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Preface

The apportionment of legislative assemblies has been a subject

of recurring debate among political scientists, politicians and

interested students. Recent decisions by the United States Supreme

Court have sharpened the focus of that debate.

The present study by Professor Jensen analyzes the apportionment

of the Texas state legislature. Dr. Jensen attempts to do two things:

(1) to analyze the constitutional provisions applicable to the

apportionment of the state legislature,and (2) to present, in tabular

form, the deviation of the various Texas apportionment statutes from

the concept of "one-man-one-vote."

The Public Affairs Research Center publishes this study in the

hope that it will contribute substantially to our discussion of

this vital subject.

John T. Manns
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

CGP 95189117 R_
2U459. 7 S01 Vec
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INTRODUCTION

On June 15, 1964, the Supreme Court of the United States handed

down the fourth in a series of historic decisions dealing with problems

of legislative representation. In the first of these decisions, that

of Baker v. Carr (1962)1, the Court reversing its earlier decision in

Colegrove v. Green (1946)2 held that issues of equitableness in state

legislative apportionments were justiciable and that legal remedies

were available to aggrieved parties. In the second case, Gray v. Sanders

(1963)3, the Court struck down the Georgia county unit system of voting

in statewide and congressional primary elections as in violation of

the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee of equal protection of the laws.

For the first time the Court made explicit the constitutional standard

of "one man, one vote" in legislative apportionments. A year later the

Court cleared the air of any lingering doubts as to what the Consti-

tution required in drawing district lines by holding in Wesberry v.

Sanders (1964) that "one man's vote in a Congressional election must

be worth as much as another's." Shortly thereafter the Constitutional

revolution was completed by the Court's ruling in Reynolds v. Sims (1964)5

that insofar as practicable, state legislative districts must also be

equal in population. The justices rejected the notion that the upper

houses of state legislatures might be apportioned on some basis other

1
369 U. s. 186.

2 328 U. S. 5h9.
3

372 U. S. 368.

376 U. s. 1.

84 S. Ct. 1362 (1964).

3



h LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN TEXAS

than population and held that the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee

of equal protection of the laws required that the principle of "one

man, one vote" must prevail in apportioning both the upper and lower

house of a state legislature.

When the Texas legislature convenes in regular session on

January 12, 1965, it may, if Congress fails to act in the meantime,

be confronted with the full effects of these decisions handed down

since it adjourned in 1963. Since it was last in session, a three-

judge federal court has ruled in Bush v. Martin (1964)6 that the

Congressional apportionment of 1961 is unconstitutional. In announcing

its finding, the court held that all congressmen would have to be

elected at-large in the state unless the legislature convened in special

session and redistricted before the general election. This ruling was

appealed to the United States Supreme Court which upheld the lower

court's finding of unconstitutionality. However, the Court left the

door open for relief from the demand for immediate redistricting by

remanding the case to the lower court for a hearing on implementation,

including possible delay. After the new hearing the court modified its

earlier order and set an August 1, 1965 deadline for congressional

redistricting. Thus, when the legislature convenes in January, it will

find the court's deadline hanging over its head like the sword of

Damocles.

The legislature will also be faced with further problems as a

result of the status of state legislative apportionments. Legal action

6
224 F. Supp. 499 (1963).

7
11 L. ed. 2d 656.

8
Houston Post, April .2, 1964.



INTRODUCTION 5

has been started in Texas to have the state legislative apportionment

act of 1961 invalidated as in violation of the equal protection

clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. A preliminary hearing has been

held but the case has not yet come to trial.9 When it does, there seems

little reason to doubt that the court will follow the rule laid down by

the United States Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims and will hold that

both houses of the Texas legislature must be apportioned on the basis of

districts equal in population. Thus for all practical purposes the next

session of the legislature will be faced with the painful prospects of

having to redraw not only congressional district lines but state sena-

torial and representative district lines as well.

It has been with these thoughts in mind that this monograph on

state legislative apportionment in Texas was prepared. The purpose is

two-fold. First, there is a need to clarify the various provisions of

the Texas Constitution bearing upon problems of state legislative

apportionment. Part One of this monograph is devoted to this task.

Second, interested persons will need a historical perspective from which

to view the problems of state legislative apportionment as they present

themselves during the next session of the legislature. Part Two of this

monograph is devoted to satisfying this need by providing an analysis

of each legislative apportionment since and including that of 1881.

Because no apportionment act was passed between 1921 and 1951, the

1921 act is also analyzed in the light of the census returns of 1930

and 1940. For each apportionment data is presented on the population

9
Houston Chronicle, Nov. 8, 1963.
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of each legislative district, the population of the "ideal" district,10

the size of the largest and smallest district, the ratio of the.largest

to the smallest, the percent deviation of each district from the ideal,

the ratio of the largest district to the smallest, and the range of

the percent of deviation from the ideal. In addition, a map showing

the location of the senatorial and representative districts for each

apportionment is provided. In short, Part Two constitutes a factual

handbook for students of legislative apportionment in Texas.

10
By "ideal" is meant the population of the state divided by thesize of each house. The size of the Senate is constitutionally fixed

at 31 so that this figure remains constant for each apportionment. Onthe other hand, the Constitution gives the legislature discretion in
setting the size of the lower house but provides that it cannot be
larger than 150. The first apportionment, that of the Convention, setthe size of the House at 93. Each apportionment thereafter increased
the size until the constitutional maximum of 150 was reached in 1921.

11
The percent deviation from the ideal is derived by subtracting

the population of each district (or the population per member in multi-
member and flotorial districts) from the size of the ideal district.
Plus and minus signs are retained. The difference, the deviation, isthen divided by the size of the ideal district to find the percent ofdeviation from the ideal. There are other statistical methods of
analyzing legislative districts, but this measure, because of its
relative neutrality, seemed most useful for this study. For a dis-
cussion of the other measures see: A. L. Clem, "Measuring Legislative
Malapportionment: In Search of a Better Yardstick,?" Midwest Journal ofPolitical Science, Vol. VII, No. 2 (May, 1963), 125-13.-
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THE TEXAS CONSTITUTION AND STATE
LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT

A.

Sec. I. SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES--The legisla-
tive power of this State shall be vested in a Senate and
House of Representatives, which together shall be styled
'The Legislature of the State of Texas.'1

With these words the Constitutional Convention of 1875 established

a bicameral or two house legislature. That it did so should come as no

surprise. By 1875 every state had adopted the bicameral form.2  Further,

bicameralism was a Texas tradition since all state constitutions prior to

1875 had made provision for a two house legislature.3

What does come as a surprise, however, is that bicameralism was

adopted by the Convention without, any apparent discussion. An examina-

tion of the debates in the Convention4 and the Convention's Journals

reveals that no delegate questioned the value of a two house legislature.

I
1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const., art. 3, 10.

2
After 1787 only three states had what could be called a unicameral

legislature. These were Pennsylvania, Georgia and Vermont. Pennsylvania
abandoned the unicameral form in 1789, Georgia in 1790, and Vermont in
1836. See: American Political Science Association Committee on State
Legislatures, American State Legislatures (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell
Co., 19511), 49.

3
3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 547, 576, 605, 642.

When reference is made to the absence of discussion what is
meant is that no debate was reported and no debate has subsequently
been published. The Convention made use of the Committee of the Whole
device for considering various articles reported by convention committees.
Debates which took place in the Committee of the Whole were not recorded.
Thus there could have been significant debates of which no historical
record is available.

5
S. S. McKay, Debates in the Texas Constitutional Convention of

1875. (Austin, Texas: The ivrsity of Texas, 1930). Hereafter cited
as Debates.

9



10 LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN TEXAS

The absence of any reported discussion6 of the merits of a two

house legislature makes it impossible to reconstruct the theory which

motivated the Convention of 1875 in the direction of bicameralism. One

can only assume that the members of the Convention accepted, in varying

degrees, the arguments in favor of bicameralism which have today become

commonplace. These are, namely, that a bicameral legislative body guards

against hasty action and carelessly drawn legislation; that a second

chamber will help curb the passions of the masses as they are expressed

in the lower house; that the legislative power must be divided into

two branches in order to prevent the legislature from overwhelming the

executive and judicial branches; and that bicameralism is the "American

way of life."7

B.

Sec. 2. MEMBERSHIP OF SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.--
The Senate shall consist of thirty-one members, and shall
never be increased above this number. The House of Representa-
tives shall consist of ninety-three members until the first
apportionment after the adoption of this Constitution, when
or at any apportionment thereafter, the number of Representa-
tives may be increased by the Legislature, upon the ratio of
not more than one Representative for every 15,000 inhabitants;8
provided the number of Representatives shall never exceed 150.

In establishing the size of the two houses of the legislature, the

Convention of 1875 decided to treat the Senate differently from the House.

While it was willing to give the legislature some discretion in determin-

ing the size of the lower house, it constitutionally fixed the upper

6
Journal of the Constitutional Convention of the State of Texas,

Begun and Held at the City of Austin, September b T8T75.(Printed for
the Convention at the "News"~Office, Galveston, 1877). Hereafter cited
as Journal.

7
B. Zeller, American State Legislatures, 51-57.

8
1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 10.
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body at thirty-one members. In doing so the Convention hewed closely

to the size of the Senate fixed by the existing Constitution of 1869,

i.e., thirty members. The Constitution of 1869 in turn had not

departed radically from the size established by earlier constitutions.

The Constitution of 1845, the first of Texas as a member of the United

States, provided for a Senate of from nineteen to thirty-three members

and the Constitutions of 1861 and 1866 left the Senate at the same size.1 0

In fixing the size of the lower house, the Convention left future

legislatures some discretion as to its size. The original apportionment

under the new Constitution, made by the Convention itself, provided for

a ninety-three member body. This was approximately one member per

15,000 persons. Future legislatures, in apportioning the lower house,

are authorized by the Constitution to increase its size to a maximum of

150. It is interesting to note that each apportionment act passed between

1881 and 1921 enlarged the House until the 1921 act finally increased it

to its constitutional maximum of 150. While the legislature has

never found it easy to reapportion itself, it seems likely that the

painful process was made less painful between 1881 and 1921 by the

ability to increase the size of the lower house and thus to minimize

the effects upon incumbent members. That the pain become more acute

after the constitutional maximum of 150 was reached is evidenced by the

9
3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 643.

10
Ibid., 550, 579, 608.

11
Dallas Weekly Herald, Dec. 4, 1875.

12
Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1881, c. 13, 10 Gammel 269-275;

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1892, c. 21, 10 Gammel 412-20; Texas Laws
1st Called Session, c. 6, 9-10, 12-17; Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1911,
c. 10, 80-87; Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1921, c. 60, 230-231; Texas
Laws 2nd Called Session 1921, c. 6, 264-271.
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failure to pass another apportionment act until 1951 when the legislature

was finally encouraged to do so by constitutional amendment.

In the Convention of 1875 there were differences of opinion as to

the appropriate size for the Senate and House but the divergence was

not great. On the fifth day of the Convention's proceeding a delegate

introduced a resolution which would have set the maximum size of the

Senate at thirty and the maximum size of the House at one hundred for at

least ten years after the adoption of the new Constitution. The resolu-

tion was referred to the Committee on the Legislative Department.1 3

When the Committee made its report it recommended a Senate of thirty

members and a House of ninety members with future legislatures empowered

to increase the size of the Senate to a maximum of thirty-three and

the House to a maximum of one hundred.14 Without significant debate the

Convention later adopted the 150 member constitutional maximum for the

House and established the Senate at thirty-one members.

C.

Sec. 3. ELECTION AND TERM OF OFFICE OF SENATORS.--The Senators
shall be chosen by the qualified electors for the term of four
years; but a new Senate shall be chosen after every apportion-
ment, and the Senators elected after each apportionment shall
be divided into two classes. The seats of the Senators of
the first class shall be vacated at the expiration of the
first two years, and those of the second class at the expira-
tion of four years, so that one half of the Senators shall be
chosen biennially thereafter.1

Although this provision of the Constitution has only a slight

bearing on the problems of legislative apportionment, it is mentioned

13
Journal, hl, h2.

14
Ibid., 1 n4.

1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 10.
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here because the requirement that an entirely new Senate must be elected

after an apportionment has made the Senate reluctant to pass apportion-

ment acts. When such apportionments are passed, half of the Senators

are forced to stand for re-election when only two years out of their

four year terms have been completed and half who are chosen in the next

election serve two year terms instead of four year terms. The reappor-

tionment act that was passed in 1921 included a proviso that it would

not go into effect until 1924, thereby allowing all incumbent Senators

to serve out their terms of office. According to one commentator: "Most

of the criticism of this apportionment was directed at the senatorial

bill, and much of it took the form of a denunciation of the controversial

postponement clause. "16

In adopting the provision for four year overlapping terms for

Senators the Convention of 1875, it is worth noting, abandoned the

provisions of the 1869 Constitution and reverted to those of earlier

constitutions. The 1869 Constitution had provided for six-year terms

with one-third elected every two years while the Constitutions of 1845,

1861, and 1869 had provided for four-year terms with one-half of the

Senators elected every two years-.1

D.

Sec. 27. SENATORIAL DISTRICTS.-The State shall be divided
into senatorial districts of contiguous territory according
to the number of qualified electors, as nearly as may be, and
each district shall be entitled to elect one Senator; and o
single county shall be entitled to more than one Senator.lO

16
Wesley Chumlea, The Politics of Legislature Apportionment in

Texas, 192-1957 (January 199), 71. ~IJnpub Ish dh.D. disser atron
done at the University of Texas. Hereafter cited as Legislative
Apportionment; Dallas Morning News, Aug. 12, 1921.

17
3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. S47, 577, 605, 643.

18
1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 15.
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This section of the Constitution contains several clauses requiring

separate discussion. First, there is the requirement that senatorial

districts be composed of "contiguous territory;" second, the requirement

that the Senate be apportioned on the basis of the number of "qualified

electors;" third, the requirement which is phrased "as nearly as may be;"

and finally, the requirement that no county be awarded more than one

senator.

As originally submitted to the Convention by the Committee on the

Legislative Department, the section on senatorial districts contained

all three of what have come to be the traditional standards of equitable

apportionment, viz., districts which are contiguous, equal. in population,

and compact.20 However, in its final form, the requirement that they

be compact was omitted. There may have been some sinister motive at

work in this omission but there is no available evidence to support

such a belief. It is possible that in the process of putting the Consti-

tution in its final and official form, this word was carelessly left out

by some underpaid clerk.

The requirement that such senatorial district be composed of con-

tiguous territory need not detain us. All apportionment acts passed

under the Constitution of 1876 have faithfully satisfied the Constitution

in this respect.

In addition to the requirement that districts be composed of

contiguous territory, the Constitution requires that they contain equal

numbers of qualified electors. Although the phrasing is awkward, it

is reasonably clear that the phrase "as nearly as may be," when taken

19
Journal, 157.

20
Andrew Hacker, Congressional Districting (Washington, D. C.:

the Brookings Institution, 1963),66.
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in conjunction with the preceding phrase, "according to the number of

qualified electors," implies that the senatorial districts should con-

tain as equal a number of qualified electors as may be practicable.

Of course, this requirement is modified by the proviso that no county

should have more than one senator.

Much evidence is available to indicate that the legislature has

felt itself little bound by this requirement of "equality." When the

large populous counties which are underrepresented in the Senate be-

cause of the constitutional limitation of one senator per county are

ignored, this generalization remains valid. Even the original apportion-

ment adopted by the Convention of 1875 was criticized in a minority

report by the Convention's Committee on Legislative Apportionment. The

report pointed to the case of Harrison County, which had been awarded a

single senator, as an example of a county that was being overrepresented

in the Senate. According to the minority, the Committee on Senatorial

and Representative Apportionment had agreed that the basis for repre-

sentation in the Senate should be 7,500 electors. Yet, they continued,

it must be known to each of the members signing the...
majority report that the registered vote of Harrison county
does not exceed 5,000 and that according to the certificate
of Registrar of said county...the said vote is actually

4,980. Hence, we conclude that the creation of such district
is either a mistake upon the part of such majority, or if
intentional, is an unequitable proceeding...

The minority then pointed to the situation of Harris County in order

to illustrate its point that some counties were underrepresented in the

Senate in comparison with other counties. According to its calculations,

Harris County had 7,204 registered voters, "being greater than the vote

of Harrison County by 2224 voters." In spite of the number of qualified

electors it possessed, Harris county had been joined with Chambers County,
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the latter having an estimated 600 qualified electors. "We refer to these

variances from the rule," said the minority report, "as a few of the most

glaring instances of unequitable apportionment, and earnestly request that

a careful examination be made of that portion of proposed ordinance which

regards senatorial apportionment, and confidently assert that it will be

found to abound with many such instances." 2 1  If the Convention found many

such instances, it did very little to remedy them although it might be noted

that when the apportionment ordinance came to the floor Montgomery County

was joined with Harris County to form the Eighteenth Senatorial District

while Chambers was moved to the First Senatorial District.22 Looking at

the population figures for 1870, however, which show Chambers County with

1,503 and Montgomery with 6,483, one gains the strong suspicion that the

Convention ultimately compounded an inequity rather than corrected one.23

That the Texas legislature has faithfully followed this tradition

of unequally apportioning the Texas Senate down to the most recent

apportionment can be seen by examining Table One. Assuming that the

number of poll tax sales in a county, plus an added increment of twenty-

five percent to compensate for exemptions, is a fair index of the number

of "qualified electors" in that county, 2 4 we find that the size of the

21
Journal, 481, 482.

22
Ibid., 562.

23
U. S., Census Office, Fourteenth Census of the United States:

1920. Population, I, 130-133.

24
There is no way of determining with exactitude the number of

"qualified electors" in each county since in rural areas and in small
towns no record of exemptions from the poll tax requirement are kept. In
order to estimate the number of "qualified electors" the Texas Almanac
adds 15% to the number of poll tax payments for the years 1916-TflflTinclu-
sive, 18% for the years 194h-1955 inclusive, and 25% for the years after
1955. The purpose of this increment is to compensate for those persons
over 59 years of age who are not required to pay the poll tax in order to
vote. The periodic increase in the increment is due to the aging of the
population. The analysis here uses this formula. See: Texas Almanac,
1961-1962 (Dallas, Texas: A. H. Bello Corp., 1960), 476.
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TABLE I. POPULATION AND QUALIFIED ELECTORS BY COUNTY AND SENATORIAL DISTRICTS

Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of
and County (1961)1 (1960)2 Electors (1960)3 1960 Population

State Total 9,579,677 2,798,986 29.2

No. 1 200,348 62,201 31.0
Lamar 34,234 10,374 30.3
Red River 15,682 4,482 28.6
Bowie 59,971 18,340 30.6
Cass 23,496 6,582 28.0
Marion 8,049 2,246 27.9
Morris 12,576 4,665 37.1
Titus 16,785 6,156 36.7
Franklin 5,101 2,037 39.9
Hopkins 18,594 5,471 29.4
Delta 5,860 1,848 31.8

No. 2 188,800 64,208 34.0
Harrison 45,594 11,958 26.2
Panola 16,870 6,761 40.1
Shelby 20,479 6,815 33.3
Rusk 36,421 13,186 36.2
Gregg 69,436 25,488 36.7

No. 3 183,771 60,522 30.2
Cherokee 33,120 9,086 27.4
Nacogdoches 28,046 8,310 29.6
Angelina 39,814 14,898 37.4
San Augustine 7,722 2,868 37.1
Sabine 7,302 2,772 38.0
Newton 10,372 3,830 36.9
Jasper 22,100 6,647 30.1
Tyler 10,666 3,215 30.1
Hardin 24,629 8,896 36.1

No. 4 306,016 107,101 35.0
Jefferson 245,659 87,875 35.8
Orange 60,357 19,226 31.9

No. 5 168,318 50,873 30.2
Leon 9,951 3,576 35.9
Houston 19,376 5,094 26.3
Trinity 7,539 3,282 43.5
Polk 13,861 4,355 31.6
San Jacinto 6,153 1,980 32.2

1 Texas Laws Regular Session 1961, c. 256, 544-549.

2 U. S., Bureau of the Census, Eighteenth Census of the United States: 1960.

This is equivalent to po11 tax sales plus twenty-five percent. Texas Almanac,
1961-1962, (Dallas, Texas: Bello Corp., 1960), 476-477.
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of
and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 5 (Cont'd.)

Liberty
Montgomery
Grimes
Waller
Walker
Madison

No. 6

No. 7

No. 8

No. 9

No. 1(

IHarris

Kaufman
Van Zandt
Smith
Henderson
Wood
Camp
Upshur

Dallas

Cooke
Grayson
Fannin
Hunt
Rains
Rockwall
Collin

0

Tarrant

No. 11
Navarro
Freestone
Anderson
Limestone
Falls
Robertson
Brazos
Burleson
Lee

No. 12
Erath
Hood
Johnson
Ellis

31,595
26,839
12,709
12,071
21,,.75
6,719

1,243,158

202,453
29,931
19,091
86,350
21,786
17,653
7,849

19,793

951,527

209,000
22,560
73, 043
23,880
39,399
2,993
5,878

41,247

538,495

197,964
34,423
12,525
28,162
20,413
21,263
16,157
44,895
11,177

8, 949

181,1h
16,236

5, 4h3
34,720
43,395

9,654
9,441
3,111
3, 665
h,509
2,206

320,222

50,634
5,556

5,472

19,773
5,916
5,142
2,337
6,438

229,375

hh,605
6,408
1,001
5,038
7, 651
1,0h5
1,884
8,578

107,000

49,171
6,932
3,575

7,556

6,h39
4,059

h,2h9
10,116
3,576
2,669

38,255
4,010
2,005
6,658
6,964

30.6
36.1
24.5
30.4
21.0
32.7

25.8

25.0
18.6
28.7
22.9
27.2
29.1
29.8
32.5

24.1

21.3
28.h
19.2
21.1
19.h
3L1.9
32.1
20.8

19.9

24.8
20.1
28.5
26.8
31.5
19.1
26.3
22.5
32.0
29.8

21.1
24.7
36.8
19.2
16.0
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of

and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 12 (Cont'd.)
Hill 23,650 6,004 25.4
Bosque 10,809 2,842 26.3
Coryell 23,961 3,404 14.2

Hamilton 8,488 2,499 29.4
Comanche 11,865 2,931 24.7
Somervell 2,577 938 36.4

No. 13 266,451 65,600 24.6
Bell 94,097 17,191 18.3
Milam 22,263 6,121 27.5

McClennon 150,091 42,288 28.2

No. 14 264,105 72,295 27.4

Travis 212,136 59,022 27.8
Williamson 35,044 8,468 24.2
Bastrop 16,925 4,805 28.4

No. 15 176,522 52,483 29.7
Fayette 20,384 6,440 31.6
Washington 19,145 5,319 27.8
Austin 13,777 4,670 33.9
Colorado 18,463 5,830 31.6
Lavaca 20,174 5,682 28.2
DeWitt 20,683 5,564 26.9
Wharton 38,152 10,999 28.8

Matagorda 25,744 7,979 31.0

No. 16 147,454 46,466 31.5
Brown 24,728 7,791 31.5
Mills 4,467 1,958 43.8
Lampasas 9,418 2,704 28.7

Burnet 9,265 2,959 31.9
Llano 5,240 1,952 37.3
Gillespie 10,048 3,551 35.3

Kerr 16,800 4,748 28.3
Real 2,079 881 42.4

Bandera 3,892 1,636 42.0
Uvalde 16,814 4,419 26.3

Zavala 12,696 2,331 18.4

Kinney 2,452 839 34.2
Kimble 3,943 1,486 37.7
Menard 2,964 1,230 41.5
Mason 3,780 1,464 38.7
San Saba 6,381 2,107 33.0

McCulloch 8,815 3,011 34.2

Concho 3,672 1,399 38.1
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of
and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 17 267,474 95,658 35.8
Fort Bend 40,527 10,831 26.7
Brazoria 76,204 28,714 37.7
Galveston 140,364 51,735 36.9
Chambers 10,379 4,378 42.2

No. 18 193,250 61,438 31.8
McMullen 1,116 595 53.3
Live Oak 7,846 2,518 32.1
Bee 23,755 8,481 35.7
San Patricio 45,021 11,895 26.4
Refugio 10,975 3,835 34.9
Aransas 7,006 2,216 31.6
Calhoun 16,592 5,449 32.8
Victoria 46,475 14,555 31.3
Jackson 14,040 5,017 35.7
Karnes 14,995 5,106 34.1
Goliad 5,429 1,771 32.6

No. 19 174,519 49,674 28.5
Kendall 5,889 1,486 25.2
Blanco 3,657 1,420 38.8
Comal 19,844 5,834 29.4
Hays 19,934 4,991 25.0
Caldwell 17,222 4,498 26.1
Guadalupe 29,017 7,878 27.1
Wilson 13,267 5,020 37.8
Gonzales 17,845 4,520 25.3
Frio 10,112 2,580 25.5
Medina 18,904 5,322 28.2
Atascosa 18,828 6,125 32.5

No. 20 272,593 71,964 26.4
Nueces 221,573 59,007 26.6
Kleberg 30,052 7,294 24.3
Kenedy 884 225 25.5
Willacy 20,084 5,438 27.1

No. 21 178,473 55,111 30.9
Maverick 14,508 3,071 21.2
Dimmit 10,095 2,354 23.3
La Salle 5,972 1,415 23.7
Webb 64,791 16,310 25.2
Duval 13,398 6,384 47.6
Jim Wells 34,548 10,916 31.6
Brooks 8,609 3,985 46.3
Jim Hogg 5,022 2,233 44.5
Starr 17,137 6,602 38.5
Zapata 4,393 1,841 41.9
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of

and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 22 174,842 54,317 31.1

Clay 8,351 2,852 34.2
Montague 14,893 4,958 33.3
Jack 7,418 2,578 34.8
Wise 17,012 5,216 30.7
Denton 47,432 12,230 25.8
Stephens 8,885 3,224 36.3

Palo Pinto 20,516 6,329 30.8
Parker 22,880 7,979 34.9
Callahan 7,929 2,659 33.5
Eastland 19,526 6,292 32.2

No. 23 202,367 56,419 27.9
Hardeman 8,275 2,685 32.4

Wilborger 17,748 5,259 29.6
Wichita 123,528 31,120 25.2
Cottle 4,207 1,482 35.2

Foard 3,125 892 28.5
Dickens 4,963 1,978 39.9
King 640 260 40.6
Knox 7,857 2,444 31.1

Baylor 5,893 1,926 32.7
Archer 6,110 2,174 35.6

Throckmorton 2,767 1,298 46.9

Young 17,254 4,901 28.4

No. 24 246,563 73,030 29.6
Garza 6,611 2,411 36.5

Kent 1,727 850 49.2
Stonewall 3,017 1,639 54.3
Haskell 11,174 3,982 35.6
Borden 1,076 576 53.5
Scurry 20,369 7,349 36.1
Fisher 7,865 2,945 37.4
Jones 19,299 5,352 27.7
Shakelford 3,990 1,548 38.8
Howard 40,139 11,579 28.8
Mitchell 11,255 3,698 32.9
Nolan 18,963 6,432 33.9
Taylor 101,078 24,669 24.4

No. 25 179,440 54,773 30.5
Glasscock 1,118 529 47.3
Sterling 1,177 506 43.0
Coke 3,589 1,660 46.3
Runnels 15,016 4,339 28.9
Coleman 12,458 4,049 32.5

Crane 4,699 2,246 47.8
Upton 6,239 2,484 39.8
Reagan 3,782 1,545 40.9
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of
and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 25 (Cont'd.)
Tom Green 64,630 17,921 27.7
Irion 1,183 554 46.8
Jeff Davis 1,582 494 31.2
Presidio 5,460 1,805 33.1
Brewster 6,434 1,836 28.5
Pecos 11,957 4,338 36.3
Terrell 2,600 844 32.5
Val Verde 24,461 4,784 19.6
Edwards 2,317 846 36.5
Schleicher 2,791 999 35.8
Sutton 3,738 1,346 36.0
Crockett 4,209 1,648 39.2

No. 26
Bexar 687,151 154,489 22.5

No. 27 332,002 73,218 22.1
Hidalgo 180,904 41,798 23.1
Cameron 151,098 31,420 20.8

No. 28 280,577 84,976 30.3
Cochran 6,417 2,358 36.7
Hockley 22,340 7,323 32.8
Lubbock 156,271 43,021 27.5
Crosby 10,347 3,224 31.2
Yoakum 8,032 3,278 40.8
Terry 16,286 5,361 32.9
Lynn 10,914 3,748 34.3
Gaines 12,267 4,329 35.3
Dawson 19,185 5,430 28.3
Andrews 13,450 5,244 39.0
Martin 5,068 1,660 32.8

No. 29 525,358 125,267 23.8
El Paso 314,070 57,415 18.3
Hudspeth 3,343 1,074 32.1
Culberson 2,794 992 35.5Reeves 17,644 4,794 27.2
Loving 226 132 58.4
Winkler 13,652 4,552 33.3
Ector 90,995 29,411 32.3
Midland 67,717 21,676 32.0
Ward 14,917 5,221 35.0

No. 30 157,334 50,813 32.3
Deaf Smith 13,187 3,970 30.1
Parmer 9,583 3,347 34.9
Castro 8,923 3,042 34.1
Swisher 10,607 3,851 36.3
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Senatorial District Population Qualified Percent of

and County (1961) (1960) Electors (1960) 1960 Population

No. 30 (Cont'd.)
Briscoe 3,577 1,354 37.9
Hall 7,322 2,402 32.8
Childress 8,421 3,139 37.3
Collingsworth 6,276 2,120 33.8
Donley 4,449 1,825 41.0
Armstrong 1,966 891 45.3
Bailey 9,090 3,139 34.5
Lamb 21,896 6,896 31.5
Hale 36,798 10,001 27.2

Floyd 12,369 3,734 30.2
Motley 2,870 1,102 38.4

No. 31 282,208 88,925 31.5
Dallam 6,302 2,229 35.4
Sherman 2,605 1,190 45.7
Hansford 6,208 2,321 37.4
Ochiltree 9,380 2,995 31.9
Lipscomb 3,406 1,375 40.4
Hartley 2,171 1,042 48.0

Moore 14,773 5,590 37.8
Hutchinson 34,419 13,317 38.7
Roberts 1,075 502 46.7
Hemphill 3,185 1,316 4l.3
Oldham 1,928 812 .42.1
Potter 115,580 27,520 23.8
Carson 7,781 2,960 38.0
Gray 31,535 10,745 34.1
Wheeler 7,947 2,731 34.4
Randall 33,913 12,280 36.2

districts established in 1961 ranged from 320,222 (District 6-Harris)

to a low of 46,466 (District 16). Much of this disparity in size

between the largest and smallest senatorial district results, of course,

from the constitutional provision which prohibits any county from having

more than one senator. However, even when we exclude from considera-

tion the four counties affected by this provision (Harris, Bexar, Dallas

and Tarrant) and consider only the multicounty senatorial districts,

we find a considerable spread in the size of the districts. Thus, the
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most populous multicounty district (District 29 - the El Paso area) had

125,267 qualified electors in contrast with the 46,466 in District 16.

As has been indicated, the Constitution provides that the Senate

shall be apportioned on the basis of qualified electors. This distin-

guishes it from the House of Representatives, which is apportioned on the

basis of population. Thus the two houses of the legislature rest, at least

in theory, upon somewhat different kinds of constituencies. This is in

harmony with the general theory of bicameralism. Bicameralism argues

that each house should be a check upon the other and that one way of

implementing this principle is to have the members of the two houses

drawn from different constituencies. Thomas Jefferson in his Notes on

Virginia put the matter succinctly when he said, in criticizing the

Virginia upper house:

The senate is, by its constitution, too homogenous with the
house of delegates. Being chosen by the same electors, at the
same time, and out of the same subjects, the choice falls of
course on men of the same description. The purpose of esta-
blishing different houses of legislation is to introduce the
influence of different interests or different principles.2>

In choosing to apportion the Senate on the basis of qualified

electors the Convention of 1875, in this case as in so many others, was

simply following the precedents established by earlier Texas Constitutions.

Starting with the Constitution of 1845 each succeeding constitution had

provided for apportioning the Senate on the basis of qualified electors.26

Other than tradition, we have no way of knowing the Convention's reason

for basing the Senate on qualified electors since the question did

25
The Writings of Thomas Jefferson (Washington, D. C.: Thomas

JeffersoWvemorial Asiociation,~7T),~7TI, 162.
26

3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 550, 579, 608, 646.
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not arouse any published debate that would throw light on the subject.
2 7

At one point a motion was made to base both the Senate and House on

population by drawing districts on the basis of population and then

assigning a senator and three representatives to each district. This

was basically the system provided for by the then prevailing Constitu-

tion of 1869.28 The Convention took up the proposal and then passed

over it, in effect rejecting it.29

Some would urge that the distinction between qualified electors and

population is currently of little consequence. One commentator, for

example, argues that "today when qualified electors are in general all

citizens of twenty-one years, the distinction as to representation is

not of sufficient importance to have much validity, for representation

based on qualified electors is about the same proportionately as

representation based on population, except in certain counties having

a large number of persons who do not qualify as electors through

failure to pay the poll tax." 3 0 This rather bland statement should not

escape without challenge. An examination of Table One reveals that there

is a considerable amount of variability in the percentage of the 1960

population becoming qualified electors from county to county. In thirty-

three counties more than forty percent of the 1960 population were

qualified electors while in twelve counties the proportion dropped to

less than twenty percent. In terms of senatorial districts, the range

was from 35.8 percent (District 17) down to 19.9 percent (District 10).31

27
S. S. McKay, Debates, 97, 98.

28
3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 648.

29 Journal, 217.

30 1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 593.

31
Supra, 18-24.
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The fact that these figures seem relatively small should not blind

us to their significance. How significant they are is of course a

matter of judgment; but it seems fair to conclude that a senatorial

apportionment based on qualified electors would look quite different

from one based on population, everything else being equal.

In constructing Table One it was fairly easy to determine the

number of qualified electors in each county, using the formula of poll

tax purchases plus twenty-five percent as an adjustment for exemptions.

One would think that the legislature, in apportioning itself, would find

the task no more difficult should it wish to follow the mandate of the

Constitution. However, there is some question as to how the legislature

in practice interprets the phrase "qualified elector" ahd how consistently

it follows the mandate. In discussing the 1921 apportionment act, for

example, Wesley Chumlea has argued that the final bill employed both

population and poll tax receipts as a basis for senatorial districts.

