that delayed 
passage of the Armed Ships Bill designed 
to arm  our merchant ships against Ger­

man submarine attack.
President Kennedy’s book described 

Norris’s return to Lincoln to face an 
audience after that widely denounc'd 
filibuster:

“Calm, but trembling, he walked out on 
the stage before them and stood for a 
moment without speaking. A solitary 
figure in a baggy black suit and a little 
shoestring tie. . . .

“ In his homely, quiet, and yet intense 
manner, Senator Norris began with the 
simple phrase:

“ ‘I have come home to tell you the 
truth. . .  ”

However, in 1941 he voted for President 
Roosevelt’s request to arm  all American 
merchant ships because, he said, of the 
changing national scene and H itler’s 
determination to dominate the world.

In 1957 he was on a list being considered 
by a Senate committe that was selecting 
tiie five outstanding senators in history. 
But, he was notone of those chosen, " l ik e  
other prophets and dream ers, he is without 
honor among some of his own people,” 
mid Thomas L. Stokes, United Features 
Syndicate columnist.

I m a g e  L i v e s  O n
"George Norris ought to be among the 

five great senators,” Stokes said. “But it 
really won’t m atter much if his picture 
doesn't hang in the Senate. It surely 
wouldn’t m atter to him. He was a simple 
and unaffected person to whom such 
tilings mattered so little. Ills image is in 
the minds and hearts of people all over the 
world."

An Oniuliu World-Hcrald editorial in 
1941 said that possibly the real value of 
Norris had been largely in his in­
dependence and imagination and his 
capacity to follow through. After his death 
September 2, 1944, Time magazine said 
Unit his radicalism had consisted mainly 
of tiia persistent belief tluit the United 
States could somehow be made into a



better place for the plain man to live. Time 
also said it was his baggy old-fashioned 
suit, topped by a limp string of a bow tie, 
and his droopy eyelids under bushy brows 
that made him look perpetually tired.

And perhaps he was a little tired, for he 
sometimes worked 16 to 18 hours a day 
handling correspondence, read ing , 
research ing , and p reparing  for his 
legislative work. He would not discuss 
public issues on which he did not feel 
himself properly prepared.

“He was a studious senator,” said his 
widow. “He always had a room of his 
own,” she said. “The study belonged to 
F’ather. When he closed the door, no one 
wont in, but when the doer was open, the 
family enjoyed many pleasant times with 
him in that study.”

"Their social life wasn’t too much," said

Miss Frances Egan of McCook, who 
served as  Senator Norris’s secretary in 
Washington for 10 years. “His diversion 
was his family,” said Mrs. Norris, “and he 
was happier when he was home, and was 
devoted to his family."

Mrs. Norris said the Senator “gave his 
whole life to his work.” He liked to row for 
enjoyment, but not to hunt. She recalled 
that as a young m an he had been shot in 
the face while hunting and it was feared 
for a while that he might lo^i an  eye. 
“George William knew who had shot him 
for he saw the man take aim, but the man 
himself did not know what he had done,” 
she said. “George William never told who 
fired the shot. I asked and he said, ‘I have 
never told.’ I never asked again.”

“I thought that was very noble of 
George,” she added fondly, her dark eyes 
sparkling.



Scholarly Strategist:

T h e  P r a c t i c a l  P r o f e s s o r

B y  J a m e s  F o r r e s t

“ TA  REMEMBER how on the election 
eve of 1934 I found Dr. Senning sitting 
quietly in his favorite chair by the radio,” 
recalled Mrs. John P. Senning. ‘‘When I 
asked what be was doing, he gave a little 
puff on his pipe and said, ‘I ’m listening to 
the election returns in order to see if I still 
have a job a t the University come mor­
ning.’ "

When morning finally came, the Sen- 
nings gave a sigh of relief. The radio had 
just given the final returns—all but nine 
counties had voted to make Nebraska a 
unicameral state.

The victory on election day 1934 marked 
the closing of a relatively short but bitter 
campaign in Nebraska. To Dr. John P. 
Senning, it was an ending and a beginning. 
It was an end of nearly 20 years of constant 
study , investigation , prom otion, and 
preaching. And it was the beginning of 
more than 20 years of hard work to set the 
N ebraska U nicam eral m achinery  in 
motion and to chart its progress.

This German-born political scientist, 
whose work changed the political life of 
Nebraska, would have been difficult to 
pick out of a crowd. As one associate put it, 
lie “almost destroyed his career in a battle 
to gain for the state and its |ieople whom he 
dearly loved that which be knew was 
right."

His light-complexioned features, topped 
with full brown hair and set with piercing 
gray eyes, gave the medium-built Dr. 
Senning an appearance of determined 
casualness.

Orphaned as u child, Dr. Senning came 
to the United States at the age of nine and 
begun to work his way through school by 
helping out on a farm near taM ars, Iowa.

"John was always striving to obtain the 
best education possible," said Mrs. Sen­
ning. “To him this always remained im ­
portant. I think he was a student all of his 
life."

P r o u d  M o m e n t
When Senning entered Westmar College 

at I.eMars lie had nearly mastered the 
language and customs of his adopted 
country. However, according to an  
associate, Senning always felt that one of 
his greatest honors was his election as 
president and class orator of W estmar 
College’s 1908 class. Soon afterward. Dr. 
Senning enrolled in the universities of 
Chicago and Yale.

After his m arriage in 1913 to Elizabeth 
Anna Stone, he liegan his graduate studies 
again. While doing graduate work, he took 
various part-time instructorships, coming 
to the University of Nebraska in 1916. After 
teaching history for a year, Dr. Senning in 
1917 joined the political science depart­
ment, where he began his extracurricular 
study of legislative systems. He received 
his doctor's degree from the University of 
Illinois in 1924 and returned to Nebraska 
and the chairmanship of the political 
science dep artm en t. He headed the  
department for 10 years.

"As a student or as a professor, Dr. 
Senning’s favorite  courses w ere on 
legislative systems," said Dr. Norman 
Hill, professor of political science a t 
Nebraska. "All the time he was in school 
. . he collected books and writings and 
listened to o ther educators d iscu ss  
legislation, partic, .arly the one-house 
the >ry,"

Ik  prepared himself well for the battle



‘...bicameral legislative systems 
have... become obsolete...hand-me-downs 

from the old English system, ’
that was to take place in a few years. 
Starting with his freshman year a t 
W estmar College, he began gathering data 
on legislative systems. There is now a 
wealth of m aterial in his personal library 
on the second floor of his brick home a t 
2730 M anse, th a t te s tifie s  to the 
seriousness with which John Senning 
researched his favorite subject.

The scholar who puffed on his pipe 
beside the radio in 1934 loved to raise 
gladiolas and play golf (though he was, he 
admitted, just mediocre). He also took 
great joy in the company of any number of 
cats. He found time somehow to teach 
Sunday school every week at the First 
Plymouth Congregational Church and to 
serve on the Board of Education in Lincoln 
before and after his retirem ent in 1952.

Though this was the only public office he 
ever held, “Dr. Senning, I think, would 
have liked to become a member of the 
Legislature,” his wife Elizabeth said, "but 
he could not bear to give up his position on 
the University’s staff.”

"The students liked Senning,’’ Dr. Hill 
said. "He was a man who had learned in 
spite of a hard youth to love life und enjoy 
living. He had a good sense of humor and a 
winning personality that could keep the 
departm ent meetings as well as the 
classroom in laughter. . . .’’

As a careful student and teacher of law­
making systems, Dr. Senning was known 
to his colleagues a t  the University and in 
the leg isla ture  as a political scientist who 
preferred to study government as a 
working proposition rather than a theory.

D a b b l e d  in  P m e t i c a l
"I remember how Dr. Senning was 

always dabbling with the practical,” 
reminisced his wife.

Even after the Unicameral legislature 
came into existence he traveled the nation 
and Canada collecting more material, 

"He never liked to travel Just for 
pleasure,” Mrs. Senning said. "There

always had to be a legislature to study or a 
group to listen to or talk to on his strong 
beliefs concerning legislatures and the 
Unicameral.”

During one of his many debates during 
the vitriolic campaign of 1934, Dr. Senning 
said , “ Since the inauguration  of 
Jacksonian universal suffrage, bicameral 
legislative systems have actually become 
obsolete—carry-overs or hand-me-downs 
from the old English system ." He con­
sidered  the un icam eral the logical, 
natural, next step in the evolution of 
American legislative machinery.

As his wife said, Dr. Senning begar to 
“dabble” in 1919-1921, when he was a 
member of the survey committee for the 
constitutional drafting committee. In 1921 
he served as chief assistant to Governor 
Samuel R. McKelvie in the reorganization 
of the sta te’s administration.

But it was not until 1934 that Dr. Senning, 
prompted by the problems of the 1933 
depression Legislature, became included 
in a major political battle. Along with U. S. 
Senator George Norris, he helped form a 
c itizen ’s com m ittee. The com m ittee 
drafted a unicameral amendment for 
Nebraska’s Constitution.

“The bicameral, partisan legislature in 
1933 was faced with the p r o e m s  of the 
depression, with the r  of its
members inexperienced .H,<uned Mrs. 
Senning. “The people demanded action but 
there was nothing the Legislature could 
do. It fell flat."

And so began the first campaign to get 
the amendment on the 1934 ballot. Senator 
Norris keynoted the drive, saying, "Now is 
the time for chnnge. . .the people are 
ready.” The people may have been ready 
but the university professor and the U. S. 
senator had a battle on their hands. At the 
end of it, through the use of Nebraska’s 
constitutional right to initiative, Dr. 
Senning’s proposed amendment went on 
the 1934 ballot.

“I worried constantly about the firm
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John P. Senning

position Dr. Senning took throughout the 
1920s and into the 1930s in his proposing the 
controversial unicameral idea for the 
s ta te ,” said Mrs. Senning. “But he had 
such a great deal of determination and 
zeal in his belief that Nebraska needed a 
unicameral tliat there was nothing I or 
anyone else could do to discourage him.”

"Though the actual length of the cam­
paign for the adoption of the amendment 
was short it was a great and bitter affair," 
Mrs. Senning continued.

Senning and Norris were assailed by 
powerful men, groups, and newspapers. 
Observers believe that the publicity, in 
general favorable for Norris’s political 
career, nearly destroyed Dr. Senning. 
Some of the members of the University of 
Nebraska Board of Regents, the observers 
pointed out, became upset as the cam­
paign grew fiercer. A member of the 
faculty—a departm ent head at tliat—was 
in the middle of a controversial and 
national issue.

C a r e e r  in  B a l a n c e
And so ii was that Dr. Senning, his lu ir 

now more gray tluin brown, sat beside his 
radio on the night of the election with 
possibly his career and all in wliich he

believed hanging in the balance as the vot e 
was counted.

The Nebraska Blue Book gives the m ost 
accurate summation:

. .On November 6, 1934, the people of 
N ebraska adopted a constitu tional 
amendment providing for a single house or 
unicameral legislature. This was an 
initiative amendment drafted by a com ­
m ittee of citizens. It was adopted by a vote 
of 286,086 for and 193,152 against. The 
amendment required the 1935 Legislature 
to apportion the state into 30-50 legislative 
districts.”

The Sennings went to bed on the sun- 
bright moTiing of November 7, 1934, only 
to aw 'jte  to perhaps an even greater task.

The next day, Norris, on his way back to 
Washington, came by to see Dr. Senning. 
Together they agreed that there was still 
much wo: ' to be done to ensure the suc­
cess of th unicameral legislature. The 
responsib ility  fell to the 51-year-old 
political scientist. Ke worked tirelessly 
and succeeded; as one writer U s  said: 
" . . .  abandonment of the Unicameral has 
not become an issue in Nebraska."

/uinostim m edi itely Dr. Senning and his 
wife, who worked for 20 years in the 
Legislature’s research department, began 
to assemble charts, statistics, and figures 
from their own library, from other 
legislative libraries and from some of the 
imicameral provinces of western Canada. 
All this preparation was for the following 
months when it came time to set up the 
one-house legislature and redistrict the 
state.

In 1935, the last year of a bicameral 
legislature, Dr. Senning was officially 
named consultant to the legislature on the 
unicameral and assigned the task of 
dividing the state into 43 districts, the 
number decided upon by the 1935 
legislature.

“Dr. Senning spent the entire legislative 
session, when not in class (for he never 
forgot his duties at the University),



traveling to every county in the state. He 
listened to disputes. He re-educated the 
people to the unicameral idea. All the time 
he drew maps of prorv ed redistricting 
plans for the state, on., to have them 
disputed by one county or senator or the 
other,” said Mrs. Senning who was not 
only her husband’s wife and companion 
but also a research assistant.

F i n a l l y  A c c e p t e d
"Finally,” she continued, “on the labt 

night of the 1935 session, the Legislature 
accepted and passed the redistricting 
bill.” The Sennings and their staff had 
compiled more than 30 different maps 
before everyone was satisfied.

