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FOREWORD

ABOUT JOEL PRITCHARD

I first met Joel Pritchard shortly after returning from naval service in the
Korean War. He and his brother Frank were already known as political
campaign wizards. They helped elect a little-known Gordon Clinton as
mayor of Seattle and were looking for new political challenges.

We all joyously plunged into campaigns, both for candidates and on
important issues such as Metro. It was a time when volunteers meant more
than money and Joel knew precisely how to engage and enthuse volunteers.

He preferred to stay in the background, but finally in 1958 we prevailed
upon him to run for office for himself. He was elected as a state legislator
and began a long and illustrious career in public service. He also quickly
became not only a trusted friend, but a wise political mentor who gave
extraordinarily good counsel during all of my political career.

Joel Pritchard represented all that is good about public service. This
remarkable man lived by his often repeated credo, “It’s remarkable what
you can accomplish if you don’t care who gets the credit.” His name may
not appear as prime sponsor on many bills, but he built coalitions and tore
down partisan barriers to achieve some landmark legislation during his
terms in Congress.

Joel was a lifelong Republican, but recognized and respected the good
ideas of others. He chuckled at the pompous, made allies of rivals, and
gained universal respect on both sides of the aisle.

The name Joel Pritchard is synonymous with political integrity, intelligence,
and courage. His legacy is a better state and a new generation of political
activists charged with his spirit and love of public service.

DANIEL J. EVANS
Former Governor and U.S. Senator
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ABOUT JOEL PRITCHARD

Joel Pritchard’s two most remarkable attributes were his unerring good
humor and his unerring good judgment.

In every legislative body in which he served, Joel was, or was extremely
close to being, the best-liked member by other members, both Democrats
and Republicans. His colleagues sought him out for trips to distant places,
or in the case of particularly fortunate friends like me, as companions in
shared living quarters in Olympia during legislative sessions, when we
were unaccompanied by our families.

Perhaps even more significant was Joel’s judgment. I’ve always liked to
think of myself as being able to think a problem or a challenge through
logically, step by step, to a valid conclusion. Invariably, however, when we
served in the Legislature together I found that Joel had already arrived at
just such a conclusion intuitively. It was of his very nature to be thoughtful,
considerate, and right.

Washington State has rarely had a public servant to match him; I have
never had a friend I treasured more.

SLADE GORTON
U.S. Senator
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ABOUT JOEL PRITCHARD

I have known Joel Pritchard since 1947 and found him to be one of the
most able and effective public officials and one of the finest human beings
I have known. We got acquainted as young men in the early 1950s,
representing the Republican Party in political debates. I remember these
debates not only because we thought we won, but because we had so much
fun doing them.

Joel participated actively in the civic improvement efforts of organizations
like the Municipal League, including local Charter reform, and efforts to
solve regional problems. I remember Joel debating one of the principal
opponents of the “Metro” ballot measure to clean up Lake Washington.
His opponent opened a jar of slimy green algae and proceeded to eat it on
television in an effort to prove the algae that was fouling up Lake
Washington was really good for us. Joel’s response on television was to
hold his nose and lift his eyes. That was all it took to convince the audience
that his opponent was out of his mind.

Joel was a pragmatic idealist as a legislator and responded to good ideas
from every quarter. He quickly became one of the best liked people in each
legislative body in which he served, including the state Legislature, official
commissions, committees on government reform or the U.S. House of
Representatives.

He was willing to undertake tough tasks and to devote long hours to
listening. He would go way beyond the call of duty if he thought his effort
would be publicly valuable. He was very helpful in the design of the original
Metro Water Pollution Abatement Program. He was very active in preparing
the Forward Thrust rapid transit plan and the major transit programs that
followed. We lost several elections, but in 1972, after most people were
discouraged, we came back for a third try. Joel was no longer in the
Legislature, but he co-chaired a citizens committee with Dave Sprague, a
Democrat. The plan was for Dave to first pass the package in the Democrat-
controlled Senate, but this took until the next to last day of the session.
The bill seemed certain to die in the House when Joel called late at night to
say, “You know, we’d better get down there or this thing will be dead.” We
met at an early breakfast in Olympia with key House leaders. By the end of
the day, Joel succeeded in getting the bill through the committee, through
Rules, and finally passed by the full House and sent to the governor for
signature. This was a remarkable achievement. As I followed him around
the chambers, | could see that everyone Joel talked to not only remembered
him from his legislative days, but trusted him completely. In the election
that followed, the voters approved what is today the Metro Transit System
in King County. This enormously successful public service exists because
Joel Pritchard would not let it die.



FOREWORD

During his twelve years in Congress, Joel was always in the minority party,
but was so well liked and trusted by members of both parties that he could
play an effective role. He organized social events for House members and
games like softball and Pickle-Ball. People got used to each other and the
Washington delegation began to work on common interests. Joel was the
glue that held the delegation together. When he retired after five re-elections,
as he had promised before his first election, he came up to talk with me
about possible new avenues. He really did not have much support in his
family for running for lieutenant governor, and we had a long talk over
lunch. I told him he would be a natural in that role and could turn the job
into a very useful public service. He did run, was elected, and became a
very popular lieutenant governor by using his unique talent for bringing
people together.

Before he left the Legislature, when he was significantly affected by cancer,
he nevertheless did things whenever he was asked. Shortly before he died,
the Mountains to Sound Greenway wanted him to be master of ceremonies
for their annual Christmas celebration, but I didn’t feel comfortable asking.
He volunteered to do it, performed beautifully, and created an atmosphere
that was inspirational for everyone present.