From an examination of the data, he says, "One can easily see.. .that

while some of the districts approached the desiderate figures for both

population and poll taxes, others closely approximated only one or the

other." Chumlea writes that "although the Legislature began its delibera-

tions with a bill based on poll taxes, it seemed to stray farther away

from this basis of apportionment at each stage in the history of the

bill." And, he adds, during the process of passing the bill, "while

many of the districts were made more unequal in voting strength, only a

few were brought closer to the desired population figure. Many of the

districts remain so far from the norm in both respects as to give cause

for doubt whether they were based on any formula of apportionment at all.
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This gives support," he concludes, "to the charges that they were laid

out to suit the wishes of the senators, with little regard for the

q22
Constitution."3

If the apportionment of 1921 is a fair indication of how the

legislature passes an apportionment act, it would seem the typical

procedure is for the legislature in apportioning the Senate to begin

with the poll tax sales in each county as an indication of the number of

"qualified electors" in each county. The second step is to award one

senator to each of the metropolitan counties which are affected by

the limitation of no more than one senator to a county. The third

step is the distribution of the remaining senatorial seats among the

counties on the basis of poll tax sales. During the latter stage

factors other than the number of qualified electors enter the picture

and divert the process of apportionment away from the constitutional

mandate of apportionment on the basis of qualified electors.

The situation which prevailed in 1951 supports this description

of the process whereby the Senate has traditionally been apportioned.

In that year the Senatorial Committee on Senatorial Reapportionment

unanimously decided.early in its proceedings to base apportionment

on poll tax receipts exclusive of exemptions.3 3 The comments of the

committee's chairman after Senate passage of the committee bill reveal,

however, the influence of other factors. "'We believe,"' he said, "'that

it is absolutely impossible for any group or this Senate as a whole to

prepare a perfect bill. But we feel we have worked out the best

possible for most of the senators. You can't in a process of legislative

32
W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 74, 75.

33
Ibid., 192.
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redistricting sit down with a slide rule and work out problems like an

engineer. This bill contemplates an over-all average of 42,600 qualified

electors in each of the thirty-one senatorial districts. But there are

hills, rivers, industries, and any number of other factors to be con-

sidered, and this average couldn't be met exactly in any district. But

we got pretty close.'"3 Although the other factors that had to be

taken into account are not specified, one can be fairly sure that they

included the wishes and desires of influential incumbent Senators.

From the preceding several conclusions can fairly be drawn. First,

if strictly applied, the constitutional requirement that the Senate

be based on qualified electors penalizes those areas of the state where

political participation, in the form of poll tax purchases, is lower

than the average rate of participation and favor those areas where

participation is higher. The most obvious areas where participation

is low are those areas where the Latin American population and the

Negro population is high and these areas would be penalized. Existing

research hardly lets us go beyond this assertion. More study is re-

quired to identify rates of participation and the factors which affect

participation.

Secondly, the legislature has not in the past always adhered to the

constitutional basis of senatorial apportionment. If the 1921 appor-

tionment is typical, population and qualified electors become inter-

mixed in the apportioning process; and if 1951 is typical, factors

other than population and qualified electors enter into the appor-

tioning process. Thus one can conclude that the differences in the

34
Quoted in ibid., 199.
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in the size of senatorial districts do not arise solely from the con-

stitutional limitation that no county have more than one senator nor

from the difficulties inherent in accomodating senatorial districts to

county lines.

The constitutional provision mentioned above which limits a county

to one senator needs further comment. This provision was included in

the report of the 1875 Convention's Committee on the-Legislative Department

as it came to the floor of the convention and it was adopted by the

Convention without change. One member moved to include the proviso

that no county should receive a senator until it had the "requisite

number of qualified electors" but this motion was lost by a failure to

muster a majority.36 The limitation on the number of senators a county

might have does not appear in earlier constitutions so that the inclu-

sion of it in the Constitution of 1876 cannot be attributed to constitu-

tional tradition. Unfortunately, the published debates of the Convention

and the Constitution's Journal fail to reveal the reason for its in-

clusion. Thus the provision can only be discussed in terms of its impact

upon apportionment since 1875.

The interesting thing which emerges from an examination of appor-

tionment since the adoption of the Constitution in 1876 is that the

limitation of no more than one senator to a county did not become dis-

criminatory against densely populated counties until the act of 1921.

Until then, only two apportionments had contained single county sena-

rorial districts. The original apportionment by the Convention
3 7

35
Journal, 157.

36
Ibid., 390.

8 Gammel 751-756.
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contained only one single county senatorial district (Harrison) and

that of 1881 only one single county district (Harrison, again).3 8

The senatorial apportionments of 1892 and 1901 had no single county

districts and the Senate was not apportioned again until 1921. In both

of these earlier cases, where Harrison County was made a single senatorial

district, the result constituted not underrepresentation of Harrison

County but rather its overrepresentation. The minority committee

report which complained that Harrison County was being favored by the

Convention because it had 5,000 or fewer qualified electors instead of

the 7,500 average agreed upon by the Committee has already been de-

scribed. Judging from its population Harrison County was likewise

considerably overrepresented in the 1881 apportionment. In 1880

Harrison County's population under the 1881 apportionment deviated

minus fifty-one percent from the ideal, i.e., its population was fifty-

one percent smaller than the population figure arrived at by dividing

the population of the state by thirty-one, the number of senators.hO

An examination of the 1921 apportionment, however, reveals that

with that apportionment the limitation of no more than one senator to

a county began to operate against the densely populated counties. The

1921 statute established three single county districts: Dallas (11),

Harris (16), and Tarrant (28).4 In the case of Tarrant County the

limitation was only slightly discriminatory since Tarrant County's

population deviated only plus 1.6 percent from the ideal. The discrim-

ination against Dallas County was drastic and against Harris County

38
Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1881, c. 13, 10 Gammel 269-275.

39
Supra, 15, 16.

Infra, District 3, 65.
Jul

Texas Laws 2nd Called Session 1921, c. 6, 264-271.
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considerable. Dallas County's population was 40.0 percent larger than

the ideal size district while that of Harris County was 24.1 percent

larger.4 2 The impact of this limitation in 1921 was thus quite serious

and has become more so with each succeeding apportionment, as can be

seen by an examination of the figures on qualified electors under the

1961 statute.43 This statute establishes four single county senatorial

districts: Haris (6), Dallas (8), Tarrant (10), and Bexar (26). These

four districts in 1961 had 29.0 percent of the qualified electors but

only 12.9 percent of the senatorial seats. The most extreme case is

that of Harris County, which had 11.4 percent of the qualified electors

in the state and only 3.2 percent of the senatorial seats. In the

absence of this limitation, Harris County might well have received four

or five senators rather than one.

V.

Sec. 26. APPORTIONMENT OF MEMBERS OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES.--The members of the House of Representatives shall
be apportioned among the several counties, according to the

number of population in each, as nearly as may be, on a ratio
obtained by dividing the population of the State, as ascertained
by the most recent United States census, by the number of mem-

bers of which the House is composed; provided, that whenever
a single county has sufficient population to be entitled to

a Representative, such county shall be formed into a separate

representative district, and when two or more counties are
required to make up the ratio of representation, such counties

shall be contiguous to each other; and when any one county has
more than sufficient population to be entitled to one or more

Representatives, such Representative or Representatives shall
be apportioned to such county, and for any surplus of popula-
tion it may be joined in a represent ive district with any
other contiguous county or counties.

42
Infra, 123-126.

Texas Laws Regular Session 1961, c. 256, 544-549.

Supra, 18-24.

1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Cost. 15.

31
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In adopting this provision the Convention of 1875 was consciously

returning to a constitutional distinction between the House and the

Senate that had begun with the Constitution of 185 but was abandoned

by the Constitution of 1869. This distinction had rested upon the

principle that the House of Representatives should be constituted

upon local, i.e., county, representation while the Senate should rest

upon the broader concept of districts. Thus it was intended that the

House of Representatives, in so far as practicable, should be elected

by county constituencies. This point of view was reflected in the

wording of the Constitution of 1845 when it said that representatives

should be "apportioned among the several counties, cities or towns... "

Senators, on the other hand, were to be apportioned "among the

several districts...")6 The original apportionment under the Consti-

tution of 1845 illustrates the implementation of this principle. One

county was given four representatives, five counties were given three

representatives each, seventeen counties were given two representatives

each, while thirteen counties were each awarded one representative.

There were no multicounty representative districts. Many of the

Senate districts, necessarily because the Senate was smaller than

the House, contained more than one county.hY

This distinction between a Senate elected from districts and a

lower house drawn from the counties was maintained until its abandon-

ment by the Constitution of 18 69--the unpopular Constitution in force

at the time the Convention met. The Constitution of 1869 provided that

a "new apportionment of Representative and Senatorial districts shall

46
3 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 550.

Ibid.,
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be made by the first Legislature in session after the official publica-

tion of the United States census...t" That this wording is intended to

wipe out the distinction between Senatorial and Representative districts

is pointed up by the initial apportionment which established thirty

multicounty districts and two single county districts. Representatives

and senators were then apportioned among these districts. Generally

each district was awarded one senator and three representatives. Two

districts, however, were given two representatives and one senator

while two other districts were awarded one senator and four representa-

tives.L8

On the fifth day the Convention of 1875 was in session a resolu-

tion was introduced which apparently became the basis for the section

finally adopted by the Convention. This resolution, reflecting the de-

sire to base the House, and where possible the Senate, upon county

representation was introduced by delegate De Morse of Red River County.

It declared that "'in apportionment of representation, any county which

has population sufficient to entitle it to one senator or any given

number of representatives, shall elect these by its own vote solely...

When the Committee on the Legislative Department made its report word-

ing was revised to read as quoted above.50

When this section was taken up by the convention as a whole an

attempt was made to-return to the district system of the Constitution

of 1860. Delegate McCormick moved to strike out the provision for

Ibid., 643, 648.

Lh9
Journal, l, 42.

50
Journal, 157.
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separate districts for Senators and Representatives and to substitute

the wording, "'The State shall be divided into senatorial districts

of contiguous compact territory, according to the number of inhabi-

tants, and each district shall be entitled to elect one Senator and

three representatives.'"51 This attempt failed, however, when con-

sideration of McCormick's motion was postponed until after the report

of the Committee on Apportionment.52 After the Committee's report

the McCormick resolution was not again called up for consideration.

If there be any doubt that the Convention intended for the House

of Representatives to express localistic sentiment by basing repre-

sentation on the county, insofar as county representation was practi-

cable, this doubt is dispelled by a statement made by the minority in

criticizing the original apportionment. Added weight is given to this

interpretation by passages in the "Address to the People of Texas"

written by a Committee of the Constitutional Convention. According to

the minority report of the Committee on the Legislative Department,

they believed it "to be the wish of the people of this State to return

to a system of local representation which has heretofore obtained" and,

as proof, they pointed to Sec. 26, which, they said, "incorporated the

doctrine of local representation..."53 And later, they declared, "If

local representation be sought, then let the system be universal. If

local representation is desired, it should be general. In view of the

premises, we earnestly ask that the apportionment proposed, which in

51
S. S. McKay, Debates, 97.

52

Ibid., 98.

53
Journal, 482.
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one place provides for local, and in another for district representation,

and the provisions of which force the conclusion that it is intended

for party purposes, be not indorsed by the Convention."54 In these

statements the distinction between local representation and district

representation is clearly made and the greater value of the former

assumed.

Finally, in further substantiation of this argument, the "Address

to the People of Texas," by the Convention, acting through a commit-

tee, stresses and lauds the return to local representation in the

House of Representatives. "The new constitution," says the Address,

"restores our former wise and just system of local representation

in the Legislature, whereby the representative is taken directly from

his own locality, and thereby held more immediately responsible."55

Thus we come to an understanding of the theory behind several

phrases in the Constitution of 1876. When we read: 1) that the "mem-

bers of the House of Representatives shall be apportioned among the

several counties;" and 2) that "whenever a single county has sufficient

population to be entitled to a Representative, such county shall be

formed into a separate representative district;" and 3) "that when any

one county has more than sufficient population to be entitled to one

or more Representatives, such Representative or Representatives shall

be apportioned to such county," we realize that the phrases are under-

scoring the Convention's intention that, insofar as practicable, the

lower House rest upon local representation.

Ibid., 484.

55
Dallas Weekly Herald, Dec. 4, 1875.
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It is clear, too, that Sec. 26 provides for representative districts

based on population as "nearly as may be." The latter phrase takes

into account the impossibility of precisely equal districts if the

basis of apportionment is to be the county, as the section provides.

But the spirit, it seems evident, is that of equality of representa-

tion with only practical circumstances justifying deviations from the

standard of equality. As we shall see later, a subsequent amendment

requires in certain cases a sharp departure from this principle of

equality of population; but in general, if they are to meet the standards

of the Constitution, representative districts must be relatively equal

in population.

The tabular analysis of apportionments of the House of Repre-

sentatives between 1881 and 1961 in Part Two of this work offers

eloquent testimony that the constitutional standard of equality has

been more often violated than observed. Little other comment is needed.

Even when we ignore the effects of Sec. 26-a, the amendment limiting the

representation of urban counties, we find great disparities in the 1961

apportionment. To take the most extreme case, Ector County (No. 76),

with a population of 90,995 is given one representative and is 42.5
percent larger than the ideal district, while Jackson and Matagorda

Counties (No. 32), with a population of only 39,784, are also given a

single representative, making this district 46.8 percent smaller than

the ideal size district 6 One wonders what extenuating circumstances

were used to justify this disparity. Further examples we leave to the

reader to discover for himself.

Infra, 177.
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Because of the wording of Section 26, allocating representation

in the lower house to counties, Texas uses a "place" system when.a

county is awarded more than one representative. In short, counties

are never divided to make up representative districts. Thus, Harris

County, which currently has twelve representatives, elects each of these

representatives by means of a county-wide vote. Voters going to the

polls are faced with a "long ballot" in selecting their representatives.

Something can be said both for and against this system. One can argue

that it is justifiable because representatives, being elected by the

same "majority" in the county, tend to be all of one political hue.

Thus, if the Democratic "conservatives" are in a majority in the county,

the legislative delegation would tend to be all "conservative."57

Being of the same political outlook, they can face the House of Repre-

sentatives with a "united front" and secure, it is said, more for the

county than they could if they were of differing political views.

Likewise, it might be argued, this system preserves the Democratic

domination of the Texas House by making it difficult, if not impossible,

for Republicans in populous counties to gain a foothold there. If the

highly populated counties were divided into legislative districts, it

might be possible for the Republicans, since they tend to be concen-

trated geographically within the metropolitan counties, to gain repre-

sentation in the House. In the absence of real county-wide party

competition in the metropolitan counties in state legislative races,

this system also keeps minorities, such as Negroes, from gaining in-

fluence in the House by means of a "balance of power" position.

57
At this writing the Harris County Democratic delegation is

divided between "conservatives" and "liberals."
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What is a virtue from one point of view, however, may be an evil

from another. One can argue that those who are presently precluded from

representation in the House because of the use of places in electing

representatives from the counties ought rightly to be represented there.

From this point of view, the Texas House would more accurately reflect

the needs of the people living in the metropolitan counties if the

representatives from those counties were to be elected from districts

within the county. If this were done, then such diverse interests as

those of the suburban areas, ethnic minorities, organized labor, Re-

publicans, and so on, would be represented in the House and their

needs would be more adequately provided for. Further, one can argue

that the evils of the already long state ballot are compounded by the

use of the place system. In Harris County, for example, a voter is

forced to vote for eleven more state offices than he would need to vote

for if the county were divided up into twelve legislative districts.

There is not only the problem of confusing the voter by forcing him to

elect many representatives, with numerous candidates running for each

place, but there is the additional problem of establishing adequate

lines of communication between the citizen and his representative.

While on the surface it appears to be to the voter's advantage to have

more than one representative, one has the strong suspicion that in fact

it is to his disadvantage. Where a voter has numerous representatives

there is a tendency for him not to identify strongly with any of them

and thus not to communicate his needs and desires to his representative.

As a consequence of this situation, representation, one can hypothesize,

tends to become less responsible. Where the voter has only one
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representative, on the other hand, he tends to identify more strongly

with the officeholder, communicate with him, and to hold him responsible.

Whether the place system or the district system is best for metro-

politan counties thus becomes, as so many problems of political science,

a matter of judgment. Our purpose here has been to raise questions

about the use of the place system, not to resolve the issue. The reader

must come to his own conclusions on the matter.

Section 26 cited above provides for the use of "flotorial districts"

in apportioning the House of Representatives. It does so by providing

that whenever a county has a surplus of population, after being awarded

one or more representatives, "it may be joined in a representative

district with any other contiguous county or counties." The flotorial

district can take a variety of forms. All of these are illustrated in

the apportionment of 1881.> The simplest form is that in which a county

has more than enough population for one representative but not enough

for two, thus having a "surplus." A contiguous county with too small

a population for a representative is then joined with it to constitute

a "flotorial" district. Districts 9 and 10 established in 1881 illus-

trate this form. District 9, Anderson County, had one representative,

while District 10 consisting of Anderson and Henderson, also had one

representative. Apparently those doing the apportioning felt that the

"surplus" of population over the amount needed for a single representa-

tive in Anderson should be given additional representation. Henderson

with too few people for a representative was conveniently contiguous;

58
Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1881, c. 13, 10 Gammel 269-275,

passim.



40 LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMIINT IN TEXAS

thus, it was joined with Anderson and the two of them awarded a second

representative to be elected by the voters in both counties.

Another possible form that the flotorial district may take appears

when one county is given a single representative and then joined with

several other counties in a flotorial district which is then given

more than one representative. Districts 16 and 17 established in 1881

illustrate this situation. District 16 was Cass County, with one re-

presentative, and District 17 consisted of Cass plus Marion, Bowie,

and Morris with two representatives.

A third form appears when two contiguous counties with surplus

populations are each given a representative and then the two made into

a flotorial district with a representative. The apportionment of 1881

again provides an illustration. District 20, Lamar County, was a

single county district with one representative and District 21, Fannin

County, was also a single county district with one representative.

The two were then combined into District 22 with a single representa-

tive. This example is interesting because it not only illustrates this

pattern but also shows how complicated flotorial districts can become.

Having taken care of some of the "surplus" populations of Lamar and

Fannin Counties by establishing one flotorial district composed of the

two counties, the legislature then proceeded to provide for the remainder

of their "surplus" by establishing District 23, a flotorial district

consisting of Lamar, Fannin and Delta counties.
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After the 1921 apportionment the use of flotorial districts de-

clined sharply, as the following table demonstrates:

TABLE II. FLOTORIAL DISTRICTS, 1881-1961

Year of Percent of
Apportionment Districts Flotorial

1881 22.2
1892 18.5
1901 13.8
1911 18.1
1921 15.7
1951 4.8
1961 5.3

The apportionments of 1951 and 1961 made very little use of the

flotorial district. In 1951 there were only five and in 1961 only four,

a low point in the use of this device. Of the four flotorial districts

established in 1961, only two variations can be detected. In one

district, two contiguous counties of relatively equal size, Gregg (District

13) and Smith (District 14) were each awarded one representative and then

combined to form a flotorial district to take care of their "surplus"

population (District 15). In the case of the other three, the pattern

is that of a county being awarded one or two representatives and then

being combined with a relatively sparsely populated county contiguous

to it to make up a flotorial district. An example of the latter is

District 39 composed of Cameron County (Brownsville) which was awarded

two representatives and then combined with adjoining Willacy County to

make up flotorial District 40.59

59
Texas Laws Regular Session 1961, c. 256, 544-549, passim.
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It is just as well, so far as equitable representation is concern-

ed, that the use of the flotorial district has declined. Under certain

circumstances it can be highly discriminatory against smaller, rural

counties. Where two counties of approximately equal size share a

flotorial district, such as the first example cited above, discrimination

is, of course, at a minimum. On the other hand, where the population of

one county in the flotorial district far outnumbers that of the other

county(ies) in the district, the discrimination against the small county

can be quite drastic. The discrimination takes two forms. It may be

simply in terms of the amount of influence a voter has in selecting

representatives. The case of District 39 cited in the preceding para-

graph can be used to illustrate the point. In giving District 39 two

representatives and then creating flotorial District hO, the ligisla-

ture must have assumed that, in this area of the state at least, the

average legislator should represent approximately 57,000 people. This

figure is arrived at by adding the populations of Cameron County (approx.

151,OOO) and Willacy County (approx. 20,000) and then dividing by three

(equals 57,000).60 In this two county area each voter should thus have,

if representation were equal, 1/57,OOO share in selecting legislators.

As it actually works out, however, the voter in Willacy has far less

influence than this average and less than the voter living in Cameron

County. To illustrate, when selecting the flotorial representative,

the voter in Willacy has a vote equal to 1/171,000 (the population of

Cameron plus that of Willacy) in comparison with a vote of 1/57,000 if

representation were equal. His co-voter in Cameron County shares to

the same extent in the selection of the flotorial representative but

60
Infra, 171.
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then is allowed to participate in the selection of two more representa-

tives from his own county. In selecting these two representatives his

representation is equal to two times 1/151,000. Thus in terms of the

principle, "one man, one vote," the flotorial device in this case has

"watered down" the value of the vote in the smaller county.

Another way in which the flotorial device can discriminate against

the smaller county(ies) is in terms of political cleavage, whether this

cleavage takes the form of party competition, interest competition, or

competition between party factions. If in our example we assume that

Cameron County, containing the city of Brownsville, is dominated politi-

cally be "big city" interests, and Willacy by "rural" (or at least "small

town") interests, we can see how the arrangement would suppress the

interests of the latter in the selection of the flotorial representative.

If any such cleavage in this two-county area should occur, one can

safely assume that the 151,000 people of Cameron will out-vote the

20,000 people of Willacy. The same thing would, of course, occur if

a substantial majority of the voters of Cameron were of one political

complexion and a majority of the voters in Willacy of another. It

might well be, of course, that if two factions (or parties) were fairly

evenly divided in Cameron County, the people of Willacy might gain

influence through holding a "balance of power" between the two factions,

but this is not likely to happen.61

61
Unhappily for this theoretical argument, practice may destroy

it. During the ten year period 1953-1963 three different individuals
served as representatives from flotorial District 10 (Willacy, Cameron).
These were Gustin Garrett (1953, 1955), Carl C. Conley (1957, 1959),
and Bill Rapp (1961, 1963). All three were residents of Raymondville in
Willacy County--the most sparsely populated of the two counties. See:
House Journal, 53d Leg., Regular Session, 3; House Journal, 5hth Leg.,
Regular Session, 3; House Journal, 55th Leg., Regular Session, 3;
House Journal, 56th Leg., Regular Session, 3; House Journal, 57th Leg.,
Regular Session, 3; House Journal, 58th Leg., Regular Session, 3.
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Given these considerations, the use of the flotorial district to

take care of fractional populations is of doubtful value. As Professor

Weeks has said, "some substitute should be considered for flotorial

districts as a means of representing fractional populational remainders."T62

Like the section governing the apportionment of Senators, Sec. 26

of the Constitution aims at preventing the gerrymandering of representa-

tive districts by the requirement that districts be as equal as possible

and that they consist of contiguous territory. As in the case of Sec. 25,

no mention is made of compactness. Since the focus in Sec. 26 is upon

allocating representatives to counties wherever possible, the Convention

probably felt, if it considered the question at all, that no reference

need be made to the desirability of compact districts. In any event,

since the requirements of equality and contiguity were included, it seems

only fair to give the delegates the benefit of the doubt and to assume

that they were opposed to the idea of gerrymandered districts.

Despite whatever feelings the Convention may have had on the

subject of gerrymandering, Texas apparently has a long tradition of

manipulating districts in order to maximize the strength of the dominant

group in the legislature by minimizing the representation of the minority.63

62
0. D. Weeks, "Toward a More Effective Legislature," Texas Law

Review, XXXV (October, 1957), 931.
63

There are several ways of achieving this end. According to A.
Hacker, Congressional Districting, 47: "If the aim of gerrymandering
is for one party to obtain the maximum voting advantage at the other's
expense, there are several methods by which this can be done. In
each, the gerrymandering party (henceforward to be called Party A)
intends to make the vote of the opposition (Party B) as ineffective as
possible. One method is for Party A to set up a district in which B
will have 'excessive' votes--that is, considerably more votes will be
cast for Party B's candidate than he needs to win. A second method is
to create a district where Party B's 'wasted votes'--those cast for a
predictable loser--will be increased. And the third is to design a
district so that Party A's 'effective' votes will be increased--usually
by putting its own followers into small districts compared to much
larger districts."
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Wesley Chumlea characterizes the first three apportionments under the

Constitution of 1876 as gerrymanders. As he sees it, such factors as

rivalry between Galveston on the coast and the inland cities like Austin,

the desire of rural areas to avoid being placed in a district with an

urban area, conflict between East and West Texas, and the personal

interests of individual legislators, all influenced the writing of the

apportionment act of 1881. In 1892 and 1901, he argues, partisan con-

siderations shaped the apportionment acts passed by the legislatures of

those years. Democratic majorities in the legislature apportioned the

state in such a way as to reduce the already declining influence of

Negroes in state affairs since the Negro community played a large role

in the Republican party.64

Since 1911, the gerrymandering has been carried out primarily

by means of the "silent gerrymander," i.e., failing to reapportion

while population was rapidly shifting from one area to another, leav-

ing the latter area underrepresented. This process began in 1911 when

Governor Colquitt, because of the unequal size of the senatorial

districts, vetoed the Senatorial reapportionment of that year. As he

saw it, the apportionment was, "full of.. .injustices and unequalities.

It is," he said, "a political gerrymander which is inexcusable, and

in my opinion, indefensible.?65 Along with the House, which had been

reapportioned in 1911, the Senate was finally reapportioned in 1921.

Not until 1951 was the legislature again able to reapportion itself and

then only after the ratification of the Automatic Reapportionment Amend-

ment in 1948. In the meantime, the Constitution was amended to limit

64
W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 4-10, passim.

65
House Journal, 32nd Leg., First Called Session, I, 667.0
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the amount of representation which could be granted to densely populated

counties. This is known as the Moffett amendment and it became Section

26-a of the Constitution.

VI

Sec. 26-a. COUNTIES WITH MORE THAN SEVEN REPRESENTATIVES.--
Provided, however, that no county shall be entitled to
or have under any apportionment more than seven (7) Repre-
sentatives unless the population of such county shall exceed
seven hundred thousand (700,000) people as ascertained by the
most recent United States census, in which event such county
shall be entitled to one additional Representative for each
one hundred thousand (100,000) population in excess of seven
hundred thousand (700,000) population as shown by the latest
United States census; nor shall any district be created
which would permit any county to have more than seven (7) 66Representatives except under the conditions set forth above.

The adoption of this amendment to the Constitutional in 1936 was

the outcome of a campaign, which began in 1931, to place a limit on the

representation of the big city counties. Faced with the prospects of

losing a considerable number of representatives to the big cities after

the 1930 census, the rural legislators were determined to delay reappor-

tionment until a way could be found to maintain rural dominance. As

Chumlea sees it, "The fundamental reason for the failure to reapportion

between 1930 and 19h0 was the determination of the rural-oriented Legis-

lature not to redistribute seats until some way could be found to prevent

the largest metropolitan counties from receiving all the additional

representatives to which their rapid population growth entitled them."67

The way was finally found but it took two sessions of the legislature

to find it.

66
1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 15.

67
W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 82.
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Credit for the success of the campaign to limit urban representa-

tion in the House goes to Senator George Moffett of Chillicothe. Senator

Moffett represented a rural area in West Texas and personally managed

a cotton plantation outside Chillicothe. The latter allowed him to lay

claim to the distinction of being the only member of the legislature who

could truthfully list his occupation as "farmer." In the legislature he

was known as "Cotton George."68 Senator Moffett at this writing is still

a member of the Texas Legislature and has served in that body longer

than any other member. However, after thirty-four years of continuous

service as a legislator, he has recently announced that he will retire

from the legislature because of ill health.69

The Moffett Amendment finally passed the legislature in 1935 and

was placed on the general election ballot for November 3, 1936. The

Dallas Morning News, speaking for the big-cities of the state, character-

ized the amendment as being "'manifestly undemocratic and unfair. It

assumes that the rural voter is more intelligent than the city voter

and better capable of ultimate responsibility for making the state's

laws. Texas city dwellers,'" however, continued the paper, "'are

satisfied with a democracy that gives equal weight to the opinion of

every voter. They do not believe that the farmer, the cotton picker or

the cowhand has been endowed by Providence with a superior wisdom that

entitles him to more than a proportional representation in the

Legislature.',,0

The West Texas Chamber of Commerce, on the other hand, spoke for

the rural interests of the state when it characterized the amendment

68
Ibid., 96-97.

69
Houston Post, Jan. 15, 1964.

70
Quoted in W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 117.
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as a ""desirable balance wheel in the governmental machinery of this

State.

The Moffett Amendment placed the issue of "one man, one vote" vs.

limitations imposed upon urban representation in the House squarely

before the voters of Texas. Those who voted overwhelmingly rejected

the principle of "one man, one vote" and accepted the principles of the

Moffett Amendment. The amendment carried by a vote of 344,173 to

238,879. Majorities in all but thirty-four counties favored it. The

amendment carried in all of the counties of the Panhandle, most of those

in North Texas, the Far West and in the South Plains. Surprisingly,

even the urban counties of Tarrant (Fort Worth) and Dallas voted for the

Moffett Amendment against their own apparent interest. Even in Harris

(Houston) and Bexar (San Antonio) counties it was only narrowly defeated.

Most of the thirty-four counties voting against the amendment were

located in South, South Central, and Central Texas.72

Some critics of the Moffett Amendment have taken comfort in the

fact that voter turnout in this election was low and have welcomed the

idea that had more persons voted it might not have been ratified. It

is true that less than half of those who had qualified to vote went to

the polls. Whether the outcome would have been different had more

voted is one of those speculative questions with which it is impossible

to deal. In any event, the question is academic. The Moffett Amendment

did pass and a lid was placed on urban representation.

71
Quoted in ibid., 118.

72
Ibid., 123; Dallas Morning News, Nov. 4, Nov. 5, 1936.
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VII

Sec. 28. TIME FOR APPORTIONMENT; APPORTIONMENT BY LEGISLATIVE
REDISTRICTING BOARD.--The Legislature shall, at its first
regular session after the publication of each United States
decennial census, apportion the State into senatorial and
representative districts, agreeable to the provisions of
Sections 25, 26 and 26-a of this Article. In the event the
Legislature shall at any such first regular session following
the publication of a United States decennial census, fail to
make such apportionment, same shall be done by the Legislative
Redistricting Board of Texas, which is hereby created, and
shall be composed of five (5) members, as follows: The
Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, the Attorney General, the Comptroller of Public Accounts
and the Commissioner of the General Land Office, a majority
of whom shall constitute a quorum. Said board shall assemble
in the City of Austin within ninety (90) days after the
final adjournment of such regular session. The board shall,
within sixty (60) days after assembling, apportion the State
into senatorial and representative districts, or into senator-
ial or representative districts, as the failure of action of
such Legislature may make necessary. Such apportionment
shall be in writing and signed by three (3) or more of the
members of the board duly acknowledged as the act and deed
of such board, and when so executed and filed with the Secre-
tary of State, shall have force and effect of law. Such
apportionment shall become effective at the next succeeding
statewide general election. The Supreme Court of Texas
shall have jurisdiction to compel such commission to perform
its duties in accordance with the provisions of this section
by writ of mandamus or other extraordinary writs conformable
to the usages of law. The Legislature shall provide neces-
sary funds for clerical and technical aid and for other
expenses incidental to the work of the board, and the
Lieutenant Governor and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives shall be entitled to receive per diem and travel expense
during the board's session in the same manner and amount as
they would receive while attending a special session of the
Legislature. This amendment shall become effective Jan. 1,
1951.73

This section of the Constitution was submitted to the voters of

the state for ratification by the Fiftieth Legislature (194.7) and was

approved at the general election of November 2, 1948. The original

Sec. 28 had provided that -"The Legislature shall, at its first session

73
1 Vernon's Ann. Tex. Const. 16.
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after the publication of each United States decennial census, apportion

the State into Senatorial and Representative districts, agreeably to

the provisions of sections 25 and 26 of this article..." Since this

original article also provided for an initial apportionment, the consti-

tutional duty to reapportion first fell upon the regular session of the

legislature which met in 1881. This legislature, like all subsequent

legislatures, failed to respond to its clearly stated duty. Although

the state was reapportioned in 1881, it was not done at the first

(regular) session as required by the Constitution; instead, reappor-

tionment was enacted at a special session called by the governor. At

subsequent times, reapportionment, when it was performed at all, was

likewise done by special sessions of the legislature. The last reap-

portionment prior to the adoption of the amended Sec. 28, that of 1921,

required two called sessions before the legislature could bring itself

to the politically unpallatable task of reapportionment; but at least

it was finally able to do what no legislature between 1921 and 1951

could accomplish. The Automatic Reapportionment Amendment was the

fruit of this thirty year "silent gerrymander."

The purpose of the amended Sec. 28 is to provide for the reappor-

tionment of the state when the legislature fails in its duty to re-

apportion at the first regular session after the publication of a

United States decennial census. If the legislature fails in its duty,

the Constitution provides that an ex officio Legislative Redistricting

Board consisting of the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the House,

the Attorney General, the Comptroller of Public Accounts, and the

74 8 Gammel 788.
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Commissioner of the General Land Office, shall reapportion the state.

In the event that they should fail to reapportion, Sec. 28 gives to the

Supreme Court of Texas jurisdiction, by the issuance of a writ of

mandamus or whatever other extraordinary writ might be appropriate,

to compel the Board to reapportion.

With the Constitution giving them the choice of either reapportion-

ing or having some outside agency do it for them, the legislatures of

1951 and 1961 chose to do it themselves. Consequently, there has been,

at the present writing, no occasion for the Legislative Redistricting

Board to function. However, the Board members were the object of a civil

suit to force them to reapportion. After the enactment of the 1961

reapportionment, Giles E. Miller of Dallas asked a state district court

to enjoin State Treasurer Jesse James from paying the salaries of the

members of the Board. Miller argued that he was guaranteed a republican

form of government by Article V of the United States Constitution and

Article I, Sec. 2 of the Texas Constitution. As a consequence of these

provisions, he said, he was guaranteed equal representation as a "pre-

servative of all other rights." This right to equal representation had

been denied, he argued, by the Texas Legislature in passing H. B. 349

(the 1961 apportionment) because it failed to observe the Texas Consti-

tution's requirement that legislative districts contained a number of

qualified electors equal "as nearly as may be." As he saw it, the

Legislative Redistricting Board was then under a duty to correct this

denial of his rights. Since it had failed to act after the Legislature

adjourned, the Board had also denied him his right to equal representa-

tion. Miller based his action on Article 16, Sec. 10, of the Texas
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Constitution which provides that the legislature should provide for

deductions from the salaries of those public officers who failed to

perform duties assigned to them by law.