Drawing upon the mass of information 
he had collected in his fight for the

unicameral legislature, Dr. Senning wrote 
a book, The One-House Legislature, which 
was published in 1937. At the time of his 
death, he was working on a second book, 
“but it w*'- never finished,” said Mrs. 
Senning. • ± still have all the m aterial he 
collected.”

K e p t  W o r k i n g
Even with the Unicameral Legislature 

now organized and running well, Dr. 
Senning wasn’t through. For the rest of his 
life, until a series of heart attacks caused 
his death in 1954 a t the age of 71, be worked 
for and promoted the unicameral system 
in other states. As one associate put it: 
"He was first the student, then the 
promoter, then the builder and finally the 
defender of N eb ra sk a ’s U nicam eral 
Legislature.”



The Converted Comhusker

P i o n e e r ,  P i e d  P i p e r

B y  J u d y  H a r r i n g t o n

A .  PIONEER in some respects — a Pied 
Piper when it came to collecting friends — 
a professor and researcher by occupation.

This was Dr. Roger V. Shumate, first 
director of the Legislative Council, a 
research bureau engaged in the problems 
of state government.

As the first Nebraska director and one of 
three or four others in the country in 1937, 
Shumate was a pioneer in legislative 
research. In his 17 years at the Capitol, he 
compiled detailed studies on practically 
every phase of state government.

As a conversationalist he attracted 
many friends — anyone who could talk 
government or hunting and fishing.

"Since Roger died, I haven’t felt much 
like hunting or fishing," said Boyd Carter, 
a former University of Nebraska professor 
and one of Shumate’s many friends.

Dr. Adam B reckenridge, dean of 
faculties at the University of Nebraska, 
also indicated a lack of interest in hunting 
since Shumate’s death.

As a professor he was exceptionally 
qualified and popular, . .popular in the 
sense that he had the students’ respect and 
excited th e ir  academ ic in te re s t,” 
Breckenridge, Shumate’s close friend and 
colleague, explained.

At the Statehouse, Shumate's Council 
job was to make impartial studies of any 
issue a legislative committee or individual 
senator would request.

Hie 43 senators and a research staff of 
five comprise the Council and informally 
work together between the biennial 
sessions. In this atmosphere the emphasis 
is on scientific approach of fact, statistics, 
and study rather than politics, pressures, 
and emotion.

"I don't make any recommendations," 
the director explained before his sudden

death in 1954. “ I just gather the facts and 
point out the alternatives.”

In a 1945 report on educational problems 
in Nebraska, Shumate said: "This (study) 
is done for the information of m embers of 
the Legislature. The treatm ent of these 
proposals L° not intended to argue for or 
against any one of them .”

To endorse this necessary position of 
neutrality, both he and his wife registered 
as independent voters.

In his work he was brilliant, “a real 
scholar,” friends have said. He was 
described  as d istinguished and so ft- 
spoken, “Not looking at all like an ex­
merchant m arine."

L i f e  a t  S e n

Schumate had enlisted in the Navy 
during World War I and then served in the 
merchant marine, where he rose to a 
quarterm aster’s rank. At one time he 
sailed on a banana boat from Alaska to the 
tropics.

Shumate was conscientious, always 
abiding by the rules.

“ If a legislative report wasn’t to be 
released until 11:58 am ., it wouldn't go out 
a minute earlier,” a former wire service 
reporter said. “ Under all kinds of 
pressure, he stuck to the rules."

By 1950 he had completed 65 large 
research reports and 068 brief analyses. 
Shumate said of his own work tliat "the 
bill-drafting services and the state revisor 
of statutes say the more recent laws a re  
better drafted and fit in better with the 
compiled statutes than before the Council 
was set up."

He worked full time at his legislative job 
in the summer, und the rest of the j  aa r, as 
he said, split his time “60-60." On 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays he
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went to the Capitol as usual. Mondays, 
Wednesdays and Fridays, wearing a 
different hat, he was Dr. Slum ate, 
University of Nebraska professor of 
political science.

Former students praised Shumate for 
his keen knowledge and pace-setting en­
thusiasm for his subject. One recalled that 
Shumate generally was quiet and all 
business, but had a sense of humor and 
liked telling stories, many about his 
seafarii^  days.

“One day a fellow had fallen asleep in 
class,” a University graduate recalled. 
“Dr. Shumate took a piece of chalk from 
the blackboard tray and aimed for the 
kid’s gaping mouth, in an attempt to wake 
him. He missed his target but the resulting 
class laughter woke up the student."

Shumate taught a popular course in 
political parties. In addition, there were 
classes in national and state government, 
public opinion and constitutional law.

He had come to Lincoln in 1937 as an 
associate professor after stints as an in­
structor at the University of Cincinnati, 
1929-31; the University of Minnesota, 1931- 
33; and the University of Pittsburgh, 1933- 
37.

By the time he came to Nebraska, his 
blond hair had receded just a bit and he 
wore a thin mustache. He still was tall and 
broad-shouldered and possessor of a 
carefaly  enunciated pattern of speech.

In 1944, full professorship was granted 
the man who had only five years’ formal 
education before reporting as a student to 
the University of California at Berkeley. In

1948-49 he was acting chairman of the 
political science department.

T h e  O u t d o o r s m a n
During the y e a rs  Shum ate and 

Breckenridge were in the department, the 
two spent off-duty hours around the rivers 
and fields near Lincoln.

“On warm Saturday afternoons, we’d 
take his car or mine and look for a place to 
fish,” Breckenridge recalled.

‘.'Even if we didn’t  get much game, 
which was usually the case, we enjoyed 
each other’s company. Surely, if Roger 
S ium ate had any hobby beyond hunting 
and fishing, it was conversation.”

Had he ever been m ade to choose bet­
ween school and the- Statehouse, however, 
it is likely that his loyalty would have 
leaned toward teaching.

“My husband always talked about 
giving up Council work," said Mrs. 
Shumate, who still lives in their brown- 
shingled home at 3050 Puritan Street hi 
Lincoln. “I looked for him to quit. 
Although he liked all his work, his teaching 
probably came first.”

He quit both jobs unexpectedly.
On a Friday afternoon, the kind of day 

that lured the professor-director out of his 
offices and to the outdoors, Shumate and 
Jack Rodgers, his friend, former student, 
and eventual successor to the Council job, 
had gone fishing near Roca.

“Jack came to the door about 5:30 and 
told me I should get ready to go to the

7 don’t make any recommendations. 
I just gather the facts... ’
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hospital, that Roger was pretty sick,” Mrs. 
an im ate  began.

“ I couldn’t imagine its being anything 
serious; Iie’d always been in good health. 
But this time it was serious, a cerebral 
hemorrhage. Ih ey  carried him into the 
hospital on a stretcher. I saw him then and 
it was the Erst time I realized how bad he 
was,” she said. “He lived through the 
night and died late Saturday.”

That was May 22,1954, one day after his 
54th birthday.

He left his wife and two daughters, 
Marilyn, now Mrs. Robert Ahlschwede, 
and Marcia, a University of Nebraska 
freshman in Fine Arts College.

His family remembers that he liked to 
talk  — about all phases of government and 
about the outdoors.

He liked to read westerns, play bridge, 
go riding with his family, occasionally 
stopping to pick plums. “ Usually we were 
looking for new places for Roger to hunt 
and fish,” his widow said.

“He seemed to have a flair for writing," 
she said. “If it hadn’t been for his 
workload, he probably would have written 
a  book. He did write a chapter once, in a 
tex t called  In troduction  to W estern 
Civilization. That was 15 or 20 years ago 
and I still receive small royalties from it, 
55 or $6 a sem ester.”

Sium atc’s boyhood was spent on a farm 
of “poor but respectable parents” in 
Mexia, Texas. Because of the lack of 
educational facilities and the demands of 
farm work, his mother taught him writing 
and simple arithmetic.

He entered the third grade but left school 
at age 13. Later he had said he became 
conscious of the lack of formal education. 
He quit th eseaan d to o k a  newspaper job in 
Trinidad, Colorado.

Finally, he enrolled at the University of 
C alifornia a t  B erkeley , taking a 
matriculation examination and passing 
the equivalent of three years of high 
school.

T h e  D r o p o u t

He dropped out once and earned money 
at various jobs along the Mexican border.

Yet when he graduated in 1928, Shumate 
was awarded the high scholastic rating of 
Phi Beta Kappa. He went on to earn h is 
m aster’s degree in political science.

It soon became apparent to Shunaate 
that “a doctor’s degree is essential in the  
academic world." He got a halftime in- 
structorship at the University of Min­
nesota and gained his doctorate there.

“ I taught school in Minnesota then ,"  
Mrs. Shumate, now a doctor’s receptionist, 
said. “ We met there and were m arried  
soon after."

And who was the man she had murried?
From the day he arrived in Nebraska, 

Shumate became a Cornhusker. Yes, he 
caught a lot of bullheads and turtles from 
the banks of Nebraska’s creeks. And even 
more, he was a Nebraskan who led a life 
tliat attracted ardent friends and con­
tributed tremendously to the development 
of the sta te’s Legislature.
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Three Decades as Clerk:

T h e y  C a l l  H i m  ‘ M r .

B y  J u d y  W a s e r

B e  IT ENACTED by the people of the 
State of Nebraska, Section One . . . ”

As the mellow bass voice resounded 
through the legislative chamber, the tall 
figure from which it came leaned on the 
rostrvm, placed his glasses on the bridge 
uf his nose, picked up a yellow percil, and, 
turning the pages of the book, continued 
reading.

His words, clearly and quickly spoken, 
reached the senators in a rhythm of low 
phrases and occasional emphasis.

It is appropriate that this man who once 
helped in the construction of the Capitol, 
once served in the Senate of the old 
bicameral Legislature, and who so a r­
dently supports  the U nicam eral 
legislature of Nebraska, should have 
served as the permanent clerk of that body 
since the day it became the only one-house 
legislature in the United States. He retired 
September 25,1969, and was designated by 
the Unicameral clerk emeritus. He has 
been succeeded as clerk by Vincent D. 
Brown.

"Ask him about the Unicameral,'’ said a 
wire service Statehouse reporter, "He 
thinks it’s the greatest thing man ever 
devised."

Indeed he does, as anyone who knows 
him will readily point out. Srb is often 
called iqion to give talks on the 
Unicameral legislature. He willingly 
answers innumerable queries from all 
over the United States and a good deal of 
the rest of the world.

"Compare it with the old system or any 
two-house system in the country, the more 
favorable view you will get," cluillengcs 
Srb, then concedes, "Nothing is ever

perfect, but it is better than in other 
states.”

He is always quick to point out the 
strength he sees in the nonpartisan aspect 
of the U nicam eral L egislature. It 
eliminates many of the complicated 
procedures of the two-housi systems and 
puts the principle above the party, Srb 
insists. The lawmakers, he says, have the 
benefit of a "now-we-are-facing-a-crisis, 
it’s-time-to-put-aside-party-politics” at­
titude at all times.

There is nothing partisan about high­
ways, schools, or state expenditures, he 
adds, raising Ids graying eyebrows. "This 
is the way it should be. The Unicameral is 
a sample of what can be done when the 
senators approach their governmental 
problems from the standpoint of the people 
of the state to such a remarkable degree."

As clerk of the Legislature, Srb’s main 
duties — on the face of it — are the 
preparation of the daily journal and the 
maintenance of staff and quarters for the 
IiCgislature. The work is (Uvided into two 
phases — that done during the legislative 
sessions of about six months out of every 
two years, and the various duties con­
nected with compiling the journal and laws 
during the interim. Actuully the office lias 
become the glue that holds the whole 
unicameral process togther.

Srb first became aware of the need for a 
permanent clerk when he was serving us a 
senator under the two-house system. He 
realized the necessity of having someone 
who should know the procedural steps and

/is I t  S h o u l d  B e
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U n i c a m e r a l ’

keep things going between sessions. The 
office of clerk was made permanent on 
June 1,1937, a t the close of the first session 
of the Unicameral Legislature

Many senators consider Srb tue ultimate 
source for any information concerning the 
Nebraska legislature or the unicameral 
system.

As one senator put it, “When he retires, 
they’ll never be able to have a clerk as 
great as he is; he’s so kindly to all the 
senators and helps them in many ways — 
always without a frown. . .  He graciously 
explains mixups to the senators during the 
daily sessions, s tra ig h ten s out com ­
plicated parliam entary problems, and 
generally keeps things going. All the 
senators have a lot of love and respect for 
him.”

Srb has been credited with maintaining 
the continuity between sessions of the 
legislature, His many years of ex­
perience, coupled with his devotion to the 
Unicameral Legislature and his Job, have 
provided him with vast amounts of in­
formation which he willingly contributes.

A graduate of the University of 
N ebraska Law College, S rb 's legal 
training and 14 years of practice have 
enabled him to interpret the laws, their 
relationship, and their impact in many 
difficult situations.