Throughout his life, Joel Pritchard carried his high personal ideals and
standards into his public service. He set a goal for winning people over by
not plowing them under. He was the kind of role model young people need
who aspire to public service. It was not surprising when he died that there
was such a huge crowd at his church services. They were there to remember
warmly one of the best men they had ever known.

JIM ELLIS



PREFACE

The Washington State Oral History Program was established in 1991 by
the Washington State Legislature to document the formation of public
policy in Washington state. It is administered by the Office of the Secretary
of State and is guided by the Oral History Advisory Committee.

Each oral history is a valuable record of an individual’s contributions and
convictions, their interpretation of events, and their relationships with other
participants in the civic life of the state. By reading these oral histories,
the complex interweaving of the personal and political processes that shape
public policy is revealed.

The Oral History Advisory Committee chooses candidates for oral histories.
Extensive research is then conducted about the life and activities of the
prospective interviewee, using legislative journals, newspaper accounts,
personal papers, and other sources. Then a series of taped interviews are
conducted, focusing on the interviewee’s public life and contributions,
but also including personal sources of their values and beliefs. Political
values, ideas about public service, interpretation of events, and reflections
about relationships and the political process are explored. When the
interviews have been completed, a verbatim transcript is prepared. These
transcripts are edited and reviewed by the interviewer and interviewee to
ensure readability and accuracy. Finally, the transcript is published and
distributed to libraries, archives, and interested individuals. An electronic
version of the text is also available on the Secretary of State web site
(www.secstate.wa.gov).

Recollection and interpretation of events vary. It is the hope of the Oral
History Program that this work will help citizens of the state of Washington
better understand their political legacy.
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INTRODUCTION

INTERVIEWING JOEL PRITCHARD

The interviews with Lieutenant Governor Joel Pritchard that form the core
of this oral history were recorded over the course of about a year, from
September 1996 to shortly before his death in October of 1997. Most of
the interviews took place in the spacious office of the Lieutenant Gover-
nor on the second floor of the Legislative building.

Carol Hudson, Joel’s always gracious administrative assistant, would wave
me into the faded green and gold splendor of the historic office, with its
high windows still draped with the original green velvet, soft light from
hanging chandeliers, and walls lined with bookcases brimming with works
on history, biography and politics. We sat on roomy brown leather couches
separated by a coffee table, where I placed my tape recorder and notes.
Joel would sit opposite me, either leaning forward, elbows on knees to
explain some point, or waving his arms in exclamation, or rubbing his
mobile face, searching his memory for some answer to a question. The
interviews sometimes felt like tennis matches: him lobbing ideas, stories,
even mini-lectures at me, while I struggled to launch back my own ques-
tions and comments. Our conversations were exhilarating, intensely en-
gaging encounters. My carefully prepared, chronologically organized notes
would be in tatters, my notions of sequence and coherence lost, but [ would
emerge from the encounter feeling privileged to have been a witness and
participant in such an exchange.

Steve Excell best described Joel Pritchard’s speaking style when he said,
“He can give a stem-winder of a speech, and there won’t be one complete
sentence in it, because he was like a machine gun of ideas and
enthusiasm...He just keeps going in a stream of consciousness.” Then Steve
added, “You almost had to be there—reading the text of something that
somebody transcribed, versus being present at one of his speeches—you
wouldn’t get the flavor. You wouldn’t get his animation...” Certainly, in-
terviewing Lieutenant Governor Joel Pritchard for this oral history was a
bit like paddling pell-mell in his stream of thought, as I raced to keep up
with his comments drawn from more than three decades of involvement in
Washington State politics.

Even when we were discussing his early days of service in the Legislature,
if an example from his work in Congress served better to illustrate what-
ever point he was making, he would tell that story. He had such a rich fund
of lessons learned, observations, experiences and anecdotes about every
level of political involvement: from local Seattle city campaigns, to inter-
national maneuverings for laws governing the use of ocean resources, to
dealing with refugees from various world conflicts. He was as fully en-
gaged talking about running doorbelling campaigns as defeating the pet
schemes of powerful congressmen. Clearly, Joel Pritchard loved politics,
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and immersed himself in the challenge of solving problems and helping
people.

He reveled in the give and take, the building of relationships, the planting
of ideas. Always serving in the minority, Joel perfected the art of crossing
the aisle to “get things done” and of sharing the credit where it would do
the most good, letting as little of the recognition fall to him as possible.
Tracing his “fingerprints” on any given piece of legislation was sometimes
a task for a detective; he was more comfortable describing issues and the
contributions of others than in revealing his own role of accomplishment.
This habit of self-effacement seemed unusual in a life-long politician, but
it was genuine. [ learned not to ask, “But what did you do?” which elicited
a slightly impatient expression from him and a change of topic. While Joel
enjoyed recounting tales of campaigns won and lost, of efforts to pass
Washington’s abortion law, or to save stretches of wilderness for the en-
joyment of backpackers, he was not, as he would be quick to say, “a legend
in his own mind.”