Miller's action was an ingenious attempt to achieve fairer appor-

tionment, but he was doomed to failure. Judge Roberts of the 126th

District Court denied the temporary injunction Miller sought. The

Third Court of Civil Appeals upheld Judge Roberts. The Court's

opinion is almost as ingenious as Miller's original action. Accord-

ing to the Court, enabling legislation would need to be enacted by the

legislature before action could be sustained under Article 16, Sec. 10

of the Constitution. Since no such enabling legislation had been

enacted, there was no basis for action and the lower court's denial of

a temporary injunction against the State Treasurer was sustained. One

suspects that the Court was most happy to find a way to keep itself

from being tossed into the "political thicket" of reapportionment.75

The Automatic Reapportionment Amendment to the Texas Constitution

was to a large degree the result of political agitation led by the South

Texas Chamber of Commerce. The failure of the legislature to reappor-

tion during the 1930's and 1940's constituted a "silent gerrymander"

against the areas of the state with rapidly growing populations. More

specifically, the failure to act provided for the overrepresentation of

North and Northeast Texas and the underrepresentation of the urban areas,

West Texas, and South Texas (with Corpus Christi in Nueces County as

its population center).76

75
Miller v. James, 366 S. W. 2d 118.

76
W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 76.



THE TEXAS CONSTITUTION AND STATE LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT 53

South Texas was one of the most underrepresented areas and it was

in this area that one found, during the forties, the most active and

vocal agitation for reapportionment.7 7 Thus, early in March, 1944,

the South Texas Chamber of Commerce assumed leadership of a political

drive for reapportionment by calling on local chambers within its

fifty-five county area to assist in the campaign for reapportionment.

Repeated demands were made in the press and otherwise that the Governor

call a special session of the legislature to deal with the problem

of reapportionment. In spite of the general clamor raised by the South

Texas press and the campaign by the South Texas Chamber of Commerce,

the Governor refused to call a special session in 1944 for the purpose

of reapportionment. He did agree, however, to submit the subject of

reapportionment to the regular session of the Forty-ninth Legislature

(1945) as "emergency" legislation. This procedure, it was thought,

might speed up its consideration since only "emergency" legislation

could be considered during the first sixty days of the session.78

"Emergency" reapportionment legislation was introduced at the

beginning of the Forty-ninth Legislature, but the legislature again

failed to pass any legislation on the subject. Most significant was

the attention received by a plan to provide for automatic reapportion-

ment. A measure sponsored by Representative L. Covey of Bowie to

create an ex officio reapportionment board to act when the legislature

failed to reapportion after a federal census actually passed to

77

78
Ibid., 148-151; Dallas Morning News, Aug. 16, 194h.
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engrossment. However, the vote by which it was passed was far less

than the two-thirds vote needed for a constitutional amendment.7 9

In the next session of the legislature (19h7) the plan was re-

vived with several different proposals regarding the composition of

the redistricting board. The proposal which was finally accepted

was one sponsored by Representative Cecil Story of Longview and Senator

George Moffett. Moffett, having succeeded in limiting urban represen-

tation, was now willing to champion automatic reapportionment. The

Moffett-Story amendment called for an ex officio five man board con-

sisting of the presiding officers of the two legislative houses (Lie-

utenant Governor and Speaker of the House), Attorney General, Commissioner

of the General Land Office, and the Commissioner of Public Accounts.

The Senate acted first, passing the Moffett proposal by a vote of

seventeen to eight on March 31. This was a substantial majority but,

again, less than the necessary two-thirds vote needed. On May 29, two

months later, Moffett was able to get twenty-one senators to agree to

call the amendment off the Speaker's table. This time it was passed by

a vote of twenty-three to seven, the two-thirds vote needed.80

The House failed to take the measure up until June and then only

after an intensive campaign on its behalf by Governor Beauford Jester,

who had included reapportionment on his primary campaign platform the

year before.81 Even with strong support from the Governor, final

passage of the amendment in the House was a cliff-hanger. The House

took the measure up for passage to engrossment on June h and it passed

7Ibid., 158, 159.

80
Senate Journal, 50th Leg., Reg. Session, 32, 283, h72, 530, 1186,

12h6.
81

W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 160, 161.
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by a vote of ninety-nine to thirty-five, one vote short of the necessary

two-thirds. A motion was then made to reconsider and with Speaker W. 0.

Reed casting an affirmative vote it was passed by exactly the two-thirds

needed.82

It was now up to the voters of Texas to decide whether they would

have a reapportionment every ten years or whether they were satisfied

with the status quo. One might suppose that with a majority living in

areas suffering from malapportionment that ratification could be assumed

in advance. If the vote on the Moffett Amendment was any indication,

however, one could not presuppose that the voters living in these

areas would necessarily vote for automatic reapportionment. The Moffett

Amendment, limiting big city representation, it will be remembered,

received majority approval in big cities like Fort Worth and Dallas.

Fearing that the voters might be ignorant of the amendment or negative

toward it, Senator Kelley warned the South Texas Press Association that

"'thousands of voters in thickly populated areas of the state will

oppose the amendment unless they are educated in its meaning.'" In

addressing the South Texas Chamber of Commerce Kelley stressed the

discriminatory nature of the legislation being passed by the unfairly

apportioned legislature. He listed two examples of this kind of legis-

lation: "'1) a truck load limit of 7,000 pounds, with one pound over

the limit being illegal; 2) The Rural School Aid Law. The truck law,'"

he said, "'is outrageous enough to shock the conscience of any reason-

able citizen.'" He went on to characterize the rural school aid law as

"'racket designed for that small group in Texas which benefit, while

82
House Journal, 50th Leg., Reg. Session, 3141, 3142, 3147, 3153,

3154, 3156.
83

Quoted in W. Chumlea, Legislative Apportionment, 162.
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all these areas in south, southwest, north, and northwest Texas would

receive no benefit from the rural aid bill because it was passed and

controlled by the people in these isolated communities. If they don't

have a tax rate of fifty cents they automatically come under benefit of

rural aid. Millions in rural aid go from the entire state of Texas to

support schools in this area.'" Kelley urged the South Texas Chamber

of Commerce to assist in getting out the vote on the amendment.

On November 2, 1948, Texas voters went to the polls to decide the

fate of the amendment. On this occasion, as they had when the Moffett

Amendment was on the ballot, they ratified the measure. The only dif-

ference this time was that the big city voters were voting in their

own self-interest instead of against it. Approval was by an over-

whelming majority. The vote was 528,158 to 153,70485 with the amendment

receiving large pluralities in South Texas and in the urban centers of

the State. "It carried Harris County by 79,196 to 12,591; Dallas by

24,251 to 5,277; Bexar, 18,082 to 4,575; and Tarrant by 29,615 to

12,152."86 Because of a deal that Senator Moffett had had to make in

getting the two-thirds vote in the Senate earlier, the amendment was

not to take effect until January 1, 1951. But whatever the delay, the

deed was done; Texas had finally solved the problem of periodic re-

apportionment of its state legislature.

84
Quoted in ibid., 162,163.

Texas Almanac, 1949-1950, 476.
86

W. Chumlda, Legislative Apportionment, 163, n. 62.
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TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1881 APPORTIONMEN\T', 1880 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

Smallest:

15,016
18,603 (52)
12,619 (26)

1.5
-26.9 to +23.9

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1
2
3
4

5, 6, 7,14,15
8

9, 10
11.

12, 93
13

16, 17
18, 19

20, 21, 22, 23
24
25

26
27, 30, 31
28, 29, 32
33, 34, 35
36, 37, 38, 39, 60

40
41, 45

42
43
44
46
47

48,51,56,57

49
50

52

53

54, 92
55,58,61,62

59
63

64, 65, 66
67

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1881, c. 13, 10 Gammel 271-275.
2

U. S., Census Office, Eleventh Census of the United States: 1890. Population,
I, 41-42.

1
1
1
1
5
1
2
1
2
1
3
2
41
1
1
1
4
3
14
5
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

4
1
1
1
1
41
41
1
1
3
1

15,L83
13,375
15,963
16,829
75,150
16,723
27,130
16,197
30,393
16,702
43,704
28,433
58,291
15,461
17,230
12,619
58,499
44,126
61,143
77,461
31,787
27,953
15,465
13,735
16,302
15,870
15,448

61,560
18,212
13,576
18,603
18,404
55,078
59,420
14,921
17,289
42,384
16,673

15,030

13,565

1,196

14,568
14,216
14,573

14,629
14,709
15,286
15,492
15,894
13,976

l5,390

13,770
14,855

14,128

+ 467
-1,641
+ 947
+1,813
+ 14
+1,707
-1,451
+1,181
+ 180
+1,686
-448
- 800

- 443
+ 1445
+2,214
-2,397
- 387
- 307

+ 270
+ 476
+ 878
-1,040
+ 449
-1,281
+1,286
+ 854
+ 432
+ 374
+3,196
-1,440
+3,587
+3,388
-1,246
- 161

-95

+2,273
- 888
-1,657

+ 3.1
-26.9
+ 6.3
+12.1
+ 0.1
+11.4

- 9.7
+ 7.9
+ 1.2
+11.2
- 3.0

- 5.3
- 3.0
+ 3.0

+14.7
-16.0
- 2.6

- 2.0

+ 1.8
+ 3.2
+ 5.8

- 7.0

+ 3.0
- 8.5
+ 8.6
+ 5.7

+ 2.9
+ 2.5
+21.3
- 9.6

+23.9
+22.6

- 8.3
- 1.1
- 0.6

+15.1
- 5.9

-11.0

1

I 1 i
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District (s)

68
69
70

71, 72,
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
94

73

No. of Rep.

1
1
2
3
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1

Population

14,429

13,641
27,996
45,745
17,215
27,028
12,276
17,022

17,212
13,772
13,200
14,605
29,194
15,579
14,465
30,470
29,246
14,959
14,357
14,8)40
31,514
14,247

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

13,998
15,248

13,514

14,97

15,235
14,623

Deviation
From Ideal

- 587

-1,375
-1,018
+ 232
+2,199
-1,502
-2,740
+2,006
+ 139
+2,196
-1,244
-1,816
- 411
- )419
+ 563
- 551

+ 219
- 393
- 57

- 659
- 176

+ 741
- 769

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

- 3.9
- 9.2
- 6.8

+ 1.5

+14.6
-10.0
-18.2
+13.4
+ 0.9
+14.6
- 8.3
-12.1
- 2.7
- 2.8

+ 3.7
- 3.7
+ 1.5

- 2.6

- 0.)4

- )4.)4
- 1.2

+ 4.9

- 5.1

1,591,7)9106

..- t v I-%. i



POPULATION OF 1881 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1880 Census)

1

2

3

4

16

Liberty
Chambers
Jefferson
Orange
Hardin

4,999
2,187
3,489
2,938
1,870
15,&53

San Jacinto 6,186
Polk 7,189

13,375

Jasper
Tyler
Newton

5,779
5,825
4,359
15,963

Nacogdoches 11,590
Angelina ,,239

Sabine
Shelby
San Augustine

6

7

Rusk

Panola

8
Cherokee

9
Anderson

lOF
Anderson
Henderson

11

12

13

Camp

Upshur

Smith

Houston

l)
Harrison

15F
Harrison
Panola
Rusk
Shelby
Sabine
San Augustine

Cass

17F (2 places)
Marion
Cass
Bowie
Morris

18
Red River

19F
Titus
Franklin
Red River

20
Lamar

21
Fannin

22F
Lamar
Fannin

23F
Lamar
Fannin
Delta

24
Hopkins

25

Hunt

26
Van Zandt

27 (2 places)
Grayson

28
Collin

4,161
9,523
5,0814
15,765

18,986

12,219

16,723

17,395

17,395
9,735
27,130

5,931
10,266
16,197

21,863

16,702

25,177

25,177
12,219
18,986
9,523
),161
5,084
7 ,150

29F
Denton
Collin

30
Cooke

31F
Cooke
Grayson

32
Denton

33 (2 places)
Dallas

34
Tarrant

35F
Dallas
Tarrant
Rockwall

36
Johns on

i

16,724

10,983
16,724
10,965
5,032

43,704

17,194

5,959
5,280

17,194
25, 433

27,193

25,501

27,193

25,501
52,69)4

27,193

25,501
5,597
55,291

15,461

17,230

12,619

38,108

25,983

18,143

25,983
)),126

20,391

20,391
38,108

77, 99

18,143

33,488

Ellis

38
Hill

39F
Johns on
Ellis
Hill

Navarro

40 (2 places)
Hood
Erath
Bosque
Somervell

4F
Young
Wise
Jack

42

43

Palo Pinto
Stephens
Eastland

Throckmorton
Shackelford
Callahan
Taylor
Jones
Nolan
Mitchell
Haskell
Stonewall
Kent
Garza
Lynn
Terry
Yoakum
Gaines
Dawson
Borden
Scurry
Fisher
Howard
Martin
Andrews
Archer
Wichita
Baylor
Wheeler

61

24,671

33, 88
24,671
2,984

61,143

17,911

21,294

16, 554

17, 911
21,294
16,554

21,702
77,61

6,125
11,796
11,217
2,649

31,7$7

4,726
16,601
6,626

27,953

711
2,037
3,)453
1,736

546
640
117
48

104
92
36
9
0
0
8

24
35

102
136

50
12
0

596
433
715
512

37
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3 (Cont'd.)

Oldham
Knox
King
Dickens
Crosby
Lubbock
Hockley
Cochran
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cattle
Wilbarger
Childress
Hall
Briscoe
Swisher
Castro
Parmer
Greer
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Gray
Carson
Potter
Hutchinson
Hartley
Moore
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Ochiltree
Hansford
Sherman
Hardeman
Dallam

4)4
Montague
Clay

45W
Wise

)6
Parker

K 7
K aufman

287
77
)40
28
82
25

0
0
0
0
0

3
2)4
2)4

126
25

36
12

)4
0
0

(Okla.)
38

3
31
160

6
56

0
28

100
0

32
1)49
69
0

18
0

50

13, 73

11,257

16,302

16,601

15,870

15,448

51F
Bell
Milam
Robertson

52
Grimes

53
Fort Bend
Waller

54F (3 places)
Montgomery
Walker
Trinity
Harris

55
Falls

56
Bell

Milam

58
Limestone

59 .
Freestone

60
Navarro

61
McLennan

62F
McLennan

Limestone
Falls

63

Coryell
Hamilton

64F
Galveston
Brazoria

Galveston

66F
Brazoria
Galveston

Matagorda
Wharton

67

Robertson 22,383

49
Leon
Madison

50r
Brazos

12,817
5, 395
13 ,

13,576

68
20,518
18,659
22,383
61,560

18,603

9,380
9,024

10,151
12,02)4
4,915

27,985
55,077

16, 240

20,518

18,659

16,246

1), 921

21,702

26,934

26,934
16,246
16,2)40
39, 20

10,924
6,365

17,289

24,121
9,774
33,59

214,121

Austin

69
Lavaca

70 (2 places)
Fayette

71
Washington

72F
Washington
Burleson
Lee

73
Burleson
Lee

7)4
Bastrop

75 (2 places)
Travis

76

77

78

79

Burnet
Lampasas

Brown
Comanche

Williamson

Llano

San Saba
Concho
McCulloch
Coleman
Runnels

80
El Paso
Edwards
Menard
Pecos
Presidio
Crockett
Tom Green

81
9,774 ~Kinney
24,121 Dimmit
3,940 Frio
4,549 Maverick
)2,3U4 valde

Zavalla

Colorado 16,673

14, 429

13,641

27,996

27,565
9,243
8,937
45,745

9,243
8,937

15,150

17,215

27,028

5,421
12,276.

8,414
8,608

17,022

4,962
5,324

800
1,533
3,603

980
17,212

3,845
266

1,239
1,807
2,873

127
3,615

13,772

4,487
665

2,130
2,967
2,541

4lo
13,200



1881 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

17. Marion, Cass, Bowie, Morris (2 places)
27. Grayson (2 places)

33. Dallas (2 places)
L0. Hood, Erath, Bosque, Somervell (2 places)

54. Montgomery, Walker, Trinity, Harris (3 places)
70. Fayette (2 places)

GAL SHERMAN N3E OLTE IPSCM. I 75. Travis (2 places)

------ 7--- -_-83. Duval, Encinal, Hidalgo, Starr, Webb, Zapata

I ~.CI..........I I.(2 places)
I I -V - 86. Bexar (2 places)

.OTTERCA'SON RAYIWEELE 87. Aransas, Calhoun, DeWitt, Goliad, Jackson,

- --- ------- Refugio, Victoria (2 places)
DEAC SMITHRNDALL IARMTRONG O.LEY CLLI1 91. Caldwell, Guadalupe, Hays (2 places)

PAMER CASTR'O SWIER RISCOE I ALL LDcss ' N

GAILEY LAMB HALE FLD MO-TEYiCTTLE FAO G R WI H TA 1 r. M - ' .

-- -- - - - - --- - - - - CLAY v-®Ry .

PT GUE C !BOWE
CDCHRAN HOCLEY LUBOCK CROSY LIKENS KING KNOX AYLOR A CER30 G DEA

24 16 .1

I ACK 45 32N T2 T T
YOM TERRY LYNN GARA RENT ISTNEW ASKELL TROK- YONG AM

-L - -. --, ~ --.--r-'-P~L -4

GAINES WSON -REN6SC7URRY FI3ER JONES 5ACKEL-- 5 PAL RIN

IF- AN N

/L- ---- 90 J

- ADEC S MA TN$ OW R I r C HL I N ALER LENARD BULNO R NET 
W A KER PO K RYLE

E LOVA INRG E TC--- -L- - MA N L ARwONN \GR E 3u- S
NDD R EN 5HAR DIN E 4

SRETNTON KiM LSONNTGRDERY

k-.r -- KER YS 

MR

CANAEE

REG. !l~ n IN R N A LDE LEEPN PCAvL E R

IISO

LANG 78 5DE -T

ATASCO A , A NA i 
M 'GJC

AVA 
R 

FRDI

1 J KERA-EErv _

GREW3TCG 

JL .M

RIN EY Uv LDE MC~L A AL E MRA ]LVEOI.

Flotorial Districts

10. Anderson, Henderson

l5. Harrison, Pandla, Rusk, Shelby, Sabine, San 3 E5

Augustine~
17. Marion, Cass, Bowie, Morris
19. Titus, Franklin, Red River -

22. Lamar, Fannin\/8
23. Lamar, Fannin, Delta-
29. Denton, Collin
31. Cooke, Grayson
35. Dallas, Tarrant, Rockwall

39. Johnson, Ellis, Hill, Navarro

Lbl. Young, Wise, Jack
51. Hell, Milam, Robertson

54 Montgomery, Walker, Trinity, Harris
62. MoLennan, Limestone, Falls

6L4. Galveston, Brazoria
66. Brazoria, Galveston, Matagorda, Wharton
72. Washington, Burleson, Lee
93. Smith, Gregg

63





TEXAS SENATE

1881 APPORTIONMENT 1 , 1880 Census2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

51,347
69,888 (31)
25,177 (3)

2.8
-51.0 to +36.1

Population

44,821
61,563
25,177
49,663
49,499
54,906
56,472
58,756
55,078
37,835
49,703
69,641
54,148
.54, 618

52,869
51,920
44,126
58,499
25,867
63,768
55,759

43,174
43, 228
49,038
48,368
49,854
65,815
62,286
47,738
37,672
69,888

Deviation
From Ideal

- 6,526
+10,216
-26,170
- 1,684
- 1,848
+ 3,559
+ 5,125

+ 7,109
+ 3,731
-13,512
- 1,644
+18,294
+ 2,801
+ 3,271
+ 1,522
+ 573
- 7,221
+ 7,152
-25,)480
+12,421
+ 4,412
- 8,173
- 8,119
- 2,309

- 2,979
- 1,493
+1)4,1468

+10,939
- 3,609

-13,675
+18,541

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-12.7
+19.9
-51.3
- 3.3
- 3.6

+ 6.9
+10.0
+13.8
+ 7.3
-26.3
- 3.2

+35.6

+ 5.5
+ 6.4
+ 3.0
+ 1.1
-1)4.1

+13.9
-)49.6
+2)4.2
+ 8.6
-15.9

-15.8

- 4.5
- 5.8
- 2.9

+28.2
+21.3
- 7.0

-26.6
+36.1

1,591,749

1
Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1881, c.13, 10 Gammel 269-271.

2 U. S., Census Office, Eleventh Census of the United States:
1890. Population, I, 41-42.

District

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

J.0 -I- t-0 v.& v v - 1





POPULATION OF 1881 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS (1880 Census)
BY COUNTIES

1
Jefferson
Liberty
Orange
Jasper
Newton
Tyler
Polk
Hardin
Chambers
San Jacinto

2
Sabine
San Augustine
Nacogdoches
Shelby
Rusk
Panola

3
Harrison

Cass
Marion
Bowie
Morris
Titus

5
Delta
Hopkins
Franklin
Camp
Hunt

6
Rains
Wood
Upshur
Gregg
Smith

Van Zandt
Henderson
Anderson
Cherokee

8
Houston
Leon
Madison
Grimes
Angelina

9
Trinity
Walker
Montgomery
Harris

3,489
4,999
2,938
5,779
4,359
5,825
7,189
1,870
2,187
6,186

4,161
5,084

11,590
9,523

18,986
12,219

25,177

16,724
10,983
10,965
5,032
5,959

5,597
15,461
5,280
5,931
17,230

3,035
11,212
10,266
8,530
21,863

12,619

9,735
17,395
16, 723
56,L72

16,702
12,817
5,395
18,603
5,239

77,77

4,915
12,024
10,154
27,985

551,~7

10
Galveston
Brazoria
Matagorda

11
Wharton
Colorado
Lavaca
Gonzales

12
Fort Bend
Burleson
Waler
Austin
Washington

13
Fayette
Bastrop
Lee

14
Brazos
Robertson
Milam

15

Limestone
Freestone
Navarro

16
Kaufman
Rockwall
Dallas

17
Collin
Denton

18
Grayson
Cooke

19
Montague
Clay
Wichita
Archer
Young
Throckmorton
Baylor
Wilbarger
Greer
Hardeman
Knox
Haskell
Stonewall
King

24,121

9,774
3,940

37, 35

4,549
16,673
13,641
14,840
49,703

9,380
9,243
9,024

14,429
27,565

27,996
17,215
8 937
5,140

13,576
22,383
18,659

16,246

14,921
21,702

2,69

15,448
2,984

33,488

25,983
18 143

38,108
20,391
5b,499

11,257
5,045

433
596

4,726
711
715
126

(Okla.)
50
77
48

104
40

19 (Cont'd.)
Cottle
Childress
Collingsworth
Wheeler
Hemphill
Lamb
Lipscomb
Ochiltree
Roberts
Gray
Donley
Hall
Motley
Dickens
Kent
Garza
Crosby
Floyd
Briscoe
Armstrong
Carson
Hutchinson
Hansford
Sherman
Moore
Potter
Randall
Swisher
Hale
Lubbock
Castro
Deaf Smith
Terry
Oldham
Hartley
Dallam
Parmer
Hockley (No
Lynn
Bailey (No
Cochran (No
Yoakum

20
Jack
Wise
Tarrant
Parker

21
Johnson
Elis
Hill

22
McLennan
Falls

23
Bell
Hamilton
Coryell
Lampasas

67

24
25

6
512
149
0
69
0

32
56
160
36
24
28
92
36
82

3
12
31
0

50
18
0
0

28
3
4
0

25
0

38
0

287
100

0
0

returns)
9

returns)
returns)

0
25,467

6,626
16,601
24,671
15,870

17,911
21, 294
16,554
5,759

26,934
16,240
43,174

20,518
6,365
10,924
5,421
3, 228
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2L

Burnet
Williamson
Travis

.25
Blanco
Hays
Kendall
Comal
Guadalupe
Caldwell
Llano

26
Wilson
Karnes
Atascosa
McMullen
Live Oak
Bee
San Patricio
Refugio
Goliad
Calhoun
De Witt
Jackson
Aransas
Victoria

27
Cameron
Hidalgo
Starr
Zapata
Encinal
Duval
Nueces
Webb
La Salle
Dimmit
Frio
Zavalla
Uvalde
Maverick
Kinney

28
Bexar
Medina
Bandera
Kerr
Edwards
Gillespie
Mason
Kimble
Menard
Crockett
Tom Green
Presidio
El Paso
Pecos

6,855
15,155

27,028
49,038

3,583
7,555
2,763
5,546

12,202
11,757
4,962

148, 365

7,118
3,270
4,217

701
1,994
2,298
1,010
1,585
5,832
1,739

10,082
2,723

996
6,289

49,654

14,959
4,347
8,304
3,636
1,902
5,732
7,673
5,273

789
665

2,130
410

2,541
2,967
4,487

65,515

30,470
4,492
2,158
2,168

266
5,228
2,655
1,343
1,239
127

3,615
2,873
3,845
1,807

62,286

29
Stephens
Eastland
Comanche
Brown
San Saba
McCulloch
Coleman
Callahan
Shackelford
Jones
Taylor
Runnels
Concho
Nolan
Fisher
Mitchell
Scurry
Howard
Borden
Dawson
Martin
Gaines
Andrews

30
Palo Pinto
Hood
Somervell
Erath
Bo sque

31
Fannin
Lamar
Red River

4,725

4,855
8,608
8,414
5,324
1,533
3,603
3,x.53
2,037

546
1,736

980
800
640

136
117
102

50
35
2L
12

8
0

47,733

5,885

6,125
2,649

11,796
11,217
37,672

25,501
27,193
17,19L
9, 5B5



1881 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
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TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1892 APPORTIONMENT', 1890 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

17,465
21,594 (99)

11,923 (103)
Smallest: 1.8
-31.7 to +23.6

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

DLstr l )a \c s 'o. oJL ep . r ~ py

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1, 2, 3
4, 5
6
7
8

9,11,12,13
10
1)4

15, 16, 17
18, 19

20
21, 22

23, 24, 25
26, 27

28,29,30,31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
)40
41
42

43,44,46,84
45 .

47, 48, 49
50

52

53

54
55,56,60,63,64

57

58, 59
61, 62, 71, 72

65

3
2
2
2
3
)4
1
2
3
2
1
2
3
2
)4
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
)4
2

3
2
1
1
1
1

1
2

2

53,683
36,222
37,302
38,709
53,211
70,119
18,863
36,736
53,483
36,170
17,841
36,123
47,643
32,887
69,564
15,984
19,334
16,930
17,692
31,931
37,249
32,287
31,476
15,491
21,)474

17,859
66,999
31,481
54,ll14
36,322
15,769
20,736
18,331
21,312
87,187
15,987
38,658
71,388
33,377

17,894
18,111
18,651
19,354
17,737
17,530

18,368
17,828
18,085

18,062
15,881
16,398
17,391

15,966
18,624
16,144
15,738

16,750
15,740
18,038
18,161

17,437

19,329
17,822
16,688

+ 429
+ 6)46
+1,186
+1,889
+ 272

+ 65
+1,398
+ 903
+ 363
+ 620
+ 376
+ 597
-1,58.4
-1,067
- 74

-1,1481
+1,869
- 535

+ 227
-1,x499
+1,159

-1,321
-1,727
-1,974
+2.,009

+ 394
- 715

-1,725

+ 573
+ 696
-1,696
+3,265
+ 866

+3,847
- 28

-1,478
+1,864

+ 357
- 777

1 Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1892, c. 21, 10 Gammel 414-420.
2 U. S. Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930.

nation, I, 1058-1062.
71

+ 2.5

+ 3.7
+ 6.8
+10.8
+ 1.6
+ 0.4
+ 8.0
+ 5.2

+ 2.1

+ 3.5

+ 2.2
+ 3.4
- 9.1

- 6.1

- 0.4
- 8.5
+10.7
- 3.1

+ 1.3
- 8.6

+ 6.6
- 7.6

- 9.9
-11.3
+23.0
+ 2.3
- )4.1

- 9.9

+ 3.3
+ 4.0
- 9.7
+18.7
+ 5.0

+22.0
- 0.2

- 8.5

+10.7
+ 2.0
- 4.4

Popu-

il- t~"n ) 1\N np R Po ulIation
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District (s) No. of ReDn.

Pop. per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Fl t-- ir n-l 1;r ,4

- - or u District s From Ideal From Ideal

66
67

68, 69, 70
73, 7)4

75, 76, 77
78, 79, 80

81
82
83
85
86
87

88, 89, 90
91
92
93
94
95

96
97
98
99

100
101
102
103
10)4
105
106
107
108

2, 235,523

Deviation
Percent
Deviation

19,602

18,029
18,2514
18,180
17,810

17,634

18,018

15,741

14,778

2
1
3
4
3
L.
1
1
1
2
1
1

14
1
1
1
1

12
1
2

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1

39,204
16,873
54,087
73,014
54,539
70,438
18,693
20,217
17,792
35,269
17,586
18,827
72,072
17,969
12,083
11,952
16,416
17,709
31,482
15,217
29,455
21,594
16,225
15,608
15,457
11,923
16,707
17,2)43
16,192
18,223
17,533

+2,137
+ 592
+ 56L4
+ 789
+ 715
+ 345
+1,228
+2,752.
+ 327
+ 169
+ 121

+1,362
+ 553

+ 504
-5,382
-5,513

-1,0)49
+ 2)44
-1,724
-2,248
-2,687
+4,129
-1, 240
-1,857
-2,008
-5,54

- 78
- 222
-1,273
+ 758
+ 68

+12.2

+ 3.)4
+ 3.2
+ 4.5

+ 4.1
+ 2.0
+ 7.0
+15.8

+ 1.9
+ 1.0

+ 0.7
+ 7.8
+ 3.2
+ 2.9
-30.8
-31.6
- 6.0

+ 1.4
- 9.9
-12.9
-15.x.
+23.6
- 7.1

-10.6
-11.5

-31.7

- 4.3
_ 1.3
_ 7.3
+ 4.3
+ 0.)4

I Poi ultin

128



POPULATION OF 1892 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1890 Census)

1
Bowie

2
Cass

3F
Bowie
Cass
Marion

Red River

5F -
Morris
Titus
Red River

6 (2 places)
Lamar

7 (2 places)
Fannin

8 (3 places)
Grayson

9
Cooke

10
Montague

11
Wise

12
Denton

13F
Cooke
Denton
Wise

lh (2 places)
Collin

15

Hunt

16
Kaufman

17F
Hunt
Kaufman

18
Hopkins

19F
Hopkins
Franklin
Delta

20,267

22,554

20,267
22,554
10,862
53, 3

21,452

6,58o
8,190

21,452

37,302

38,709

53,211

24,696

18,863

2,134

21,289

24, 696
21,289
24,134
70,119

36,736

31,885

21,598

31,885
21,598
3533

20,572

20,572
6,481
9,117

37,770

20
Wood
Rains

21
Harrison

22F
Harrison
Gregg

23
Smith

2)4F
Smith
Upshur
Camp

25

Upshur
Camp

26
Rusk

27F
Rusk
Panola

28
Cherokee

29
Anderson

30
Houston

31F
Houston
Anderson
Cherokee
Angelina

32

33

Nacogdoches

Shelby
Sabine

3L
San Augustine
Newton
Jasper

35
San Jacinto
Polk

13,932
3,909

17,81

26,721

26,721
9,02
36,123

28, 324

28, 324
12,695
6,62

7,673

12,695
6,624

19,319

18,559

18,559
14, 328
32, 8b7

22,975

20,923

19,360

19,360
20,923
22,975
6,306

69,596

15,984

14,365
4,969

19,33

6,688
4,650
5,592

16,930

7,360
10,332

71792

36 (2 places)
Tyler
Hardin
Liberty
Jefferson
Orange
Chambers

37 (2 places)
Harris

38 (2 places)
Montgomery
Walker
Trinity

39 (2 places)
Galveston

40
Brazoria
Matagorda

41
Fort Bend
Waler

42
Austin

43
Colorado

44
Lavaca

45 (2 places)
Fayette

h6F
Wharton
Colorado
Lavaca
Gonzales

47
Washington

48F
Washington
Burleson
Lee

49
Burleson
Lee

50 (2 places)
Travis

Caldwell

73

10,877
3,956
h,230
5,857
4,770
2,21

31,931

37, 29

11, 765
12,874
7,648

32,2 7

31,476

11,506
3,985

15, 91

10,586
10,888
21, 7h

17,859

19,512

21,887

31,481

7,58
19,512
21,887
18,016
66,9 99

29,161

29,161
13,001
11,952
5,h

13,001
11,952
2h,953

36,322

15,769
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52
Bastrop

53
Burnet
Lampasas

54
Grimes

55
Brazos
Madison

56F
Leon
Madison

57
Freestone

58
Navarro

59F
Navarro
Henderson

60
Limestone

61
Falls

62
Milam

63
Robertson

64F
Lime stone
Robertson
Leon
Madison

6 (2 places)
Bell

66 (2 places)
McLennan

67
Coryell

68
Ellis

69
Johnson

70F
Ellis
Johns on

20,736

10,747
7,584
1, 331

21,312

16,650
8,512

25,12

13,841
8,512

22,353

15,987

26,373

26,373
12,285

21,678

20,706

24,773

26,506

21,678
26,506
13,841
8,512

70,537

33,377

39,204

16,873

31,774

22,313

31,774
22,313
77,7

71
Williamson

72F
Williamson
Milam
Falls

73 (3 places)
Dallas

74F
Dallas
Rockwall

7
Hill

76
Bosque
Hamilton

77F
Hill
Bosque
Hamilton
Somervell

78 (2 places)
Tarrant

79
Parker

80F
Parker
Tarrant
Hood

81

82

83

Palo Pinto
Eastland

De Witt
Goliad

Bee
Calhoun
Jackson
Refugio
Victoria

84
Gonzales

85 (2 places)
Cameron
Zapata
Hidalgo
Starr

25,909

25,909
24,773
20,706
71,3U

67,042

67,042
5,972

73,014

27,583

14,224
9,313

23,737

27,583
14,224
9,313
3,419

54,539

41,142

21,682

21,682
41,142

7,614
70,T36

8,320
10,373
15,693

14,307
5,910
20,217

3,720
815

3,281
1,239
8,737

17,792

18,016

14,424
3,562
6,534

10,749
35,269

86
Webb
Encinal

87
Duval
Nueces
San Patricio
Aransas

88
Atascosa
Karnes
Wilson
Live Oak

89 (2 places)
Bexar

90F
Bexar
Atascosa
Karnes
Wilson
Live Oak

91
McMullen
La Salle
Dimmit
Zavalla
Uvalde
Medina
Frio

92

93

94

Bandera
Kerr
Kendall

Llano
Mason

Concho
McCulloch
San Saba
Mills

95
Crockett
Sutton
Schleicher
Kimble
Menard
Runnels
Coke
Tom Green
Irion

14,842
2, 744

17,776

7,598
8,093
1,312
1,824
15, 627

6,459
3,637

10,655
2,055

49,266

49,266

6,459
3,637

10,655
2, 055

72,072

1,038
2,139
1,049
1,097
3,804
5,730
3,112

17,969

3,795
4,462
3,826

12,083

6,772
5,180

11,952

1,065
3,217
6,641
5,493

194
658
155

2,243
1,215
3,193
2,059
5,152

870



STATE LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENTS, 1881-1961

95 (Cont'd.)
Edwards
Sterling'

96 (2 places)
El Paso
Jeff Davis
Presidio
Brewster
Foley
Buchel
Pecos
Val Verde
Kinney
Maverick

97

1,970

17,709

15,678
1,394
1,698

710
25

298
1,326
2,874
3,781
3,698

31, 02

Guadalupe 15,217

98 (2 places)
Blanco
Gillespie
Hays
Comal

99
Erath

100
Van Zandt

101
Comanche

102
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hemphill
Roberts
Hutchinson
Moore
Hartley
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Collingsworth
Donley
Armstrong
Randall
Deaf Smith
P armer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe (No r
Hall
Childress
Bailey

102 (Cont'd.)
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Hardeman
Foard2

Dickens
King

103
Greer
Wilbarger
Wichita

104
Knox
Baylor
Archer
Throckmorton
Young
Stephens

4,649
7,056

11,352
6,398
29,455

21,594

16,225

15,608

112
34

133
198
632
519
326
58
15

252
270
849
356
203
778
357

1,056
944
187
179

7
9

100
returns)

703
1,175

0

Clay
Jack

106
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ward
Crane
Upton
Ector
Midland
Glasscock
Andrews
Martin
Howard
Mitchell
Nolan
Fisher
Scurry
Borden
Dawson
Gaines
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Haskell
Crosby
Lubbock
Hockley
Cochran

7,503
9,740

17,23

1,247
3

18
77
15

52
224

1,033
208
24

264
1,210
2,059
1,573
2,996
1,415

222
29
68

4
21
24
14

324
1,024
1,665

346
33

(No returns)
(No returns)

16,192

1 Created from Tom Green County in 1891. Included in population for Tom Green County in 1890 census.

2 Created from Hardeman, King, Knox, and Cottle Counties in 1891. Population included in those counties

in 1890 census.