According to Frank Marsh, Nebraska 
secretary of state and a Republican, Srb 
"is in a pretty touchy position. He is an 
avowed D em ocrat,” M arsh ex­
plained,"yet has always been yery fair, 
and has tried to represent both sides of the 
question in legislative m atte rs . He

Hugo Srb aurveys hi* Legislature.

cements the people of both parties 
together."

Srb, a man with clear-cut political 
philosophies, believes the "u ltim a te  
purpose of government is to be fair."

“He does an outstanding job of not 
mixing politics with his legislative duties 
and services, one state offcial said.

Democrats and Republicans ndd their 
nonpartisan praise.

G overnor F ran k  B. M orrison, a 
Democrat who has known Srb personally 
for many years, observer', "He is one of 
the most efficient, conscientious, and able 
fellows in the field that I know of. He is 
highly respected by people in this field tha t 
I know of. He is highly respected by people 
in this field all over the United States.”

"Form er legislators always greet him 
with unusual friendliness," u Lincoln 
senator noted.

Other senators attach such adjectives to 
him as “efficient, loyal, respected, con­
servative, willing and able."

"He know , all the angles of s ta te  
government," added Lieutenant Governor 
Dwight Burney, a Republican.

Another long-time Republican friend, 
George L. Santo, who has served as
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se rg ean t-a t-a rm s since the firs t 
Unicameral Legislature, said, “He is one 
of the finest fellows I know, always looking 
out for the public interst. He is a gen­
tleman all the way through."

L o v e s  J o k e s
This man of tact is also a man of humor. 

He loves to tell jokes, but often keeps his 
listeners in suspense by playing down or 
deliberately forgetting the punch line. One 
of his most frequent listeners, a member of 
his perm anent staff, quipped, “Watching 
his expressions in telling them is often 
funnier than the joke itself.”

His secretary, Mrs. Sherill Neibuhr,

Srb'a lucceiior, Vincent Brown

noted that he “brightens up the place." He 
always has a welcome smile for everyone 
he sees, added the journal clerk, Theba 
Lubken. "There’s never a day that’s dull 
when he’s around."

He loves to sing. “ Just get him near a 
piano — or even if there isn’t one handy 
just get him to singing — and you can’t 
stop him,” his wife said.

Agreeing, Frank Marsh recalled many 
times when he and Srb have traveled on 
bus trips together, singing all the way. 
"We also sing with the men’s club at 
Christmas time in the halls of the 
Statehouse," Marsh added.

Mrs. Srb, a member of the staff of the 
U niversity  of N ebraska Extension 
Division, pointed out his immense en­
joyment of people. “He likes to know what 
is going on, and he likes to know the people 
who are  doing it."

He particularly likes young people and 
enjoys working with them and answering 
their questions. He works with the 
members of Boys State and Girls State 
each summer. As treasurer of Boys State 
and adviser and instructor for both groups, 
Srb directs their mock legislative sessions, 
contributing all of his knowledge of 
legislative procedures to the young people 
of Nebraska.

Mrs. Srb, born Frances Grace Davey, is 
a native of I^incaster County. She met her 
husband, who is from Dodge, Nebraska, 
when he was teaching for a year between 
the time he graduated from Wayne Nor­
mal School and the time he entered law 
college.
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‘Ask him about the Unicameral 
He thinks it's the greatest thing 

man ever devised. ’

Four of the Srbs’ five children are gone 
from home now. The fifth, Sara, attends 
Mearle Beattie school. The oldest son, 
Richard, is studying for his Ph.D. at the 
University of Munich.

‘D o  M o r e ’
‘‘Always do a little more than you’re 

expected to do,” Srb advised his son, 
Arthur, a t one time, and Art has never 
forgotten it. He is now working for the 
Associated Press in Springfield, Illinois, 
and like his father, has a great love for the 
legislature.

A daughter, Ie is , is now Mrs. Charles E. 
Miller of Pasadena, California. The Srbs’ 
other son, Charles, is working for the State 
Highway Department in Lincoln.

According to Mrs. Srb, the only activity 
the fam 'ly has ever done regularly is to go 
to church. The Srbs are members of 
Tabernacle Christian Church in Lincoln, 
which he serves as a trustee.

Srb has found little time to take his 
allotted two weeks vacation in his busy 
job. When he does, Mrs. Srb adds, he uses 
the time to attend the National Legislative 
Service Conference where he is highly 
regarded by those in sim ilar positions in 
other states. And at these meetings, as 
always, he continues his personal cam ­
paign for the unicameral system of 
legislature.

While his work is his pleasure and his 
first devotion, he loves an occasional joke. 
As clerk. Srb is in charge of hiring all 
em ployees concerned with the 
legislature. A girl applying for a job once 
came shyly into the outer office and asked 
for the clerk’s office. Srb told her tliat the 
clerk was in the next office down the hall. 
Then he quickly sprinted into his office to 
greet her.

There are  many who have a special 
name for the grinning man who greeted 
the startled would-be job holder. They call 
him "Mr. Unicameral."



The First Session:

T h e  N a t i o n  W a t c h e d

« r p
I h e RE WILL never be a legislature 

equal to the first Unicameral.”
That was Lester L. Dunn speaking. The 

former senator, who served in both the 
first unicameral session and the last 
bicameral session, was commenting on the 
caliber of work done as Nebraska made 
legislative history in 1937.

During that first one-house session the 
legislative eyes of the nation were trained 
upon “Nebraska’s laboratory in better 
lawmaking.”

Observers, some cynical and some 
hopefully optimistic, were watching to see 
what problems would arise and what 
would happen to them. Indeed, that first 
session did have its problems but most of 
the men who served look back upon it as a 
success. In fact, many of them describe 
how they believe the legislators rose above 
party and personal consideration to make 
the unicameral system work. True, they 
may have argued over everything from 
n onpartisansh ip  to p roper seating  
procedure. In fact, one of the initial 
problem s arose  over seating 
arrangem ents. How were they to seat 43 
senators in a house equipped to seat 100? 
Some thought every other desk should be 
used. Finally, it was decided to use the 
first 43 seats and assign each member an 
extra seat in the rear of the chamber.

Perhaps more serious was the painful 
changeover from partisanship to non- 
partisanship. E. M. Neubauer of Orleans 
described some of the behind-the-scenes 
maneuvering before the session opened. 
Neubauer, who served in nine sessions of 
Nebraska’s legislature, told of a meeting

B y  D o n  F e r g u s o n

ju s t before the  f irs t U nicam eral 
Legislature went into official session: 

“The leader of the Democrat party 
called all the members of the Democrat 
party of the Legislature to meet in a room 
at the hotel the night before the session 
opened. We were all there. Here is one of 
the things he said:

“ ‘If the Republicans introduce any 
legislation that might give them any 
prestige or credit, try to amend it so it is no 
good, or kill the bill.’

“ I (Neubauer) think the Republicans 
used that sam e attitude quite a bit toward 
the Democrats.

“That might be all right for party 
politics, but it was against my principles. 
It made me an independent voter all 
through my legislative work.

“That is one reason that I favor the 
unicameral system .”

Members of tliat first session, looking 
back on it almost 25 years later, ap­
parently felt that many senators took 
N eubauer’s a ttitu d e  toward non- 
partisanship. Senator Dunn described the 
m ajority’s reactions this way:

“The men who sat on the unicameral 
committee in the two-house system were 
men of integrity, and everyone who sat on 
that committee, irrespective of party, was 
desirous of making the new system work, 
and carry out the will of the people.

“And I also was a member of the first 
Unicameral leg is la tu re ... .The members 
of the new Unicameral, every one of them, 
were desirous of making the new system 
work.

"They showed this by electing as a 
speaker the oldest m em ber with
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‘Everybody wanted 
to make it work, ’

leg isla tive  experience. He was a 
Republican. And the next important office 
was the chairm an of the Committee on 
Committees. He was selected because he 
was the next oldest mem ber in legislative 
experience. And he was a Democrat. Both 
of these men were of high caliber, sincere 
of purpose, and men of great integrity. 
And both of them  had the respect and 
confidence of every member of the new 
system and the respect of the people of the 
state."

That first session did not run entirely 
without bumps. There were problems to be 
ironed out. This was indicated by several 
changes made in the rules of procedure on 
the last day of the session. Prim ary among 
the changes was the abolition of the 
committee of the whole. This issue, ac­
cording to the Omaha World-Herald, was 
the cause of the first serious dispute of the 
session.

Abolition of the committee was felt 
necessary to cut red tape, the newspaper 
reported. The senators had agreed to 
abolish the committee to speed the budget 
through the chamber.

The Senate also faced a salary snag in 
the opening weeks of the session. The 
unicameral amendment had set up the 
total salary budget a t $75,000 per biennium 
“payable in such a manner and such a 
time as shall be provided by law ." This 
meant that senators had to go through the 
complete process of passing a law to 
provide payment of their own salaries.

"Time-saving” was one of the adjectives 
used frequently during the campaign for 
the unicam eral legislature. Indications

that speed was possible under the new 
system were evidenced in several ways 
during the first session. At the outset, 
organization of the session took only two 
weeks, a process that hitherto had taken 
three weeks.

The handling of the budget bill produced 
another example of speed. Anxious to 
conclude their work at the end of the 
session, the senators pushed the budget 
bill through the chamber in five hours and 
40 minutes. In the previous bicameral 
session, it had taken nearly five days to 
clear the bill through the committee of the 
whole and advance it.

The first Unicameral Legislature passed 
226 bills in 98 days, compared with 192 
passed in 110 days by the last bicameral 
session. Total cost of the first unicameral 
session w as $140,000 com pared with 
$203,000 spent by the 1935 session.

Veteran legislator and former speaker 
Charles F. Tvrdik summed up that first 
session this way:

“To begin with, thqy were very tight 
indeed as I remember them—nothing, no 
nothing, made the state senators budge 
one bit aside. Everybody felt tliat the eyes 
of the world were upon Nebraska and the 
new system, and everybody wanted to 
make it work.

“And we worked and worked—night and 
day—for everyone felt that the least little 
bit of hesitation would draw the strings of 
dissatisfaction around all of our necks. So 
we worked and worked.

“Wliat job we did, of course, is for 
history to tell. I, personally, feel that we 
did a good job."
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Part I I :

T h e  S u r v e y  

O f  t h e  S e n a t o r s

■Participating Senators-
John Adams, Sr., Omaha 
Elviu Adamson, Cody 
Jam es H. Anderson, Omaha 
Robert Armstrong, Lincoln 
LeRoy Bahensky, St. Paul 
John E. Beaver, Columbus 
Frank J. Brady, Atkinson 
Henry F. Brandt, Sr., Lincoln 
William B. Brandt, Unadilla 
W. C. Bullard, Denver, Colo. 
Dwight W. Burney, Hartlngton 
Roy B. Carlburg, Pender 
Arthur Carmody, Trenton 
Earl W. Carpenter, Red Cloud 
Hugh Carson, Newport Beach, Cal. 
John Comstock, Lincoln 
Cecil Craft, North Platte 
Glenn Cramer, Albion 
Robert B. Crosby, Lincoln 
Sidney J. Cull'ngham, Omaha 
John G. Donner, Elgin 
Lester L. Dunn, Lincoln 
Dale Erlewine, Grant 
A. A. Fenske, Sunol 
M. M. Forrester, Anselmo 
Dr. Harry A. Foster, Omaha 
George C. Gerdes, Alliance
H. L. Gerhart, Newman Grove 
Edward Gillette, Arlington, Vn. 
George Hoffmcister, Imperial 
Carl P . Jeffords, Seneca 
J. Hans 0 . Jensen, Aurora 
Lloyd Kain, Lexington 
Albert A. KJar, Lexington 
Sam Klaver, Omaha

Otto Kotouc, Sr., Humboldt 
Marvin Lautenschlager,

Grand Island 
John J . Larkin, Omaha 
C. C. Lillibridge, Crete 
Theodore McCosh, Gering 
Jolin P. McKnlght, Auburn 
Robert D. McNutt, Lincoln 
Stanley A. Matzke, Hastings 
John E. Mekota, Crete 
William A. Metzger, Louisville 
William S. Moulton, Omaha 
Frank Nelson, O'Neill 
E. M. Neubauer, Orleans 
Cliff N. Odgcn, Jr., Omaha 
Fern Hubbard Orme, Lincoln 
John 0. Peck, Columbus 
Dr. 0 . H. Person, Wahoo 
C. Petrus Peterson, Lincoln 
Harry T Plzer, North Platte 
Stanley l,. Portsche, Lincoln 
Otto J . Prohs, Gering 
Ross H. Rasmussen, Hooper 
Michael P. Russillo, Omaha 
Edwin T. Schultz, Lincoln 
Frank Sorrell, Syracuse 
Ernest H. Staubltz, Kearney 
Marvin E. Stromer, Lincoln 
George T. Sullivan, Omaha 
George Syas, Omaha 
Donald L. Thompson, McCook 
Charles F. Tvrdlk, Omaha 
Willard H. Waldo, DeWitt 
Charles Wilson, Norfolk

III



Does Nonpartisanship Work?