My task of somehow uncovering the career and contributions of Joel
Pritchard became more complicated as his health deteriorated. He dedi-
cated his last months to launching his last project, the history of congres-
sional offices, seeing old friends, and undergoing treatments for cancer.
He mourned his lost hair, but did not feel sorry for himself. He stayed
interested in current affairs, Pickle-ball, and everyone around him. But we
could not finish the story of his work and life. At our last meeting he di-
rected that [ contact his friends and family to finish the narrative. He looked
relieved to delegate the telling of his story, a project he had never been
completely comfortable with, to his longtime assistant and friend Maury
Hausheer. His brother, Frank, would represent the family and oversee the
publication. That problem solved, Joel relaxed and said a poignant good-
bye.

Everyone I contacted was more than glad to help fill in the stories from the
years that we had not explored. The portrait of Joel Pritchard grew more
complex and nuanced as friends and colleagues shared their insights and
memories of his career. All were careful and respectful of his privacy, un-
derstanding which stories he would have told of himself and how he would
have wanted to be represented. The affection shone through in every con-
versation. | gained a deeper understanding of the person and his record of
service to the state of Washington.

Joel Pritchard lived an active, full life. Many events of his life are only
touched on in these pages; others are unexplored. Still, I hope the flavor
and the animation are present, between the lines for readers of this oral
history. I can see him, eager to explain some point or grinning when he
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reached the punch line of a great story, serious and even sorrowing over
the state of the world and politics, yet forward-looking and wise about the
possibilities for the future. He cared deeply about the survival of the citi-
zen legislature, about civility in government and the participation of all
members of society. A “level playing field” was his ideal for those cam-
paigning for office or buying a home or looking for work. He sought al-
ways to open doors and bring people into the political process—the world
he knew firsthand and the one to which he dedicated his life and consider-
able energies. That ball is in our court now; better follow his lead and pick
up a racket.

ANNE KILGANNON
Interviewer



BioGrarHiCcAL HIGHLIGHTS

JOEL PRITCHARD

Joel McFee Pritchard was born in Seattle, Washington on May 5,1925. He
was the second son of Frank and Jean Pritchard. He and his brother, Frank,
attended Queen Anne-area schools and were avid members of the local
YMCA. Joel attended Camp Orkila on Orcas Island for many years as
both a camper and a counselor, a significant influence in his life and outlook.
Close family relationships and deep roots in the community characterized
Joel’s upbringing.

Joel served in the Americal Division in the Philippines, at Bougainville,
and in the occupation forces in Japan during World War II. He returned
home to continue his college education, choosing to attend Marietta College
in Ohio. Upon marriage to Joan Sutton, Joel left college and returned to
Seattle to begin family life and his career with the North Pacific Bank
Note Company as a salesman. He worked with that company and its affiliate
company, Griffin Envelope Company, for twenty-five years, retiring as
president of Griffin. Joel and Joan had four children.

Upon Joel’s return to Seattle in 1948, he became involved in political
activities locally and on the national level in his support for President
Eisenhower. He was a founding member of the Evergreen Republican Club
and the Republican Discussion Club. Along with his father and brother,
Joel was an Eisenhower delegate at the state Republican convention of
1952. He later attended the national Republican conference in 1956. He
became the Republican district leader for the Forty-fourth District in 1954.
He, with his brother, worked on many campaigns, including George
Kinnear’s bid for U.S. Senate in 1950, Bill Devin’s campaign for mayor
two years later, the successful attempt to replace State Senator Kimball
with Ted Peterson, Congressman Tom Pelly’s re-election campaign in 1954,
Gordon Clinton’s surprising win of the Seattle mayoralty race in 1956,
and the statewide campaign of Phil Evans for Congressman-at-large in
1956. The Pritchard brothers were considered to be “organizational
marvels” with their energetic and innovative campaign tactics.

After a decade of working on campaigns, Joel ran successfully for state
representative for the Thirty-sixth District in 1958. He entered the
Legislature during a period of Republican minorities and worked closely
with fellow legislators Dan Evans, Slade Gorton, Charles Moriarty and
others to build a new team of dynamic and moderate Republicans. Each
campaign season saw the success of more of the “new breed” until Dan
Evans became Republican leader in 1960 and eventually governor in 1964
after an arduous campaign, ably assisted by Joel and Frank Pritchard. Joel
became one of the new governor’s most able lieutenants in the House of
Representatives and in the Senate after 1967, steering executive legislation
and other measures through the process. As a state senator, Joel was the
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chief architect of the liberalization of the state’s abortion law. He was a
noted supporter of civil rights, environmental legislation, anti-gambling
measures, and other reforms.

In 1970, Joel made his first bid for Congress, against longtime incumbent
Tom Pelly. Although unsuccessful, the vote count was closer than expected,
which made him a front runner in 1972. Narrowly defeating the Democratic
candidate, Joel became the representative for the First Congressional
District, an office he held until 1984.

He entered Congress at a time when the country was increasingly riven
over the Vietnam War and then the effects of Watergate. He weathered the
energy crisis and economic problems during the Ford and Carter years,
worked for creative solutions to urban problems on the Neighborhood
Commission, and battled special interests both inside and outside of
Congress. He twice bucked his colleagues when he helped prevent Congress
from taking over facilities designed for the Library of Congress and opposed
a proposed expansion of the Capitol building for office space. Joel was
especially proud of his fight against the Tennessee-Tombigby Canal and
against subsidies for tobacco growers.