107
Jones
Shackelford
Callahan
Taylor

3,797
2,012
5,457
6,957

1 ,223

11,421
6,112
17,33

108
Brown
Coleman

)4
721
529
139
240

3,904

295
173

(Okla.)
7,092
4,831

11,923

1,134
2,595
2,101

902
5,049
4,926

16,707





1892 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

6. Lamar (2 places)
7. Fannin (2 places)
8. Grayson (3 places)

14. Collin (2 places)
36. Tyler, Hardin, Liberty, Jefferson, Orange,

Chambers (2 places)
37. Harris (2 places)
38. Montgomery, Walker, Trinity (2 places)
39. Galveston (2 places)
45. Fayette (2 places)

--- ---- 50. Travis (2 places)
ISHERMAN ANSORDLTREE LISCOMB 65. Bell (2 places)

66. McLennan (2 places)
NT .L73. Dallas (3 places)

78. Tarrant (2 places)
85. Cameron, Zapata, Starr, Hidalgo (2 places)89. Bexar (2 places)

~ 196. EL Paso, Jeff Davis, Presidio, Brewster,
DEAF SMITH IRANALL ARMSTRONG ONLYOLLINFoley, Buchel, Pecos, Val. Verde, Kinney,

Maverick (2 places)
C R ̂  ST WIEISCE "ALL tIL98. Blanco, Gillespie, Hays, Comal (2 Places)

RL. -. ... -....--. HAERAN

--I+---i -. I II 18*E aI 3 IU~

CLAY,,i. C60N N L E

YOAUM TERRY LYNN GARZA RENT STONEWA HA...ELL T OCM1ON YOUNG AMp]

.L. .. ow i e ,RACa s s ,/aRION

GAINE$ o kDAennNWSCURRY /1SHE. ONE S ACELTPE I T O

17.Runt Kafma

ANDREW ARTIN HOWARD I-iCELLI NOLAN TAYLOR CGALLAAN EASTLAND u HENDERON PAOLA

L30 LOVING WNK E CTO MIDLAND GLASS] STERLING COE NNL CSN

19. HopkinsNranklin, Delt

2. Hrio, eHAMILTON
NU3PETH I CLE.DN ARD -",MILLS N LEON CNREEVES CRANEPRuEAPa oNGlLINA

)4. WaroCooaoLvIONacaOGnzleEN GICNCO
I N AA l! ( INT

- MNADION
C 

I "/LEICHR ENADBUNE W LKE T YE
8 aDAVng ,CROCKTT ---e-o-- 

--- A L NN. AJAN

6SUTeTON, MIMsLE MONTGOMERYonHARDN
6)4.ELimestoneLRobLLESrIEsoLANLOe dLIBEisroRGEn

R.SIIOJE 
JEnso

\/ l { KEN ALLCOMAL 1[' CHAMBERR

R4 TERa.llasRockwlRElDERA

OZAF N LE T

. MINNEY UVALDE EDINA W.ARTN

Flotorial Districts --- wN

VALA !RIO ATA ANES AKO ATGORA

3. Bowie, Cass, MarSmonervel
5. Morris, Titus, Red River

13. Cooke , Denton , KWise s,"Wilson eLENOVEakEE E G

17. Hunt, Kaufman
l a ]AN PA TICO ,

19. Hopkins, Franklin, Delta IM

22. Harrison, Gregg Nti ECES

24. Smith, Upshur, Camp l_- -

2 . Rusk, Panola

31. Houston, Anderson, Cherokee, Angelina F C.DR
46. Wharton, Colorado, Lavaca, Gonzales ^Rp

48. Washington, Burleson, Lee a

56. Leon, Madison "l

59. Navarro, Henderson -. HDLO L

64. Limestone, Robertson, Leon, Madison N O

70. Ellis, Johnson

72. Williamson, Milam, Falls

74. Dallas, Rockwall

77. Hill, Bosque, Hamilton, Somervell

80. Parker, Tarrant, Hood

90. Bexar, Atascosa, Karnes, Wilson, Live Oak
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TEXAS SENATE

1892 APPORTIONMENT1 , 1890 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District
Smallest District
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

72,114

85,996 (15)
56,783 (29)

1.5
-21.3 to +19.2

Population
Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1 60,263 -11,851 -16.4
2 72,436 + 322 + 0.4
3 76,011 + 3,897 + 5.4
4 77,907 + 5,793 + 8.0
5 68,621 - 3,493 - 4.8
6 73,014 + 900 + 1.2

7 84,487 +12,373 +17.2

8 73,973 + 1,859 + 2.6
9 60,256 -11,858 -16.4

10 81,670 + 9,556 +13.3
11 84,683 +12,569 +17.4
12 80,821 + 8,707 +12.1

13 77,212 + 5,098 + 7.1
14 67,573 - 4,541 - 6.3
15 85,996 +13,882 +19.2
16 76,582 + 4,468 + 6.2
17 56,792 -15,322 -21.2
18 72,880 + 766 + 1.1
19 74,850 + 2,736 + 3.8
20 72,978 + 864 + 1.2
21 71,401 - 713 - 1.0
22 67,104 - 5,010 - 6.9
23 71,682 - 432 - 0.6
24 74,135 + 2,021 + 2.8
25 63,900 - 8,214 -11.4

26 74,344 + 2,230 + 3.1
27 81,371 + 9,257 +12.8
28 57,655 -14,459 -20.1
29 56,783 -15,331 -21.3
30 73,857 + 1,743 + 2.4
31 64,286 - 7,828 -10.9

2,235,523

1
Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1892, c. 20, 10 Gammel 412, 414.

2
U. S. Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the United States:

Population, I, 1058-1062.
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District

1930.

1





POPULATION OF 1892 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1890 Census)

12
Limestone
Freestone
Robertson
Brazos

13
Anderson
Cherokee
Houston
Angelina
Trinity

1
Bowie
Cass
Marion
Morris

2
Red River
Titus
Camp
Franklin
Hopkins
Delta

3

Lamar
Fannin

Grayson
Cooke

5
Collin
Hunt

6
Dallas
Rockwall

7
Rains
Van Zandt
Wood
Smith
Gregg
Upshur

8
Harrison
Rusk
Panola
Shelby

9

Navarro

Henderson
Kaufman

10
Ellis
Johns on
Hill

11
McLennan
Falls
Milam

20,267
22,554
10,862
6,580

21,452

8,190
6,624
6,481

20,572
9,117

72,436

37,302
38,709
76,011

53,211
24,696
77,907

36,736
31,885

67,042
5,972

73,01h

3,909
16,225
13,932
28,324
9,402

12,695

26, 721
18,559
14,328
14,365

73,973

26,373
12,285
21,598

31, 774
22,313
27,583

39,204
20, 706
24,773

463

Colorado
Lavaca
Fayette

19
Washington
Burleson
Lee
Bastrop

20
Williamson
Travis
Burnet

21,678
15,987
26,506
16,650
00,21

20,923
22,975
19, 360
6,306
7,648

77,212

15,984
6,688
4,969
4,650
5,592
10,877
4,230
3,956
4, 770
5,857

13,841
8,512
21,312
11, 765
12,874
7,360

10,332
55,996

37,249
10,586
10,888
17,859

2,241l
31,476
11,5o6
3,985
7,584

56, 792

19,512
21,887
31,481

29,161
13,001
11,952
20,736
7,5-0

25,909
36,322
10,747
72,978

21
Gonzales
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Comal
Hays
Blanco

22
Jackson
Calhoun
Victoria
De Witt
Goliad
Refugio
Bee
Live Oak
Karnes
Wilson
Atascosa
McMullen
La Salle
Frio

23
Cameron
Hidalgo
Starr
Zapata
Webb
Encinal
Duval
Nueces
San Patricio
Aransas

2L
Bexar
Medina
Bandera
Kendall
Kerr
Gillespie

Llano
Mason
Kimble
Menard
Schleicher
Sutton
Crockett
Tom Green
Coke
Irion
Pecos
Buchel
Foley
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
El Paso
Val Verde
Edwards
Kinney
Uvalde

81

Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler
Liberty
Hardin
Orange
Jefferson

15
Leon
Madison
Grimes
Montgomery
Walker
San Jacinto
Polk

16
Harris
Fort Bend
Waller
Austin

17
Chambers
Galveston
Brazoria
Matagorda
Wharton

l4

18

18,016
15,769
15,217
6,398

11,352
, 69

71, of

3,281
815

8,737
14,307
5,910
1,239
3,720
2,055
3,637

10,655
6,459
1,038
2,139
3,112

67,10

14,424
6,534
10,749
3,562

14,842
2, 74
7,598
8,093
1,312
1,824

71,682

49,266
5,730
3,795
3,826
4,h62
7,056
7 ,135

6,772
5,180
2,243
1,215
155
658
194

5,152
2,059
870

1,326
298
25
710

1,698
1,394
15,678
2,87
1,970
3,781
3,804
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25 (Cont'd.)

Zavalla
Sterling'
Dimmit
Maverick

26
Erath
Comanche
Mills
San Saba
McCulloch
Concho
Runnels
Coleman
Brown

27
Bell
Lampasas
Coryell
Hamilton
Bosque

1,097

1,049
3,698

63,900

21,594
15,608

5,493
6,641
3,217
1,065
3,193
6,112

11,421
74,3)44

33,377
7,584

16,873
9,313

14,224
51,371

8,320
4,926

10,373
5,457
6,957
1,573
2,059
1,210

264
24
208

1,033
224

18
3

77
15

52
1,247

68

21
24
29

222
14

324
1, 415
2,996
1,02L
1,66
3,797
2,012
7655

31

Tarrant
Parker
Hood
Somervell

Denton
Wise
Montague

29 (Cont'd.)
Throckmorton
Clay
Archer
Wichita
Wilbarger
Baylor
Knox
Foard2

Hardeman
Greer
King
Dickens
Crosby
Lubbock
Hockley (No
Cochran (No
Bailey (No
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Childress
Hall
Briscoe (No
Swisher
Castro
Parmer
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Wheeler
Gray
Carson
Potter
Oldham
Hartley
Moore
Hutchins on
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Ochiltree
Hansford
Sherman
Dallam

Jack 9,7)40
Young 5,049

1 Created from Tom Green County in 1891. Not included in 1890 census.

2 Created from Hardeman, King, Knox, and Cottle Counties in 1891. Not included in 1890 census.

902
7,503
2,101
4,831
7,092
2,595

1,134

3,904
(Okla.)

173
295
346
33

returns)
returns)
returns)

4
721
529
139
240

1,175
703

returns)
100

9
7

179
187
944

1,056
357
778
203
356
849
270
252
15

58
326
519
632
198
133
34

112

41,142
21,682.
7,614
3,419

73,57

21,289
24,134
18,863
64, 286

30

Palo Pinto
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Howard
Martin
Andrews
Glasscock
Midland
Ector
Winkler
Loving
Ward
Crane
Upton
Reeves
Gaines
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Dawson
Borden
Garza
Kent
Scurry
Fisher
Stonewall
Haskell
Jones
Shackelford

28

29



1892 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS

DALM SHERMAN HANSFORD 0OLTREE LIPSCOMB

HARTLY MOO[ NITCMIN MI RO/ERTS HEMPHILL

OLDHAM POTTER CARSON GRAY WHEELER

DEAF SMITH RANOALL IAMTRONG! DONLEY COLLNG5-

I . N~~~~ORTHFAMRICSR 
31H IISO HAL LDE,

DAILEY LAMB HALE FLOYD MOTLEY COTTLE FOR WLBARGER IWICHITA /- ."

-" "-" " _ ~'rhrCLAY LAMAR RED IR "
MONTAGUE COOKE 4 YlON FANNIN

COCHRAN HOCKLEY ----- CK CROSBY DICKENS KING KNOX BAYLOR ARCHER -/DETBOWIE
I A DELTA

" ACK WIS5 DENTON COLLIN UNT HOPKNS ICASU TRR
LYNN GARZA KENT STONEWALL. HASKELL THROCK- YOUNG 

- AM

I ORTON ... --

_.T. UPSHUR
GAINES DAWSON BORDEN SCURRY F SHER JONES SHACKEL-I STEPHENS PALO PI RA ANVNZAT ARIO

" I HOOD OHNSON I ELL(! SMITH
ANDREWS MARTIN HOWARD MITCHELL NOLAN TAYLOR ICALLANAN EASTLAND E SAVH HEERN RU ANL

---- r.......... ILL NAVARRO 5
COMANCH BOSWC ED 'C5HESHKEE

NG WNL ET MLA GLAS3COC 1 CKETERLING C RUNNELS COLEMAN GROWN EETENERN

AMILTON

HU03PETH CWARE j" MILLS J*."LMt LENNAN NE . A(BME

~EEESCRANE II+ ", , CORYELL LON HOUSTON - .ANGEL NA -

RION CONCHO R LL !ETY N

.tCULLQCH SAN SARA LAMPASAS /_ - INT \- '
-/.... -. J -- -BELL OBERTSON / D5N .. PR O

-AWPOLK TYLER APR
PCCOSSCHLEICHER MENARD ~/ '

Fr DA5 BURET f(WALKER
- "C -- - - - ------ MINLAO LLIAMSON AZ5GRIMES -ASAN JACN

S5 UTTON KIMBLE L-" )RLE'VONTCME1Y A RDIN

TEGL ILLESPIE BLANCO TRAVIS 1.Er B u INGTON LL II LIBERTY 1 r RANGE

rRr- IOKERR A51

COWARDS |KENDALL AYT TE
-AL ERE----- - COMAL ' eLDWELL CHAMBERSBREWSTER "...y..% REAL A E

BA-O- 4 I- ORADO
I '"--- - "- - ---- GUADALUP 007 BEND

BEAR GONZALES LvE T

" \ KINNEY UVALDE MEDINA IWHARTON

WILSON /-
---- -- - ---- ---DEWITT

It IATASCOS V KARNES - A"/ CKSON MATAGORDA .

MAVE ALC FRIG C, OR1
MAVEKK g. "..VI..IC.RIAGOLIAD

D MMT BEE RE" GI

LA SALLE IM MULLEN LIVE OAK EUI

SAN PATRICIOf

JIM 1 
/J

WEB UV WELLS INUECES

\ I I IKENEDY

ST ARR WLr AC-

. , HIDALGO

1/ ICAMERON

83





TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1901 APPORTIONMENT., 1900 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

Smallest:

22,923
31,528 (54)
17,971 (85)

1.8
-21.6 to +37.5

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1
2, 3

4
5, 6

7
8, 9
10
11

12, 13

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

30, 31, 32
33
34
35

36
37, 38

39
40
41

42,67,68,69
43
44

1
2
2
2
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
2
3
1
2
1
1
1

3
2
2
3
2

4
2
2
1
6
1
1

26,676
50,405
48, 627
51,873
22,841
42,632
25.,412
21,048
49,713
21,404
26,099
25,154
24,663
20,452
46,639
20,814
28,096
20,144
44,116
63,786
30,784
43,856
25,452
28,015
19,970
64,984
47,295
51,793
63,661
50,087
91,257
X0,059
43,374
18,910

125,687
28,504
26,106

25,202
24,314
25,936

21,316

24,856

23,320

22,058
21,262

21,928

21,661
23,648
25,896
21,220
25,044
22,814
25,030
21,687'

20,948

+3,748
+2,279
+1, 391
+3,013
- 82

-1,607
+2,489
-1,875
+1,933
-1,519
+3,176
+2,231
+1, 740
-2,471
+ 397
-2,109
+5,173
-2,779
- 865

-1,661
+7,861
- 995

+2,529
+5,092

-2,953
-1,262
+ 725

+2,973
-1,703
+2,121
- 109

+2,107
-1,236
-4,013
-1,975
+5,581

+3.183

+16.4
+ 9.9
+ 6.1
+13.1
- 0.3

- 7.0

+10.8
- 8.2

+ 8.4
- 6.6
+13.8
+ 9.7
+ 7.6
-10.7
+ 1.7
- 9.2

+22.6
-12.1
- 3.8

- 7.2

+34.3
- 4.3
+11.0
+22.2
-12.9
- 5.5
+ 3.2

+13.0
- 7.4
+ 9.3
- 0.5

+ 9.2
- 5.1,

-17.5
- 8.6

+24.3

+13.9

1st Called Session 1901, c. 7, 12-17.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth
lation, I, 1058-1062.

1
Texas Laws

Census of the United States: 1930. Po u-
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District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

45
46, 47

48
49
50

62, 52
53

54

55

56,57,58,59
60

61

62, 63

64, 65, 66
70
71
72

73, 74
75, 76

77
78,79,80,81,108

82
83
84
85

86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

96
97
98
99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
109

3,048,710

1
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
)4
1
2
2
3
2
1
2
2
2
1
6
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

18, 859
47,526
18,367
20,676
22,203
45,063
20,958
31,528
21,311
92,269
21,765
47,386
48,600
71,146
45,535
21,308
41,355
51,209
42,610
25,823

135,304
24,800
19,455
21,218
17,971
23,009
21,371
25,727
20,233
21,150
21,385
69,422
21,104
23,010
39,161
21,851
21,855
20,026
23,162
24,886
23,523
24,859
26,320
20,992
24,475
21,201
26,096
19,259

23,763

22,532

23,067

23,693
2)4,300
23,715
22,768

20,678
25,604
21,305

22,551

23,141

19,580

-4,064
+ 840
-4,556
-2,247
- 720

- 391

-1,965
+8,605

-1,612
+ 144
-1,158
+ 770

+1,377
+ 792

- 155

-1,615
-2,245
+2,681
-1,618
+2,900
- 372

+1,877
-3,468
-1,705
-4.952
+ 86

-1,552

+2,804
-2,690
-1,773
-1,538
+ 218

-1,819
+ 87

-3,343
-1,072
-1,068
-2,897
+ 239
+1,963
+ 600
+1,936
+3,397
-1,931
+1,552

-1,722
+3,173
+3,664

-17.7
+ 3.7
-19.9
- 9.8

- 3.1

- 1.7

- 8.6

+37.5

- 7.0

+ 0.6

- 5.1
+ 3.4
+ 6.0
+ 3.4
- 0.1

- 7.0

- 9.8

+11.7
- 7.1

+12.7
- 1.6

+ 8.2

-15.1

- 7.4
-21.6
+ 0.4
- 6.8

+12.2
-11.7
- 7.7

- 6.7

+ 0.9

- 7.9
+ 0.4
-14.6
- 4.7
- 4.7
-12.6
+ 1.0
+ 8.6
+ 2.6
+ 8.4
+14.8
- 8.4

+ 6.8
- 7.5
+13.8
+16.0

133

1 1



1
Bowie

2
Red River

3F
Red River
Titus
Morris

4 (2 places)
Lamar

5F

Delta
Franklin
Hopkins

6
Hopkins

7-
Cass

8F
Marion
Harrisor

9
Harrison

10
Camp
Upshur

11
Wood

12
Smith

13F
Smith
Gregg

14
Panola

15

Rusk

16
Cherokee

17
Nacogdoches

18
Shelby

19 (2 places)
Polk
Angelina

PC

26,676

29,893

29,893
12,292
8,220

50,405

48,627

15,249
8,674

27,950
X1,73

27,950

22,841

10,754
31,878

31,878

9,146
16,266

21,048

37,370

37,370
12,343

49,713

21,404

26,099

25,154

24,663

20,452

14,447
13,481

POPULATION OF 1901 REPRESENTATIVE DIS
BY COUNTIES

19 (Cont'd.)
San Jacinto
San Augustine

20
Sabine
Newton
Jasper

21
Tyler
Hardin
Liberty
Chambers

22
Jefferson
Orange

23 (2 places)
Galveston

24 (3 places)
Harris

25

Fort Bend
Waller

26 (2 places)
Montgomery
Trinity
Walker

27
Houston

28
Anderson

29
Henderson

30
Van Zandt

31
Kaufman

32F
Kaufman
Van Zandt
Rains

33 (2 places)
Fannin

34 (2 places)
Hunt

35 (3 places)
Grayson

3TRICTS

10,277
8,434
46,639

6,394
7,282
7,138

20,0114

11,899
5,049
8,102
3,046
28,096

14,239
5 905

20,144

44,116

63,786

16,538
14, 246
30,714

17, 067
10,976
15,813

25,452

28,015

19,970

25,481

33,376

33,376
25,481
6,127

47,295

51,793

63,661

(1900 Census)

36

37

38F

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47F

48

49

50

51

52F

2 places)
Collin 50,087

3 places)
Dallas 82,726

Dallas 82,726
Rockwall 8,531

91,257

2 places)
Elis 50,059

(2 places)
Navarro 43,374

Freestone 18,910

Limestone 32,573

Leon 18,072
Madison 10,432

25,501

Grimes 26,106

Brazos 18,859

Washington 32,931

Washington 32,931
Lee 14,595

17,526

Burleson 18,367

Austin 20,676

Colorado 22,203

Lavaca 28,121

Lavaca 28,121
Wharton 16, 942

45,063

Matagorda 6,097
Brazoria 14,861

20,955

Bee 7,720
Jackson 6,094
Victoria 13,678
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54 (Cont' d. )

Calhoun
Refugio

55
De Witt

56
Gonzales

57
Fayette

58F
Gonzales
Fayette
Bastrop

59
Bastrop

60
Caldwell

61 (2 places)
Travis

62
Williamson

63F
Williamson
Burnet

614
Milam

Robertson

66F
Milam
Robertson

67
Falls

68 (2 places)
McLennan

69F (2 places)
McLennan
Falls
Limestone

70 (2 places)
Bell

71
Coryell

72 (2 places)
Hill

73
Johnson

2,395
1,641

21,311

28,882

36,542

28,882
36,542
26, 845
92,92F97

26,845

21,765

47,386

28,072

38,072
10,528

39,666

31,480

39,666
31,480
71,146

33,342

59,772

59,772
33,342
32,573

125, 657

74F
Johnson
Bosque

75
Erath

76F
Erath
Somervell
Hood

77
Parker

78 (2 places)
Tarrant

79
Denton

80
Wise

81
Cooke

82
Montague

83
Clay
Jack

84
Palo Pinto
Stephens
Shackelford

85
Eastland

86
Comanche

87
Hamilton
Mills

88

89

21,308

90

33,819

Lampasas
San Saba
McCulloch
Mason

Llano
Blanco
Gillespie

Hays
Comal

33,819
17,390
51,209

29,966

29,966
3,498
9,146

142,610

25,823

52,376

28,318

27,116

27,494

24,800

9,231
10,224
19,757

12,291
6,466
2,461

21,218

17,971

23,009

13,520
7, 851
21,371

8,625
7,569
3,960
5,573
25,727

7,301
4,703
8,229

20,233

14,142
7,008

21,150

91
Guadalupe

92 (3 places)
Bexar

93
Wilson
Atascosa

94
Aransas
San Patricio
Duval
Nueces

95 (2 places)
Cameron
Hidalgo
Starr
Zapata

96
Webb

97
McMullen
La Salle
Dimmit
Zavala
Frio
Medina
Uvalde

98
Bandera
Kendall
Kerr
Kimball
Edwards

99
Kinney
Val Verde
Maverick
Pecos
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Reeves

100

101

El Paso

Loving
Winkler
Ward
Crane
Upton
Ector
Midland
Glasscock
Andrews
Martin

21,385

69,422

13,961
7,143

21,101

1,716
2,372
8,1483

10,439
23,010

16,095
6,837

11,469
4,760

39,161

21,851

1,024
2,303
1,106

792
4,200
7,783
4,647

21, 55

5,332
4,103
4,980
2,503
3,108
20,026

2,447
5,263
4,066
2,360
2,356
3,673
1,150
1,847
23,162

24,886

33
60

1,451
51
48

381
1,741

286
87

332
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101 (Cont'd.)
Howard
Mitchell
Nolan
Fisher
Scurry
Borden
Dawson
Gaines
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Garza
Kent
Crosby
Lubbock
Hockley
Cochran

102
Tom Green
Irion
Coke
Runnels
Concho
Menard
Sutton
Schleicher
Sterling
Crockett

103
Jones
Taylor
Callahan

1014
Young
Throckmorton
Haskell
Stonewall
Knox
Baylor
Archer

105
Wichita
Wilbarger
Hardeman
Foard
King
Dickens
Motley
Cottle
Childress
Hall

106
Floyd
Hale
Lamb
Bailey
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe

2,528
2,855
2,611
3,708
4,158

776
37
55
26
48
17

185

899
788
293

44
25

23,523

6,804
848

3,430
5,379
1,427
2,011
1,727
515

1,127
1,591

7,053
10,499
8 768

26,320

6,540
1,750
2,637
2,183
2,322
3,052
2,508

5,806
5,759
3,634
1,568

490
1,151
1,257
1,002
2,138

1,670

2,020
1,680

31
34
34
400

1,227
1,253

106 (Cont'd.)

Collingsworth
Donley
Armstrong
Randall
Deaf Smith
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Hemphill
Roberts
Hutchinson
Moore
Hartley
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb

107
Brown
Coleman

108F
Tarrant
Denton
Wise
Cooke

109
Karnes
Goliad
Live Oak

1,233
2,756
1,205

963
843
349

1,820
469
480
636
815
620
303
209
377
146
104
167
267
790

21,201

16,019
10,077
2x,096

52,376
28,318
27,116
27,494

135,304

8,681
8,310
2,268

19, 29





1901 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

4.
19.

23.
24.
26.

33.
3L.
35.
36.
37.

Lamar (2 places)
Polk, Angelina, San Jacinto, San Augustine
(2 places)
Galveston (2 places)
Harris (3 places)
Montgomery, Trinity, Walker, (2 places)
Hunt (2 places)
Fannin (2 places)
Grayson (3 places)
Collin (2 places)
Dallas (3 places)

39 Ell is (2pacs' ' 'h.ERMAN MAN!FORD LTRE LI,$COMB E. Navarro (2 places)
61. Travis (2 places)

MATIY o R LXIW68. McLennan (2 places)
69. McLennan, Falls, Limestone (2 places)
70. Bell (2 places)

OLDHAM POTTER CARSON GRAY WHEELERI !~I 72. Hill (2 places)
78.. Tarrant (2 places)

WIT ARMlTRONG DONKEY C92. Bexar (3 places)

----7'95. Cameron, Hidalgo, Starr, Zapata (2 places)
MRM[R |CASTR SWS BRIRISCOE HALL IL

7ThL

I-.

Flotorial district

GAINES DAWSON BORDEN SCURRY FISHER JONES SHACKEL ALO PI HA XS

ANDREWS MARTIN HOWARD IMICHELL NOLAN TAYL MAN RYE D

COMANCHE BOSOUE EROKE3. edRiINverLRTiCTORtMMDLANDorrLAsCOC HTERLING C K NE CPLIN FNE
- -- A-RDONN ON INEHUDSPETH sonMILL

R~VS CRANE PON AGN TOM GREEN Ci 'NGIN

IRO O C U scLO ABA 'LAM PASAS / RINITY

13..Smi h eADgSON SCHLICHE MEARD ---TYLER

38.Dalas Rckal A0 LN RET itWLE Ll

\" D lSCROCKETT ------ -- " O LAO A N I S - AN JAC

SUT TON KINBL E MNGM RDIN

h7. Washingtn, Lee - N

CO & . RANGE

\ \ IKERR HAYS ---

P2. Lavaca, Wharto -~

OWRDS KENDALL w /-:
, * VAL VERDE *-"f '""LCO HA ERSBR6WSTER.il.lia-..REALBANDERA

66.-Milam--Robertson

3. Johnson, TisueM

76. DErath, Sorvkln, Hokin
18. Tarran, Dention ie ok

13. Smith Gre g *ATON ORI
32. Kaufman, LVan Zandt, Rains -

38. Dallas, RockwallATGORD

69.MRennRivn, Fitus, MLirsn

78.JMhnion, HaBouei

13. Erith, SGrerg l H

102.Taran, WDanton, Wie, ook

91





TEXAS SENATE

1901 APPORTIONMENT', 1900 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

98,345
132,780 (11)

68,491 (l)
1.9

-30.3 to +35.0

Population

68,491
94,058

100,420
91,155

103,509
91,257

109,311
112,176
96,720

125,233
132,780
101,822
103,078
99,105

112,214
94,570
85,062

107,5142
92,738

104,611
97,885
99,118
86,739
92,066
90,507

112,558

97,753
92,702
82,453
90,843
80,234

3,048,710

Deviation
From Ideal

-29,854
- 4,287
+ 2,075
- 7,190
+ 5,164
- 7,088

+10,966
+13,831
- 1,625
+26,888
+34.435
+ 3,477
+ 1,733
+ 760
+13,869
- 3,775
-13,283
+ 9,197
- 5,607

+ 6,266
- 460
+ 773
-11, 606
- 6,279
- 7,838

+14,213
- 592

- 5,643
-15,892
- 7,502

-18,111

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-30.3
- 4.4
+ 2.1

- 7.3

+5.3

- 7.2

+11.2
+14.1

- 1.7

+27.3
+35.0

+3.5

+ 4.8
+ 0.8
+14.1

- 3.8
-13.5

+ 9.4
- 5.7
+ 6.4
- 0.5
+ 0.8

-11.8
- 6.4
- 8.0

+14.5
- 0.6
- 5.7
-16.2
- 7.6

-18.4

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1901, c. 6, 9-10.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the United States:

1930. Population, I, 1058-1062.

93

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
214
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

1
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POPULATION OF 1901 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS (1900 Census)
BY COUNTIES

12
Limestone
Freestone
Robertson
Brazos

13
Anderson
Cherokee
Houston
Angelina
Trinity

1
Bowie
Cass
Marion
Morris

2
Red River
Titus
Franklin
Hopkins
Delta

26,676
22,841
10,754

8,220
63, 791

29,893
12,292

8,674
27,950
15,249

48,627
51,793

100,420

63,661
27,494
91,155

50,087
47,295
6,127

13,579

82,726
8,531

25,481
21,0)48
37,370
16,266
9,146

109,311

31,878
26,099
21,404
20,452
12,343

112,176

43,374
19,970
33,376
96,720

50,059
33,819

41,355
125,233

59,772
33,3)42
39,666

132, 70

20 (Cont'd.)
Burnet
Lampasas

32,573
18, 910
31,480
18,859
101,22

28,015
25,154
25,452
13,481
10,976

103,071

21

22

24,663
8,)434
6,394
7,282
7,138

11,899
8,102
5,049
5,905

1),239
99,105

18,072
10,432
26,106
17,067
15,813
10,277
14, 4147

112,214

63,786
16,538
14,246
9), 70

23

3
Lamar
Fannin

Grayson
Cooke

5
Collin
Hunt
Rains

6
Dallas
Rockwall

7
Van Zandt
Wood
Smith
Upshur
Camp

8
Harrison
Rusk
Panola
Shelby
Gregg

9
Navarro
Henderson
Kaufman

22,203
28,121
36,542
20,676

107,5)42

32,931
18,367
14,595
26,845
92,735

38,072
47,386

Gonzales
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Comal
Hays
Blanco

Jackson
Calhoun
Victoria
De Witt
Goliad
Refugio
Bee
Live Oak
Karnes
Wilson
Frio
Aransas
Atascosa

Cameron
Hidalgo
Starr
Zapata
Webb
Duval
Nueces
San Patricio
La Salle
McMullen
Dimmit

4

Bexar
Bandera
Kendall
Kerr
Gillespie

Kimble
Menard
Schleicher
Sutton
Crockett
Tom Green
Coke
Sterling
Irion
Pecos
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
El Paso
Val Verde
Edwards
Kinney

18
Colorado
Lavaca
Fayette
Austin

19
Washington
Burleson
Lee
Bastrop

20
Williamson
Travis

i)
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler
Liberty
Hardin
Orange
Jefferson

15

Leon
Madison
Grimes
Montgomery
Walker
San Jacinto
Polk

16
Harris
Fort Bend
Waller

17
Chambers
Galveston
Brazoria
Matagorda
Wharton

2!
3,046

44,116
14,861

6,097
16,942
b5,062

10,528
8,625

104,611

28,882
21, 765
21,385
7,008

14,142
4,703

97,65

6,094
2,395

13,678
21,311
8,310
1,641
7,720
2,268
8,681

13,961
44,200
1,716
7,143

99,11$

16,095
6,837

11,469
4,760

21,851
8,483

10,439
2,372
2,303
1,024
1,106
56,739

69,422
5,332
4,103
4,980
8,229

92,066

2,503
2,011
515

1,727
1,591
6,804
3,430
1,127

848
2,360
2,356
3,673
1,150
24,886

5,263
3,108
2,)447

10
Ellis
Johnson
Hill

11
McLennan
Falls
Milam



96 LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN TEXAS

25 (Cont'd.)