W h a t  H a p p e n s  W h e n

N o n p a r t is a n s h ip  is probably
the strongest advan tage of the 
Unicameral."

“Nonpartisanship is a joke."
These two statements made by senators 

w ith long experience in N eb rask a’s 
Legislature represent the extremes in 
viewpoints about nonpartisanship. That 
word — nonpartisanship — has been wed 
to the Unicameral legislature since the 
campaign in 1934.

Those who favor 11 and those who oppose 
it both with equal vigor adm it that there in 
nothing peculiar about nonpartisanship 
that makes it a necessary part of a one- 
house legislature. It could be they point out 
a part of a two-house system a part of a 
city council, or a part of any lawmaking 
body.

But in Nebraska, nonpartisanship was 
firm ly a ttach ed  lo the U nicam eral 
legislature by the men who fought for its 
approval in 1934. With George Norris as 
the leading spokesman for this aspect of 
N ebraska’s new leg isla tu re , the 
proponents made nonpartisanship a major 
provision in the plan to give the state a one- 
house system.

Their arguments tnd  those opposing 
them have echoed throughout Nebraska 
during the nearly quarter-century the 
state has had its mique system of 
legislation.

But the senators who have made laws 
within the system generally seem to have 
found a preference for nonpartisanship. Of 
the *58 senators participating in this sur­
vey, i large majority of them said non- 
partisanship was a strength rattier than a 
weakness in the system. Their views 
varied  from  absolute bucking, to
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lukew arm  approval, to absolute op­
position. Even so, the large majority of 
them had their answers to the critics of the 
system.

What are  the criticisms? What are the 
answers?

P r o  a n d  C o n
Here from the survey of Nebraska 

senators, are the criticisms and the an­
swers:

1 . Nonpartisanship leads to buckpassing,
(There is just as much buck-passing 

between the two houses of a bicameral 
system.)

2 Nonpartisanship weakens the two- 
party system, which is a part of American 
political life.

(While nonpartisansh ip  does not 
strengthen the party system, the ad­
vantages gained in independent legislation 
outweigh this objection.)

3. Nonpartisanship cannot separate an 
office-holder from his politics.

(There have been few instances in the 
history of the Unicameral legislature 
where partisanship was obvious.)

4. N onpartisansh ip  elim inates the 
normal development of leadership.

(The lack of party control allows 
leadership to develop on its own merit.)

5. Nonpartisanship makes it difficult for 
a governor elected on a partisan basis to 
coordinate his p rogram  with the 
legislature.

(A large majority of the senators par­
ticipating in the survey felt tliat this liaison 
was not a problem. However, Nebraska 
governors, who also were interviewed, felt



T h e r e  A r e  N o  P a r t i e s ?

that problems of liaison had arisen during 
their administrations.)
6. Nonpartisanship leads to a lack of 

responsibility and subsequently a lack of 
legislative action.

(The U nicam eral L eg isla tu re  has 
produced enough legislation to govern 
Nebraska, and, in some instances, more 
good legislation than bicameral, partisan 
legislatures in other states.)

These, as the senators saw it, were the 
criticisms and the answers. While the 
majority of those taking part in the survey 
backed nonpartisanship, in several in­
stances men strongly in favor of the 
unicameral system departed from their 
support to criticize this aspect of 
Nebraska’s Legislature. The history of the 
Unicameral Legislature and the replies to 
the survey by the senators bore out the 
notion that partisanship versus non­
partisanship has long been a lively subject 
in Nebraska’s political circles.

N o  L a b e l
The theory of nonpartisanship differs 

:rom partisanship in one major respect: In 
a nonpartisan situation, a candidate is 
elected on his own personal irttegrity and 
convictions without a party label. In a 
partisan system, however a candidate 
uccepts the party stand and is backed by 
his party before, during, and after Ids 
campaign and election.

There is a “naturalness” in 'Jie two- 
party system, according to two University 
of Nebraska political science professors. 
There pre always at least two sides to 
every Issue. The dash  of opinions and 
competition between the two parties 
results in better decisions, they say.

Yet, as indicated by the operation of the 
Unicameral Legislature, there may be 
more than two sides. Instead of a two-sided 
disagreement, there is sometimes a 43- 
sided argument tliat in most cases is 
resolved into one legislative bill.

R. D. Sloan Jr., assistant professor of 
political science at the University, ex­
plains that when an issue comes before the 
public in a two-party situation, the parties 
assume responsibility by making certain 
promises. Responsibility can thus be 
pinpointed and much buck-passing is 
eliminated.

The two-party system began with the 
d isagreem ent between A lexander 
Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson on the 
question of a centralized government or n 
confederation of sovereign states, ac­
cording to Dr. J. B. Shannon, chairman of 
the political science department. The Civil 
War widened the split, resulting in the 
majority of the northern states joining the 
Republican party while the South became 
staunchly Democratic.

“When there are two parties, there is 
constant criticism to keep people on their 
toes,” Dr. Slinnnon added.

laym en, political scientists, and other 
states view Nebraska quite critically 
because it is the only state employing both 
a one-house legislature and the non­
partisan system. One answer for which 
they are all searching is: Has non­
partisanship worked in this state?

Adam C. Breckenridge, dean of faculties 
a t the University of Nebraska, contends 
tliat the nonpartisan system does fulfill the 
need for obtaining good legislators and 
good legislation. In his Ixiok, One House for 
Two, he said the absence of party politics



Pro: it allows each senator 
to he a representative o f all the people.

in the Unicameral Legislature has not 
caused a lack of responsibility, lack of 
leadership, or lack of liaison between the 
governor and the legislators. Nor has 
nonpartisanship caused mu c h  buck- 
posing.

One reason for this may be tliat for the 
majority of people of the state, and the 
majority of legislators past and present, 
the differences between Democrats and 
Republicans on most state questions are 
difficult to ascertain. Indeed, the basis for 
party distinctions m a y  be difficult for most 
of them much of the time.”

The personal abilities of members 
determine the kind of leadership and this 
leadership m a y  change from session to 
session on separate questions, 
Breckenridge continued. Instead of being 
bound to one certain party the legislators 
are shaped by seniority, geographical 
distribution, und positions on various 
committees.
Breckenridge also contends tliat many 

Democrats have been elected from areas 
tliat would have denied them tliat privilege 
had the party label been attached.
A majority of the senators surveyed 

agreed with Dr. Breckenridge on the 
apparent success of nonpartisunship. But 
several wlio observed the earliest days of 
Nebraska’s one-house legislature pointed 
out thnt nonpartisunship did not become a 
legislative fact of life overnight.
“In the beginning," one senator wrote, 

"the nonpartisanship feature wus u 
weakness. There was no responsibility of 
any member of the legislature except to 
hisown voters in liis district. However, the 
commonly accepted system of respon­
sibility and leadership has been developed. 
As a result, party lines have no effect on
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legislation and the governor is able to work 
in cooperation with the Legislature."

In  dependence
Many of the senators praised the in­

dependence given them under the non- 
partisanship system. One cf them com­
mented:
"I think this is part of the one house. It 

allows each senator to be just what the 
people have elected him to be: a 
representative of all the people regardless 
of party. This gives the senator more in­
centive since it eliminates going to the 
party bosses with anything that he thinks 
will be good for all the people and told to 
lay off if it may make a few votes for the 
other party."
Some evidence of partisanship was 

found by another, but he added from the 
senators’ viewpoint:
"I personally like the feeling of direct 

responsibility to the people."
Experience in Washington, D. C., was 

cited by a senator who said:
"After considerable experience in 

Washington, D. C., and the resulting 
politicul pressures, better legislation is 
enacted by the unicameral system with 
each senator allowed to use his own good 
judgment."
While this was the majority view, an 

outspoken minority did not view the 
workings of nonpartisanship with so much 
optimism.
"The nonpartisanship is a joke," said 

one. “Every senator Is either n Democrat 
or a Republican before he is elected to the 
nonpartisan legislature, and he remains 
the same after lie is elected."
“Nonpartisunship did not eliminate



Con: there is a ‘naturalness ’ 
in the two-party system.

anything,” a senator said. ‘‘Check the 
record for the past 30 years, ?nd you will 
discover that the Republicans always 
voted as a body, and also the Democra'.s."
Several of the senators cited two 

examples over the past few years in which 
they felt partisanship had played a part in 

legislative dealings. One pointed out 
several times was the period during the 
recount after the election of Governor 
Ralph G. Brooks in 1958. The second in­
cident cited involved the appearance of 
Governor Frank Morrison in 1961 before 
the legislature to complain that par­
tisanship may have helped to kill a bill on 
Nebraska Hall of Fame nominations.
Interestingly, several of the legislators 

who felt tliat nonpartisanship had not 
worked in the unicameral system did not 
feel tliat the system had lead to buck- 
passing.
This charge of buck-passing has been 

heard periodically since 1937. These critics 
said tliat the lack of party responsibility 
has made it possible for Nebraska 
legislators to ignore vital legislation. The 
survey, however, indicated that most of 
the senators themselves felt this charge 
was no: borne out by the facts.
One senator said, “You can’t keep 

partisanship out of a government mun. I 
say the unicameral boys still follow their 
politics.”

But this same senator added, "There’s 
nothing to the buck-passing idea."
Another senator who said he was 

"personally opposed to the nonpartisan 
feature of the Legislature," uckled, "I do 
not believe, however, that nonpartisanship 
has led to buck-passing."
Conversely, another senator who 

praised almost every aspect of the

unicameral system found nonpartisanship 
to be the great weakness in the system and 
said that buck-passing is a favorite sport in 
the Unicameral Legislature.
In reply to the buck-passing charge, one 

senator pointed out that he found it “hard 
to pass the buck with bills having a public 
hearing."
Another senator attacked the two-house 

system on the very same charge. He said:
“A student of legislative history knows 

that the bicameral system enables buck- 
passing between the two houses. One 
passes a bill; the other kills it; and vice 
versa —  without mentioning what a con­
ference committee can do, and does very 
often."

Pnrty Control
This same senator complained about 

efforts of the political parties to control the 
Legislature. He said:
“Many who are eligible to vote do not 

vote, as sad commentary upon our 
citizens; only a few citizens actually 
participate in politics. And only a handful 
control a party, and it is only the handful 
who control the party who also want to 
control the Legislature. The citizenry is 
not anxious to control the Legislature or to 
have anyone else control it except their 
elected representatives."
The major political parties have voiced 

criticisms of the nonpartisan system. 
During the I960 state conventions, 
Democratic and Republican parties both 
spoke out against nonpartisanship and 
urged a return to party politics in state 
government.
Charles Hein, executive state secretary 

of the Democratic party, concurred,
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saying that he feels tliat although people 
are not apathetic toward state government 
as a whole, party effectiveness is 
destroyed by the nonpartisan system. So 
the passage or defeat of certain bills is 
often inconvenient or impossible, Hein 
said.

‘A im less G roup'
Speaking from a personal standpoint 

and not for the Democratic party, Hein 
continued, “It is impossible to pinpoint 
responsibility on any group. The 
Legislature is an aimless group without 
any leaders.”

Charles Thone, state chairman of the 
Republican party, said the same tiling in 
different words when he described the 
nonpartisan Legislature as “43 leaders 
going in different directions."

He said that senators can also escape 
responsibility more easily in a nonpartisan 
system. Instead of taking a definite stand 
for or against an issue, Thone added, the 
legislator often passes the buck to the next 
man. No one is willing to take full 
responsibility, Thone contended.

He said that members of the Legislature 
are not willing to return to a partisan 
system because they can escape much 
responsibility. “A  guy with a full house," 
Thone said, “doesn’t ask for a new deai."

Tlione also was concerned over what he 
considers an apathetic attitude toward 
political parties in any phase. He blamed 
part of this apathy on the lack of pnrty 
politics in state government.

While a majority of the senators sur­
veyed favored nonpartisanship, a number 
of them agreed in part with the stand taken 
by the state political parties. One senator 
wlio had served under both systems said 
he preferred partisanship. He added:

“In other words, candidates for un office 
on a platform would have the backing of 
their party. At present, you represent no 
party. On matters on legislation in regard

to parties, no one outside the Legislature 
may talk authoritatively for a party, and 
our country is run on the party system.” 
A  need for two parties was cited by 

several senators.
“There ought to be an area of opposition 

to all legislation,” one said. “I believe 
there ought to be a place to put respon­
sibility. Call 'em Federals and Whigs, 
there should be some way to divide the 
responsibility. Of course it should be 
partisan.”
"More responsibility toward vital issues 

would develop under partisan election of 
members,” another senator said. 
“Political parties would then be able to 
work for programs of benefit to the state in 
matters pertaining to taxes, education, 
roads, resource development, etc..
But another veteran senator wa? 

dubious of the inflience of party plat­
forms. “The political parties refuse to be 
specific on a platform,” he said. “The 
political parties’ promises are vague, but 
(make) promises to all groups.
"For example, they are for good schools, 

for labor, for fair taxes, for business, etc., 
but they don’t nail their opinions ... to a 
specific program."