Joel chaired the Wednesday Group, a Republican discussion group known
for their leadership and moderate pragmatism. He worked closely with the
Washington State delegation on the conservation of wilderness areas such
as Alpine Lakes area and what became the W.O. Douglas Wilderness area.
His love of history spurred the creation of the first national park that
spanned more than one state, the Klondike Gold Rush Park. Joel worked
behind the scenes to keep oil tankers out of Puget Sound and to save the
Merchant Marine hospital in Seattle. He served on the international Law
of the Sea Conference and as a U.S. delegate to the United Nations in
1983. As a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, Joel traveled
extensively throughout the world. His concern for the plight of refugees
brought him into contact with the victims of the Vietnam War and of the
conflicts in Afghanistan and Palestinians in the Middle East. As a board
member of the Rural Development Institute, he had a deep appreciation of
the needs and tribulations of the landless poor of many nations.

When first elected to Congress, Joel had pledged that he would stay in
office no more than twelve years. Despite his own inclination and the
support of many friends and colleagues, Joel kept that promise. He worked
briefly as a government relations person for the firm of Bogle and Gates in
1985. Joel also served as a U.S. representative to the Panama Canal
Consultative Commission. During 1986-87, Joel was a news and affairs
commentator for KIRO TV. He soon came permanently home to
Washington State to pursue a dream that he had cherished for some time,
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the office of lieutenant governor.

After a successful campaign, Joel assumed his new duties as lieutenant
governor in 1989. Besides his duties of presiding over the Senate, chairing
the state Senate Rules Committee and being a member of several state
boards and commissions, Joel was executive chairman of the Partnership
for Learning, a statewide organization that worked for education reform.
He also worked closely with Washington Literacy, a group dedicated to
the promotion of adult literacy programs. On a more personal level, Joel
tutored children at Beacon Hill School in Seattle.

Joel served as lieutenant governor for eight years, retiring in 1997. Despite
undergoing treatments for a reoccurrence of cancer, he remained active in
many areas. He was an active board member of TVW, Washington’s
statewide public affairs television channel.

As co-chair of the Washington State Concord Coalition, with former
Congressman Don Bonker, he had a ready-made forum for expressing his
deep concern about the national budget deficit. Another avenue for
expression was his involvement with the Discovery Institute, a Seattle policy
group founded by a longtime friend, Bruce Chapman. Returning to his
love of history and Congress, Joel instigated an extensive project to research
past office locations of former members of Congress, a project still
underway.

Right to the end of his life, Joel remained fascinated by public affairs and
the issues of the day. He worked tirelessly on initiatives concerning gun
control, campaign finance reform and against the spread of gambling. Still,
he found time to play and promote Pickle-Ball, the game he invented with
friends that has spread around the world. Although his second marriage to
Demaris Brightman did not weather the return home, Joel found rich
enjoyment in sports, friends and family, and that most human of activities,
politics.

Joel Pritchard died October 9, 1997.






CHAPTER 1

FAMILY BACKGROUND

Joel Pritchard: Both of my grandparents came
to the state of Washington at statehood time for
different reasons. It’s McFees on one side and
Pritchards on the other side.

The McFees are from Scotland. They came
over in 1800, just 1800 on the nose. They came
to Canada and settled in Quebec. Part of the family
stayed in Canada, and part came down to
Wisconsin. My grandparents came out here from
Wisconsin to work for James J. Hill, the railroad
fellow. My grandfather’s brother had worked for
Hill back in Maine, where he was building a
railroad, and then they both worked for Hill out
here doing railroad construction.

I’'m not aware that my grandfather had a lot
of education, but he was a pretty able person. Later
on, when the brothers had a construction firm,
my grandfather ran the construction part and his
brother ran the business side. They built railroads
around the Northwest here. In those days there
were a lot of railroads for getting logs out, short
little railroads running here and there, because
that’s the way people moved. Everything was on
the railroad.

So, the McFees came here at the time of state-
hood, and first lived at the bottom of Queen Anne
Hill, right near the fairgrounds. My mother was
born where the World’s Fair was, where the Space
Needle is, right in there. Grandfather McFee then
went up to Alaska and was superintendent on

building a tramway over the Chilkoot Pass for
the line of people going over to the gold fields.
He was up there for over a year, a year and a half,
and then came back down and moved the family
up on top of Queen Anne.

Anne Kilgannon: How big was the family?

JP: He was already married when he came out.
He had a family of four,” and my uncles were in
the first class at Queen Anne High School. They
lived right up top of the hill there. And his brother
lived there too, the two McFee brothers. My
mother went to Queen Anne, as did I, and as my
kids did. The family lived up there and were very
involved in the community, all of those things.

On the Pritchard side, my grandparents came
out from England. He was a Welshman and she
was English. She came from a substantial family,
but he was the gardener’s son. That’s why they
got out of England, because there was such a
stretch between who she was—

AK: That only works in this country.

JP: And there were two sisters who married two
brothers, so it was kind of an unusual thing. But
my grandmother was very well educated. She was
very well read, and like women in those days—
they sent them to France—she was educated in
France.

My grandparents were married and were
going on the boat to Halifax, to Canada. On the
way over they got acquainted with Frank Pixley,
who owned the San Francisco Argonaut, which
was the paper in San Francisco then. He liked
them, so they made a deal that they would come
around and run his ranch in Corte Madeira. So
they got on a boat in Halifax and went down
around the Horn and back up to San Francisco.
My father was born there in 1888.