Uvalde
Medina
Zavala
Reeves
Maverick
Mason

26

2

2

29

Erath
Comanche
Mills
San Saba
McCulloch
Concho
Runnels
Coleman
Brown
Llano

7
Bell
Coryell
Hamilton
Bosque

3
Palo Pinto
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Howard
Martin
Andrews
Glasscock
Midland
Ector
Winkler
Loving
Ward
Crane
Upton
Gaines
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Dawson
Borden
Garza
Kent
Scurry
Fisher
Stonewall
Haskell
Jones
Shackelford

Jack
Young
Throckmorton
Clay
Archer
Wichita

4,647
7,783

792
1,847
4,066
5,573

90,507

29,966
23,009
7,851
7,569
3,960
1,427
5,379
10,077
16,019
7,301

112,55

45,535
21,308
13,520
17,390
97,753

12,291
6,466

17,971
8,768

10,499
2,611
2,855
2,528

332
87
286

1,741
381
60
33

1,451
51

48
55
26
48
17
37

776
185
899

4,158
3,708
2,183
2,637
7,053
2,461

92,702

10,224
6,540
1,750
9,231
2,508
5,806

30

31

Tarrant
Parker
Hood
Somervell

Denton
Wise
Montague

29 (Cont'cd.)
Wilbarger

Baylor
Knox
Foard
Hardeman

King
Dickens
Bailey
Lamb
Hale

Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Lubbock
Hockley
Cochran
Crosby
Childress
Hall
Briscoe
Swisher
Castro
Parmer
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Wheeler

Gray
Carson
Potter
Oldham
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Ochiltree
Hansford
Sherman
Dallam

5,759
3,052
2,322
1,568
3,634

490
1,151

4
31

1,680
2,020
1,257
1,002

293
44
25

788
2,138
1,670
1,253
1,227

400
34

843
963

1,205
2,756
1,233

636
480
469

1,820
349
377
209
303
620
815
790
267
167
104
146

52,376
25,823
9,146
3,498

90, 43

28,318
27,116
24,800
70,234



1901 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS

IIt
HARTLEY MOORE ITCHINsoN ROBERTS HEMPHILL

*-------- -.---- r..-- e -f-...---- - 4 -

OLDHAM POTTER CARSON GRAY WHEELER

: I

DEA r SMITH NDLL RSROGDNLY CLLN
DO C ORTH

FARMER iCASTRO SWISHER IBRISCOE HALL p LDES$$

BAILEY LAMB HALL fLOY0 MOTLEY COTTLE fOR WIBARGER (WCHITA \-; " ^,

._.NCLAY E C I+ KA RA YSON FANNN
COCHRAN IHOCKLEY LUBBOCK CROSBY DICKEN$ KING KNOX BAYLOR ARCHER OWIE

HOP. N I7 A5

JACK WISE NTON COLLIN HUNT H <P- 0

YOKM TRY LYNN GAR2A KENT STONEWALL HASKELL THROCK--I YOUNG -M

. _ _MORTON.. 
-- -

-- ..-- -T - . ... _ _ .. 
.. .. .- .- II$ UPSHUR

PARKER I
GAINES DAW30NI BORDEN SCURRY FISHER JONES SHACKEI- STEPHENS PALO PI AN ANZADARRISON

- -- -- - -- --- _ -- I.... -.... ,.. --..-- . ....... .- ----- HOOD JOHNSON E1L15SMITH

-" N iEW MARTINl HOWARD MITCHELL NOLAN TAYLOR ICALLAXAN EASTLAND 1RATH { 9 HENDERSON RUSK P7 ANOLA

I - 7 -- - -- 1 1\ Hll NAVARRO EL

'EL S~i I i I WNKLEREC TO I i I C\MANCHE BOlQUE ' s~ CEROKEE30LOVING WNLRETRMIDL 
AND GLAS! STERI NG COKE RNNNN 

llCALEMAN 

INROWNiE STSNE ANDER-ON

EEERAE UPTON REAGAN TOM GREEN C4YLLHUTO^"NGLN

1 11

4 i / I RION CONCHO I ILLS INT
1\ - Mt CULL.OCH SAN SA BA LAMPASAS AT-- IT

- ---- -- BELL OSERTSON /AIO

PECOS " SCHLECHER MENARD ILAM--" POLK TYLER

.. CR\E y-------------- -- MASON LAO BRE 5NBRAZOSGiE ANJ

25BURLE SON 1O

,1 I - - I -"MONTGOMERY

GILLESPIE BLANCA TRAVIS LEE RANGEON ALA IERY ""
f r TERRELL TN- IB-T$ _BASTROP

PRE3100 \ I / KERB AUEFN HR R1
EDWARDS KENDALL FAE TT ,

VAL VERDE----'-' COMAL ' cALOWELL CFAYEERE

"RE "TE * '~. EAL BANDERA
- ---- -GUADALUPE ", T\ LRI BEND .

" I \E AR ONZALES AVE T

" KINNEY UVALDE MEOINA WHARTON

WISO

..-. L30N DEWITT,

A'A"COA\\A' E , ACKSON MATAGORDA
ZAVALA FRIG T3OOKRE

MAVERICK 
C

GoLIAD

DIMT I IBEE y~UW

LA SALLE IMOMULLEN IVE OAK -r -

L--- " - - - SAN PATRICIO

WEB B DUVAL IWELLSI NUECE3

KLEB

ZAPATA 'JIM HOGD BROOKS
- I IKENEDY

/TA WLLACY

.,HIDALGO ^_

CAMERON

97





TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1911 APPORTIONMENT',. 1910 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

27, 440
.33,551 (121)

20,424 (5)
Smallest: 1.7

-25.6 to +22.3

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1,
4,

2, 3
126
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

12, 13, 14
15

16, 17
18,68, 70, 71,127

19
20

21, 22
23
24

25

26
27, 28

29
30
31
32
33

34, 35
36, 37, 38

39, 40
41, 42, 43
44, 45, 47
46, 52, 54

48
49
50
51

53, 95

55

Called Session 1911, c. 10, 80-87.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census, of the United States:

nation, I, 1058-1062.

99

1930. P opu-

3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
4
2

1
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
3
2
4
6
5
1
1
1
1
2
2

72,886
51,383
20,424
26, 946
27,406
26,423
33,432
28,969
27,001
81,593

115,693
48, 713

128,517
26,893
28,829
55, 803
26,901
29,564
29,650
29,038
61,877
25,651
30,204
29,5 1
26,861
28,564
54,935
91,345
56,188

115,017
171,071
139,830
26,603
25,123
26,450
26,331
53,473
53,629

24, 295
25,692

27,198
28,923
24,356
25,703

27,902

30,938

27,468
30,448
28,094
28,754
28,512
27,966

26,736
26,814

-3,1.5
-1,748
-7,016
- 494
- 34
-1,017
+5,992
+1,529

- 439
- 242

+1,483
-3,084
-1,737
- 547
+1,389
+ 462
- 539
+2,124
+2,210
+1,598
+3,498
-1,789
+2,764
+2,071
- 579
+1,124
+ 28
+3,008
+ 654
+1,314
+1,072
- 526

- 837
-2,317
- 990

-1,109
- 704
- 626

-11.5
- 6.4

-25.6

- 1.8

- 0.1

- 3.7
+21.8
+ 5.6

- 1.6
- 0.9

+ 5.L

-11.2
- 6.3
- 2.0

+ 5.1
+ 1.7

- 2.0

+ 7.7
+ 8.1
+ 5.8

+12.7
-10.3
+10.1
+ 7.5

- 2.1

+ 4.1
+ 0.1
+11.1
+ 2.4
+ 4.8
+ 3.9
- 1.9

- 3.1
- 8.4

- 3.6
- 4.0
- 2.6

- 2.3

1
Texas Laws, 1st

L11..! %.f 4. -a- %W V \ v / 1Y v -- iVVr -1- "- -- -_-



100 LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN TEXAS

Pop. Per Rep. in Percent
Multi-member and Deviation Deviation

District (s) No. of Rep. Population Flotorial Districts From Ideal From Ideal

56,57,58,59 4 114,387 28,597 +1,157 + 4.2
60,61,62,63 5 143,520 28,704 +1,264 + 4.6

64 1 27,454 + 14 + 0.1
65, 66, 67 3 85,966 28,655 +1,215 + 4.4

69 1 25,561 -1,879 - 6.8
72 1 26,418 -1,022 - 3.7
73 1 27,594 + 154 + 0.6
74 1 28,534 +1,094 + 4.0
75 1 27,759 + 319 + 1.2
76 1 30,919 +3,479 +12.7
77 1 27,158 - 282 - 1.0
78 1 26,879 - 561 - 2.0
79 1 26,312 -1,128 - 4.1
80 1 24,737 -2,703 - 9.9

81, 84 2 55,509 27,754 + 314 + 1.1
82 1 28,055 + 615 + 2.2
83 1 24,913 -2,527 - 9.2
85 4 119,676 26,919 - 521 - 1.9
86 1 24,237 -3,203 -11.7
87 1 24,795 -2,645 - 9.6
88 1 23,952 -3,488 -12.7
89 2 55,620 27,810 + 370 + 1.3
90 1 25,344 -2,096 - 7.6

91, 92 2 52,983 26,492 - 948 - 3.5
93 1 31,235 +3,795 +13.8
94 1 25,009 -2,431 - 8.9

96, 97 2 46,034 23,017 -4,423 -16.1
98 1 27,486 + 46 + 0.2
99 1 25,474 -1,966 - 7.2

100 1 23,568 -3,872 -14.1
101 1 28,094 + 654 + 2.4
102 1 29,223 +1,783 + 6.5
103 1 26,564 - 876 -3.2
104 1 24,609 -2,831 -10.3
105 1 22,801 -4,639 -16.9
106 1 28,500 + 106 +o.4
107 1 26,293 -1,147 - 4.2

108, 110 2 59,329 29,664 +2,224 + 8.1
109 1 27,186 - 254 -0.9
111 1 27,270 - 170 - 0.6
112 1 29,272 +1,832 + 6.7
113 1 22,551 -4,889 -17.8
114 1 24,650 -2,790 -10.2
115 1 28,710 +1,270 + 4.6
116 1 29,997 +2,557 + 9.3
117 1 30,711 +3,271 +11.9



STATE LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENTS, 1881-1961 101

No. of Rep. Population

2
1
1
1
1
1
1

52,599
26,982
33,551
2h,111
25,771
27,527
24,26

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

26,300

Deviation
From Ideal

-1,1.0
- 458
+6,111
-3,329
-1,669
+ 87

-3,014

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

- 4.2
- 1.7

+22.3
-12.1
- 6.1

+ 0.3

-11.0

3,896,542

118, 119
120
121
122
123
124
125

1Jiv VL -1- V V \ L-1 / LM V 0 vy 1liV 1+ J. -_r. -- -i ---
Districts)





POPULATION OF

1
Bowie

2
Cass

3F
Bowie
Cass
Marion

4
Harrison

5
Panola

6
Rusk

7
Nacogdoches

8
Shelby

9
Jasper
Sabine
Newton

10
San Augustine
Angelina

11
Polk
San Jacinto

12
Tyler
Hardin
Liberty

13
Jeffers on

14F
Jefferson
Liberty
Orange

15 (4 places)
Harris

16
Galveston

17F
Galveston
Chambers

1911 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

18

34,827

27,587

34,827
27,587
10,)472

37,243

20,424

26,946

27,406

26,)423

14,000
8,582

10,850
33,Eh2

11,264
17,705
27,7969

17,459
9,542

27,001

10,250
12,947
10,686

3303

38,182

38,182
10,686
9,528

56,39

115,693

44,479

44,479
4,234
4,713

Fort Bend
Waller

19
Brazoria
Matagorda

20
Walker
Trinity

21
Montgomery
Grimes

22F
Grimes
Brazos

23
Madison
Leon

24
Houston

25

Anderson

26
Cherokee

27
Smith

28F
Smith
Henderson

29

30

Van Zandt

Wood
Rains

31
Camp
Upshur

32
Titus
Morris

33
Red River

34
Hopkins

18,168
12,138
30,306

13,299
13,594
226,893

16,061
12,768
25, 529

15,679
21,205

21;205
18,919
04,124

10,318
16,583

29,564

29,650

29,038

41,746

41,746
20,131
61, 77

25,651

23, 417
6,787

30,20)4

9,551
19,960
29,511

16,)422
10,439

26,61

28,564

31,038

(1910 Census)

35F
Hopkins
Delta
Franklin

36
Lamar

37
Fannin

38F
Lamar
Fannin

39
Hunt

OF
Hunt
Rockwall

4
Collin

42 (2 places)
Grayson

43F
Collin
Grayson

44 (4 places)
Dallas

1i5
Kaufman

46
Denton

47F
Kaufman
Dallas

48
Cooke

49
Montague

50
Wise

51
Parker

52 (3 places)
Tarrant

Johns on

103

31,038
14,566
9 331
5,935

46,544

44,801

46,544
44,801
91,345

48,116

48,116
8,072

49,021

65,996

49,021
65,996

115,017

135,748

35,323

31,258

35,323
135,748
171,071

26,603

25,123

26,450

26,331

108,572

34,460
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Tarrant
Denton

55 (2 places)
Ellis

56
Hill

57
Navarro

58F
Freestone
Navarro

59F
Hill
Navarro

60
Limestone

61 (2 places)
McLennan

62
Falls

63F
McLennan
Limestone
Falls

64

73
Wharton
Jackson

108,572
31,258

139, 830

53,629

46, 760

L47,070

20,557
47,070

)46,760
47,070
93,630

34, 621

73,250

35,6L49

73,250
34,621
35,649

1 3,52

7)4

76

77

78

Victoria
Goliad
Calhoun

Aransas

Refugio
San Patricio
Bee
Live Oak

Duval
Nueces
Jim Wells

Willacy
Cameron

Starr
Hidalgo

Brooks

79
Webb
Zapata

Robertson 27,454

80

Milam

66
Bell

67F
Bell
Milam

68

69

70

Burleson
Lee

Frio
Atascosa
McMullen
La Salle

36,780

49,186

49,186
36,780

18,687
13,132
31, 619

Washington 25,561

Fayette

71
Austin
Colorado

72
Lavaca

81
Karnes
De Witt

82
Gonzales

83
Guadalupe

84F
Wilson
Karnes

85 (4 places)
Bexar

86
Caldwell

29,796

17,699
18,897
36, )9l8

26,418

87
Llano

Gillespie
Blanc o
Kendall

21,123
6,471

27,59

1L4,990
9,909
3,635

2,106
2,814
7,307

12,090
3 442
27,79

8,964
21, 955

0
30,919

0
27,158
27,157

13,151
13,728

0
2679

22,503

3,809
26, 312

8,895
10,004
1,091
4,7)47

14,942
23,501

28,055

88

Hays
C omal

89 (2 places)
Travis

90
Bastrop

91
Williamson

92F
Williamson
Burnet

93
Coryell
Lampasas

94
Mills
Hamilton

9SF
Johnson
Bosque

96
Erath

97F
Hood
Somervell
Erath

98
Palo Pinto
Stephens

99

Young
Jack

100

Clay
Archer

101
Wichita
Wilbarger

24,913

17,066
1)4,9)42
32, 00

119,676

24,237

6,520

9,)4474,311
4,517
245795

15,518
8,434
23,952

55,620

42,228

42,228
10,755
2, 93

21,703
9,532
31,235

9,694
15,315
25,009

34,460
19,013
53,473

32,095

10,008
3,931
32,095
46,5034

19,506
7,980

27,47

13,657
11,817~7W25, 74

17,043
6,525

23,569

16,094
12,000
26,094
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102
Baylor
Throckmorton
Haskell

103
Hardeman
Foard
Knox

10)
Cottle
Motley
Childress
Hall

105
Dickens
Kent
King
Stonewall
Scurry

106
Jones
Shackelford

107
Taylor

108
Callahan
Eastland

109

8,411
4,563

16, 249
29, 23

11,213
5,726
9,625

4,396
2,396
9,538
8,279
2,609

3,092
2,655
810

5,320
10,924

24,299
4,201

26,293

12,973
23,421
36,394

Comanche 27,186

11OF
Brown
Callahan

_1
Coke
Runnels

112
Coleman
C oncho

113
Sterling
Irion
Tom Green
Schleicher

11)4
McCulloch
San Saba

115
Sutton
Kimble
Kerr
Bandera
Edwards
Crockett
Mason
Menard

116
Uvalde
Medina
Zavala
Dimmit

117
Maverick
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis

118
El Paso

119F
El Paso
Culberson

120
Reeves
Pecos
Ward
Crane
Upton
Reagan
Glasscock
Midland
Ector
Winkler
Loving
Martin
Howard

22,935
12,973
35,908

6,412
20,858
27,270

22,618
6,654

29,272

1,x493
1,283
17,882
1,893

2 2, 551

13,)05
11,245
24,5650

121
Mitchell
Nolan
Fisher

122
Briscoe
Floyd
Crosby
Garza
Borden
Dawson
Gaines
Andrews
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Lubbock

1,569
3,261
5,505
4,921
3,768
1,296
5,683
2,707
25,710

11,233
13, 415
1,889
3, 460
29,997

5,151

3,401
8,613
1,430
5,220
5,218
1,678

30,711

52,599

52,599
0

4,392
2,071
2,389
331
501
392

1,143
3,464
1,178

442
249

1,549
8,881

26,9$2

8,956
11,999
12,596
33,55,

2,162
4,638
1,765
1,995
1,386
2,320
1, 255

975
602

1,)474
1,713
3,624

122 (Cont'd)
Hockey
Cochran

123
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Swisher
Castro
Parmer
Deaf Smith

.Randall
Armstrong

124
Donley
Collingsworth
Gray
Wheeler
Hemphill
Roberts
Lipscomb
Ochiltree

125
Carson
Hutchinson
Handford
Sherman
Moore
Potter
Oldham
Hartley
Dallam

126F
Harrison
Gregg

127F
Burleson
Lee
Fayette
Waller
Fort Bend
Austin
Colorado

137
65

27,111

312
540

7,566
4, 012
1, 850
1,555
3,942
3,312
2,682

25,771

5,28)4
5,224
3,405
5,258
3,170

950
2,634
1,602

27,527

2,127
892
935

1,376
561

12,)42)4
812

1,298
)4, 001

24,)426

37,243
1)4,1)40
51,3d3

18,687
13,132
29,796
12,138
18,168
17,699
18,897
125,5T 7





1911 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

15. Harris (h places)
42. Grayson (2 places)

r-h. Dallas ( places)
52. Tarrant (3 places)
55. Ellis (2 places)
61. McLennan (2 places)

- - - - 85. Bexar ( places)
OLDHAM OTTER ARON GRAY WHELR 89. Travis (2 places)

- I

DEAF ]YITH RNALL IARST DONLY COLLI G-f

PARMR CASTR WIHR ISCOE ALL lYDL

----- ...-. . ARDEMAN

BAILEY LAM HALE fLOYD MOTLEY COTTLE BAR OITA-

-- I ML1AY CA N NIN J ER '.-St

COCRANII HOKLEY L"BOCK CROSBY DICKEN KIN KNO BAYLOR ARHR BL O _

-AC
YAKU TERRY LYNN GARZA RENT ISTO NW HSKLL .TROCK YOE

1--- ^- MAORTMONOpi -.AINE DAWN b11DN SCURRY f SER JONES .EL -1TE L P.1 A N

ANDREW MARTIN HOWARD MITC ENE RSON

O 
C \[0 OIGI WINKLER CTOR MIDLAND DLA STERLNG C1 ES CLMN BONBSU RETN

CULLCOLEANBRONNHMIL TO

REV IE CRANE ----N- EAGAN TOM GEEEN2CERYELL"N 1 -1
UPTOCNCN TR 4tT

3.Bowie scsLMBAaAMPriA

17. Glvestn, Chmber

I CLEICH R ME NARD TY

2AGieVs, BURNETA WALKER
CROCKETT28.------,H IrNsEOANonc,

38. LamarNFanni

7TTONKauLEfma-nDa

\ TETarrantEDento

-DWAD ER ENDAAU STIN MA

8. Freestone, NavarroL- f i, Lrw MER

[REWTER .4. VLvRE EWRS REAL CAD KNDLF HMBR

" ' KINNE.Y UVALDE I MEDNA I W-ARTON BR ZP I

' 9 Hill,3 Navarro

6 c a LeMIL3eN

Flotorial Districts AC ^ *^ C AALRD

3. Bowie, Cass, Marion BEE REUIO
18. Jefferson, Liberty, Orange ^'"sM.MULN VE OAK
17. Galveston, Chambers N PAnReCtO

22. Grimes, Brazos
28. Smith, Henderson N1UEACCVOL

35. Hopkins, Delta, Franklin
38. Lamar, Fannin

10. Hunt, Rockwall
43. Collin, Grayson
47. Kaufman, Dallas1 - ' 7

51. Tarrant, Denton
58. Freestone, Navarro ^I " -

59. Hill, Navarro 
AEN

63. McLennan, Limestone, Fallse F n
67. Bell, Milam
8L. Wilson, Karnes

92. Williamson, Burnet

95. Johnson, Bosque

97. Hood, Somervell, Erath
110. Brown, Callahan

119. El Paso, Culberson
126. Harrison, Gregg

127. Burleson, Lee, Fayette, Waller, Fort Bend,

Austin, Colorado

107





TEXAS SENATE

1901 APPORTIONMENT', 1910 Census
2

Ideal District:
Largest District
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:

Range of Deviation:

125,695
235,300 (29)
82,724 (19)

2.8
-34.1 to +87.2

P ovulation

83,325
99,921
91,345
92,599

103,924
143,820
120,325
125,176
102,524
134,849
145,679
101,551
118,725

153,695
106,847
145, 999
96,729
'92,810
82,724

118,135
105,468
129,865
127,873
144,066
163,949
173,210
105,217
219,219

235,300
148,842
82,831

Deviation

From Ideal

-42,370
-25,774
-34,350
-33,096
-21,771
+18,125
- 5,370
- 519

-23,171
+ 9,154
+19,98)4
-24,144
- 6,970
+28,000
-18,848
+20,304
-28,966
-32,885
-42,971
- 7,560
-20,227
+ 4,170
+ 2,178
+18,371
+38,25.4

+x.7,515
-20,478
+93,524

+109,605
+23,147
-42,864

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-33.7
-20.5
-27.3

-26.3
-17.3
+14.4

- 4.3
- 0.4
-18.)4
+ 7.3

+15,9

-19.2
- 5.5
+22.3
-15.0
+16.2
-23.0
-26.2
-34.2
- 6.0

-16.1
+ 3.3
+ 1.7
+1)4.7
+30.4
+37.8
-16.3
+74.4
+87.2
+18.)
-34.1

3,896,542

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1901, c. 6, 9-10.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth
lation, I, 1058-1062.

Census of the United States: 1930. Popu-

109

Di st.rit

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

1
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POPULATION OF 1901 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

1
Bowie
Cass
Marion
Morris

2
Red River
Titus
Franklin
Hopkins
Delta

3
Lamar
Fannin

4
Grays on
Cooke

5
Collin
Hunt
Rains

6
Dallas
Rockwall

7
Van Zandt
Wood
Smith
Upshur
Camp

8
Harrison
Rusk
Panola
Shelby
Gregg

9
Navarro
Henderson
Kaufman

10
Ellis
Johnson
Hill

11
McLennan
Falls
Milam

(1910 Census)

34,827
27,587
10,472
10,439
53,325

28,564
16,422
9,331
31,038
14,566
99,921

46,5 4
44,801
91, 3L9

65,996
26,603

49,021
48,116
6,787

103, 92L

135,748
8,072

25,651
23,417
41, 746
19,960
9,551

120,325

37,243
26, 946
20,424
26,423
14,140

127, 17

47,070
20,131
35 323

53,629
3,466
46, 760

13,79

73,250
35,649
36,780

145,679

12
Limestone
Freestone
Robertson
Brazos

13
Anderson
Cherokee
Houston
Angelina
Trinity

114
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler
Liberty
Hardin
Orange
Jefferson

15

Leon
Madison
Grimes
Montgomery
Walker
San Jacinto
Polk

16
Harris
Fort Bend
Waller

17
Chambers
Galveston
Brazoria
Matagorda
Wharton

18
Colorado
Lavaca
Fayette
Austin

19
Washington
Burleson
Lee
Bastrop

20

34,621
20,557
27,454
18,919

101,551

29,650
29,038
29,564
17,705
12,768

115,725

27,406
11,264

8,582
10,850
14,000

10,250
10,686
12,947

9,528
38,182

153,695

16,583
10,318
21,205
15,679
16,061
9,542

17,459
106,77

115,693
18,168
12,138

4,234
4h,479
13,299
13,594
21,123
96,729

18,897
26,418
29,796
17,699
92, 10

25,561
18,687
13,132
25,34
52,72&

Williamson 42,228
Travis 55,620

111

20 (Cont'd.)
Burnet
Lampasas

21
Gonzales
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Comal
Hays
Blanco

22
Jackson
Calhoun
Victoria
De Witt
Goliad
Refugio
Bee
Live Oak
Karnes
Wilson
Frio
Aransas
Atascosa

23
Cameron
Hidalgo
Starr
Zapata
Webb
Duval
Nueces
San Patricio
La Salle
McMullen
Dimmit

2L
Bexar
Bandera
Kendall
Kerr
Gillespie

Kimble
Menard
Schleicher
Sutton
Crockett
Tom Green
Reagan
Coke
Sterling
Irion
Pecos
Terrell
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
El Paso
Val Verde

10,755
9,532

115,135

28,055
2,237
24,913
8,434

15,518
4,311

105,46

6,471
3,635

14,990
23,501
9,909
2,814

12,090
3,442

14,942
17,066
8,895
2,106

10,004

129,565

27,158
13,728
13,151
3,809
22,503
9,964

21,955
7,307
4,747
1,091
3,460

119,676
4,921
4,517
5,505
9,447

14,066

3,261
2,707
1,893
1,569
1,296

17,882
392

6,412
1,1493
1,283
2,071
1,430
5,220
5,218
1,678

52,599
8,613

~~
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25_ (Cont'd.)

Edwards
Kinney
Uvalde
Medina
Zavala
Reeves
Maverick
Mason

26
Erath
Comanche
Mills
San Saba
McCulloch
Concho
Runnels
Coleman
Brown
Llano

27
Bell
Coryell
Hamilton
Bosque

28
Palo Pinto
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Howard
Martin
Andrews
Glasscock
Midland
Ector
Winkler
Loving
Ward
Crane
Upton
Gaines
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Dawson
Borden
Garza
Kent
Scurry
Fisher
Stonewall
Haskell
Jones
Shackelford

29
Jack
Young
Throckmorton
Clay

3,768
3,01l

11,233
13,415
1,889
4,392
5,151

5,683
163, 99

32,095
27,186
9,69

11,245
13,405
6,654

20,858
22,618
22,935
6,520

173,210

49,186
21,703
15,315
19,013
105,217

19,506
7,980

23,421
12,973
26,293
11,999

8,956
8,881
1,549

975
1,143
3,464
1,178

442
249

2,389
331
5l0

1,255
602

1, 474

1,713
2,320
1,386
1,995
2,655

10,92
12,596
5,320

16,249
24,299
4,201

219, 219

29 (Cont'd.)
Archer
Wichita
Wilbarger
Baylor
Knox
Foard
Hardeman

King
Dickens
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Lubbock
Hockley
Cochran
Crosby
Childress
Hall
Briscoe
Swisher
Castro
Parmer
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Wheeler
Gray
Carson
Potter
Oldham
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Ochiltree
Hansford
Sherman
Dallam

30
Tarrant
Parker
Hood
Somervell

31
Denton
Wise
Montague

11,817
13,657
4,563
17,043

6,525

16,o94
12,000
8,411
9,625
5,726

11,213
810

3,092
312
540

7,566
4,638
2,396
4,396
3,624

137
65

1,765
9,538
8,279
2,162
4, 012
1,850
1,555

3,942
3,312
2,682
5,284
5,224
5,258

3,405
2,127

12,424
812

1,298
561
892
950

3,170
2,634
1,602

935
1,376
4, 001

235,300

108,572
26,331
10,008
3,931

178, bL2

31,258
26,450
25,123
d2, 31



TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1921 APPORTIONMENT', 1920 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

31,088
40,487 (125)
20,540 (81)

2.0
-33.9 to +30.2

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1, 2, 3
4

5,6,32,33
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15, 16
17, 18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26, 27
28
29
30
31
34
35

36
37, 38, 41

39, 126
4o, 42

43, 44, 45
46
47
48

49,101,102
50, 51, 52

Texas Laws 2nd Called Session 1921, c. 6, 264-271.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth
lation, I, 1058-1062.