Not fo r  A U States
And another senator did not feel tliat 

nonpartisanship would necessarily work 
well in all states. He wrote:
“The Unicameral would not work in a 

state where politi al bossism or strong 
political machines were in control. It is 
obvious tliat the whole thing would be 
greased all the way down the hall to the 
governor’s office. There would not be 
enough of a check if the machine had the 
Unicameral and the governor.”
Concern was expressed by several 

senators about what they felt was the 
weakness of the two-party system in 
Nebraska. “It is doubtful," one said, "if 
the two parties have fared as well on the 
state level. The big problem of Nebraska is 
an outmoded tax structure. Both political



parties seem to shy away from it, and 
leave it to the nonpolitical Legislature, 
which is unable to cope with it. A  one-house 
legislature, elected on a partisan basis, 
might be able to get something done.” 
Two points closely allied to non- 

partisanship brought a flood of comments 
from the senators cooperating in the 
survey. These two points —  leadership and 
liaison with the governor.
One senator, who backed almost every 

other aspect of the unicameral system, 
voiced the complaint about leadership: 
“In this one respect I agree with op­

ponents of the system. In m y  opinion, this 
has resulted in a loss of leadership that the 
partisan feature would probably provide. 
Effective leadership has not, in fact,

developed in the Unicameral. It is not only 
difficult but in m y  opinion, impossible to 
have effective liaison between a partisan 
governor and a nonpartisan Legislature. It 
is m y  experience that a nonpartisan 
Legislature makes it a particular point not 
to be led by a partisan governor.” 
Another senator emphas'zed the 

leadership point, although he called 
nonpartisanship “the strongest advantage 
of the Unicameral.” He made the 
leadership point when he ridded, "A 
senator acts as he personally sees the 
problems without answering to the party 
leader. This makes it a little difficult for 
some members to go further in political 
life (U.S. Senator, or Representative, or 
governor).”

In N e b ra s k a 's  L eg is la tu re  the  ais le  I sn ' t  a b a t t le  line be tw een  the  part ies.



Senators Split:

Do Leaders Develop
X H E R E  IS a shopworn phrase of the 
space age that involves the punch line of 
many jokes: “Take m e  to your leader.”

Questions not unlike this statement are 
frequently asked by visitors to Nebraska’s 
Unicameral Legislature. The observer, 
locking down from the galleries m a y  ask:

“Who is the majority leader?"

"Who is the minority leader?”

“Where are the party whips?”

The reply to all of these questions is the 
same —  “There are none."

When questions about leadership were 
put to the 68 senators who participated in 
this survey, their answers were con­
siderably more complete and in many 
instances considerably more con­
troversial.

The nonpartisan unicameral system 
develops better leaders than any other 
system, many said.

There are 43 leaders, or maybe no 
leaders at all, said those who disagreed —  
often vehemently.

The question of leadersliip and its 
development in the one-house nonpartisan 
system brought the widest variety of 
opinions of any of the issues discussed by 
the senators, except nonpartisanship, 
itself, v  : h was closely attached to the 
leadership problem by practically every 
cooperating senator. They could not agree 
on what kind of leadership should be 
developed, and although many generally 
favored almost every aspect of Nebraska’s 
Unicameral legislature, they indicated 
reservations about leadership.
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The statistics of their replies give an 
incomplete picture, but they provide a 
starting point.

Of the 59 senators who commented 
specifically on leadership, 37 felt it had 
developed as well or better under non- 
partisanship.

Som e Dissent
Seventeen said the nonpartisan 

Unicameral Legislature had definitely not. 
developed leadership as well as the 
bicameral system. Five felt the type of 
system made no difference.

But a closer examination of the 37 who 
seemed to favor the nonpartisan 
development showed that their backing 
was not as strong as the statistics in­
dicated. Ten of the 37 believed that 
leadership developed only as well as —  but 
not better than —  under partisanship. This 
left 27, a minority of the total responding, 
who considered nonpartisanship the most 
fertile ground for the nurture of leader­
ship.

As the opinions of these veteran 
legislators were examined, it became 
obvious they were talking about several 
kinds of leadership. To some, the 
development of leadership in a legislative 
body meant the growth of individuals to 
serve as party leaders or as elected office­
holders. This kind of leadership, they 
pointed out, involves the combined use of 
the two-party system and public office as 
stepping stones to political prominence.

A large number of the senators were 
talking about another kind of leadership.



Under Nonpartisanship?
They discussed the actual legislative 
leadership that puts programs and laws 
and appropriations through a legislature. 
They admitted that under the partisan 
system this kind of leadership sometimes 
means the establishment of responsibility 
through a party legislative program. They 
cited, for example, the idea that certain 
issues such as taxation, education, roads, 
and recreation could be part of a party 
platform upon which partisan members 
were elected to a partisan legislature. In 
such a case, these senators explained, the 
party members in the legislature would be 
responsible for pushing through the party 
platform. The leaders basically respon­
sible for rallying party votes would be 
party-picked leaders.

A nother Type
But many of Nebraska’s senators felt 

that the nonpartisan one-house system had 
developed another type of leadership. 
Time after time, senators referred to a 
“better kind of leadership.” They ex­
plained that they meant a kind of 
leadership that developed on the “ex­
perience, integrity, and natural leadership 
qualities” of an individual rather tlrnn the 
choice of what m a y  be called "party 
bosses.” By “better" leadership these 
senators seemed to incan a kind of in­
dependent leadership that is better for 
legislation in Nebraska. Fro m  their 
viewpoint it had little to do with the 
development of leaders to hold higher 
office.
In fact, a number of them pointed out

that, while they favored this kind of 
leadership, they believed the system did 
not develop leaders in the other sense of 
the word.
One summarized the view of those 

talking about “better” leadership when he 
said, “Leaders in the Nebraska 
Legislature are usually men of experience 
in the Legislature with the knowledge and 
broadmindedness to think fairly on all 
issues. There is seldom a case of following 
a political leader for whatever advantages 
this m a y  warrant.”

Another felt that leadership thrives 
without party pressure. He explained, 
“There is not as much pressure put on 
individuals by party leaders. Ix)ok for 
examples of pressure in the national 
legislature.”
Several senators empliasized similar 

beliefs. “Under partisanship," one said, 
“leadership was generally placed in 
partisan leaders who were the mouth­
pieces of their respective parties. The 
party in power claimed, in effect, a 
mandate from the electorate to p'rss 
legislation favorable to the party’s 
position. Independent leadership is 
sometimes highly desirable."

"In m y  opnion,” one senator c o m­
mented, "leadership develops to a greater 
extent in the one-house system in tliat in 
the two-house system there exists a 
majority leader and a minority lender of 
each party. This makes it more difficult 
for individuals to develop leadership 
because of the tendency of the party 
caucus system to follow the leadership of 
the majority or minority leader.”
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Another senator made this point even 
more pointedly when he said, “The men 
with ability become the leaders of the 
unicameral body without party in­
terference and without political bickering 
and interference.”
A minority of 17 senators took a directly 

opposite view. Typical of their comments 
was that of one who said, “There lias been 
no development of leadership since the 
two-house system went out of existence. 
There is too much individual thinking and 
jealousy among the members, with each 
wanting the governor’s job or some 
assignment.”
A colleague who agreed carried the 

criticism one step further. He said, “Each

year the leadership becomes less 
responsive."

O nly Defect
One senator who was in general 

agreement with the unicameral system 
disagreed violently on the point of non- 
partisanship and its allied development of 
leadership.
‘ 'is one respect,” he said, I agree 

with m e  opponents of the system. In m y  
opinion, this has resulted in a loss of 
leadership that the partisanship feature 
would probably provide. Effective 
leadership has not, in fact, developed in 
the Unicameral... I think the answer is 
that leadership develops better in a par-

Vlsltors often look for lenders  who a r e n ' t  there .



‘I t  is every man fo r himself 
in the Unicameral 

(I enjoyed it..)1

tisan legislature. This is, of course, based 
upon the assumption that men capable of 
leadership will be elect'- J to the 
legislature in the first place.”
At least a half-dozen of the senators who 

opposed nonpartisanship because they felt 
it discouraged leadership used a similar 
descriptive phrase. One put it this way, “It 
is often said that out of 43 members there 
are 43 governors."
Another said, “I believe partisanship 

would be preferable. Organization would 
hew to one line of thinking and approach. 
As it is now, we have almost 43."
“Every issue has 43 solutions —  all 

ignored,” a colleague added.
Some senators agreed that there might 

be 43 leaders, but found this an advantage.
“I feel that we are developing leaders to 

a certain degree,” one of this group said. 
"Beyond this point, I do not feel any 
legislator should be considered to be more 
influential than any other. W e  are here to 
consider issues and not be blindly led by 
some popular leadership.”
Another legislative veteran said that 

“because of nonpartisanship, leadership is 
fragmented In the Unicameral. It is every 
man for himself in the Unicameral. (I 
enjoyed it for that reason,)"
This senator added that while leadership 

does not develop as well under this system, 
“each legislator thinks more in­
dependently."

As all of these senators presented their 
viewpoints, a picture —  or more ac­
curately several pictures —  of leadersliip 
in the Unicameral Legislature began to 
emerge.

Leadership Shifts
Experienced legislative observers have 

said for perhaps two decades that 
leadership in the Unicameral legislature 
is a shifting, parttime phenomenon. They 
meant that a m a n  might develop a 
following in a certain legislative area. For 
example, a senator might be considered a 
budgetary expert or an agricultural expert 
or an educational expert. In these areas 
his fellow senators might look to him for 
leadership. Seldom, these observers said, 
did one m a n  develop as a leader in all 
areas. This survey bears out the ob­
servers’ conclusions to a degree. No other 
issue brought more comment or a wider 
variety of opinion.

One explained it this way.“It develops as 
you go along, as the Legislature 
progresses, irrespective of party af­
filiation."

Another senator said that leadership 
could be developed cither under par­
tisanship or nonpartisanship But he ad­
ded, "In the nonpolitical legislature a 
‘leader’ may have a few followers —  in a 
party he m a y  have a following.”

i
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Do Senate, Governor Harmonize?

It Depends on Where

H o w  D O E S  a partisan governor get 
along with a nonpartisan legislature?
The answer seems to depend upon which 

chair you are sitting in. If you are sitting in 
the legislative chamber as a senator in 
Nebraska’s Unicameral Legislature, the 
chances are you probably would say, “Just 
fine."
If you were sitting in the governor’s 

chair, the answer would apparently be, 
"Not very well."
At least these were the majority answers 

in this survey of 68 senators und six 
governors. Most governors said that 
liaison with the Legislature was difficult to 
maintain in at least some instances. The 
senators told a different story. Sixty-two 
senators commented on the liaison with 
the governor. Fifty of them said liaison 
could be maintained or worked out very 
easily. Twelve of them disagreed.
And the senators who disagreed did so 

with some vigor. For instance, one said, 
"Not worth a darn. As a matter of fact, it 
doesn’t even work that well. To be per­
fectly honest about it, in most legislative 
sessions liaison is nonexistent and this is 
coupled with the legislative feeling that 
they will have no part of it."
Another senator agreed with u terse, 

"There is practically none (liaison) now."
In many instances the senators took into 

account the fact that Nebraska’s 
legislators— outside of the legislature—  
are predominantly Republican. Several of 
them who hud not served with a 
Democratic governor wondered aloud how 
liaison would work under these cir­
cumstances.
One described a situation of mixed 

politics this way:

“Under nonpartisanship, liaison bet­
ween the governor and the Legislature has 
been very cooperative. For instance, a 
Legislature composed predominantly of 
members of the Republican party has 
elected a Democrat as speaker and it has 
elected also a Democrat as chairman of 
the Committee on Committees, which 
committee receives the names of the 
governor's appointees for consideration 
and approval. In each case the closest 
harmony prevailed between the 
Legislature and the governor who was a 
Republican."
Another legislator wondered how a 

different mixture of parties might work 
out: “There have been times when the 
relationship between the governor and the 
Legislature lias rot functioned too well 
under the nonpartisanship Unicameral. On 
the other hand, probably the liaison would 
not be too good if the governor was of one 
party and a partisan Unicameral was 
controlled by the opposing party."