But, because my grandfather brought a pal of
his over, and Mr. Pixley didn’t like his pal, the
upshot was that the friend was let go and my
grandfather quit out of loyalty. They came up to

*Frank Pritchard noted that there was a fifth child who died in infancy.
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Seattle then, just at the time of the Seattle fire—
atense time. He started a little fuel business down
in the south end of Seattle, and they bought a little
island in Lake Washington, and named it Pritchard
Island.

Then, when the gold rush hit, both my
grandfather and grandmother went up, went over
the Chilkoot Pass, right at the start of it. My
grandmother talked to me about going down the
river. They had two fellows who went with them
from Bennett on, who had gone up to gamble.
They made a deal to help row the boat, and they
went on to Dawson.

AK: Did they have children at this point? They
didn’t drag any babies up there, did they?

JP: Yes, they left my father in the Briscoe Boy’s
School. They were up there for awhile and then
came back down. Like most, the great majority
of'the people who were in the gold rush, they never
got any gold. They worked, or they did this or
that, and then they came back. Then they went
back up in the Nome rush, and came back. But
then they went back up again to Kotzebue, which
is way up above Nome—that’s way up there. And
they did hit gold in Kotzebue, but they weren’t
always smart about how they did things, but it
was a real adventure. And they did come back
with some money. By then my father was fourteen,
and he worked there. I have some wonderful
pictures of them up there.

AK: Were your grandparents still in Seattle when
you were growing up?

JP: They lived there. My grandfather on the
McFee side died when [ was quite young, I was
four or five. And my grandmother died when I
was probably ten or eleven. On the Pritchard side,
I was fifteen or sixteen when my grandmother
died, and my grandfather died earlier. I was
probably nine or ten at the time.

AK: Were you impressed with their Klondike sto-
ries? What did you think about their adventures?

JP: Oh yes, but when they were telling me [ was
pretty young. My father talked about it because

he was up there, too. He’d been up there one or
two summers as a college kid. He liked the
hunting. You can imagine, all they had to do was
go out and hunt all day and they’d get paid for it.
He thought that was the neatest thing in the world.
I was pretty young, you see, and | got more
into it after we went up and kind of retraced their
steps. [ read a lot about it and the things they had
said kind of stuck, and it kind of tied together.

AK: When did you do this trip? Was this with
your brother Frank?

JP: We did it for the Bicentennial, so that would
be *76. And we took our twenty-year-old sons with
us. I said we ought to do something, you know.

We were going to go this last summer to
Kotzebue, but my brother smashed up his hip
skiing—he’s seventy-five. We’re hoping that he’ll
be in decent shape so next summer we can go up
there, because we’re going to try and find the mine
and find the area. I haven’t been there, but I’ve
been up in Alaska—Fairbanks, Prudhoe Bay, and
some places like that.

AK: Did the family settle down after all this
running up and down the coast?

JP: Yes, they had a lovely home on the end of the
island, Pritchard Island. It’s very fuzzy—we have
a hard time figuring out exactly how the land
worked, as far as it being an island, because
shortly after that they lowered the lake nine feet
and the island became part of the mainland.

They just built the new bathing beach down
there. It’s the last one on Lake Washington, of all
the city bathing beaches. But the house burned
down and my grandfather got into a mess, and
they ended up being divorced. Very foolish thing
and exacerbated by foolish things done—

My father had gone to Broadway and then he
went out to the University of Washington. His
close friends there were the McFee brothers, my
mother’s brothers. They were in a fraternity
together, and they were great pals and friends.
My mother was younger.

Then the family had some problems, like |
said, and my dad quit school and started working.
He got in the printing business and was a
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salesman. Then he and my mother started going
together. She had completed school and had
started teaching at Richmond Beach.

Now this is interesting. We used to have
family picnics with all my mother’s cousins and [
realized that all of them had completed school.
They’d all gone to college.

AK: That’s unusual, for that era.

JP: Yes. And they were very strong. They were
Presbyterians, and their word was their bond, and
all these wonderful old things that you appreciate.

Yes, my mother started teaching, and then she
and my father decided to get married. He had been
in World War [, but had not gone overseas. He
was down in the Vancouver barracks. Because he
had worked for the North Pacific Banknote
Company, which was a printing company, the
Army thought “banknote” must be a banker, and
so they put him in the payroll division. You know
how those things are.

He was down there and he got the influenza,
you remember—

AK: The 1919 epidemic?

JP: Yes, and he was very ill. | remember hearing
about how my grandmother went down to help
nurse him. People did that in those days. They
would go down to where the person was sick.
Anyway, he got through that, but ended up with
very bad asthma—people always assumed that
was the cause.

AK: Did he mind not going overseas, or was he
just as happy not to have?

JP: I don’t know. I never heard. He didn’t get in
at the start. That war didn’t last that long. But he
went and he was about two years down there. But
he came back to the printing company and was a
salesman. My parents got married in 1919. He
worked there, at the North Pacific Banknote
Company, for fifty-five years. My brother worked
there thirty-five years, and I worked there for
twenty-five years. We did not own it, but people
thought we did. A Tacoma family owned the
company.

My father and mother were very involved in
the community, and my dad was always helping
with any number of things, and giving free
printing to this group or this thing. Everybody
always laughed because he was such a soft touch.

AK: Was he a very gregarious sort of person, a
people-person?

JP: Yes, very good with people. Not boisterous,
but very good with people. Wonderful, wonderful
understanding of people. He had lots of friends.
He helped Arthur Langlie. He was very supportive
of Langlie, and supportive of Bill Devin, who was
the mayor of Seattle. They were friends of the
Devins.