Census of the United States: 1930. Popu-
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3
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
5
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
2
4
1
1
1
6
7

80,399
33,575

107,101
21,755
31,689
28,457
27,464
26,036
32,702
27,765
30, 620
88,499
57, 312

186,667
33,223
37,203
35,532
28,964
26,624
37,887
62,410
30,407
28,423
28,601
37,633
27,707
28,417
35,829

103,928
59,982
58,449

123,774
25,667
22,200
23,363

188,155
260,418

26,800

26,755

29,500
28,656
37,335

31,205

34,643
29,991
29,224
30,944

31,359
37,203

-4,288
+2,487
-4,333
-9,333
+ 601

-2,631
-3,624
-5,052

+1,614
-3,323
- 468
-1,588
-2,432
+6,247
+2,135
+6,115

-2,124
-4,464
+6, 799
+ 117
- 681

-2,665
-2,487
+6,545
-3,381
-2,671
+4,741
+3,555
-1,097
-1,864
- 144
-5,421
-8,888
-7,725
+ 271
+6,115

-13.8
+ 8.0
-13.9
-30.0
+ 1.9
- 8.5

-11.7
-16.3
+ 5.2
-10.7
- 1.5

- 5.1

- 7.8
+20.1

+ 6.9
+19.7
+14.3
- 6.8

-14.4
+21.9
+ 0.4
- 2.2

- 8.6

- 8.0
+21.1
-10.9
- 8.6

+15.3

+11.4
- 3.5

- 6.0

- 0.5

-17.4
-28.6
-24.8
+ 0.9
+20.0

1
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114 LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN TEXAS

Pop. Per Rep. in Percent
Multi-member and Deviation Deviation

District (s) No. of Rep. Population Flotorial Districts From Ideal From Ideal

53 1 30,784 - 304 -1.0

54 1 28,327 -2,761 - 8.9

55 1 34,318 +3,230 +10.4
56 1 30,242 - 846 - 2.7

57 1 23,264 -7,824 -25.2
58, 59, 60 3 93,956 31,319 + 231 + 0.7

61 1 33,283 +2,195 + 7.1
62,95,96,97 5 165,550 33,110 +2,022 + 6.5

63 1 27,933 -3,155 -10.1
64, 65 2 68,973 34,486 +3,398 +10.9

66 1 29,965 -1,123 - 3.6
67 1 28,438 -2,650 - 8.5
68 1 27,971 -3,117 -10.0
69 1 32,319 +1,231 + 4.0
70 1 29,637 -1,451 - 4.7
71 1 37,645 +6,557 +21.1
72 1 36,662 +5,574 +17.9
73 1 38,110 +7,022 +22.6

74 1 26,433 -4,655 -15.0
75 1 32,081 + 993 + 3.2
76 1 31,942 + 854 + 2.7
77 1 30,852 - 236 -0.8

78 5 202,096 40,419 +9,331 +30.0
79 1 36,338 +5,250 +16.9
80 1 36,543 +5,455 +17.5
81 2 41,080 20,540 -10,548 -33.9
82 2 57,616 28,808 -2,280 - 7.3

83, 84 2 52,433 26,216 -4,872 -15.7
85 1 24,217 -6,871 -22.1
86 1 30,103 -9,850 -31.7
87 1 30,287 -8,010 -25.8
88 1 29,734 -1,354 - 4.4

89, 90 3 103,751 34,584 +3,496 +11.2
91 1 25,767 -5,321 -17.1
92 1 27,478 -3,610 -11.6
93 1 29,865 -1,223 - 3.9
94 1 35,277 +4,189 +13.5

98, 99 2 58,881 29,440 -1,648 - 5.3
100 2 55,700 27,850 -3,238 -10.4
103 1 23,382 -7,706 -24.8
104 1 34,767 +3,679 +11.8
105 1 37,144 +6,056 +19.5

106, 107 2 70,349 35,174 +4,086 +13.1
108 1 38,834 +7,746 +24.9
109 1 23,242 -7,846 -25.2
110 1 22,118 -8,970 -28.9

111, 112 3 88,023 29,341 -1,747 - 5.6
113 1 24,809 -6,279 -20.2
114 1 27,129 -3,959 -12.7
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District (s)

115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
1214
125
127

No. of Rep. Population

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

27,283
24,081
29,404
27,518
30,202
32,537
33,078
29,249
30,735
21,520
40,487
26,649

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

-3,805
-7,007
-1,684.
-3,570
- 886
+1,hh9
+1,990
-1,839
- 353
-9,568
+9,399
-439

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-12.2

-22.5

- 5.4

-11.5
- 2.8
+ 4.7
+ 6.4
- 5.9
- 1.1

-30.8
+30.2

-1)4.3

4,663,228

\ / i i





POPULATION OF 1921 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1920 Census)

1
Bowie

2
Cass

3F
Bowie
Cass
Marion

Camp
Upshur

5
Harrison

6F
Harrison
Gregg

7
Panola

8
Rusk

9
Nacogdoches

10
Shelby

11
San Augustine
Sabine

12
Angelina
Tyler

13
Jasper
Newton

l)
Hardin
Liberty

15F
Orange
Jefferson

16 (2 places)
Jefferson

17F
Chambers
Galveston

39,472

30,041

39,472
30,041
10,886
80,399

11,103
22, 472
33,575

43,565

43,565
16,767
60,332

21,755

31, 689

28,457

27,464

13,737
12,299
2,036

22, 287
10,415

32,702

15,569
12,196

15,983
14,637

15,379
73,120

73,120

4,162
53,150
57,312

18
Galveston

19 (5 places)
Harris

20
Waller
Fort Bend

21
Brazoria
Matagorda

22
-Wharton
Jackson

23
Lavaca

2)4
Washington

25

Austin
Colorado

26
Brazos
Grimes

27F
Grimes
Montgomery

28
Polk
Trinity

29
Walker
San Jacinto

30
Houston

31
Cherokee

32
Smith

33F
Smith
Gregg

3)4
Wood

53,150

186,667

10,292
22,931
33,223

20,614
16,589
37,203

24,288
11,244
35,5$32

28,964

26,624

18,874
19,013

37,577

21,975
23,101
5,076

23,101
17,334
4O,435

16,784
13,623
30,407

18,556
9,867

28,601

37,633

46,769

46,769
16,767
37,537

27,707

Morris
Titus

36
Red River

37
Lamar

38F
Lamar
Fannin

39
Hopkins

40
Hunt

41
Fannin

42F
Rains
Hunt

43
Collin

44 (2 places)
Grays on

45F
Grays on
Collin

46
Cooke

47
Montague

48
Wise

49
Denton

50 (5 places)
Dallas

51F
Dallas
Rockwall
Kaufman

52
Kaufman

Van Zandt

H 4
Benders on

117

10,289
18,128
25,417

35,829

55,742

55,742
48,186

103,925

34,791

50,350

48,186

8,099
50,350
55, 4)49

49,609

74,165

74,165
49,609

123, 77)

25,667

22,200

23,363

35,355

210,551

210,551
8,591

41,276
260, 41

41,276

30,784

28,327
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Anderson

56
Leon
Madison

Freestone

58
Navarro

Hill

60F
Navarro
Hill

61
Limestone

62
Falls

63
Robertson

64
Milam

6F
Milamn
Burleson
Lee

66
Fayette

67
Gonzales

68
De Witt

69
Victoria
Goliad
Calhoun

70
Aransas
Refugio
Bee
San Patricio

71
Nueces
JimWells
Duval

72
Cameron

73
Hidalgo

7L4
Kleberg
Willacy
Kenedy
Jim Hogg
Brooks
Starr

34,318

18,286
11,956
30,2)42

23,264

50,624

43,332

50,624
43,332

33, 283

36,217

27,933

38,104

38,104
16,855
14,014

29,965

28,438

27,971

18,271
9,348
4,700
32,319

2,064
4,050
12,137
11,386
29,637

22,807
6,587
8, 251

37,6)57

36,662

38,110

Zapata
Webb

76
La Salle
McMullen
Live Oak
Atascosa
Frio

77
Dimmit
Zavala
Uvalde
Medina

78 (5 places)
Bexar

79
Wilson
Karnes

80
Guadalupe
Comal

81 (2 places)
Hays
Caldwell

82 (2 places)
Travis

83
Williamson

84F
Williamson
Burnet

Blanco
Llano
Kendall
Gillespie

86
Mason
Menard
Schleicher
Crockett
Sutton

7,837
1,033

0
1,914
4,560

11,089
26,T33

2,929
29,152
32,081

4,821
952

4,171
12,702
9,296

31, 9)2

5,296
3,108

10,769
11,679
30,552

202,096

17,289
19,049
36,338

27,719
8,824

36,513

15,920
25,160
14,00

57,616

42,934

42,934
9,499

72,733

4,063
5,360
4,779

10,015
27,217

86 (Cont'd.)
Kimble
Kerr
Bandera
Real
Edwards

87
Maverick
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell
Brewster

88
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Reeves
Loving
Winkler

Ward
Sector
Crane.
Pecos

Upton
Midland
Martin
Andrews

89 (2 places)
El Paso

90F
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson

91
Glasscock
Howard
Sterling
Reagan

Irion
Tom Green

92
C oke
Runnels
Concho

93
McCulloch
San Saba
Lampasas

94
Hamilton

Coryell

95
~~Bell

4,824
3,162
1,851
1,500
1,598

3,581
5,842
4,001
1,461
2,283

30,103

7,418
3,746
12,706
1,595
4 822

3028

12,202

1,445
4,457

82
81

2,615
760

37
3,857
253

2,449
1,146

350
29,734

101,877

101,877
962
912

103, 751

555

6,962
1,053

377
1,610

15,210
25,767

4,557
17,074

5,847
27,)47

11,020
10,045

8,800
29,565

14,676
20,601
35,277

46,412
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96F
Bell
Falls
McLennan

97 (2 places)
McLennan

98F
Johnson
Somervell
Bosque

99
Johns on

100 (2 places)
Ellis

101 (L places)
Tarrant

102F
Tarrant
Denton

103
Parker

10)4
Comanche
Mills

Erath
Hood

106
Eastland

107F
Eastland
Callahan

108
Palo Pinto
Stephens

109
Young
Jack

110
Archer
Clay

111 (2 places)
Wichita

46,412
36,217
82, 921

165,50

82,921

37,286
3,563

18,032
50,8B

37,286

112F
Wichita
Wilbarger

113
Baylor
Haskell
Throckmorton

114
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
King

115
Jones
Shackelford

152,800

152, 800
35,355

1W3,155

23,382

25,748
9,019

34,767

28,385
8,759

375174

116
Taylor

117
Nolan
Fisher
Mitchell

118
Dickens
Stonewall
Kent
Scurry
Borden
Garza

119
Gaines
Dawson
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby

120
Swisher
Bailey
Parmer
Castro
Lamb
Hale
Briscoe
Floyd

121
Motley
Cottle
Hall
Childress

58,505
11,844
70,3)49

23,431
15,403

13,379
9,863

5,254
16,864

72,11

72,911

12272,911
15,112
7,23

7,027
14,193
3,589

24,=9

12,487
4, 747
9,240
655

27,129

22,323
4,960

27,23

24,081

10,868
11,009
7,527

29,404

5,876
4,086
3,335
9,003

965
4, 253

27,71

1,018

4,309
504

2,236
4,751

67
137

11,096
6,084

30,2

4,388
517

1,699
1,948
1,175
10,104
2,948
9,758

32,537

4,107
6,901
11,137
10,933
33,078

Donley
C ollingsworth
Wheeler
Gray

123
Carson
Armstrong
Randall
Potter
Deaf Smith
Oldham

12)4
Hartley
Dallam
Sherman
Moore
Hutchinson
Hansford
Ochiltree
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb

125
Brown
Coleman

126F
Delta
Hopkins
Franklin

127
Bastrop

8,035
9,154
7,397
4,663

29,29

3,078
2,816
3,675

16,710
3,747

709
30,735

1,109
4,528
1,)473

571
721.

1,354
2,331
1,469
4,280
3,684
21,520

21,682
18,805
70,7

15,887
34,791
9,304
59,92

26,649
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1921 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

16. Jefferson (2 places)
19. Harris (5 places)
44. Grayson (2 places)

~~--50-. Dallas (5 places)
-- I..78. Bexar (5 places)

--- - -81. Hays, Caldwell (2 places)LY OOR TCINSON ER UPHILL Travis (2 places)
89. El Paso (2 places)

ODM O I A-GRYI ~ [E 97. McLennan (2 places)._ 0.Eli 2pae- - -- 410OO Ellis (2 places
DEAF1SMITH0NALLART DNLEY G Tarrant (places)

L 111. Wichita (2 places)
C 

RMR G S lWISHER BRISOE HALL IDE
1 L

BALE (LAMB HALE FLOY MOTLEY OTTLE OAR --.9 ' ^ '^ ^ n i

cLAY -D t

CC ANHCYL UOK CROSBY DICKENS KING E KNOX AYLOR ARCH !I N PR SCV

ELTARUM 

TERRY LYNN GARZA STONEW HA..ELL OCK- YOU

! I.IMO7TN H
-

J- og1r-0 AN--
GRERI DWlON BRDEN SCURRY F3HER JONE CKL- TEPENS PALO PI p KR TARRANT DALLAS AUM ANZNRE H N

000

I ,

ADE3 ARN WAD HELL! NOLAN TALOR ALLAAN EALAN EAHN %K PAN -

4LOVNG IW NKLR I CTOR MIDLAND ASSCC TEi COKE COI C BOSUE DERSN EROKE S

79 . . -*_I AMILTON F E 35

NUD3PLTH C LBRSONMEN ' -,MLLS. AN N LEON NEIA IN

_r .. MAA.!O.dENNGLN

17. ChambrsNGCvNHO
38.LaLOCmaLAMFSAaRni
h2* R"ins, HuntADSON P

PCOS SCHLEICHER LENARO r IA POLK TYLER

JEFDalas Rckall], vKaufmane3

JEFDV3CROCETT -- _-,- __----- -----I - MASON LLANO URNET 16 ONRA E ALKf/ A JAr

LO BilliamsonwBurne

SUTTON KIMLE L-R-E"rN-ONTC MERY RDIN

\TRRELL G-8P ANOASH NTON A LIBERTy A

98.AJohnson, JE
- EO DWARS C KENDALLA TN A

\1BREWTER . T A VRE--- -- OMAL LWLL H g CHAMBERS

1 0 .UaEla d , C aAa a

, I BC O ALES v

" ' ~KINNEY UVALDE MEDINA WARTON i

12. Det, .kis F ,,anklin

/ 4jCKSON M ATA O P

ZAVAA FRI1O ATAC1A KANES131 TA RO

MAVE RIC A

DM T A SALLE iM MULLEN LIVE OAK E EFG

Flot orial District s-.-

SAN PATRIC

3. Bowie, Cass, Marion 
L3"Il

6. Harrison, Gregg*

ti W B ,..15 
. O r a n g e , J e 

f f e r s o n7 47 I LE

17. Chambers, Galveston -

27 . Grimes, Montgomery AAA 4 Oi

33. Smith, Gregg -J KNEDY

38. Lamar, Fannin

h2. Rains, Hunt STR cY

45. Grayson, Collin

51. Dallas, Rockwall, Kaufman C7
60. Navarro, Hill

6t. Milam, Burleson, Lee

841, Williamson, Burnet

90. ET Paso, Hudspeth, Culberson

96. Bell, Falls, McLennan

98. Johnson, Somervell, Bosque
102. Tarrant, Denton

107. Eastland, Callahan

112. Wichita, Wilbarger

126. Delta, Hppkins, Franklin

121





TEXAS SENATE

1921 APPORTIONMENT1, 1920 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

150,426
216,718 (26)

90,392 (30)
2.4

-39.9 to +44.1

District Population

1
2
3
)4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

108,816
141,240
152,593
119,119
158,108
177,809
138,835
151,553

148,018
116,649
210,551
148,640
190,525
134,050
107,108
186,667
141,734
154,382
110,124
134,254
128,106
137,594
157,021
193,305
155,058
216,718
194, 404
152,800
192,498
90,392

114,557

Deviation
From Ideal

-141,610
- 9,186
+ 2,167
-31,307
+ 7,682
+27,383
-11,591
+ 1,127
- 2,)408
-33,777
+60,125
- 1,786

+40,099
-16,376
-43,318
+36,241
- 8,692
+ 3,956
-40,302
-16,172
-22,320
-12,832
+ 6,595

+)42,879
+ 4,632
+66,292
+)43,978
+ 2,374
+42,072
-60,034
-35,869

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-27.7
- 6.1
+ 1.4
-20.8
+ 5.1

+18.2
- 7.7
+ 0.7
- 1.6
-22.5
+)40.0
- 1.2
+26.7
-10.9
-28.8
+2)4.1
- 5.8
+ 2.6
-26.8
-10.8
-1)4.8
- 8.5

+ 4.4
+28.5
+ 3.1
+44.1
+29.2
+ 1.6
+28.0
-39.9
-23.8

1

4,663,228

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1921, c. 60, 230-231.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the United States:
lation, I, 1058-1062. -- _--

1930. Popu-

123





POPULATION OF 1921 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS (1920 Census)
BY COUNTIES

1
Bowie
Marion
Cass
Morris
Titus

2
Harrison
Gregg
Rusk
Panola
Shelby

3
Cherokee
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Angelina
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler

4
Orange
Jefferson
Hardin
Liberty

5
Grimes
Montgomery
Trinity
Leon
Houston
Polk
Madison
Walker
San Jacinto

6
Navarro

Henderson
Anderson
Freestone
Kaufman

7
Camp
Wood
Upshur
Smith
Van Zandt

8
Lamar
Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Red River

9
39,472
10,886
30,041
10, 289
18,128
10,8116

43,565
16,767
31,689
21,755
27,464
11,20

37,633
28,457
13,737
22,287
12,299
12,196
15,569
10,415

172,93

15,379
73,120
15,983
14,637

119,119

23,101
17,334
13,623
18,286
28,601
16,784
11,956
18,556
9,867

1T0T

50,624
28,327
34,318
23, 264
41,276

177,89

11,103
27,707
22,472
46,769
30,784

13 8T3

55,742
15,887
9,304
34,791
35,829
151,553

10

11

12

13

Cooke
Grays on
Fannin

Rockwall
Collin
Hunt
Rains

Dallas

Johnson
Hill
Ellis
Hood
Somervell

McLennan
Falls
Limestone
Milam

Bastrop
Lee
Burleson
Washington
Brazos
Robertson

Fayette
Lavaca
Colorado
Austin
Waller

16
Harris

17
Wharton
Fort Bend
Matagorda
Brazoria
Galveston
Chambers

18
Wilson
Atascosa
Karnes
De Witt
Victoria
Goliad
Live Oak
San Patricio
Bee

18 (Cont'd.)
Refugio
Aransas
Calhoun
Jackson

25,667
74,165
48,186

14,01

8,591
49,609
50,350
8,099

116, 619

210,551

37,286
43,332
55,700
8,759
3,563

1,670

82,921
36,217
33,283
38,104

190,525

26,649
14, 014
16,855
26,624
21,975
27,933

13,0505

29,965
28,964
19,013
18,874
10,292
107,108

186,667

24,288
22,931
16,589
20,614
53,150
4,162

141,7314

17,289
12,702
19,049
27,971
18,271
9,348
4,171
11,386
12,137

19
Blanco
Hays
C omal
Caldwell
Guadalupe
'Gonzales

20

San Saba
Lampasas
Llano
Burnet
Williamson
Travis

21
Bell
Erath
Bosque
Hamilton
C oryell

22
Montague
Jack
Wise
Denton
Palo Pinto
Parker

23
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
Wilbarger
Baylor
Wichita
Archer
Young
Clay

214
Scurry
Fisher
Jones
Haskell
Shackelford
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Throckmorton

125

4,050
2,064
4,700

11,244
15 ,3 2

4,063
15,920
8,824

25,160
27,719
28,438

110,121

10,045
8,800
5,360
9,499

42,934
57,616

13L,25

46,412
28,385
18,032
14,676
20,601

22,200
9,863
23,363
35,355
23,431
23,382

137,59T,

12,487
4,747
9,240

15,112
7,027,

72,911

5,254
13,379
16,864
157,021

9,003
11,009
22,323
14,193
4,960

15,403

58,505
11,844
24,081
10,868
7,527
3,589

193,305

c

r

L

14
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C omanche
Mills
Brown
Coleman
McCulloch
Mason
Menard
Concho
Runnels
Coke
Tom Green
Schleicher
Irion
Sterling
Gillespie
Kimble

26
Kerr
Kendall
Bexar
Bandera

27
Zavalla
Frio
McMullen
La Salle
Dimmit
Webb
Duval
Jim Wells
Kenedy
Nueces
Kleberg
Willacy
Brooks
Jim Hogg
Zapata
Starr
Hidalgo
Cameron

28
Tarrant

29
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ward
Ector
Midland
Glasscock
Reagan
Upton
Crane
Crockett
Sutton
Edwards
Real
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell

25,748
9,019

21,682
18,805
11,020
4,824
3,162
5,847

17,074
4,557

15,210
1,851
1,610
1,053

10,015
3,581

5,842
4,779

202,096
4,001

216,718

3,108
9,296

952
4,821
5,296
29,152
8,251
6,587
1,033

22,807
7,837

0
4,56o
1,914
2,929

11,089
38,110
36,662

194,40

152,800

101,877
962
912

4,457
82
81

2,615
760

2,449
555

377
253

37
1,500
1,598
2,283
1,461
3,746

12,706
1,595

29 (Cont'd.)
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Uvalde
Medina
Maverick

30
Bailey
Lamb
Hale

Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby
Dickens
King
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Gaines
Dawson
Borden
Andrews
Martin
Howard

31
Dallamn
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe
Hall
Childress

4,822
12,202
1,445
3,857

10,769
11,679
7,418

192,9

517
1,175

10,104
9,758
4,107
6,901

67
137

11,096
6,084
5,876
655

504
2,236
4,751
4,253
3,335
4,086
1,018
4,309

965
350

1,146
6,962

90,392

4,528
1,473
1,354
2,331
3,684
1,109

571
721

1,469
4,280

709
16,710

3,078
4,663
7,397
3,747
3,675
2,816
8,035
9,154
1,699
1,948
4,388
2,948

11,137
10,933
11, 7



1921 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS

DALLAM SHERMAN HANSFORD IOALTREE I LIPSCOMB

HARTLEY 'ADORE HUTCMINSON RBERT5 'HEMPHILL

OLDHAM POTTER CARSON GRAY WHEELER

DEAF SMITH RANOALL ARMSTRONG DONLEY COLLINGS-I
WORTH

PARMER ICASTRO ISWISHER IBRISCOE HALL HILDRESS *\ J y

"ARDEMAN

BAILEY LAMB MALE FLOYD MOTLEY COTTLE A BAGRWIHT
F _ J _ 

. . .- . . - _ y- " ' CLAY V ILAMAR 'RED RIVER -'

MONT ACME COOKE ON FANNIN
COCHRANI HOCKLEY LUBBOCK CROSBY DICKENS KING KNOX BAYLOR ' ARCHERIBOI

\, I Y TITUSftA JACK I WISE DENTON COLLINS /1w {7HOPKINS CASS
YOAKUM TERRY LYNN I GARZA KENT iSTONEW H A59ELL THROCK YOUNG pW3

-- L " _I ORO - /- - w- -RAINS WOOD MARION

y TGAPARKER D I SV
GAINES DAWSON BORDEN SCURRY FISHER JONLS SHACKEL-' STEPHENS ALO PIN KAUMAN AN IN GARRISON

--- MOD JHNSON ' ELL'S SMITH

ANDREWS MARTIN HWR MITCHELL NOLAN TAYLOR ICALLAHAN EA STL AND ERATH - H. E NDER0.5N RUSK PNL

---- - -MILL NAVARRO

SHELBY
" II i- COMANCHE BOSQUE- ANDERSON EROKEE

E M3I I LOIG WINKLER ECTOR I MIDLAND IGLASSCOCy STERLING' COKE RNEL CLEA RW EET E

- HUDS5 I I -WARD--- /Ms LENNAN LIMESTON 3 ABINE

CULDER30N II - / ILS1 ENCRANE 
ILLS ICORYELL LEN HOU STON - ANGELINA I _" "

REEVES UPTON REAGAN TOM GREEN \ ^
RIO0N CONGHOFAL yrr l

- M.CULLOCH SAN SAGA LAMPASAS - -/

-...-.. A.....- _ -_. - .- -- - _- BELL OtlERT5ON /AIO APR O
SCLIHE -NROMLA POL K TYLER -

PCLECHR ENRDBURNET J WALKER

1(l /' CROCKETT ------- MASON LLANO 7 /1 BRAZOS
" / \ L f-- - Y WILLIAM5ON GRIMES, -- ""- SAN JACIINT

SUTTON KIMBLE L _ -_ M . 7rN HAP IN
1, --- - . " /AC IONTGOME RY

GIL LE SPIE BL ANCO / RV EE RA E

TERRELL L:AERRO
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TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1921 APPORTIONMENT), 1930 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

Smallest:

38,831
100,279 (119)
18,759 (103)

5.3
-51.7 to +158.2

Ti strict. (s) R o. of Rep . Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1, 2, 3
)4

5,6,32,33
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
1)4

15, 16
17, 18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26, 27
28
29
30
31
34
35

36
37, 38, 41
39, 126

40, 42
43,44,45

46
47
48

49,101,102

50, 51, 52

Texas Laws 2nd Called Session 1931, c. 6, 264-271.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth
lation, I, 1058-1062.

Census of the United States: 1930. Popu-

129

3
1
)4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
5
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
2
)4
1
1
1
6
7

88,964
32,360

117,838
24,063
32,)484
30,290
28,627
24,469
39,251
29,588
33,804

148,540
70,111

359,328
39,732
40,732
4O,661
27,550
25,394
37,989
59,065
31,192
28,239
30,017
43,180
24,183
26,031
30,923
89,692
51,042
56,130

112,023
24,136
19,159
19,178
230,375
374,254

29,655

29,460

49,513
35,056
71,866

29,532

29,897
25,521
28,065
28,006

38,396
54,893

- 9,176
- 6,)471
- 9,371

-14,768
- 6,347
- 8,)541
-10,204
-1, 362
+ x420
- 9,2)43
- 5,027

+10,682
- 3,775
+33,035
+ 901
+ 1,901
+ 1,830
-11,281
-13,x437
- 842
- 9,299
- 7,639
-10,592
- 8,814
+ 4,349
-14, 648
-12,800
- 7,908
- 8,934
-13, 310
-10, 766
-10, 825
-1)4, 695
-19,672
-19,653
- x435
+16,062

-23.6
-16.7
-24.1
-38.0
-16.3
-22.0
-26.3
-37.0
+ 1.1
-23.8
-12.9
+27.5

- 9.7
+85.1

+ 2.3
+ 4.9
+ 4.7
-29.1
-34.6
- 2.2

-23.9
-19.7
-27.3
-22.7
+11.2

-37.7
-33.0
-20.?4
-23.0
-34.3
-27.7
-27.9
-37.8
-50.7

-5o.6

- 1.1

+41-.4

1

1 -v. -L v k -) I 1 1V .. i .. ... .,..
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District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Finl-tria1 Di Th o.-i n.c

-s r -. y-4 V1%-" s11 1 -~-VJVl cL111 -.1l r um Ideal From Ideal

53

54
55

56

57

58, 59, 60
61

62,95,96,97
63

64, 65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

76
77
78
79
80
81
82

83, 84
85

86
87
88

89, 90
91
92
93
94

98, 99
100
103
104
105

106, 107
108
109
110

111, 112
113
11)4
115

Deviation
Fvn 

-

Percent
Deviation

1
1
1
1
1
3
1
5
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1

3
1
I
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
3
1
1
1

32,315
30,583
34,643
32,125
22,589

103,543
39,497

187,483
27,240
71,153
30,708
28,337
27,441
35,526
49,467
77,426
77,540
77,004
45,880
44,995
43,600
46,111

292,533
40,922
40,909
46,312
77,777
54,501
25,370
41,536
34,308
64,424

136,553
66,692
34,719
32,833
33,522
52,083
53,936
18,759
26,723
27,583
46,941
34,136
29,174
24,229
98,995
29,340
33, 48
30,928

34,5114

37,496

35,576

58,507

23,156
38,889
27,250

45,518

26,042
26,968

23,)470

32,996

- 6,516

- 8,248
- 4,188
- 6,706
-16,2)42
- 4,317
+ 666
-13,350
-11,591
- 3,255

- 8,123
-10,494
-11,390
- 3,305
+10,636
+38,595
+38,709
+38,173
+ 7,049
+ 6,164
+ 4,769
+ 7,280
+19,676
+ 2,091
+ 2,078
-15, 675
+ 58

-11,581

-13,461
+ 2,705
- 4,523
+25,593
+ 6,687
+27,861
- 4,112
- 5,998
- 5,309
-12,789
-11,863
-20,072
-12,108
-11,248
-15, 361
- 4,695
- 9,657
-14,602

- 9,491
- 5,)423
- 7,903

-16.8
-21.2
-10.8
-17.3
-41.8
-11.1
+ 1.7
-34.4
-29.8
- 8.4

-20.9
-27.0
-29.3
- 8.5

+27.4
99.4
+99.7
+98.3
+18.2
+15.9

+12.3
+18.7
+50.7

+ 5.4
+ 5.4
-40.4

+ 0.1
-29.8
-34.7
+ 7.0
-11.6
+65.9
+17.2
+71.7
-10.6
-15.4
-13.7
-32.9
-30.6
-51.7

-31.2
-29.0
-39.6
-12.1
-24.9
-37.6

-24.4
-14.0
-20.)4
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District (s)

116
117
118

119
120
121
122
123
124
125
127

No. of Rep. Population

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

41,023
47,069
37,398

100,279
96,210
49,217
62,368
71,608'
48,110
50,051
23,888

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

+ 2,192
+ 8,238
- 1,L433

+61, W48
+57,379
+10,386
+23,537
+32, 777
+ 9,279
+11,220
-1,943

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

+5.6

+ 21.2
- 3.7

+158.2
+117.8
+ 26.7
+ 60.6
+ 84.4
+ 23.9
+ 28.9
- 38.5

5,824,715
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POPULATION OF 1921 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS (1930 Census)

BY COUNTIES

1
Bowie

2
Cass

3F
Bowie
Cass
Marion

h
Camp
Upshur

Harrison

6F
Harrison
Gregg

7
Panola

8
Rusk

9
Nacogdoches

10
Shelby

11
San Augustine
Sabine

12
Angelina
Tyler

13
Jasper
Newton

14
Hardin
Liberty

15F
Orange
Jefferson

16 (2 places)
Jefferson

17F
Chambers
Galveston

48,563

30,030

48,563
30,030
10,371
5,196h

10,063
22,297
32,360

48,937

48,937
15,778

24,063

32,484

30,290

28,627

12,471
11,998

27,803
11 448

17,064
12,524

13,936
19,868
337704

15,1h9
133,391
14d, 54

133,391

5,710
64, hOl
70,111

18
Galveston

19 (5 places)
Harris

20
Waler
Fort Bend

21
Brazoria
Matagorda

22
Wharton
Jackson

23
Lavaca

2)
Washington

25

Austin
Colorado

26

Brazos
Grimes

27F
Grimes
Montgomery

28
Polk
Trinity

29
Walker
San Jacinto

30

Houston

31
Cherokee

32
Smith

33F
Smith
Gregg

3 d
W~ood

64,401

359,328

10,014
29,718
3T,732

23,054
17,678

29,681
10,980

27,550

25,394

18,860
19,129
37,99

21,835
22,62

4,77

22,642

1,588
37,230

17,555
13,637

31,192

18,528
9,711
25,239

30,017

43,180

53,123

53,123
217783

2h,183

35
Morris
Titus

36
Red River

37
Lamar

38F
Lamar
Fannin

39
Hopkins

h0
Hunt

41
Fannin

42F
Rains
Hunt

43
Collin

44 (2 places)
Grayson

45F
Grayson
Collin

46
Cooke

47
Montague

48
Wise

h9
Denton

50 (5 places)
Dallas

5lF
Dallas
Rockwall
Kaufman

52
Kaufman

53
Van Zandt

Henderson

133

10,028
16,003

26,031

30,923

48,529

48,529
41,163

29,410

h9, 016

41,163

7,11
49,016
56,13

46,180

65,843

65,843
46,180

112,023

2h,136

19,159

19,178

32,822

325,691

325,691
7,658

40,905
37,254

40,905

32,315

30,583
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Anderson

56
Leon
Madison

57
Freestone

58
Navarro

59
Hill

60F
Navarro
Hill

61
Limestone

62
Falls

63
Robertson

6)4
Milam

65F
Milam
Burleson
Lee

66
Fayette

67
Gonzales

68
De Witt

69
Victoria
Goliad
Calhoun

70
Aransas
Refugio
Bee
San Patricio

71
Nueces
Jim Wells
Duval

72
Cameron

34,643

19,898
12 227

22,589

60,507

43,036

60,507
43,036

103,543

39,497

38,771

27,240

37,915

37, 915
19,848
13,390
71,53

30,708

28,337

27,441

20,048
10,093
5,385

35,526

2,219
7,691

15,721
23,836

9, 467

73
Hidalgo

7)4
Kleberg
Willacy
Kenedy
Jim Hogg
Brooks
Starr

75..

Zapata
Webb

76
La Salle
McMullen
Live Oak
Atascosa
Frio

77
Dimmit
Zavala
Uvalde
Medina

78 (5 places)
Bexar

79
Wilson
Karnes

80
Guadalupe
Comal

81 (2 places)
Hays
Caldwell

82 (2 places)
Travis

83
Williamson

8LF
Williamson
Burnet

85
Blanco

Llano
Kendall
Gillespie

51,779
13,456
12,191
77,2

77,540
86

Mason
Menard

77,004

12,451
10,499

701
4,919

5,901
11,)409

2,867
42,128
44,9>5

8,228
1,351
8,956

15,654
9,411

43, 600

8,828
10,349
12,945
13,989
46,111

292, 533

17,606
23,316

28,925
11,984
405909

14,915
31,397
46,312

77,777

44,146

44,146
l0, 355

54 51

86 (Cont'd.)
Schleicher
Crockett
Sutton
Kimble
Kerr
Bandera
Real
Edwards

87 Maverick
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell
Brewster

88
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Reeves
Loving
Winkler

Ward
Ector
Crane
Pecos
Upton
Midland

Martin
Andrews

89 (2 places)
El Paso

90F
El Paso

Hudspeth
Culbers on

91

92

93

3,842

)4970
11,020
23,370

5,511
4,447

Glasscock
Howard
Sterling-

Reagan
Irion
Tom Green

Coke
Runnels
Concho

McCulloch
San Saba
Lampasas

94
Hamilton
Coryell

3,166
2,590
2,807
4,119

10,151
3,784
2,197

2 764

6,120
3,980

14,924
2,660
6,624

34,305

10,154
1,800
6,)407

195
6,784

4,599
3,9582,221
7,812
5,968
8,005
5,785

736
64,424

131,597

131,597

3,728
1,228

136,573

1,263
22,888
1,431
3,028
2,049

36 033

5,253

21,821
7 645

13,883
10,273

8,677
32,033

13,523
19,999
33,522
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Bell

96F
Bell
Falls
McLennan

97 (2 places)
McLennan

98F
Johnson
Somervell
Bosque

99
Johnson

100 (2 places)
Ellis

101 (4 places)
Tarrant

102F
Tarrant
Denton

103
Parker

1014
Comanche
Mills

105
Erath
Hood

106
Eastland

107F
Eastland
Callahan

108

112F
Wichita
Wilbarger

50,030

50,030
38,771
98,682

98,682

33,317
3,016

15,750
52,053

33,317

53,936

197,553

197,553
32,822
230,375

18,759

18,430
8,293

26,723

20,804
6,779
27,553

34,156

34,156
12,785

113

Baylor
Haskell
Throckmorton

1114
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
King

74,416
24,579
9, 995

7,418
16,669
5,253

29,30

14,532
6,315
11,368
1,193

33,80

122
Donley
Collingsworth
Wheeler
Gray

123
Carson
Armstrong
Randall
Potter
Deaf Smith
Oldham

1214

Jones 24,233
Shackelford 6,695

30,8925

116
Taylor

117
Nolan
Fisher
Mitchell

118
Dickens
Stonewall
Kent
Scurry
Borden
Garza

119
Gaine s
Dawson
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby

120

Palo Pinto 17,576
Stephens 16,560

34,J36

109
Young
Jack

110
Archer
Clay

20,128
9 ,046

29,717

9, 6814
14,545
24, 2297

111 (2 places)
Wichita

Swisher
Bailey
Parmer
Castro
Lamb
Hale
Brisc oe
Floyd

121
Motley
Cottle
Hall
Childress

41,023

19,323
13,563
14,183
147,069

8,601
5,667
3,851
12,188
1,505
5,586
37,395

2,800
13,573
1,263
8,883

12,372
1,963
9,298

39,104
11,023

100, 279

7,3143
5,186
5,869
4,720

17,1452
20,189
5,590

12,409
96,210

6,812
9,395

16,966
16,044
9, 217

125

Hartley
Dallam
Sherman
Moore
Hutchinson
Hansford
Ochiltree
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb

Brown
Coleman

126
Delta
Hopkins
Franklin

127
Bastrop

10,262
14,461
15,555
22,090
62,365

7,745
3,329
7,071
46,080
5,979
1,404
71,

2,185
7,830
2,314
1,555
14,848

3,548
5,224
1,457
4,637
4,512
4,110

26,382
23,669
50,051

13,138
29,1410
8,1494

23, 888





TEXAS SENATE

1921 APPORTIONMENT', 1930 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

187,894
361,012 (27)
106,261 (i5)

3.4
-43.4 to +92.1

Population

114,995
149, 889
166,778
182,344
158,803
189,227
141,981
130,h94
131,142
109,968
325,691
140,084
214,865
131,595
106,261
359,328
170,242
188,9h6
119,100
156,766
120,106
116,550
182,985
216,631
193,152
311,438
361,012
197,553
270,347
227,534
238,618

Deviation
From Ideal

- 72,899
- 38,005
- 21,116

-5,550
- 29,091

+ 1,333
- 45,913
- 57,400
- 56,752
- 77,926
+137,797
- L7,810

+ 26,971
- S6,299
- 81,633
+171, 434
- 17,652
+ 1,052
- 68,494
- 31,128

- 67,788
- 71,354

- h,909
+ 28,737
+ 5,258

+123,544
+173,118
+ 9,659
+ 82,x.53
+ 39,640
+ 50,724

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-38.8
-20.2
-11.2
- 3.0

-15.5

+ 0.7
-24.4
-30.5
-30.2
-11.5

+73.3
-25.4

+14.4
-30.0
-h3.4
+91.2
- 9.4
+ 0.6

-36.5

-16.6
-36.1
-38.0
- 2.6

+15.3

+ 2.8
+65.8

+92.1
+ 5.1
+43.9
+21.1
+27.0

5,82.,715

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1921, c. 60, 230-231.

2
U. S., Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth

lation, I, 1058-1062.