Too Much Fuss
Some senators felt tliat the political 

parties liad made too much of an Issue of 
the problem of liaison. “Personally, I 
didn't feel that there was as much of a 
problem as party bosses made it out to 
be," one explained.
Another cited what he thought would be 

a disadvantage under a partisan ap­
proach: "The governor now generally 
pays attention to each senator— under the 
liartisan approach he might pay real at­
tention only to the majority or minority 
leaders."
Storm warnings were sent up for 

governors who might get “too partisan" in
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You’re Sitting

their approach. One veteran legislator 
said, “In this field, a great deal depends 
upon the governor and his ability to work 
with a partisan group. If a governor at­
tempts to inject partisanship into his 
association with the Legislature, then he 
will fail wiih his program....”

Another agreed and commented: "The 
liaison between the legislature and the 
governor is good unless he becomes too 
political in his actions."

Other legislators frankly admitted tliat 
when it came to liaison between a partisan 
governor and a nonpartisan Legislature 
the governor sought out members of his 
own party within the legislative body.
"I believe this liaison exists," said one, 

“since I find that the governor tends to 
rely on members in the Legislature that he 
knows belong to his party."
A colleague ugreed tliat liaison was not a 

problem for about the same reason. He 
said, “There are always enough 
representatives in the legislature from 
both parties to provide liaison between the 
governor and the legislature."

Several senators indicated without going 
into detail that a governor must tread a 
rather narrow path. One senator, who is 
for the shift to partisanship in the 
legislature, warned that liaison is "O.K., 
except the governor has to be careful what 
he asks of them."
At least one legislator expressed his 

faith in the governor’s negative power. He 
wrote that liaison has worked out fairly 
well so far, and he added: "The power of 
veto held by the governor is worth 20 votes. 
He can introduce a bill at any time. He is 
not handicapped."

Belong Apart
Another legislator simply felt that 

liaison was no problem because "the 
governor is the executive and should not 
concern himself with any legislation. The 
three main divisions of government have 
their individual responsibilities and should 
not infringe on the duties of others.” He 
added a rebuke for some of his fellow 
legislators when he said, “I think the 
Legislature does not, or never has, 
assumed its full responsibilities."

These were the senators talking. These 
are the men who party leaders say are in 
an enviable position. In fact, party leaders 
who have long advocated a shift to par­
tisanship in the Unicameral Legislature 
admit that they themselves as senators 
might not like the shift. As one party 
leader who has been quoted earlier put it, 
"A guy with a full house doesn’t ask for a 
new deal."
How then does it look from the other side 

of the fence? How does it look from the 
governor’s office?
As one governor put it, "In the 

Unicameral, the governor ordinarily 
doesn’t try to take leadership in it. He Is 
almost entirely out. If the governor 
sponsors something, the legislature looks 
down on It. He only tries to stay In between 
politically and doesn’t try to exhibit 
leadership."
All six of Nebraska’s living governors 

agreed that there could be improvements 
in the relations between the Unicameral 
Legislature and the governors.
Roy Cochran, who was governor during 

the transitional period from the two-house 
to one-house system, describes the change
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he had to make in his second term with the 
new Unicameral. From 1935 to 1937, 
Cochran said, his position of governor was 
well known in the two-house Legislature 
through the actions and statements of the 
Democratic party leaders.

Gap to Fill
“When I came to the 1937 session, I had 

the problem of filling this gap,” he added.
Cochran explained the unique way he 

solved his problem. He said that radio was 
comparatively new at the time, and he 
began giving a 15-minute talk over a local 
radio station once a week.
“During the time the Legislature was in 

session, I talked about m y  position on 
certain matters each Sunday.
“The press services also got a oopy of 

the speech and as a result the Lin .oln and 
Omaha papers carried it Monday mor­
ning," he added.
And, according to the governor, each 

senator also in turn hud a copy of a 
newspaper on his desk each Monday 
morning.
"Actually it was kind of a leftrhandcd 

way of letting m y  position be known to the 
senators tiirough the people," Cochran 
added.
So while Governor Cochran managed to 

solve his problem, the problem is still 
there. There arc still no party leaders in 
the Unicameral Legislature for the 
governors to turn to for help. Where then 
does the governor turn for support or in­
troduction of a bill? Who are the leaders in 
the Nebraska Legislature?
As Governor Cochran puls it, “There is 

no formal leadership. It's just like a 
Mexican army.. .all generals."
And Val Peterson said, "The

Unicameral Legislature discourages 
leadership per se.”
The ex-ambassador to Denmark and 

governor of Nebraska from 1947 to 1953 
said that there is no effective way to hold 
the entire membership in the Legislature 
responsible for th !r actions. Instead each 
member is elected from an individual area 
and does what the people in that area 
want.
Lieutenant Governor Dwight Burney 

said, “One of the weaknesses of the 
Legislature is that there is no leadership of 
the group."
Burney served as governor of Nebraska 

from September 1960 to January 1961 after 
the death of Governor Ralph Brooks.
Where does the governor go then for 

support if there is no group leader?
Robert Crosby, governor from 1953 to 

1955, said that in each legislative session 
some m e n — by reason of personal ability 
and to a lesser extent their experience—  
arc able to get more accomplished than 
other members are able to do. Crosby said, 
"I would go to the men who could get the 
most done because of their abilities." He 
explained that leadership develops along 
issues, or in other words several senators 
ma y feel strongly about redistricting or a 
sales tax and become lenders on these 
individual issues.
"With only 43 men sometimes even a 

first termer develops tliis kind of 
leadership,” added Crosby, who also is a 
former senator, speaker, and lieutenant 
governor.
A senator also gains respect on the kind 

of bill he introduces, according to Victor 
Anderson, governor from 1955 to 1959. 
Conduct as a loser helps, he sold. If one of 
his bills loses, he shouldn’t carry a grudge.



‘As it is, 
not a single legislator 

thinks about a party platform... ’

Regardless of these other qualities, ac­
cording to Anderson, if the governor has a 
bill he would like to have introduced he 
approaches a senator who has interest in 
that bill and fight for it. To do this, he said, 
you have to know the senator’s legislative 
record and his opinion on the subject.

Good F ight
“This is so he wouldn’t get up before the 

Legislature and just say tliat he is in­
troducing the bill for the governor, but so 
that he would strongly believe in the bill 
himself and put up a good fight for it,” he 
added.
Governor Frank Morrison believes that 

leadership develops along the capacity of 
individuals to know whatf o talk about and 
to convince others. He said that the 
governor can then discuss with the in­
dividual senators matters that they are 
particularly interested in.
And Val Peterson feels that a governor 

gets to know all the senators as well as he 
can by visitation and then by persuasion 
bring them around to the governor’s 
viewpoint on a subject. It also helps, he 
said, to get other people close to the 
legislators to help persuade them.
Dwight Burney, who has watched the 

legislative process for more than 15 years 
as a senator and lieutenant governor, feels 
the governor has some power through the 
process of legislative hearings. lie said 
tliat the governor can go before a com­
mittee and testify cu a certain bill.
“He can also huve a bill drawn up and 

then ask any senator to sign it. The bill 
automatically then has to be introduced," 
he added.
Burney explained that the usual

procedure for the governor is first to go to 
the committee hearing and testify, and 
then call in individual senators and ask for 
their support on the bill. He said tliat it 
isn’t too hard to find out which senators 
are in favor of a bill since escli bill lias 
three signers.
“The leaders of a bill then are usually 

those who introduced it and signed it. Also 
if a committee brings a bill cut onto the 
floor, then the committee must be back of 
the bill and the governor can seek support 
from them,” he added.

Would the liaison between the governor 
and the Legislature be more effective if 
the Legislature were partisan?
According to Val Peterson, “W e  could 

improve membership (in the legislature) 
on a political basis only in one area.” He 
explained that this would be in the area of 
debate during the election campaigns of 
the senators.

“W e  would have a more adequate and 
full debate of the issues during the cam­
paign, and leadership and respoasibility 
would be fixed for the results of 
legislation.”

Develop Issues
About partisanship, Robert Crosby said, 

"In some respects it's bad for the state." 
Crosby feels tliat some issues could be 
developed and pushed better.

“For example,” he added, “the 
governor and the legislature could take a 
stand on an issue such us sales tax.

“As it is, not a single legislator thinks 
about a party platform after coming to 
Lincoln.”

Crosby said that us the situation exists



The senators find  
a pleasant sense 
o f independence.

now he “wouldn’t think of putting the party 
into an issue unless you need it in 
something like redistricting, but not on 
education or highway programs.”
The ex-governor said that the party 

plays practically no role in the Legislature 
now.
“When I was governor, some of m y  best 

help came from the Democrats in the 
Legislature,” the Republican added.
Dwight Burney said that the “non­

partisan part of the Legislature is a weak 
link."
He feels tliat a partisan legislature 

would tend to strengthen partisan politics 
in the state. In turn, the party would have a 
platform, and the people would know what 
they are voting for.
“If we had a partisan Legislature, the 

liaison between the governor and the 
legislature would be closer," Burney said.
"As it is now, the senators don't run on a 

platform, they run on their standing in 
their community. You only have to be 
against most everything to be elected," he 
added.
The lieutenant governor said that 

although partisaasliip was indistinct in the 
1961 session, it has been stronger in other 
recent years. He attributed this to the 
close race for governor in 1958 when the 
Republicans asked for a recount of the 
ballots.
"The Democrats felt that they had to 

line the people up," he added.

Victor Anderson also feels that “non- 
partisanship in the Legislature is a 
downfall for the state.”

Anderson said he thought there is more 
active leadership when there is par­
tisanship, because “a m a n  must run on a 
campaign and then deliver."

As it is now, Anderson says, the 
governor must walk a center line and not 
show any leadership.

Needs R ole
“The legislators sometimes feel tliat the 

governor shouldn’t take part in legislative 
proceedings, but as in business, the head 
needs to take active part," he added.

Roy Cochran, who says he is not a strong 
partisan, also is in favor of a strong two- 
party system. Under the old two-party 
system, Cochran said, if he had some 
objections to a bill, he would call in the 
party leader to make certain changes in 
the bill. He said that he felt this was better 
since the governor would do what was best 
for the state as a whole, not just for a 
district. Cochran also felt it was sort of a 
paradox the way the governor is elected in 
Nebrasku. He said that now "the governor 
is elected on a party platform and then as 
soon as he takes office he becomes non­
partisan."
Governor Frank Morrison admits that 

things would be easier for the governor if 
the majority of the Legislature belonged to
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the same party, but he added, “par­
tisanship tends to destroy the judgment of 
the individual and substitute his party 
likings.”
“Collectivism or individualism, which is 

better?” he asked.
Morrison, who says he is an in­

dividualist, said he hated to see an In­
dividual submerged in a group, because 
there are too many disadvantages.
“The political parties will destroy 

themselves unless they change their ap­
proach. Now a party member goes against- 
liis own conscience because it is merely 
against the party platform," he said.

A n Im provem ent
“As such, the Nebraska Legislature is 

an improvement because the men in it can 
base their decisions on their own con­
science, and not as it is in the other case, 
just to destroy others,” Morrison added.
The Governor concluded, “It is the test 

of the governor in the nonpartisan 
legislature to use the tools the Legislature 
gives him, and then exert executive power 
for the betterment of the state.”
Liaison between the governor and the 

Legislature? The definition obviously 
depends upon whether you are a governor 
or a legislator. The governors would find 
partisanship a way to ease their work. The 
senators find nonpartisanship gives a 
pleasant sense of independence to their 
work.

N ebraska  Governors
David Butler ........... 1867-1871
W.H. James ........... 1871-1873
Robert W. Furnas ......1873-1875
SUas Garber ........... 1875-1879
Albinus Nance .... .....1879-1883
James W. Dawes ........1883-1387
John M. Thayer ... 1887-Jan. 15,1891 
May 5, 1891-Feb. 8, 1892-1893.

James E. B o y d  Feb. 8,1892-1893
Lorenzo Crounse ........1893-1895
Silas A. Holcomb ........1895-1899
William A. Poynter .....  1899-1901
CharlesH.Dietrich  Jan.3,1901-
May 1, 1901.

Ezra P. Savage ......... 1901-1903
John H. Mickey ......... 1903-1907
George L. Sheldon    ...  1907-1909
Asht-’iC.Shallenberg»r ...1909-1911
Chester H. Aldrich 1911-1913
John H. Morehead ....... 1913-1917
Keith Neville ........... 1917-1919
Samuel R.McKelvie .... 1919-1923
Charles W. Bryan ....... 1923-1925
A da m  McMullen ....  .. 1925-1929
Arthur J. Weaver ....... 1929-1931
Charles W. Bryan .......1931-1935
Robert Leroy Cochran ... 1935-1941
Dwight Griswold ........ 1941-1947
Val Peterson ............1947-1953
Robert Crosby .........  1953-1955
Victor Anderson .........1955-1959
Ralph G. Brooks ........ 1959-1961
(Died Sept. 9, 1960.)