And he made a real effort to get the YMCA
started up on Queen Anne Hill and did a lot of
work with them.*

My mother was very involved in the PTA.

*Frank Pritchard: My first recollection of the YMCA was when | was nine years. My father
dropped me off at the downtown Y one Saturday morning, signed me up for gym and swim—that’s
what they did with little kids then—and for a number of years [ went down there three times a week
after school. I’d ride the streetcar down and ride the streetcar back.

Then my dad and several others wanted the YMCA to reopen their Queen Anne branch, which
had been closed in the Depression. They got some other community leaders to support it, because
the Y’s pitch was that it has got to be self-sustaining. They got a church that had been abandoned,
then they got people to pledge, most of them two dollars a month.

An interesting sidelight: my senior year in high school I was sort of the treasurer and I went
around and collected the two bucks a month from these guys, many of whom waited for me to come
rather than mailing it in. That sounds like a little, but [ remember a streetcar conductor and he was
always late because he didn’t have much money.
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FP: That was kind of our start. Joel was in programs in the Y in grade school, and in high school he
was in Hi-Y. We went to Camp Orkila. Joel went five years as a camper, and probably three or four
as a counselor, as I did.

AK: Would this be canoeing and crafts and swimming and camping?

FP: Yes, but in those days we didn’t have canoes. We didn’t have very much. We mostly played
baseball, which my brother loved. I’ve still got a finger that’s crooked because he broke it, sliding
into me at second base at camp. We both spent a lot of time up there. Our parents were very interested
in it.

When my father died, the people at the company wanted to do something in his memory, and so
for about seven years they had a work party up at Camp Orkila, on Orcas Island, every May. Thirty
or forty would go up and they rebuilt an old structure there and called it Pritchard House. It’s used
for staff housing now.

My dad was interested, and I was, and Joel. I’m still active. ’'m on the committee for Camp

Orkila and raise money for it.

JP: She was a big reader. She would go in and
read in the hospitals in the war as a Red Cross
Grey Lady. She was very involved in a number of
things. They were both very involved in the
community and had lots of friends.

AK: Would they have known a wide cross-section
of people, or just a certain kind of person?

JP: They knew lots of people. They knew
everybody.

AK: Was Seattle, in those days, still a small
enough kind of place where you really could know
everybody of consequence?

JP: Yes. My father was active in the business
community, and so he knew a lot of people. Then
they lived on Queen Anne, and my mother had
gone to Queen Anne and my dad had gone to
Broadway, and then they’d gone on to the
University of Washington.

AK: Did your parents travel much, away from
Seattle?

JP: My dad had asthma and so they would leave
for a month every spring, and for five years they
took my brother and [ with them. They thought it
was better for us to do that.

AK: To take you out of school?

JP: Yes, take us out and we would go south in the
car. My father loved to drive, and once he got out
of Puget Sound his asthma was all right. One year
we went to Monterey, Mexico, all through Arizona
and California and Texas.

AK: So mostly to dry places?

JP: Yes. He’d get away from here and whatever
was coming on—the pollen or whatever. For four
years we went, then the fifth time just I went with
them. My brother was in high school and he
couldn’t do it—and then it wasn’t any fun, just
alone with your parents.

And Sunday would be family day. We were
with the family.

AK: Did your family also belong to the Presby-
terian church?

JP: We moved out to the Methodist church in
1935 because there was some battle in the
Presbyterian church over the minister, and my
father said he didn’t go to church to get into those
kinds of fights. So we went to University
Methodist Temple. He liked the minister there—
he knew him. The minister was very able, and so
we went down to the Methodist church. My
parents were very involved there.



FamiLy BACKGROUND

AK: And this was okay with your mother?

JP: Oh yes. She said, “As long as your father
will go to church, we’re not going to argue about
where.” So, that was just it.

My father was an interesting man. He was
very careful. He did not want his wife cooking on
Sunday. He remembered his mother always
spending Sunday in the kitchen, and thought that
was bad. He was very thoughtful that way.

AK: So what did your family do instead?

JP: We would go to church and then we would
stop at a hamburger place. And then we’d go see
our grandmother. And we’d go watch the soccer
matches at Woodland. We’d do different things.

AK: So it wouldn’t necessarily be solemn?

JP: Oh no. It was fun. We were up at Mukilteo
looking at the fish coming in, and the boats, and
going around. Then we’d go home and have some
snacks, and my mother would play the piano and
we’d sing. Lots of singing in the car.

My father was also a great hunter and
fisherman. Like I said, he’d been a professional
hunter in college. He went to Alaska and hunted
for the mining companies up there, for so much
per bird. And, of course, he hunted for years right
here in the Nisqually flats. He and a bunch of
men had a farm place down there. He took me
down there once, but I was terrible at it.

AK: You didn’t pick it up?

JP: No, and I’'m one to play sports. And I didn’t
want to go fishing. Neither my brother nor myself
were big in the hunting and fishing department,
but my dad was a big outdoorsman. All I wanted
to do was go play games.

My father, both my parents, did a lot to
encourage us. But one thing that really helped me
was that my mother went to the library every
week, every Tuesday, and came home with a book
for everybody, every week. And then, if you didn’t
like it, she’d grab you and you’d sit on her lap
while she read the first chapter and got all the
characters set and that. Much of it was historical

stories. So, while I was not a very good student
because [ goofed off all the time, [ was a voracious
reader. That came from her being a great reader.
She and my father would read books—she would
read out loud—and they would read books
together by her reading out loud.