Census of the United States: 1930.
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District

1
2

3
h
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

1

Popu-

d..i + w.i v .r. r.. v .. +. - 1 . - - -- - - -





POPULATION OF 1921 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1930 Census)

1
Bowie
Marion
Cass
Morris
Titus

2
Harrison
Gregg
Rusk
Panola
Shelby

3

Cherokee
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Angelina
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler

Orange
Jefferson
Hardin
Liberty

5
Grimes
Montgomery
Trinity
Leon
Houston
Polk
Madison
Walker
San Jacinto

6
Navarro
Henderson
Anderson
Freestone
Kaufman

7

Camp
Wood
Upshur
Smith
Van Zandt

8
Lamar
Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Red River

9
48,563
10,371
30,030
10,028
16,003

48,937
15,778
32,484
24,063
28,627
19, 59

43,180
30,290
12,471
27,803
11,998
12,524
17,06h
11,448

166,77

15,149
133,391

13,936
19,868

152,3&h

22,642
14,588
13,637
19,898
30,017
17,555

12,227
18,528
9,711

155, 803

60,507
30,583
34,643
22,589
40,905

10,063
24,183
22,297
53,123
32,315

48,529
13,138
8,494

29,410
30,923

13 ,9

Cooke
Grayson
Fannin

10
Rockwall
Collin
Hunt
Rains

11
Dallas

12
Johnson
Hill
Ellis
Hood
Somervell

13

14

16

McLennan
Falls
Limestone
Milam

Bastrop
Lee
Burleson
Washington
Brazos
Robertson

Fayette
Lavaca
Colorado
Austin
Waller

Harris

17
Wharton
Ft. Bend
Matagorda
Brazoria
Galveston
Chambers

18
Wilson
Atascosa
Karnes
De Witt
Victoria
Goliad
Live Oak
San Patricio
Bee
Refugio

24,136
65,843
41,163
131,1&2

7,658
46,180
49,016
7,114

109,965

325,691

33,317
43,036
53,936
6,779
3,016

9,682
38,771
39,497
37,915

21 ,9565

23,888
13,390
19,848
25,394
21,835
27,240

131,95

30,708
27,550
19,129
18,860
10,014
S ,1

359,328

29,681
29,718
17,678
23,054
64,401
5 710

17,22

17,606
15,654
23,316
27,441
20,048
10,093
8,956

23,836
15,721
7,691

18 (Cont'd.
.Aransas
Calhoun
Jackson

19
Blanco
Hays
Comal
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Gonzales

20
San Saba
Lampasas
Llano
Burnet
Williamson
Travis

21
Bell
Erath
Bosque
Hamilton
Coryell

22
Montague
Jack
Wise
Denton
Palo Pinto
Parker

23
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
Wilbarger
Baylor
Wichita
Archer
Young
Clay

2
Scurry
Fisher
Jones
Haskell
Shackelford
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Throckmorton

25

Comanche
Mills

139

2,219
5,385
10 980

3,842
14,915
11,984
31,397
28,925
28,337

119, 00

10,273
8,677
5,538

10,355
44,146
77,777

50,030
20,804
15,750
13,523
19,999

120,10

19,159
9,046

19,178
32,822
17,576
18,759
116,5O

14,532
6,315

11,368
24,579
7,418
7,416
9,684
20,128
14,545

12,188
13,563
24,233
16,669
6,695

16, 560
34,156

12,785
41,023
19,323
14,183
5,253

216,631

18,430
8,293
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25 (Cont'd.)

Brown
Coleman
McCulloch
Mason
Menard
Concho
Runnels
Coke
Tom Green
Schleicher
Irion
Sterling
Gillespie
Kimble

26
Kerr
Kendall
Bexar
Bandera

27
Zavalla
Frio
McMullen
La Salle
Dimmit
Webb
Duval
Jim Wells
Kenedy
Nueces
Kleberg
Willacy
Brooks
Jim Hogg
Zapata
Starr
Hidalgo
Cameron

28
Tarrant

29
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ward
Ector
Midland
Glasscock
Reagan
Upton
Crane
Crockett
Sutton
Edwards
Real
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell
Brewster
Presidio

29 (Cont'd.)
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Uvalde
Medina
Maverick

26,382
23,669
13,883
5,511
4,447
7,645

21,821
5,253
36,033
3,166
2,049
1,431
11,020
4,119

193,152

10,151
4,970

292,533
3,784

311,43

10,349
9,411
1,351
8,228
8,828

42,128
12,191
13,4566

701
51,779
12,451
10,499
5,901

4,919
2,867

11,409
77,004
77,540

361,012

197,553

131,597
3,728
1,228
6,407

195
6,784
4,599
3,958
8,005
1,263
3,028
5,968
2,221
2,590
2,807
2,76
2,197
3,980

1,924
2,660

6,624
10,154

30

31

~
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby
Dickens
King
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
.Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Gaines
Dawson
Borden
Andrews
Martin
Howard

Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree

Lipscomb
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe
Hall
Childress

1,800
7,812

12,945
.13,989
6,120

270,3L7

5,186
17,452
20,189
12,409
6,812
9,395
1,963
9,298
39,104
11,023
8,601
1,193
1,263
8,883

12,372
5,586

3,851
5,667
2,800

13,573
1,505

736
5,785
22,888
227,53

7,830
2,314
3,548
5,224
4,512
2,185
1,555

14,848

1,457
4,637
1,404
46,080
7,745

22,090
15,555

5,979
7,071
3,329

10,262
14,461
5,869
4,720
7,343
5,590

16,966
16,044

2 3,61



TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1921 APPORTIONMENT', 1940 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

42,765
133,165 (71)

19,074 (48)
7.0

-55.4 to +209.8

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1, 2, 3
4

5,6,32,33
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15, 16
17, 18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26, 27
28
29
30
31
34

35

36
37, 38, 41

39, 126
40, 42

43,44,5
46
47
48

49, 101,102

50, 51, 52

Texas Laws 2nd Called Session 1921, c. 6, 264-271.

2
U. S., Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of the

tion, I, 43-13--43-16.
United States: 1950. Popula-

141

3
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2

5
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
2
2

4
1
1
1
6
7

95,161
36,463

178,017
22,513
51,023
35,392
29,235
23,367
44,149
31,191
40,416

162,711
88,684

528,961
43,243
47,135
47,878
25,485
25,387
35,196
71,992
34,340
28,924
31,137
43,970
24,360
29,038
29,769
91,489
51,510
56,127

116,689
24,909
20,442

19,074
259,179
443,923

31,720

54,237
44,341
105,792

35,996

30,496
25,755

28,064
29,172

43,196
63,418

-11,045
- 6,302

+ 1,739
-20, 252
+ 8,258
- 7,373
-13,530
-19,398
+ 1,384
-11,574
- 2,349
+11,472
+ 1,576

+63,027
+ 478
+ 4,370
+ 5,113
-17,280
-17,378
- 7,569
- 6,769
- 8,425

-13,841
-11,628
+ 1,205
-18,405
-13,727
-12,996
-12,269
-17,010
-14,125
-13,593
-17,856
-22,323
-23,691
+ 431

+20,653

-25.8

-14.7
+ 4.1
-47.
+19.3
-17.2
-31.6
-45.4
+ 3.2
-27.1
- 5.5

+26.8
+ 3.7

+147.4
+ 1.1
+10.2
+12.0
-40.4
-40.6
-17.7
-15.8

-19.7
-32.4
-27.2
+ 2.8
-43.0
-32.1
-30.4
-28.7
-39.8
-33.0
-31.8
-41.8
-52.2

-55.4

+ 1.0
+48.3

1

J. -A- - \ - / - . - - - - - --- x- - - - lo- --- -- - - --
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Pop. Per Rep. in Percent
Multi-member and Deviation Deviation

District (s) No. of Rep. Population Flotorial Districts From Ideal From Ideal

53 1 31,155 -11,610 -27.1
5451 31,822 -10,943 -25.6

551 37,092 - 5,673 -13.3
56 1 29,762 -13,003 -30.4
57 1 21,138 -21,627 -50.6

58, 59, 60 3 89,663 29,888 -12,877 -30.1
61 1 33,781 - 8,984 -21.0

62,95,96,97 5 182,745 36,549 - 6,216 -14.5
63 1 25,710 -17,055 -39.9

64, 65 2 64,205 32,102 -10,663 -24.9
66 1 29,246 -13,519 -31.6
67 1 26,075 -16,690 -39.0
68 1 24,935 -17,830 -41.7
69 1 38,450 - 4,315 -10.1
70 1 59,204 +16,439 +38.4
71 1 133,465 +89,700 +209.8
72 1 83,202 +40,437 +94.6
73 1 106,059 +63,294 +148.0
74 1 52,397 + 9,632 +22.5
75 1 49,832 + 7,067 +16.5
76 1 47,658 + 4,893 +11.4
77 1 49,497 + 6,732 +15.7
78 5 338,176 67,635 +24,870 +58.2
79 1 36,314 - 6,451 -15.1
80 1 37,917 - 4,848 -11.3
81 2 40,242 20,121 -22,644 -52.9
82 2 111,053 55,526 +12,761 +29.8

83, 84 2 52,469 26,234 -16,531 -38.7
85 1 26,010 -16,755 -39.286 1 46,069 + 3,304 + 7.7
87 1 39,487 - 3,278 - 7.788 1 86,235 +43,470 +101.6

89, 90 3 135,869 45,290 + 2,525 + 5.9
91 1 66,849 +24,084 +56.3
92 1 29,685 -13,080 -30.6
93 1 33,387 - 9,378 -21.9
94 1 33,529 - 9,236 -21.6

98, 99 2 49,216 24,608 -18,704 -43.7100 2 47,733 23,866 -18,899 -44.2
103 1 20,482 -22,283 -52.1
104 1 27,196 -15,69 -36.4
105 1 27,434 -15,331 -35.8

106, 107 2 41,913 20,956 -21,809 -51.0
108 1 30,812 -11,953 -28.0
109 1 29,210 -13,555 -31.7110 1 20,123 -22,642 -52.9

111, 112 3 94,078 31,359 -11,406 -26.7
113 1 26,935 -15,830 -37.0
114 1 27,466 -15,299 -35.8
115 1 29,589 -13,176 -30.8
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Tihsc~+vi5t. (s)

116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
12)4
125
127

No. of Rep. Population

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4,147
42,718
35,168

130,204

74,501
36,339
54,140

78,010
50,142
46,495
21,610

6,414,824

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

+ 1,382
-47

- 7,297
+87,439
+31,736
- 6,426
+11, 375
+35,2.5
+ 7,377
+ 3,730
-21,155

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

+ 3.2
- 0.1
-17.1

+204.5
+74.2

-15.0

+26.6

+82.4
+17.2
+ 8.7
-49.5

1-J-L, L-L -. - L, \ C)/ - - - . - -V





POPULATION OF 1921 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1940 Census)

1
Bowie

2
Cass

3F
Bowie
Cass
Marion

Camp
Upshur

5
Harrison

6F
Harrison
Gregg

7
Panola

8
Rusk

9
Nacogdoches

10
Shelby

11
San Augustine
Sabine

12
Angelina
Tyler

13
Jasper
Newton

l)
Hardin
Liberty

15F
Orange
Jefferson

16 (2 places)
Jefferson

17F
Chambers
Galveston

18
Galveston

19 (5 places)
Harris

20
Waller
Fort Bend

50,208

33,496

50,208
33,496
11,457
95,161

10,285
26,178
35,463

50,900

50,900
58,027

107,927

22,513

51,023

35,392

29,235

12,471
10,896
23,367

32,201
11, 948

17,491
13,700
31,191

15,875
24,541
20, 16

17,382
145,329
162,711

145,329

7,511
81,173
78;867

21
Brazoria
Matagorda

22
Wharton
Jackson

23
Lavaca

2L
Washington

25

Austin
Colorado

26
Brazos
Grimes

27F
Grimes
Montgomery

28
Polk
Trinity

29
Walker
San Jacinto

30
Houston

31
Cherokee

32
Smith

33F
Smith
Gregg

3W4
~~Wood

81,173

528,961

10,280
32,963
73,23

27,069
20,066
h7,135

36,158
11,720
7i7 78

25,485

25,387

17,384
17,812
3 ,196

26,977
21,960
7,937

21,960
23,055
&5,015

20,635
13,705
7,370

19,868
9,056
2 ,92L

31,137

43, 970

69,090

69,090
58,027

127,117

24,360

35
Morris
Titus

36
Red River

37
Lamar

38F
Lamar
Fannin

39
Hopkins

40
Hunt

41
Fannin

42F
Rains
Hunt

43
Collin

44 (2 places)
Grayson

45F
Grayson
Collin

46
Cooke

47
Montague

48
Wise

49
Denton

50 (5 places)
Dallas

5lF
Dallas
Rockwall
Kaufman

52
K aufman

53
Van Zandt

5H
Hender son

9,810
19,228
29,03

29,769

50,425

50,425
41,06
91,&59

30,27

48, 793

41,064

7,33
48,793
56,127

47,190

69,499

69,499
47,190
116,669

24,909

20,42

19,074

33,658

398,564

398,564
7, 051

38,308
43,923

38,308

31,155

31,822
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Anderson

,56
Leon
Madison

Freestone

Navarro

59
Hill

6oF
Navarro
Hill

61
Limestone

62
Falls

63
Robertson

6)4
Milam

65F

Milamn
Burleson
Lee

66
Fayette

67
Gonzales

68
De Witt

69
Victoria
Goliad
Calhoun

70
Aransas
Refugio
Bee
San Patricio

71

72

Nueces
Jim Wells
Duval

Cameron

73
Hidalgo

7)
Kleberg
Willacy
Kenedy
Jim Hogg
Brooks
Starr

37,092

17,733
12,029
29,762

21,138

51,308

38,355

51,308
38,355
69,663

33,781

35,984

25,710

33,120

33,120
18,33)4
12,751
64, 205

29,246

26,075

24,935

23,741
8,798
5,911

36,450

3, 469
10,383
16,481
28,871
59, 204

92, 661
20,239
20,565

133,465

Zapata
Webb

76
La Salle
McMullen
Live Oak
Atascosa
Frio

77
Dimmit
Zavala
Uvalde
Medina

78 (5 places)
Bexar

79

80

Wilson
Karnes

Guadalupe
Comal

81 (2 places)
Hays
Caldwell

82 (2 places)
Travis

83
Williamson

8)4F
Williamson
Burnet

Blanco
Llano
Kendall
Gillespie

86
Mason
Menard

83,202

106,059

13,344
13,230

700
5,449
6,362

13,312
52,397

3,916
45,916
)49,632

8,003
1,374
9,799
19,275
9,207

8,542
11,603
13,246
16,106
49,497

338,176

17,066
19,248
36,31)4

25,596
12,321
37,917

15,349
24,893
40, 242

111,053

41,698

41,698
10,771
52,469

4,264
5,996
5,080

10,670
26,010

86 (Cont'd.)
Schleicher
Crockett
Sutton
Kimble
Kerr
Bandera
Real
Edwards

87
Maverick
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell
Brewster

88
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ward
Ector
Crane
Pecos
Upton
Midland
Martin
Andrews

89 (2 places)
E lPaso

90F
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson

91
Glasscock
Howard
Sterling
Reagan
Irion
Tom Green

92
Coke
Runnels
Concho

93
McCulloch
San Saba
Lampasas

9)
Hamilton
Coryell

5,378
4,521

3,083
2,809
3,977
5,064

11,65o
4,234
2,420
2,933

10,071
4,533

15,453

2,952
6,478

39,747

10,925
2,375
8,006

285
6,141
9,575

15,051
2,841
8,185
4,297

11,721
5,556
1,277

86,235

131,067

131,067
3,149
1,653

135, 69

1,193
20, 990
1, 404
1,997
1,963
39,302
66,749

4,590
18,903
6,192
29,65

13,208
11,012
9,167
33,367

13,303
20,226
33,529
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95
Bell

96F
Bell
Falls
McLennan

97 (2 places)
McLennan

98
Johnson
Somervell
Bosque

99
Johnson

100 (2 places)
ELlis

101 (4 places)
Tarrant

102F
Tarrant
Denton

103
Parker

1014
Comanche
Mills

105
Erath
Hood

106
Eastland

107F
Eastland
Callahan

108

4.4,863
112F

Wichita
Wilbarger

113
Baylor
Haskell
Throckmorton

44,863
35,984

101,898
152,7145

101,898

30,384
3,071

15,761
49,216

30, 384

47,733

225,521

225,521
33,658

20,482

19,245
7,97l

27,196

20,760
6,674

27,-434

30,345

30,345
11,568
41,913

114
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
King

122
73,604
20,474
94,07

7,755
14,905

4,275
26,935

11,073
5,237

10,090
1,066

27,466

123

124

Jones 23,378
Shackelford 6,211

29,559

116
Taylor

117
Nolan
Fisher
Mitchell

118

119

120
Palo Pinto 18,456
Stephens 12,356

30,12

l09
Young
Jack

110
Archer
Clay

111 (2 places)
Wichita

19,004
10,206
29,210

7,599
12,524
20,123

73, 60)

Dickens
Stonewall
Kent
Scurry
Borden
Garza

Gaines
Dawson
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby

Swisher
Bailey
Parmer
Castro
Lamb
Hale
Briscoe
Floyd

121
Motley
Cottle
Hall
Childress

144,147

17,309
12,932
12,477
42,715

7,847
5,589
3,1413

11,545
1,396
5,678

35,46d

8,136
15,367

5,354
11,160
11,931

3,735
12,693
51,782
10,046

130,20

6,528
6,318
5,890
4,631

17,606
18,813
4,056

10,659
74,501

4,994
7,079

12,117
12,149

36,339

125

126

127

Donley
Collingsworth
Wheeler
Gray

Carson
Armstrong.
Randall
Potter
Deaf Smith
Oldham

Hartley
Dallaam
Sherman
Moore
Hutchinson
Hansford
Ochiltree
Roberts
Hemphill
Lipscomb

Brown
Coleman

Delta
Hopkins
Franklin

Bastrop

7,487
10,331
12,411
23,911
54,140

6,624
2,495
7,185

54,265
6,056
1,385

7010

1,873
6, 494
2,026
4,461

19,069
2,783
4,213
1,289
4,170
3,764

50,172

25,924
20,571
46,495

12,858

30,274
8,378

51,510

21,610





TEXAS SENATE

1921 APPORTIONMENT', 1940 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

206,930
528,961 (16)
100,207 (15)

5.3
-51.6 to +155.6

Population

124,199
213,248
178,069
203,127
169,178
179,668
161,068
131,704
135,472
110,368
398,564
126, 217
204,783
130,769
100,207
528,961
204,940
199,697
108,498
189,697
11)4,902
122,318
167,360
201,448
187, 969
359,1)40
)463,68)4
225,521

299,439
248,485
226,476

Deviation
From Ideal

- 82,731
+ 6,318
- 28,861

- 3,803
- 37,752
- 27,262

- 45,862
- 75,226
- 71,458
- 96,562
+191,634
- 80,713
- 2,147

- 76,161
-106, 723
+322,031
- 1,990
- 7,233

- 98,432
- 17,233
- 92,028
- 84,612

- 39,570

- 5,482
- 18,961

+152,210
+256,754
+ 18,591
+ 92,509
+ 41,555

+ 19,546

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-4o.o
+ 3.1

-13.9
- 1.8

-18.2
-13.2
-22.2
-36.)4
-34.5
-)46.7
+92.6
-39.0
- 1.0

-36.8
-51.6

+155.6

- 1.0

-3.5

-47.6
- 8.3

-)4)45
-)40.9
-19.1
- 2.6

- 9.2

+73.6
+124.1

+ 9.0
+)4.7

+20.1
+ 9.4

1

6,414,824

Texas Laws 1st Called Session 1921, c. 60, 230-231.
2

U. S., Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of the United States:
lation, I, 43-13--43-16.

1950. Popu-
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District

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
1)4
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31





POPULATION OF 1921 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1940 Census)

1
Bowie
Marion
Cass
Morris
Titus

2
Harrison
Gregg
Rusk
Panola
Shelby

3
Cherokee
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Angelina
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler

Orange
Jefferson
Hardin
Liberty

5
Grimes
Montgomery
Trinity
Leon
Houston
Polk
Madison
Walker
San Jacinto

6
Navarro
Henderson
Anderson
Freestone
Kaufman

7
Camp
Wood
Upshur
Smith
Van Zandt

8
Lamar
Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Red River

9
Cooke
Grayson
Fannin

50,208
11,457
33,496
9,810
19,228

124,199

50,900
58,027
51,023
22,513
29,235

211,698

43,970
35,392
12,471
32,201
10,896
13,700
17,491
11,948

178,069

17,382
145,329
15,875
24,541

203,127

21,960
23,055
13,705
17,733
31,137
20,635
12,029
19,868
9,056

169,178

51,308
31,822
37,092
21,138
38,308

179,68

10,285
24,360
26,178
69,090
31,155

50,425
12,858
8,378

30,274
29,769

131,704

10
Rockwall
Collin
Hunt
Rains

11
Dallas

12
Johnson
Hill
Ellis
Hood
Somervell

13
McLennan
Falls
Limestone
Milamn

14
Bastrop
Lee
Burleson
Washington
Brazos
Robertson

15
Fayette
Lavaca
Colorado
Austin
Waller

16
Harris

17
Wharton
Fort Bend
Matagorda
Brazoria
Galveston
Chambers

18
Wilson
Atascosa
Karnes
De Witt
Victoria
Goliad
Live Oak
San PatriciL
Bee

18 (Cont'd.)
Refugio
Aransas
Calhoun
Jackson

24,909
69,499
41,064

135,472

7,051
47,190
48,793

7,334
110,368

398,564

30,384
38,355
47,733
6,674
3,071

126,217

101,898
35,984
33, 781
33,120
204,753

21,610
12,751
18,334
25,387
26,977
25,710

130,769

29,246
25,485
17,812
17,384
10,280

1027

528,961

36,158
32,963
20,066
27, 069
81,173
7,511

204,940

17,066
19,275
19,248
24,935
23,741
8,798

9,799
28,871
16,481

19
Blanco
Hays
C omal
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Gonzales

20
San Saba
Lampasas
Llano
Burnet
Williamson
Travis

21
Bell
Erath
Bosque
Hamilton
Coryell

22
Montague
Jack
Wise
Denton
Palo Pinto
Parker

23
Hardeman
Foard
Knox
Wilbarger
Baylor
Wichita
Archer
Young
Clay

24
Scurry
Fisher
Jones
Haskell
Shackelford
Stephens
Eastland
Callahan
Taylor
Nolan
Mitchell
Throckmorton

10,383
3,469
5,911

11,720
199,697

4,264
15,349
12,321
24,893
25,596
26,075

105,495

11,012
9,167
5,996
10,771
41,698

111,053
19,97

44,863
20,760
15,761
13,303
20,226

114,913

20,442
10,206
19,074
33,658
18,456
20,482

122,315

11,073
5,237

10,090
20,474
7,755

73,604
7,599

19,004
12,524

17,30

11,545

12,932
23,378
14, 905
6,211

12,356
30,345
11,568
44,1h7
17,309
12,477
4,275

201, 44
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25

Comanche
Mills
Brown
Coleman
McCulloch
Mason
Menard
Concho
Runnels
Coke
Tom Green
Schleicher
Irion
Sterling
Gillespie
Kimble

26
Kerr
Kendall
Bexar
Bandera

27
Zavala
Frio
McMullen
La Salle
Dimmit
Webb
Duval
Jim Wells
Kenedy
Nueces
Kleberg
Willacy
Brooks
Jim Hogg
Zapata
Starr
Hidalgo
Cameron

28
Tarrant

29
El Paso
Hud speth
Culberson
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ward
Ector
Midland
Glasscock
Reagan
Upton
Crane
Crockett
Sutton
Edwards
Real
Kinney
Val Verde
Terrell

19,245
7,951

25,924
20,571
13,208

5,378
4,521
6,192

18,903
4,590

39,302
3,083
1,963
1, 404

10,670
5,064

117, 969

11,650

5,080
338,176

4,234
359,140

11,603
9,207
1,374
8,003
8,542

45,916
20,565
20,239

700
92,661
13,344
13, 230
6,362
5,449
3,916

13,312
106, 059

83,202
463,684

225,521

131,067

3,149
1,653
8,006

285
6,141
9,575

15,051
11,721
1,193

1,997.
4,297
2,841
2,809
3,977
2,933
2,420
4,533

15,453
2,952

29 (Cont'd.)
Brewster
Presidio
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Uvalde
Medina
Maverick

30
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley
Cottle
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby
Dickens
King
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Gaines
Dawson
Borden
Andrews
Martin
Howard

31
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Deaf Smith
Randall
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe
Hall
Childress

6,478
10,925
2,375
8,185

13,246
16,106
10,071

299,39

6,318
17,606
18,813
10,659
4,994
7,079
3,735

12,693
51,782
10,046
7,847
1,066
5,354
11,160
11,931
5,678
3,413
5,589
8,136

15,367
1,396
1,277
5,556
20,990

279,47

6,)494
2,026
2,783
4,213
3,764
1,873
4,461

19,069
1,289
4,170
1,385
54,265
6,624

23,911
12,411
6,056
7,185
2,495
7,487

10,331
5,890
4,631
6,528

4,056
12,117
12,149

227,663



TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1951 APPORTIONMENT', 1950 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to
Range of Deviation:

Smallest:

51,408
100,838 (22)
29,192 (34)

3.5
-43.2 to +96.1

Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

13, 14, 15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36, 37
38

39, 40

Texas Laws Regular Session 1951, c. 31, 48-52.

2
U. S., Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of

lation, I, 43-13--43-16.

the United States: 195. Popu-

of Rep.

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
2
8
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
3
3

61,966
46,337
47,893
47,745
42,729
47,731
42,173
40,567

195,083
43,033
38,711
42,130

135,959
42,348
38,694
46,072
42,901
34,600

113,066
806,701
46,549
31,253
42,731
50,264
31,875
42,988
39,639
43,017
36,077
34,475
40,463
29,192
50,207

188,094
160,4466
146,090

30,983

48,771

45,320

56,533
100,838

47,023
53,482
48,696

-20, 425
- 5,071
- 3,515

- 3,663
- 8,679
- 3,677
- 9,235
-10,841
- 2,637
- 8,375
-12,697
- 9,278

+16,570
- 9,060
-12,714
- 5,336
- 8,507
-16,808
+ 5,125

+49,429
- 4,859
-20,155
- 8,677
- 1,144
-19, 533
- 8,420
-11,769
- 8,391

-15,331
-16,933
-10,945
-22,216
- 1,201
- 4,385
+ 2,074
- 2,712

-39.7
- 9.8
- 6.8
- 7.1
-16.8
- 7.1

-17.9
-21.0
- 5.1

-16.2
-24.6
-18.0
-11.8
-17.6
-24.7
-10.3
-16.5
-32.6
+ 9.9
+96.1
- 9.4
-39.2
-16.8
- 2.2

-37,9
-16.3
-22.8
-16.3
-29.8
-32.9
-21.2
-43.2
- 2.3

+ 8.5
+ 4.0
- 5.2

1

-i y J6i__I.L vi-L %, v k"L I l V vi llit~ . .. 1 .. r...u , .. +Dli ctri ct ( s) No.
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Pop. Per Rep. in Percent
Multi-member and Deviation Deviation

District (s) No. of Rep. Population Flotorial Districts From Ideal From Ideal

41 1 37,326 -14,082 -27.3
42 1 39,916 -11,492 -22.3
43 1 35,716 -15,692 -30.544 1 38,390 -13,018 -25.3
45 1 35,205 -16,203 -31.5
46 1 41,752 - 9,656 -18.7
47 1 43,323 - 8,085 -15.7

48, 49 2 92,613 46,306 - 5,102 - 9.950 1 41,692 - 9,716 -18.8
51 7 614,799 87,828 +36,420 +70.8
52 1 45,645 - 5,763 -11.2
54 3 130,194 43,398 - 8,010-39.1541 31, 282 -20,126 -39.155 1 51,975 + 567 + 1.1
56 1 43,493 - 7,915 -15.3
57 1 42,766 - 8,642 -16.8
58 1 49,985 - 1,423 - 2.7
59 1 41,365 -10,043 -19.5
60 7 361,253 51,608 + 200 + 0.361 1 39,219 -12,189 -23.7
62 1 57,214 + 5,806 +11.2
63 2 73,824 36,912 -14,496 -28.1
64 1 38,853 -12,555 -24.4
65 3 160,980 53,660 + 2,252 + 4.466 1 40,970 -10,438 -20.3
67 1 47,172 - 4,236 - 8.268 7 500,46o 71,494 +20,086 +39.069 1 48,131 - 3,277 - 6.3
70 1 72,166 +20,758 +40.371 1 33,782 -17,626 -34.2
72 1 4,424 - 5,984 -11.6
73 1 50,122 - 1,286 - 2.574 1 56,549 + 5,141 +10.075 1 44,561 - 6,847 -13.3
76 1 38,030 -13,378 -26.077 1 41,397 -10,011 -19.4
78 1 48,137 - 3,271 - 6.379 1 54,883 + 3,475 + 6.780 1 60,546 + 9,138 +17.781 2 98,493 49,246 - 2,162 - 4.282 1 41,079 -10,329 -20.0
83 1 34,311 -17,097 -33.2
84 1 63,370 +11,962 +23.2
85 1 33,873 -17,535 -34.186 1 46,416 - 4,992 - 9.7
87 1 44,184 - 7,224 -14.088 1 33,232 -18,176 -35.3
89 1 50,523 - 88 -1.7
90 1 41,997 - 9,411 -18.3
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District (s)

91
92

93, 94
95

96
97
98
99

100
101
102
103
104
l05

No. of Rep.

1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4

Population

45,188
58,929
96,207
31,219
47,922

101,048
43,781
44,054
42,093
39,351
47,996
52,166
40,885

194,968

7,711,194

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

48,103

48,742

Deviation
From Ideal

- 6,220
+ 7,521
- 3,305
-20,189
- 3,486
- 884
- 7,627
- 7,354
- 9,315
-12,057
- 3,412
+ 758

-10,523
- 2,666

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

-12.0
+14.6
- 6.4
-39.2
- 6.7

- 1.7

-14.8
-14.3
-18.1
-23.4
- 6.6
+ 1.4
-20.4
- 5.1

/ 1 1





POPULATION OF 1951 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1950 Census)

1 (2 places)
Bowie

2
Cass
Marion
Morris

3
Red River
Titus
Camp

4
Harrison

Panola
Shelby

6
Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Sabine

7
Tyler
Jasper
Newton

8
~ Orange

9 (4 places)
Jefferson

10
Lamar

11
Delta
Hopkins
Franklin

12
Wood
Upshur

13
Gregg

14
Smith

15F
Smith
Gregg

16
Rusk

17
Cherokee

18
61,966

26,732
10,172

9,433
146,337

21,851

17,302
8,740

47,745

19,250
23,479
42,729

30,326
8,837
8,568

147,731

11,292
20,049
10,832
142,173

40,567

195,083

43,033

8,964
23,490

6,257

21,308
20,822
12,130

61,258

74,701

74,701
61, 258

13, 99

42,348

38,694

Trinity
Angelina

19
Po1l
Hardin
San Jacinto

20
Liberty
Chambers

21 (2 places)
Galveston

22 (8 places)
Harris

23.
Brazoria

Fannin

25

Hunt

26
Van Zandt
Henderson
Rains

27
Anderson

28
Houston
Walker

29

30

Grimes
Montgomery

Waller
Fort Bend

31
Wharton

32
Jackson
Matagorda

33
Victoria
Calhoun

10,040
36,032
16,072

16,194
19,535
7,172

12,901

26,729
7,871

31,600

113,066

806,701

46,549

31,253

42,731

22,593
23, 405
4,266

31,875

22,825
20,163
42,955

15,135
24,504
39,639

11,961
31,056
13,017

36,077

12,916
21,559
34,475

31,241
9,222

70,63

314
De Witt
Goliad

35
San Patricio
Aransas
Refugio

36 (3 places)
Nueces

37F
Kleberg
Kenedy
Nueces

38 (3 places)
Hidalgo

39 (2 places)
Cameron

OF
Cameron
Willacy

41
Rockwall
Kaufman

42
Navarro

43
Freestone
Leon
Madison

414
Brazos

45
Washington
Austin

46
Fayette
Colorado

47
Lavaca
Gonzales

48

Grayson

49F
Grays on
Cooke

157

22,973
6,219

29,192

35,842
4,252

10,113
50,207

165,471

21,991
632

165,471

160,446

125,170

125,170
20,920

146,090

6,156
31,170
37,326

39,916

15,696
12,024
7,996

35,716

38,390

20,542
14,663
35,205

24,176
17,576
71,752

22,159
21,164
13,323

70,467

70,1467
22,146
92,613
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Collin

51 (7 places)
Dallas

52
Ellis

53 (3 places)
McLennan

5)4
Hill

41, 692

61)4,799

45, 645

130,194

31,282

Limestone 25,251
Falls 26,724

51,975

56

Milam
Robertson

Burleson
Lee
Bastrop

58
Bee
Wilson
Karnes

59
Denton

60 (7 places)
Tarrant

61
Hood
Somervell
Johnson

62
Bosque
Hamilton
Coryell
Erath

63 (2 places)
Bell

6)4
Williamson

65 (3 places)
Travis

66
Hays
Caldwell
Blanco

67
Kendall
C omal
Guadalupe

68 (7 places)
Bexar

69
Atascosa
Frio
La Salle
McMullen
Live Oak

70
Duval
Jim Wells
Brooks
Jim Hogg
Starr

71
Montague.
Clay
Archer

72
Jack
Wise
Parker

73
Comanche
Mills
Brown

7)4
San Saba
Lampasas
Llano
Burnet
Gillespie
McCulloch

75

Young
Stephens
Palo Pinto

23,585
19,908
43,493

13,000
10,14)4
19,622
42,766

18,174
14,672
17,139

41, 365

361,253

5,287
2,542

31,390
39, 279

11,836
10,660
16,,284
18,)43)4

73,824

38,853

160,980

76

77

17,840
19,350

3 780

Shackelford
Callahan
Eastland

Coke
Runnels
Concho
Coleman

5,423

16,357
25 392
47,172

500,460

20,048
10,357
7,485
1,187
9,054

),131

15,643
27,991
9,195
5,389

13,948
72,166

17,070
9,896
6,816

33,752

7,755
16,141
21,528

L5,L 24

15,516

5,999
28,607
50,122

8,666
9,929
5,377

10,356
10,520
11,701

16,810
10,597
17,154
44,561

5,001
9,087

23,942
37,030

4,045
16,771

5,078
15,503
)14,397

78
Crockett
Schleicher
Menard
Mason
Sutton
Kimble
Edwards
Kerr
Real
Bandera

79
Uvalde
Medina
Zavala
Dimmit

80
Webb
Zapata

81 (2 places)
Wichita

82
Wilbarger
Hardeman
Foard
Cottle

83
Baylor
Throckmorton
Knox
Haskell

86

87

Taylor

Jones
Stonewall
King
Dickens

Hutchinson
Ochiltree
Roberts
Lipscomb
Hemphill

Gray
Wheeler
Collingsworth

3,981
2,852
4,175
4,945
3,746
4,619
2,908

14,022
2,)479
4,41o

4,137

16,015
17,013
11,201
10,654

56, 141
4,405
0,47

98,493

20,552
10,212
4,216
6,099

1,079

6,875
3,618

10,082
13,736
3G4,311

63,370

22,147
3,679
870

7,177
33,73

31,580
6,024
1,031
3,658
4,123

24,728
10,317

9,139
4414

8L
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88
Donley
Hall
Childress
Motley

89
Hale
Floyd
Briscoe
Swisher

90
Crosby
Garza
Kent
Borden
Scurry

91
Fisher
Nolan
Mitchell

92
Tom Green

93
Potter

94F
Potter
Carson
Randall
Armstrong

95
Oldham
Sherman
Hartley
Dallam
Hansford
Moore

96
P armer
Castro
Bailey
Lamb
Deaf Smith

97 (2 places)
Lubbock

98
Cochran
Hockley
Yoakum
Terry

99
Lynn
Dawson

99 (Cont'd.)
Gaines
Andrews

6,216
10,930
12,123

3,963
33,232

28,211
10,535
3,528
8,249

50,523

9,582
6,281
2,249
1,106
22,779

11,023
19,808
14,357

58,929

73,366

73,366
6,852

13,774

2, 215

1,672
2,443
1,913
7,640
4,202
13,349
3,219

5,787
5,417
7,592

20,015
9,111

)7,922

101,048

5,928
20,407

4,339
13,107
43,71

11,030
19,113

100
Brewster
Terrell
Val Verde
Kinney
Maverick

101
Martin
Howard
Glasscock
Sterling
Reagan
Irion

102
Midland
Crane
Upton
Pecos

103
Winkler
Ector

104
Hudspeth
Culberson
Loving
Ward
Reeves
Jeff Davis
Presidio

105 (4 places)
El Paso

8, 909
5,002

44,054

7,309
3,189

16,635
2,668

12,292
42.,093

5,541
26,722
1,089
1,282
3,127
1,590
39,351

28,785

3,965
5,307
9,939
47,996

10,064
42,102
52,165

4,298
1,825

227
13,346
11,745
2,090
7,354

40,968

194,968





1951 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

1. Bowie (2 places)
9. Jefferson (4 places)

21. Galveston (2 places)
22. Harris (8 places)
36. Nueces (3 places)
38. Hidalgo (3 places)

39. Cameron (2 places)
51. Dallas (7 places)
53. McLennan (3 places)
60. Tarrant (7 places)

~~r~r ~ ~~~~~'63. Bell (2 places)
A E65. Travis (3 places)

-- - OR-"68. Bexar (7 places)
HARL10 RD.'"' """"'"81. Wichita (2 places)

-"-"-97. Lubbock (2 places)
L C93 .lG /105. El Paso ( places)

I II

DAF SIT RANALL IARMSaT DONLEY C |1.