Dwight W. Burney .......1960-1961
Franklin B. Morrison .... 1961-1966
Norbert T. Tiemann .... 1967-
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Too Much Work?

senators Like the
T h e  S E N A T O R S  who took part in this 
survey gave Nebraska’s one-house 
Legislature the kind of a landslide vote 
they themselves would like to have at the 
polls.
Sixty-three of the 68 senators approved 

in one way or another the idea of a one- 
house legislature. Only four expressed 
disapproval enough to want to return to the 
two-house system.
Beyond the idea of a unicameral 

legislature into the details of its workings 
the senators were not nearly so 
unanimous. But so far as the one house 
itself was concerned there could be no 
doubt that these men who had served in its 
lone chamber felt it had been a resounding 
success.
They had found the house a fine place to 

do their job, but what did they have to say 
about their working conditions?
Did they feel they worked too hard?
Did they feel they turned out a quality 

product?
Did ♦hey feel there were ways to im­

prove the product and so better serve their 
customers?
To these questions the senators had 

answers and suggestions to refine the 
system.
Typical of the way the senators backed 

the unicameral system was the comment 
of one who first explained that there were 
certain aspects of it that he did not like —  
for instance, nonpartisanship. But he 
added, “It is by all odds the most efficient 
form of state legislative process. I have 
discussed the matter with former m e m ­
bers of the bicameral, have observed the 
bicamcrals of other states in session, and

have discussed the matter with some of 
their members or former members. And to 
me, at least, there is simply no com­
parison. Prom the persons J have talked 
with in Nebraska who have observed both 
the old bicameral and the Unicameral 
Legislature, some of w h o m  served ... 
with both, the impression I get is that they 
feel the Unicameral Legislature is far 
superior.”
Practically none of the senators were 

concerned about the lack of the checks and 
balances built into the bicameral system. 
One legislator explained the one-housc 
system of checks and balances this way: 
“I approve of the unicameral system 

because of the method of publishing 
hearing dates and the simple methods 
which permit any citizen of the state to 
express his or her views on any bill before 
the committee.”

Public Is Heard
Another veteran legislator culled upon 

Professor John Senning to express his 
viewpoint. He quoted Dr. Senning as 
saying, “The public hearings held by the 
Unicameral make the whole state the 
lower house.”
When Nebraska’s voters said "Yes” in 

1934, they established the number of their 
legislators as "not more than 50.” When 
the last of the bicameral legislators and 
Dr. Senning had completed their work of 
apportioning the state, they had trimmed 
the number of state legislators from 13? to 
43.
Had this drastic cut almost tripled the 

work for the men who would serve in the
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System—But...
Legislature? Or had Nebraska created a 
legislative system with a new brand of 
automation that made it possible for fewer 
men to do more work?
This survey showed that the large 

majority of the legislators felt their 
workload was heavy. But that did not 
mean this same majority thought their 
workload was too heavy. Of the 62 senators 
who commented on workload, 46 agreed 
that although the workload was heavy, 
they could handle it. Sixteen said it was 
entirely too heavy.
Even among those who felt they could 

handle the workload, there were many 
suggestions for making it lighter and more 
efficient. (These suggestions are included 
with the other suggestions at the end of this 
section of the survey).
Another point of agreement among 

senators who served in both the bicameral 
and Unicameral Legislatures was that the 
workload in the one-house system was 
heavier than in its predecessor. Only one 
or two of the veteran legislators felt the 
unicameral system had lightened the load.

From that point on the senators' com­
ments on workload and the reasons for it 
were both interesting and sometimes 
startling.
One said that the workload is beyond 

theabilityofallofustohnndle...”

K ept A lert
Another added, “The workload per in­

dividual is heavier, of course, simply 
because 43 members do the work 133 
formerly did.”

A colleague gave a different reason. He

said, “I believe there is a greater workload 
on individual senators as they must be 
alert to aimost every bill and cannot over­
look some of the measures which may 
have been killed by the other house as is 
the situation in a two-house system.”

Several legislators placed the problem 
directly on themselves and their fellow 
senators.
‘ There is an increased workload, it is 

true,” one said, “but you know this when 
you file, and if you are unwilling to work 
for the interests of the people in your 
district, you had better stay home.”
Another saiator complained, “Most of 

the work is done by about 25 per centof the 
members. Quite a number are there just 
for the ride, and don't know what is going 
on.”
One legislator found another reason. 

“T.e so-called workloadisnot excessive in 
itself,” he said. “It is the extracurricular 
activities and distractions that occupy too 
much time. It is the same thing that causes 
many failures of students leaving home 
and attending the university.”
One of the reasons frequently given by 

observers for the heavy workload is that 
the smaller group of men have too many 
committee duties. About this, a legislator 
said:
“At present there are 11 committees on 

subject matter. There are five committees 
on administration and rules. This makes a 
total of 16 in all. There are only 43 men. 
The 11 committees on subject matter each 
has nine members, so each senator has to 
serve on at least two major committees."
But a number of senators felt tliat the 

size of the Legislature lent itself to better
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committee work. One simply said the 
committee load was not excessive. He 
added, "The committee chairmen carry 
the heaviest workload, and very few ever 
complain.”

A n  Education
Another senator found committee work 

an education toward better legislators. 
This lawmaker commented, “Service on 
several committees by each senator is 
helpful in knowing more of the proposed 
material. More are acquainted with and 
prepared to discuss measures on general 
file.”

Finally, several of the senators com­
mented on one of the unbreakable rules of 
Nebraska’s unicameral system. That rule 
is that every bill tliat becomes law must 
have had a public hearing. As Dr. Senning 
and other pioneers oc the system explained 
this rule, it was to provide an additional 
check and balance for the Unicameral 
legislature. Several of the senators, 
however, pointed out that this requirement 
greatly Increased the amount of com­
mittee work.

Directly related to the size of the 
Unicameral Legislatureandthenumberof 
its members and their workload is the 
quality of their product —  legislation. The 
senators participating in this survey were 
asked to assess —  or run a quality control 
check, if you please —  on their product.

On this question, as on several others, 
there was no series of clearcut majority 
opinions. There were one or two very 
general majority opinions. They were:

1. Tlie majority of senators thought

plenty of bills were introduced and plenty 
were passed.

2. The majority felt that there should be 
some way to limit the number of bills that 
had to have complete consideration by the 
whole Legislature.

There was, of course, no disagreement 
on the point that the unicameral system 
had cut the overall nuaber of bids in­
troduced. The unicameral statistics 
compared with the number of bills 
produced in bicameral sessions of similar 
states showed that in most instances about 
half as many bills were introduced by 
Cornhusker senators.

When the senators talked of more 
legislation than was needed, they also 
talked about unnecessary legislation. 
Sometimes they i eant inferior legislation. 
This was the way one senator described 
the situation:

"Unnecessary legislation has not in fact 
been eliminated, but I feel this is the fault 
of the senators and not the system. At the 
same time, new and progressive 
legislation has not been forthcoming and I  
feel this is caused by lack of leadership 
and clear public feeling. Again this is only 
partly caused by the system.”

A  colleague defended the senators, In­
dicating that outside pressures caused the 
introduction of too many bills. He said, 
“ 1110 legislators are doing well to hold 
down as well as they do. If the legislators 
had their own way they would introduce 
fewer bills.”

To a considerable number of the 
senators the number of bills, which has 
been running in the vicinity of 603 to 700
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7 /  the legislators 
had their own way 

they would introduce 
fewer bills. ,

each session in recent years, was a little 
amazing. One said, “It is difficult for m e  to 
understand ho w  43 or 143 men can come up 
with 600 or more new ideas for legislation 
every two years."
Another made a pointthat statistics bear 

out when he added, "The number of bills 
introduced and passed seem to increase 
each session."
Several of the senators admitted that 

there were too many bills and that too 
many of these were unnecessary. But they 
sharply opposed reduction. One put it this 
way:
"In the matter of unnecessary bills, the 

fact is very evident that the public must be 
heard and even a few should be entitled to 
their hearing."

A  colleague agreed: "In our democratic 
system, the amount of legislation is 
governed by the desires of the electorate 
and should not be limited. Unnecessary 
legislation is usually readily disposed of."

Perhaps the most valuable contribute i 
the cooperating senators made In their 
comments on their workload and its 
products were their suggestions for 
changing the system to meet the problems 
they felt it faced. For clarity and reading 
case, these suggestions have been divided 
into categories und listed. (Where senntors 
duplicated ideas, one or two represen­
tative statements have been chosen. But 
wherever possible the complete quotation 
was retained.)

Legislative A ids
Legal Assistance

"There should be three or four paid

lawyers to help get information for the 
committees.”

* * *

“I believe under the present system the 
senators should have professional help in 
order to know and understand what is in 
the bill. I do not mean that they should tell 
the senator that it is a goodor bad bill. Just 
tell the senator what is in the bill and let 
the senator do his own thinking on the 
merit of the bill."

* * *
"It would be a great assistance if 

senators were given the assistance of law 
students or graduates who could aid in 
research of the many complicated issues 
which come before the Legislature. It is 
very difficult with the heavy schedule to 
delve into some matters tliat require extra 
study and research.”

Research Assistance

"I believe that added trained resenrch 
personnel could ease the workload to a 
considerable extent. This could be done by 
assigning trained personnel to the stan­
ding committees and making their ser­
vices available to individual legislators.”

• t ♦
"I do not favor proposals for student 

help as proposed by some unless a great 
deal of study Is put into the program ahead 
of time und considerable orientation of 
students made. Ford Foundation fluids arc 
available on this. I can see where some 
senators would use research help a lot —  
others little— in fact, some senators would 
be prone to exploit the help, I fear —  give 
them tasks too difficult or not needed."
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(Ford Foundation funds were available 
but the Legislature voted not to provide the 
required matching funds.)

Secretaries for Senators 

“Each member should have his own 
secretary and that would be the greatest 
aid a member could receive. The conflicts 
arising as to when a member can get a 
secretary and how long he can use her or 
him are numerous, continuous, and very 
frustrating.”

Budget Administrator 

“Perhaps a full-time budget ad­
ministrator would be in greater need than 
any other one thing I could suggest.”

Reduce Iiills
Screening Processes 

"There could be more consolidation of 
bills by committee and lower considerably 
the number of bills handled."

* ♦ *
“There should be a way of checking on 

bills before they ore introduced. About 
one-fourth of the bills are every year in­
definitely postponed, in other words, 
should never have been introduced. I know 
thut throwing them out beforehand does 
not set well with the would-be introducer, 
but I have always felt tliat the number of 
bills introduced could easily be cut in half 
without any loss und make for the rest 
being given better attention. When a 
session is drawn out It often makes for bad 
feelings and careless legislation at the end 
of the session. Hence a short session with 
fewer und only necessary and better bills 
would add to the quality.”

* * ♦

“(1) Greate two study groups to screen 
bills prior to introduction. Each group 
would have a distinct area of respon­
sibility. (2) Bills introduced one session to 
be passed during next session (except 
emergency measures).”

* * *
"Senators should present outline (not 

complete) bill to the Committee on 
Committees. May be rejected here if 
useless legislation. Then assigned to a 
committee. If passed by committee, then 
presented in complete form to chamber.”

limit Introduction Period

“Make it more difficult to introduce bills 
after the first 20 legislative days."

* ¥ *
“A 15 day bill introduction period, und a 

closer scrutiny of the need for legislation 
might help. No attempt to limit bill in­
troduction by legislators sliould be made.”

Limit Bills Per Senator
"No legislator sliould be allowed to in­

troduce more thnn one bill in any session. 
No bill should be passed without two-thirds 
majority, regardless of the number of 
legislators.”

* * *

"I would suggest that the Rules C o m­
mittee set up a limit on the number of bills 
each senator sliould be allowed to in­
troduce at any session. This would 
eliminate many of the billsthat never were 
of any good to the people as a wlwle."

Session and Term s
“I would suggest tliat the legislature
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meet for 90 days each year and every 
other year being devoted entirely to 
budget and revenue and every other to 
legislative matters.”

♦ » »
" I  believe that legislators should be 

elected for a four-year term and on a 
staggered base so that half would at all 
times have experience in the workings of 
the Legislature. And I would also suggest 
yearly sessions where bills would be in­
troduced at the first session and then lay 
over so that they can be studied and then 
go back the next spring and take action on 
them.”

0 * *

‘‘No. 1. I would elect a legislator for a 
term of six years. No. 2. A legislator would 
have to be at least 45 years of age, and 
have conducted n private business suc­
cessfully. No. 3. He could not succeed 
himself for at least another 6 years. No. 4. 
One third to be elected every two years. 
No. 5. The last two years of his term he 
would have to put in his entire time at state 
business. They, the one-third, would serve 
as heads of all state bureaus. No. 6. The 
pay sliould be remunerative and I think 
less expensive then the present set-up. No. 
7. If this set-up were adopted, I think it 
would be the best form of government."

♦ * +
"I would suggest shorter sessions, say 90 

days, and have them annuully."