AK: And then would they discuss their ideas?

JP: Oh, I guess. I wasn’t there when they were
doing it, but I’d hear them. And when I had the
flu I remember she read Gone With the Wind to
me.

AK: You had a long flu!

JP: Yes, it was two weeks. Later on, I realized
that she’d skipped a few parts, but I was fourteen
at the time, and she read the whole thing to me.
She did lots of reading, and encouragement of
reading. My brother was a very good student, and
of course he was five years, four-and-one-half
years, older than I was.

AK: There were just the two of you, you and your
brother?

JP: Yes.

AK: What was it like for you to be the younger
brother?

JP: My brother went to school—his birthday was
in September—he really went with his pals who
were a year behind him. But he was very active
in things and he was a very good student. And he
was very good about letting me go along with him.
I could always tag along.

Lots of times we’d be playing in the neigh-
borhood, baseball and touch football and all that
stuff, and I was always able to play with them,
play with him and his pals. And then over at the
beach we were out there in boats and all the stuff
that goes on at a beach place. Yes, my brother
was very good about letting me come along and
we were very close.

He was smaller than I—we were both
small—but he turned out for teams. I was a nut
on sports, not great, but I had intense interest.
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He was not very outgoing. People really
respected him and he was good, but I could never
get him to run for office.

AK: What kind of sports did you play?

JP: Every kind. I played football, basketball, and
I played tennis in high school.

AK: What about baseball?

JP: The only sport I didn’t play. Actually, I was
going to go and turn out for the team, but it was
clear down at the bottom of Queen Anne. The
tennis team was right up by the school, and so |
said I’d play tennis. It was easier.

AK: Could you describe your home, what it
looked like and how it was for you?

JP: First we lived up on 315 Hayes, which was
about two blocks from Queen Anne High School.
When [ was in fourth grade we moved from one
grade school to another on Queen Anne. [ thought
it was terrible. We moved over on the side of
Queen Anne where we had a wonderful view,
which was something I didn’t understand at the
time. But they thought it was just wonderful
because they’d wanted to get on that western side
with the view. They had a nice house. I can
remember we had two bathrooms! It was a nice
place—it wasn’t a big showy place. It’s still there,
a nice home.

We had lots of friends around there in the
neighborhood. Of course, unlike today, my mother
knew everybody in the neighborhood. They knew
everything about everybody.

AK: Was there a lot of coffeeing and going back
and forth?

JP: It was just friends. My folks’ social friends
were their University of Washington friends. They
belonged to two card clubs, bridge clubs. It was
big in the Depression. That was not an expensive
thing to do. You had to have the bridge club to
your house once a year and you’d get dinner and
play bridge all night, and talk and all that.

They belonged to two of them. One was made

up of a lot of my mother’s social friends and the
other was high school or college friends. Long-
time friends, and some of these people are still
around. The other night [ was at a dinner and one
of the wives there—her father had been in the
group. So, | had a lot of stability in my family as
I grew up, with all these nice people.

My parents were very strong people—one
didn’t dominate the other. I can remember in the
’40 election [ was impressed because one voted
for Roosevelt and one voted for Wilkie. I thought
that was pretty good, because everyone else |
knew, their parents voted the same. My father, of
course, had relatives in England and he was very
worried about the war and thought that we would
get into a war, and therefore Roosevelt ought to
be the one. My mother thought Wilkie would be
better. But it was no big deal, just the fact that it
was unusual at that time to have people voting
differently.

All the bridge club was voting for Wilkie
except my dad. That was just because of this war
thing.  remember my mother saying, “I’ll be glad
when this election is over so we can stop having
these kinds of discussions at the bridge club.” But
my dad was concerned, and he thought that we
were going to get in sooner or later and we might
as well get at it. [ suppose you can say that he had
a little broader view than most people.

AK: Did people dislike Roosevelt?

JP: No, no. It wasn’t all this bitter stuff. My
grandparents voted for Hoover—I remember them
having a little sign or something, but my parents
were not those hard party people. My dad helped
some people run. He gave some free printing to
people. He’d help somebody he really liked. He
was quite involved in mayoral races, which were
nonpartisan, although Devin was closer to a
Republican than a Democrat. Some city council
people he’d help, but that was all nonpartisan.
But most of those people, they certainly weren’t
part of the Rosellini, Ed Weston, Teamster bunch.

AK: Did it fall more to individuals, who the
people were?

JP: Yes, people. But a big thing was labor’s hold
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here in this area.

AK: Dave Beck? So they were just looking for
some balance?

JP: Yes, they’d gravitate—there were people that
they naturally would feel comfortable with.
Eisenhower, they felt very comfortable with. That
was later. Earlier, there was Langlie. Langlie did
not have alcohol in the mansion, and they liked
that. There was no alcohol in our house. My
mother was pretty hard on drinking. My father
said, “Your mother doesn’t want alcohol in the
house, and that’s fine with me. If that’s the way
she is, that’s fine.” My uncles, none of the
McFees, I never saw any of them ever take a drink.
That was just it.

Langlie was governor for three terms, he was
out once, so it was a sixteen-year time. They were
very supportive of him. And then up on Queen
Anne, those were Republicans that won all the
time, so it was more a matter of “which one?”
Before the war I don’t remember much.