...... .L .

ILEY LAMB AL LOYD MOTLEY .. ITT11 FDARD ILARGR - _ ry" - '-

c'9Smih,.reg
37. Klebergpenedy, Nuece
hO. CameronEWillac.

CECH4ANHOCKLEY K CROSBY DCKENS KING KNOX YLOR ARCHER O CK! N "IE R R DW

F_9. Grayson,.Cooke

ACea n a l rOPKIN
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KLE

A T NNGG' BROOKS
KNDY

Flotorial Districts

15. Smith, Gregg N

37. Kleberg, Kenedy, Nueces

40. Cameron, Willacy

49. Grayson, Cooke

94. Potter, Carson, Randall, Armstrong





TEXAS SENATE

1951 APPORTIONMENT', 1950 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

248,748
806,701 (6)

136,756 (15)
5.9

-45.o to +224.4

Population

229,200
194,080
184,165
235,640
162,782
806,701
202, 739
614,799
218,711
361,253
231,302
188,876
227,603
219,455
136, 756
160,767
220,101
178,332
171,396
209,014
163,143
174,535

198,379
205,699
171, 611
500, 460
285,616
204,006
304,360
143,031
206,672

7,711,194

Deviation
From Ideal

- 19,548
- 54,668
- 64,583
- 13,098
- 85,966
+557,953
- 46,009
+366,051
- 30,037
+112, 505
- 17,446
- 59,872
- 21,145
- 29,303
-111,992
- 87,981
- 28,647
- 70,416
- 77,352
- 39,734
- 85,605
- 74,213

- 50,369
- 43,049
- 77,137
+251, 712
+ 36,868
- 144,742
+ 55,612
-105, 717
- 42,076

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

- 8.0

-22.0
-26.0
- 5.3

-34.6
+224.4

-18.5

+1.7.2
-12.1
+x.5.2

- 7.0

-211..1
- 8.5

-11.8
-x5.0
-35.x.
-11.5
-28.3
-31.1
-16.0
-34. 1.
-29.8
-20.3
-17.3
-31.0

+101.2
+11.8
-18.0
+22.1
-12.5
-16.9

1
Texas Laws Regular Session 1951, c. 27, 4l-43.

2 U. S., Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of the United States:

lation, I, 43-13--43-16.

163

1950. Popu-

District

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26
27
28
29
30
31

._ 1





POPULATION OF 1951 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS (1950 Census)
BY COUNTIES

1
Lamar

Red River
Bowie
Cass
Marion
Morris
Titus
Franklin
Hopkins
Delta

Gregg
Harrison
P anola
Shelby
Rusk

Nacogdoches
San Augustine
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Hardin
Tyler
Angelina
Cherokee

9 (Cont'd.)
Fannin
Hunt
Rains
Rockwall
Collin

10
Tarrant

11
Navarro
Anderson
Freestone
Limestone
Falls
Robertson
Brazos
Burleson
Washington

43,033
21, 851
61,966
26,732
10,172

9,433
17,302
6,257

23, 490
8,964

229, 200

61,258
47,745
19,250
23,479
42,348

30,326
8,837
8,568
10,832
20,049
19,535
11,292
36,032
38,694

l1d4,165

Jefferson 195,083
Orange 40,567

235,650

Houston
Trinity
Polk
Liberty
Montgomery
San Jacinto
Walker
Grimes
Madison
Leon

6
Harris

7
Kaufman
Van Zandt
Wood
Camp
Upshur
Smith
Henderson

8
Dallas

9
Cooke
Grayson

12
Comanche
Erath
Hood
Somervell
Johnson
Ellis
Hill
Bosque
Coryell
Hamilton

13
McLennan
Bell
Milam22,825

10,040
16,194
26,729
24,504
7,172

20,163
15,135
7,996

12,024
162,72

806,701

31,170
22,593
21,308
8,740
20,822
74,701
23,405

202,739

614,799

22,146
70,467

14
Travis
Williamson
Bastrop

Lee
Waller
Austin
Colorado
Wharton
Lavaca
Fayette

16
Brown
Mills
Lampasas
Burnet
Llano
Gillespie
Kerr
Bandera
Real
Kimble
San Saba

2

3

3,253
42,731
4,266
6,156

41, 692
21 ,7 11

361, 253

39,916
31,875
15,696
25,251
26, 724
19,908

38,390
13,000
20,54h2

231, 30

15,5 16
18,43
5,287
2,542
31,390
45,645
31, 282
11,836
16,284
10,660

130,19
73,824
23,585

160,980
38,853
19,622

219,6

10,144
11,961
14,663
17,576
36,077
22,159
24,176

136,7

28,607
5,999
9,929

10,356
5,377

10,520
14,022
4,410
2,479
4,619
8,666

19

20

Blanco
Kendall
Comal
Hays
Guadalupe
Caldwell
Gonzales
Wilson
Atascosa
Frio
Medina

Nueces
Kleberg
Kenedy
Willacy

21
- Maverick

Dimmit
La Salle
Webb
Duval
Jim Wells
Zapata
Jim Hogg
Brooks
Starr

22

Clay
Montague

165

16 (Cont'd.)
Concho
Uvalde
Zavala
Kinney
Mason
Menard
McCulloch

17

- Fort Bend
Brazoria
Galveston
Chambers
Matagorda

18
McMullen
Live Oak
Karnes
De Witt
Bee
Goliad
Victoria
'Jackson
San Patricio
Refugio
Calhoun
Aransas

5,078
16,015
11,201
2,668

4,945
4,175
11,701

160,767

31,056
46,549
113,066

7,871
21,559
220,101

1,187

9,054
17,139
22,973
18,17
6,219
31,241
12,916
35,842
10,113
9,222
4,252

17,332

3,780
5,423

16,357
17,840
25,392
19,350
21,16
14,672
20, Oh8
10,357
17,013
171,396

165,471
21,991

632
20,920

209,01

12,292
10,654

7,485
56,141
15,643
27,991

4,405
5,389
9,195

13,948

1 3,1 3

9,896
17,070
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22 (Cont'd.)
Jack
Wise
Denton
Stephens
Palo Pinto
Parker
Callahan
Eastland

23
Hardeman
Wilbarger
Wichita
Cottle
Foard
King
Knox
Baylor
Archer
Haskell
Throckmorton
Young

24
Dickens
Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Borden
Scurry
Fisher
Jones
Shackelford
Howard
Mitchell
Nolan
Taylor

Coleman
Glasscock
Sterling
Coke
Runnels
Crane
Upton
Reagan
Irion
Tom Green
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Crockett
Schleicher
Sutton
Presidio
Brewster
Terrell
Val Verde
Edwards

26
Bexar

27
Hidalgo
Cameron

7,755
16,141
41,365
10,597
17,154
21,528
9,087
23,942

174,535

10,212
20,552
98,493
6,099
4,216

870
10,082
6,875
6,816

13,736
3,618

16 810

7,177
6,281
:2,249
3,679
1,106
22,779
11,023
22,147
5,001
26,722
14,357
19,808
63,370

20,699

15,503
1,089
1,282
4,045

16,771
3,965
5,307
3,127
1,590

58,929
2,090
9,939
3,981
2,852
3,746
7,354
7,309
3,189

16,635
2 908

500,460

28
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Gaines
Dawson
Andrews
Martin

29
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ector
Midland
Ward

30
Deaf Smith
Armstrong
Donley
Collingsworth
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe
Hall
Childress
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley

31
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Randall
Wheeler

160,446
l25,170

5,928
20,407

101,048
9,582
4,339

13,107
11,030

8,909
19,113
5,002
5,541

204, 006

194,968
4,298
1,825

11,745
227

10,064
42,102
25,785
13,346
304,360

9,111
2,215
6,216
9,139
5,787
5,417
8,249
3,528
10,930
12,123
7,592
20,015
28,211
10,535
3,963

143,031

7,640
2,443
4,202
6,024
3,658
1,913

13,349
31,580
1,031
4,123
1,672
73,366
6,852

24,728
13,774
10,317

206,672



1951 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS
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TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1961 APPORTIONMENT, 1960 CENSUS2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

63,865
105,725 (51)

33,987 (92)
3.1

-46.8 to +65.5

District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

1
1

2

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

13, 14, 15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37, 38
39, 40

41
42
43

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1

3
1
1
1
1
1
2

12
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
3
1
1
3

1 Texas Laws Regular Session 1961, c. 256, 544-548.

2 U. S., Bureau of the Census, Eighteenth Census of the
Part 45, 245-263.

169

United States: 1960, Vol. I,

59,971
44,121

45,594
53,291
56,247
47,353
50,440
60,357
245,659
49,916
46,34o
45,295

155,786
61,282
50,802
46,297
44,643
41,974

140, 364
1, 243,158

76,204
63,279
35,809
43,870
54,201
44,895
44, 993
40,527
38,152
39,784
63,067
48,005
52,027

221,573
211,840
171,182
43,395
58,073

150,091

- 3,894
-19, 744
-18,271
-10,574
- 7,618
-16, 512
-13,425
- 3,508
- 2,4x50

-13, 949
-17,525
-18,570
- 3,936
- 2,583

-13,063
-17,568
-19,222
-21,891
+ 6,317

+39,731
+12, 339
- 586

-28,056
-19, 995
- 9,664

-18,970
-18,872
-23,338
-25,713
-24,081
- 798

-15, 860
-11,838
- 8,472
-10, 905
- 6,804
-20,470
- 5,792

-13,835

- 6.1

-30.9
-28.6
-16.6
-11.9
-25.9

-21.0
- 5.5
- 3.8
-21.8
-27.4
-29.1
- 6.2

- 4.0
-20.5
-27.5

-30.1
-34.3
+ 9.9
+62.2

+19.3
- 0.9

-43.9
-31.3
-15.1

-29.7
-29.5

-36.5

-40.3
-37.7
- 1.2

-24.8
-18-5

-13.3
-17.1
-10.7
-32.1
- 9.1

-21.7

61,415

51,929

70,182
103,596

55,393
52,960
57,061

50,030

. ..... . .. / .. 1 1 --
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District (s) No. of Rep. Population

Pop. Per Rep. in
Multi-member and
Flotorial Districts

Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

44
45

46
47

48, 49

S)4

60

51
52
53
54
55

56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

85
86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93, 94

2
1
1
1
2
1
9
1
1
1
14
1
1
1
1
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
7
1
1
1
1
1

1

1
1
1
1

2
1
1
2
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
3

94,097
49,597
55,772

58,702
95,603
41,247

951,527
48,106
48,685
43,993
212,136
40,813
54,750
64,290
47,432

538,495
54,026
45,335
60,846
64,067
53,634
50,185
58,509

687,151
69,184
78,714
44,021
44,246
44,701

314,070
55,816
90,995
67, 717
56,056
64,630
46,703

123,528
56,417
46,990

101,078
40,130
51,465
45,758

156,271
63,351
53,075
62,679
33,987

159,240

9,579,677

47,o)48

47,802

105,725

53,034

76,928

98,165

62,814

61,76)4

50,539

52,090

53,080

-16,817
-14,268
- 8,093
- 5,163
-16,063
-22,618
+41,860

-15,759
-15,180

-19,872
-10,831
-23,052
- 9,115
+ 425
-16,433
+13,063
- 9,839
-18,510
- 3,019
+ 202

-10,231
-13,680
- 5,356
+34,300
+ 5,319
+14,849
-19,844
-19, 619
-19,16)4
- 1,051
- 8,049
+27,130
+ 3,852
- 7,809
+ 765
-17,162
- 2,101
- 7,448
-16, 875
-13,326
-23, 735
-12,400
-18,107
-11,775
- 514
-10, 790
- 1,186

-29,878
-10,785

-26.3
-22.3
-12.7
- 8.1

-25.2

-35.4
+65.5

-24.7
-23.8
-31.1
-17.0
-36.1
-14.3
+ 0.7
-25.7

+20.5

-15.4
-29.0
- 4.7
+ 0.3
-16.0
-21.4
- 8.4
+53.7
+ 8.3
+23.3
-31.1
-30.7
-30.0
- 1.6

-12.6
+42.5

+ 6.0
-12.2
+ 1.2
-26.9
- 3.3
-10.1
-26.4
-20.9
-37.2
-19.4
-28.4
-18.4
- 0.8

-16.9
- 1.9

-46.8
-16.9

1 1



POPULATION OF 1961 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS
BY COUNTIES

(1960 Census)

1
Bowie

2
Cass
Morris
Marion

6

7-

59,971

23,1496
12,576
8 049

44,121

Harrison

Rusk
Panola

Shelby
Nacogdoches
San Augustine

Angelina
Trinity

Sabine
Jasper
Newton
Tyler

8
Orange

9 (4 places)
Jefferson

10
Lamar
Red River

11
Delta
Hopkins
Franklin
Titus

12
Wood
Upshur
Camp

13
Gregg

14
Smith

15F
Gregg
Smith

16
Anderson
Cherokee

17

18

36,)421
16,870

20,479
28,046

7,722
56,247

39,814
7 539

7,302
22,100
10,372
10,666
50,447

60,357

2)45, 659

34,234
15,682
)9,916

5,860
18,59)4
5,101
16 785

17,653
19,793
7,8)49

45, 295

69,)436

86,350

69,1436
86,350

T55378

19

20

Leon
Houston
Walker

Grimes
Montgomery
Madison

Polk
San Jacinto
Hardin

Liberty
Chambers

21 (2 places)
Galveston

22 (12 places)
Harris

23
Brazoria

2)4
Fannin
Hunt

25

Kaufman
Rockwall

26
Van Zandt
Henderson
Rains

27
Freestone
Limestone
Falls

28
Brazos

29
Washington
Austin
Waller

30
Fort Bend

31
28,162
33 120
61,22

9,951
19, 376
21 1475

12,709
26,839
6,749

46,297

13,861
6,153

24,629

31,595
10,379
41,97Lh

Wharton

32
Jackson
Matagorda

33
Victoria
Calhoun

34
Live Oak
Bee
Goliad
Refugio

35
San Patricio
Aransas

36 (4 places)
Nueces

37F
Kleberg
Kenedy
Hidalgo

38 (3 places)
Hidalgo

39 (2 places)
Cameron

40F
Willacy
Cameron

41
Ellis

42
Hill
Navarro

43 (3 places)
McLennan

44 (2 places)
Bell

45
Milam
Robertson
Burleson

140,364

1,243,158

76,204

23,880
39,399
63,279

29,931
5,878

35,509

19,091
21,786
2,993

143,570

12,525
20,413
21,263
74, 201

44,895

19,145
13,777
12,071

44,993

40,527

16
Bastrop
Fayette
Colorado

171

38,152

14,040
25,744

39,7)4

46,475
16,592
63,067

7,846
23,755
5,429

10,975
74,005

45,021
7,006

52,027

221,573

30,052
884

180,904
211,540

180,904

151,098,

20,084
151,098
171,182

43,395

23,650
34,423
55,073

150,091

94,097

22,263
16,157
11,177
79,97

16,925
20,384
18,463
55,772
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47
Gonzales
De Witt
Lavaca,

48
Grayson

49F
Cooke
Grayson

5_0
Collin

51 (9 places)
Dallas

52

Johnson
Bosque
Somervell

Hamilton
Erath
Coryell

54
Williamson
Lee

55 (4 places)
Travis

56

Blanco
Hays
Caldwell

57
Kendall
Comal
Guadalupe

58
Frio
La Salle
Atascosa
McMullen
Karnes
Wilson

Denton

60 (7 places)
Tarrant

61
Archer
Young
Clay

61 (Cont'd.)
Jack
Montague

17,845
20,683
20,174
5,702

73,043

22,560
73,043
95,603

41,247

951,527

34,720
10,809
2,577

248,106

8,488
16,236
23,961

35,044
8,949

243,993

212,136

3,657
19,934
17,222

0, 3

5,889
19,844
29 017

10,112
5,972
18,828
1,116

14,995
13,267
6)4,290

47,432

538,495

6,110'
17,254
8,351

62
Wise
Parker
Hood

63

64

Shackelford
Callahan
Eastland
Stephens
Palo Pinto

Runnels
Coleman
Brown
Comanche

McCulloch
San Saba
Mills
Lampasas
Burnet
Gillespie
Llano

66
Concho
Schleicher
Crockett
Sutton
Kimble
Edwards
Real
Bandera
Mason
Kerr
Menard

67
Uvalde
Zavala
Dimmit
Medina

68 (7 places)
Bexar

69
Webb
Zapata

70
Duval
Jim Wells
Brooks

70 (Cont'd.)
Starr
Jim Hogg

7,418
14,893
5),026

17,012
22,880
5,443

45, 335

3,990
7,929

19,526
8,885
20,516

7-,846

15,016

12,458
24,728
11,865
6b,067

8,815
6,381
4,467
9,418
9,265
10,048
5,240

53,63)4

3,672
2,791
4,209
3,738

3,943
2,317
2,079
3,892
3,780

16,800
2,964

50,155

16,814
12,696
10,095
18,904

55,509

687,151

64,791

4,393
69,1)4

13,398
34,548
8,609

71

72

Terrell
Val Verde
Kinney
Maverick

Ward
Crane
Upton
Pecos
Brewster

73
Hudspeth
Culbers on
Loving
Winkler
Reeves
Jeff Davis
Presidio

74 (5 places)
El Paso

75
Andrews
Gaines
Dawson
Lynn

76
Ector

77
Midland

78
Martin
Howard
Glasscock
Sterling
Coke
Reagan
Irion

79

80

Tom Green

Dickens
King
Stonewall
Fisher
Nolan
Mitchell

81 (2 places)
Wichita

17,137
5,022

75, 714

2,600
24,461
2,452

14,508
44,021

14,917
4,699
6,239

11,957
6,434

7,246

3,343
2,794

226
13,652
17,644
1,582
5,460
44,701

314,070

13,450
12,267
19,185
10,914

90,995

67,717

5,068
40,139
1,118
1,177
3,589
3,782
1,183

64,630

4,963
640

3,017
7,865

18,963
11,255

123,528
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82
Donley
Hall
Childress
Hardeman
Wilbarger
Foard
Cottle
Motley

83
Knox
Baylor
Haskell
Throckmorton
Jones

84 (2 places)
Taylor

85
Crosby
Garza
Kent
Borden
Scurry

86

87

Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill

Gray
Wheeler
Collingsworth

88 (3 places)
Lubbock

89
Swisher
Briscoe
Hale
Floyd

90
Cochran
Hockley
Yoakum
Terry

91
Deaf Smith
Parmer
Castro
Bailey
Lamb

92
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Hartley
Moore
Oldham

93 (2 places)
Potter

94F
Carson
Randall
Armstrong
Potter

4,49
7,322
8,421
8,275

17,748
3,125
4,207
.2,870

76,7-

7,857
5,893
11,174
2,767

19,299
)4,990

101,078

10,347
6,611
1,727
1,076
20,369
04,130

9,380
3,406
34,419
1,075
3,185

31,535
7,947
6,276

156,271

10,607

3,577
36,798
12,369
63,351

6,417
22,340
8,032
16,286
53,075

13,187
9,583
8,923
9,090

21,896
62,679

6,302
2,605
6,208
2,171

1)4,773
1,928

33,957

115,580

7,781
33,913
1,966

115,580

159,240





1961 REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

Multiplace Districts

9. Jefferson (4 places)
21. Galveston (2 places)
22. Harris (12 places)
36. Nueces ( places)
38. Hidalgo (3 places)
39. Cameron (2 places)
L3. McLennan (3 places)
4h. Bell (2 places)
51. Dallas (9 places)

55. Travis ( places)
r F 7 T-'60. Tarrant (7 places)DALLA MERMN HANN TREE LISCOM.68. Bexar (7 places)

74. El Paso (5 places)
.- ""'" 81. Wichita (2 places)

84. Taylor (2 places)
OLDHAM ARON GRAY ER 88. Lubbock (3 places)

-- --- 93. Potter (2 places)
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Flotorial Districts ,TAR. L.
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15. Smith, Gregg E

37. Kleberg, Kenedy, Hidalgo

40. Willacy, Cameron

49. Grayson, Cooke

9L. Potter, Carson, Randall, Armstrong





TEXAS SENATE

1961 APPORTIONMENT', 1960 CENSUS 2

Ideal District:
Largest District:
Smallest District:
Ratio of Largest to Smallest:
Range of Deviation:

309,022
1,243,158 (6)
147,454 (16)

7.1
-52.3 to +302.3

Population
Deviation
From Ideal

Percent
Deviation
From Ideal

200,348
188,800
183,771
306,016
168,318

1,243,158
202,453
951,527
209,000
538,495
197,964
181,144
266,451
264,105
176, 522
147,454
267,474
193,250
174,519
272,593
178,473
174,842
202,367
246,563
179,4 4o
687,151
332,002
280,577
525,358
157,334
282,208

9,579,677

-108,674
-120,222
-125, 251
- 3,006

-140,704
+934,136
-106,569
+642,505
-100,022
+229,473
-111,058
-127,878
- 42,571
- 44,917
-132,500
-161,568
- 41,548

-115,772
-134,503
- 36,429
-130,549
-134,180
-106, 655
- 62,x.59
-129, 582
+378,129
+ 22,980
- 28,445
+216,336
-151, 688
- 26,814

1
Texas Laws Regular Session 1961, c. 256, 548-549.

2 U. S., Bureau of the Census, Eighteenth Census of the United States:

Part 45, 245-263.

1960, Vol. I,

177

District

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

-35.2

-38.9
-40.5
- 1.0
-45.5

+302.3
-34.5

+207.9

-32.4
+74.3
-35.9

-41.4
-13.8
-14.5
-42.9
-52.3

-13.4
-37.5
-43.5
-11.8
-42.2
-43.4
-34.5
-20.2
-41 .9

+122.1
+ 7.4
- 9.2

+70.0

-49.1
- 8.7

1





POPULATION OF 1961 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS (1960 Census)
BY COUNTIES

1
Lamar
Red River
Bowie
Cass
Marion
Morris
Titus
Franklin
Hopkins
Delta

2
Harrison
Panola
Shelby
Rusk
Gregg

3
Cherokee
Nacogdoches
Angelina
San Augustine
Sabine
Newton
Jasper
Tyler
Hardin

9
34,234
15,682
59,971
23,496
8,049

12,576
16,785
5,101

18,594
5,860

200,34

45,594
16,870
20,1479
36,421
69,436

185, 500

33,120
28,046
39,814
7,722
7,302

10,372
22,100
10,666
24,629

153,771

4
Jefferson 245,,659
Orange 60,357

306,016

Leon
Houston
Trinity
Polk
San Jacinto
Liberty
Montgomery
Grimes
Waller
Walker
Madison

6
Harris

7
Kaufman
Van Zandt
Smith
Henderson
Wood
Camp
Upshur

8
Dallas

9,951
19,376
7,539

13,861
6,153

31,595
26, 839
12,709
12,071
21,475
6,749

165 ,3

1,243,158

29,931
19,091
86,350
21,786
17,653
7,849

19,793
202,453

951,527

Cooke
Grayson
Fannin
Hunt
Rains
Rockwall
Collin

10
Tarrant

11
Navarro
Free stone
Anderson
Limestone
Falls
Robertson
Brazos
Burleson
Lee

12
Erath
Hood
Johnson
Ellis
Hill
Bosque
Coryell
Hamilton
Comanche
Somervell

13
Bell
Milam
McLennan

1)4
Travis
Williamson
Bastrop

15

Fayette
Washington
Austin
Colorado
Lavaca
De Witt
Wharton
Matagorda

16
Brown
Mills
Lampasas
Burnet
Llano
Gillespie
Kerr
Real

22,560
73,043
23,880
39,399
2,993
5,878

41,247
209,000

538,495

34,423
12,525
28,162
20,)413
21,263
16,157
44,895
11,177
8,949

197,964

16, 236
5,443

34,720
43,395
23,650
10,809
23,961
8,488

11,865
2,577

151,14;4

94,097
22,263

150,091

212,136

35,04
16,925

20,384
19,145
13,777
18,463
20,174
20,683
38,152
25,744

176,522

24,728
4,467
9,418
9,265
5,240

10,048
16,800
2,079

16 (Cont'd.)
Bandera
Uvalde
Zavala
Kinney
Kimble
Menard
Mason
San Saba
McCulloch
Concho

17
Fort Bend
Brazoria
Galvestor
Chambers

18
McMullen
Live Oak
Bee
San Patricio
Refugio
Aransas
Calhoun
Victoria
Jackson
Karnes
Goliad

19

20

21

Kendall
Blanco
Comal
Hays
Caldwell
Guadalupe
Wilson
Gonzales
Frio
Medina
Atascosa

Nueces
Kleberg
Kenedy
Willacy

Maverick
Dimmit
La Salle
Webb
Duval
Jim Wells
Brooks
Jim Hogg
Starr
Zapata

179

3,892
16,814
12,696
2,452
3,943
2,964
3,780
6,381
8,815
3,672

1)47,145)4

140, 527
76,204

140,364
10,379
267,474

1,116
7,846
23,755
45,021
10,975
7,006

16,592
46,475
14,040
14,995
5,429

193,250

5,889
3,657

19,844
19,934
17,222
29,017
13,267
17,845
10,112
18,904
18,828

17),519

221,573
30,052

884
20,084

272,593

14,508
10,095
5,972
64,791
13,398
34,548
8,609
5,022

17,137
4,393

17,473
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22
Clay
Montague
Jack
Wise
Denton
Stephens
Palo Pinto
Parker
Callahan
Eastland

23
Hardeman
Wilbarger
Wichita
Cottle
Foard
Dickens
King
Knox
Baylor
Archer
Throckmorton
Young

24
Garza
Kent
Stonewall
Haskell
Borden
Scurry
Fisher
Jones
Shackelford
Howard
Mitchell
Nolan
Taylor

.25

Glasscock
Sterling
Coke
Runnels
Coleman
Crane
Upton
Reagan
Tom Green
Irion
Jeff Davis
Presidio
Brewster
Pecos
Terrell
Val Verde
Edwards
Schleicher
Sutton
Crockett

26
Bexar

8,351
14,893
7,418

17,012
47,432
8,885
20,516
22,880
7,929
19,526

17,42

8,275
17,748
123,528
4,207
3,125
4,963

640
7,857
5,893
6,110
2,767

17,254
202,367

6,611
1,727
3,017

11,174
1,076
20,369
7, 865

19,299
3,990

40,139
11,255
18,963
101,078

1,118
1,177
3,589

15,016
12,458
4,699
6,239
3,782

64,630
1,183
1,582
5,460
6,434

11,957
2, 600

24,461
2,317
2,791
3,738
4,209

179, 440

687,151

27
Hidalgo
Cameron

28
Cochran
Hockley
Lubbock
Crosby
Yoakum
Terry
Lynn
Gaines
Dawson
Andrews
Martin

29
El Paso
Hudspeth
Culberson
Reeves
Loving
Winkler
Ector
Midland
Ward

30
Deaf Smith
Parmer
Castro
Swisher
Briscoe
Hall
Childress
C ollingsworth
Donley
Armstrong
Bailey
Lamb
Hale
Floyd
Motley

31
Dallam
Sherman
Hansford
Ochiltree
Lipscomb
Hartley
Moore
Hutchinson
Roberts
Hemphill
Oldham
Potter
Carson
Gray
Wheeler
Randall

180,904
151,098
332,002

6,417
22,340

156,271
10,347
8,032

16,286
10,914
12,267
19,185
13,450
5,068

250,577

314,070
3,343
2,794

17,644
226

13,652
90,995
67,717
14,917
525,358

13,187
9,583
8,923

10,607
3,577
7,322
8,421
6,276
4,449
1,966
9,090
21,896
36,798
12,369
2,870

157,334

6,302
2,605
6,208
9,380
3,406
2,171

14,773
34,419
1,075
3,185
1,928

115,580
7,781

31,535
7,947

33,913
252, 20



1961 SENATORIAL DISTRICTS

DALLAM SHERMAN HANSFORD CHLTREE LIPSCOMB

HARTLEY MOORE IHUTCHINSON I OBERTS HEMPHILL

OLDHAM POTTER 
CARSON 

GRAY WHEELER -
DEAF SMITH RANDALL AAMSTRONGI DONLEY COLLINGS-

WORTH

FARMERICASTRO eW4HER 
7

BRICOE HALL KLW

- --- ARMA

BAILEY LAMB HALE FLOYD MOTLEY COTTLE 1WLBARGER (WICHITA 'M- "

I AR

CLA

CLA LAMAR(REDRIVER-

MONTAGUE COOKE GRAYSON FANNIN
COCHRANI HOCKLEY LUBBOCK CROSBY DICKENS KING KNOX SAYLOR ARCHER BOWIE

TITUS

jI ' \I.I

JACK WISE DENTON COLLIN HUNT K i
YOKMTRYLYNN GARZA KENT !STONEWALL, ASKELL THROCK--I YOUNG CM

_ 
~MORTON ,.-- 

----CMP

- -(--L. -.. .T.wL (RANS MARION

f I UPSHUR

GAINES DAWSON BORDENI SCURRY FISHER JONES SHACKEL- STEPHENS PALO PIN . AJ R -RRISON

I I A I FRD I KAUFMANj VAN ZANDT R-G

r I T I1ODD 
JOHNSON ELL15 . -- SMITH

ANDREWS MARTIN HOWARD imrTCHELL NOLAN TAYLOR ALLAHAN EASTLAND ERATH !-I HENDERSON RUSK =A A

- - ..- ,HILL NAVARRO

[PAIDLOVING WINNER EC TOR IMDLAND GL TER L iG COKE I ICOMANCHE , \BOSOUE / ANDERSON EROKEE -HEB

GL ITCRING RUNNELS COLEMAN BROWN , FREESTONE
\\\I J . .- 1 I'-AMILTON ;^

HU03PETH CUL8ER3ON WARD -- - MILL ! / -/ M!LENNAN LIMESTONE SABINE

r 9 I REVEECAN I IR N TOM GREEN i CORYELL LEON }HOU5TON " ANGELINA'\

- - - - - - - - - - - -MEEA G ATN / A D S N

I 
I-OC'SA 

AURLE-_ISCLIC\-1-- 
,N- 

(,HARDIN

'I(/ \ MONTGOMERY
---- - -- - . - - --- "LESPIE BLANCO TR v15 LEE A - OTN A IERY RANGE

TERRELL! 

/BSRPIIf
L.MAYAS O --- JEf E

/R(3D1 \ IIKERR/AUSI WRD A NAL AUSTIN HRi
* I I VAL VERDE I --- -- , COMAL E. LL YTE/CHAMBERS

BREWSTER , ~ v'wy.REAL BAN DERA

OLRcQGUADALUP ^ F00.1BEND *

" BE/C B GONZALES LVC
-KINNEY UVALDE MEDINA WHARTON

/ BRAZORIA
WILSON/

4 "-"- - --- DEWITT

Z AA FRO I ATASCOSA KARNES \ CKSON MATAGORDA

\.AERIK ZVICTORIA

C " LIAD \ O
LA SALLE ME MULLEN !LIVE OAK' EUI

1 L---- SAN PATRCI

21 L
WEBB UVAI ELLS NUCCES

I, KLEB

(ZAMTA -IMHOGG BROOKS
1\ 1 I KENEDY

STARR ILC
HIDALGQ

Z'rILCAERON
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