Choose Up Sides
“Divide the membership of the 

Legislature into odd and even numbers,

and pit them against each other. Too 
simple to consider? W e  think not. That 
type of procedure is used at Boys State. 
Even there it is recognized good legislation 
cannot be had with everyone trying to go 
the same direction at the same time. There 
is too much legislative fraternalism 
among members, in the early stages of the 
session, under the present system. When 
the Pros and Cons square off in earnest the 
people are apt to get a much better deal.”

O m nibus B ill
“There are too many separate bills 

partly because of omnibus correction bill 
is not possible and because there is not 
enough correlation between senators of­
fering bills on the same general subject. I 
feel that inconsequential and even silly 
legislation is put in because the senators 
do not study legislation when they are not 
in session but wait for individuals and 
organizations to offer bills just before the 
session commences. As a result, many 
bills are introduced with the knowledge 
tliat they m a y  be withdrawn later.”

Citizens ’ Com m ittee
“It has long been a favorite theory of 

mine that the efficiency of the Ijegiiiaiure 
could bcmucli improved by the creation of 
a group of nonpartisan citizens whose job 
would be to act solely as c imittee 
hearing members. With the exception of 
the Budget Committee, their Job would be 
only with the bills assigned to the com­
mittees on which they would serve and to 
hold public healings and determine the
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fate of the bill with complete independence 
of the senators themselves, excepting, of 
course, the testimony of the introducers 
and any other senators appearing before 
the committee pro or con. This would not 
take away the right of the Senate body to 
raise any bill which they saw fit to in the 
same manner as at present. . . I realize 
that such a theory, if put practice, 
could create very powerful wmmittees 
but if proper safeguards such as the Senate 
body override were properly set up, this 
power could be held to a harmless 
minimum. This would not necessarily 
have to be a large group, perhaps six or 
seven members to be elected from each of 
the three new Congressional districts and 
possibly three at large, to be assigned to 
the various committees on which they 
would serve by the Senate as a whole. 
Since these members would serve only 
during the period uf public hearings and 
would be spending full days at their work, 
and considering the time that might be 
saved by the entire body, the net result 
might be a saving in money as well as a 
possible gain in overall efficiency in 
Nebraska Government.
EDITOR’S N O T E  —  Changes have 

taken place In some of the conditions 
discussed by the senators in the survey in 
1961. For example, senators’ terms have 
lx50ii lengthened to four years, as 
suggested by at least one senator in the 
survey. The 1969 legislature passed four 
resolutions thnt instructed the Executive 
Board of the Legislative Council to study 
ways of improving procedures in the 
Legislature. The Board’s report is not yet 
available.

Bicameral, Bills 
Introduced Passed

1917............1135.........273
1918 (Special) ....19........  12
1919.............848.........300
1919 (Special) ....3........  3
1919 (Special) ....4........  4
1921 ..975......... 313
1922 (Special) ....18........  11
1923 .1057......... 193
1925 ..733......... 188
1927 ..947......... 198
1929............. 898   200
1930 (Special) ...27........  9
1931.............872......... 164
1931 (Special) ...11... ...  8
1933 . .1082...
1935 ... 192
1935 (Special) ....54, 

Unicameral, Bills
...  35

Introduced Passed
1937 ... 214
1939 .. .523...
1940 (Special) ....a... ...  6
1941
1943 ... 240
1944 (Special) ... 6 ....
1945 , , ........ .. .395...
1948 (Special) ... .10...
1947 ...588.... ... 358
1949 ...546.... ... 318
1951 ..562.... ... 354
1952 (Special) ... 2.... ...  2
1952 (Special) ... 8.... ...  8
1953 ,,,,,,,,,,, . ..595.... ... 369
1954 (Special) ....10.... ...  6
1955 ...559....
1957 . ..404
1959 ...739.... ... 475
I960 (Special) ___ 3........  3
1960 (Special) ... 2.....
1901 ...737....
1963 73rd ... ...815.... .... 545
1903 (Special) ....26.... ...  17
1965 75th ... ... 584
1966 (Special)
1967 77th ... ...947.... ... 632
1968 (Special) ... 6 ....
1968 (Special) ... 3 .... ...  2
1969 80th ... ..1440 ...
1970 (Special) .... 7 ....
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Always Good for a Fight;

Apportionment Poses

X H E R E  A R E  many political truisms. 
Some of them are true, and others, as 
veteran observers will point out, are 
simply clever.

But there is one truism upon which you 
can get nearly unanimous opinion from 
those who deal in politics. That one is— "a 
sure way to start a fight in a legislative 
body is to suggest that its members 
reapportion themselves.”

This has been a fight-starting issue since 
Nebraska first became a territory and it 
was not lessened necessarily after the 
adoption of the unicameral system. There 
have been from one to a half-dozen bills 
offered to almost every session of the 
Unicameral Legislature on the subject of 
reapportionment.

And the senators who took part in this 
survey were in as much disagreement as 
those who quote the truism with respect. 
But before examining their viewpoints, the 
first question to be answered is: What is 
apportionment?

According to Nebraska’s constitution, it 
meaas dividing the state into districts 
having near equal population. One senator 
represents one district. The present 1961 
apportionment took place in 1935 with the 
advent of the Unicameral legislature, and 
the districting was based on 1930 census 
figures.

In 1935, Dr. John P. Senning and the 
bicameral committees on the forthcoming 
Unicameral Legislature set about their 
work. Perhaps they reflected upon the 
state’s history in this area of reap­
portionment. Perhaps they remembered

that Nebraska started out its territorial 
history with a 13-year quarrel over the 
original apportionment of the state and the 
subsequent location of the territorial 
capital at Omaha. Perhaps they 
remembered the bitter battle before the 
state capital was moved from Omaha in 
1867. Perhaps they remembered that their 
legislative predecessors of those parly 
days had literally resorted to fists and 
guns over apportionment.

Delicate Job
At any rate, Dr. Senning and the com­

mittees went about their work with care. 
In his book, The One-House Legislature, 
Dr. Senning wrote:

“To determine an equable represen­
tation between the minimum of 30 and the 
ma ximum of 50 districts, the cortimitttes 
utilized all available means of research. 
More than 30 maps were drawn to 
illustrate the possibilities of distric­
ting. .. .The reaction to this publicity was 
instantaneous. Delegations from various 
sections of Jie state appeared before the 
unicameral committees to argue either for 
a realignment of their county or to have it 
set off by itself as a single district...."

Senning described how that last 
bicameral session wrestled over its 
problem. For weeks no official action was 
taken while members hoped for the 
wisdom of Solomon. During the 
deliberations, Senator George Norris 
appeared before the Legislature but he 
kept his promise that he would not attempt 
to influence the legislators in their search
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Tough Problems

for a blueprint for a one-house system. On 
February 14,1935, he told the lawmakers: 
“I have kept m y  promise inviolate and 
have no word to say to: nyone as to what I 
think you should do.” he explained that he 
was sure that no districting plan would be 
entirely acceptable and that as in all 
important legislation, concessions must be 
made.
Senning explained how the two houses 

worried over the number of legislators in 
the unicameral body. The conference 
committee recommended the number 43 
when the Senate and House figures did not 
agree. This figure was rejected. A  second 
conference committee also recommended 
the number 43. This figure was rejected 
again. But finally on M a y  16, 1935, the 
number had been accepted by both houses, 
and tlie governor signed it into law M a y  18.
So Nebraska’s unique system of state 

government had become an accomplished 
fact and the state’s voters began to pick 43 
men every two years to make it run. How 
has it run? H o w  has that apportionment 
served the state?
These questions were put to the 68 

senators who participated in this survey. 
Their answers indicated that after almost 
a quarter of a century of the unicameral 
system Uiere is no sizable majority 
opinion. But some conclusions m a y  be 
drawn from an analysis of their replies.
For example, 33 said there should be 

more members than die present 43. Thirty 
believed the present number is sufficient. 
Several advocated fewer legislators or 
quite radical departures from usual 
systems.

This did not mean that all those who 
wanted more senators wanted to redistrict 
the state. In fact, of those who commented 
on reapportionment— redistricting— only 
25 said the state should be redivided. 
Thirty-one wanted the districts left as they 
are.
H o w  much did the senators want to 

change the present body? That varied 
from a total of 49 in one house to as many  
as 100 in a return to the two-house system. 
The figure mentioned most frequently was 
50.

What Basis'/
On what basis did the senators want 

their state reapportioned? Although this 
was an area where a simple yes or no was 
nearly impossible, it appeared that about 
39 senators would base reapportionment 
primarily on population. A  very small 
number would make it totally on area, and 
about a dozen outspokenly favored a 
combination of area and population.

Dr. A. B. Winter of the University of 
Nebraska political science department 
helped explain why reapportionment 
becomes so complicated.

“A facet of political dynamics--this is 
the most apt description,"he said. “This is 
as specific as is possible about a non­
specific subject.

"Unicameral or bicameral, populational 
or geographical apportionment, partisan 
or non-partisan system— these are only 
rough frameworks outlined in con­
stitutions."
He explained that elements behind the 

dynamics consist of rural versus urban,



political group versus political group, 
racial interests, religious interests, etc.

A ll at W ork
These dynamics— or forces— all are at 

work where reapportionment is involved. 
To find them in Nebraska you need only 
turn to the state’s history. There you will 
find:

-‘East versus West.

— North of the Platte versus south of the 
Platte.

— City dwellers (urban) versus country 
dwellers (rural).

— O maha and Lincoln versus the rest of 
the state.

— Omaha versus Lincoln.

— Ranchers versus farmers. 

— Agriculture versus industry.

These are the interests that reach the 
boiling point, observers point out, when 
reapportionment is the subject. The 
senators who participated in this survey 
were all aware of these dynamics. Their 
reasons for wanting a change or the lack of 
it were as widely varied as the divisions of 
interest.

Some of those who wanted a change did 
so on what might be called the dynamics of 
the rules of the Legislature. Many of the 
senators who proposed an increase of from 
6 to 8 members did so because they felt it

would ease the workload. A  typical 
comment was:

“There should be at least 50. There is too 
much committee work, which means bills 
are not fully understood or thoroughly 
discussed.”

A  smaller group of senators took the 
opposite viewpoint. Basically, they said 
that there was no need to increase the 
number of senators to lighten the 
workload.

One of this mind said, “It makes no 
difference in the number of legislators. A 
certain per cent are sent to the Legislature 
by special groups to get specific 
legislation. The rest go for various per­
sonal reasons, or no reason at all."

But this senator’s colleagues were not so 
hard on their fellow legislators. In fact, 
they praised the quality of the senators. 
One put it this way:

“I think there are enough. If you in­
crease the number, you lighten the load 
and reduce the responsibility of the type 
who serve because they feel they are 
giving a real service. If you reduce the 
responsibility, you reduce the quality, in 
m y  opinion.”

Another legislator agreed and added, 
“An increase in numbers is self- 
defeating."
At least one senator objected to the bills 

tliat are introduced biennially to reap­
portion the state. “The only reason for
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these bills is not because there is a need for 
more senators,” lie said, “but a selfish 
motive on the part of the introducers 
wanting more control in their respective 
districts. I think the (present) set-up is 
fair.”

Two senators actually proposed a 
reduction in the number of legislators. 
They reasoned that 43 men are turning out 
more bills than necessary.

People Move
Many senators gave the shift in 

population as their reason for wanting a 
reapportionment. Time after time they 
pointed out how the state's population had 
shifted since the 1930 census, which was 
the basis for the original unicameral 
apportionment. One spoke the thoughts of 
several when he said, "The present 43 
districts so far as apportionment goes 
perhaps call for some reapportionment to 
be considered. Originally each district was 
to contain approximately 35,000 people. 
Because of the shifting population, this has 
greatly changed until about 50 per cent of 
the districts have less than tliat number."
(According to the 1900 census figures, 29 

of the 43 districts have less than 35,000 
population. While the 1900 census figures 
do not break down into districts within 
counties, it appears there are several 
districts in I,ancaster and Douglas 
counties over 50,000 population.)
Another senator spoke for several when

he said, "I have never felt that sheer 
numbers should command representation, 
thus making necessary reapportionment 
with each shift of population."
This question of whether apportionment 

should be based upon population, or area, 
or both, brings into play a number of Dr. 
Winter’s dynamics.
In the United States the recognition that 

both population and area may command 
representation starts with the history of 
U.S. Congress. Throughout the country's 
history, the Senate has been based upon 
area— two senators per state— no matter 
what the population. The House, on the 
other hand, has been strictly on the basis 
of population with reapportionment 
coming after each 10-year census.
But even when Nebruska had two 

houses, the members were chosen by 
population. So the shi't to the unicameral 
system was not as violent as it might have 
been.
The senators participating in the survey 

were aware of the dynamics of area and 
population. One of them put his view this 
way:
"To ine, legislators primarily represent 

people because in the people are included 
the problems tliat arise because o ' land 
holdings, highways, and all other parts of 
the state. In m y  opinion, representation 
now in our Legislature is badly out of line, 
and to a certain extent our lack of 
legislative progress reflects this. I feel
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