AK: Let’s back up a bit here. How did the
Depression affect your family?

JP: My father had a good job. He was the manager
of a printing company. Now, companies didn’t
make a lot of money in the Depression, but as he
used to say, “With the printing company you don’t
make great big profits, but you keep it going.” He
had a good job, and so there was never a financial
crisis in our family.

My parents believed in living under their
means, not over their means. They had a nice
summer place. My dad developed this place over
on the beach at Bainbridge Island over the years,
and so we spent a lot of time over there.

The Depression, for me, was other people,
but not our family.

AK: How were you taught to think about those
other people?

JP: My parents were very helpful to others. They
were very involved in charitable activities, in
helping and doing things. And then my father was
helping all kinds of people, privately. When he

died, a lot of people wrote and said, “Your dad
did this or that.”

At the company, he helped a lot of people.
Everybody kind of went to him for advice. He
took intense personal interest in everybody, and
always tried to help.

AK: So your parents were comfortable, but not—

JP: They were not wealthy. My dad had a good
job, but we did not own the company. And he had
been careful: “If you live under your means,
always, you don’t feel the pressure.” On the other
hand, you weren’t loose. There was never a
discussion of money in our house. In fact, my
parents didn’t want that sort of talk around there.

AK: How did your parents convey these values?

JP: By example. They didn’t always talk, though
they were somewhat critical of people who lived
over their means, or put on the show.

I was raised in an atmosphere—my folks were
very nice to other people, thoughtful of other
people, always tried to help people. People liked
my parents. They had lots of friends. My mother
was probably more outspoken than my father. She
was involved in that group for unmarried mothers,
the Crittenton Home.

AK: Was she the kind of person who was
interested in the downtrodden?

JP: 1 don’t know about the downtrodden. She just
wanted to help people. My parents were somewhat
critical of people who pontificated a lot about their
religion and didn’t really do anything. They didn’t
have a lot of time for people like that. They
thought that deeds are what mount up, not
statements or positions, and all the rest. They just
went out and helped people.

AK: Were there a lot of ways to connect with
people in Seattle, who wanted to help?

JP: There was the Community Chest and the
different agencies. A lot of these programs came
on during the Depression. But people in our
neighborhood—there were quite a number of
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homes where the grandparents lived in the home.
That’s the way people were taken care of.

One thing that I did remember about the
Depression—my father took me over to see the
Hooverville. It was full of all these men. You never
saw a woman. When I think about it now, you
never saw women who were out on the street. You
never saw women who were homeless. The family
took them in. You saw men on the street, and you
saw men who were out there in these shantytowns,
but you never saw women, because women were
all taken in by someone. It was different. Families
took families in homes. It was a different time.
But people felt enormous responsibility for
relatives. You did whatever had to be done.

AK: What was your father’s purpose in taking
you down there? Just to show you?

JP: Maybe he wanted to see it and [ was there. |
don’t know. My folks weren’t trying to mold us.
They just said, “You ought to see this.”

AK: So, when the Depression came, and people
wanted to respond by just taking care of their
families, what would happen if they couldn’t?

JP: 1 don’t know. There were all these things that
went on, children were taken to aunts, but the
feeling was: we have an obligation and we have
to— And women worked. It was not easy.

But the war took us out of the Depression.
People all think of 29 and *37 when unemployment
was up there around nineteen percent, and all the
stimulants hadn’t worked, but the war orders were
coming in from Europe, and that’s what turned the
Depression. And the Depression, of course, was in
many parts of the world.

AK: Did you listen to the radio? People often
remember these defining moments in these
different eras partly by radio speeches—
Roosevelt’s fireside chats, the announcement
about Pearl Harbor.

JP: Yes, the war was the big thing. There was
great concern once the war got started over the
relatives in England. [ know that my grandmother
and my aunt went back for the coronation after—

what was his name—King Edward and Simpson
got bounced. That was about 1938, they went back
to England, I think, and so they kept some kind of
connection.

AK: Did any of them live in London? I was just
thinking about the bombing of London.

JP: I don’t know. My brother was in Europe in
the war and went over and saw some of them, but
I went to the Pacific. Later, I went back there and
saw some of them, but by that time they lived in a
different place.

AK: Do you remember Pearl Harbor? Was it
deeply shocking?

JP: Oh yes. | can remember being there. Oh yes,
the radio and all the talk. It was big news. It’s like
the president’s been killed, or something. Wowee!
People really didn’t know what that meant. They
didn’t sort it out, “Does that mean we’re going to
war with Germany? Does that mean we’re going
to war with Japan? What does this mean, they
bombed Pearl Harbor?” It was such a surprise to
people.

AK: How old were you when these things were
happening?

JP: I was born in ’25, so in ’35, I’'m ten. In 39,
when the war hit, I’m fourteen. I can remember
my mother saying, “Thank goodness you’re too
young to go,” because everybody was being
drafted at twenty-one. That was the idea, you got
drafted when you were twenty-one. My mother
said, “Oh, I’'m so glad you’re too young. Your
brother will have to go, you know.”

AK: Did everyone know it would be a long fight?
In World War I there was this “they’ll be home by
Christmas” syndrome.

JP: There was no way to know, but they didn’t
think it was going to be over that quick.

AK: Your mother probably never dreamt that you
would get old enough to go, too.
Another important event at this time was the
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Japanese evacuation—that was a big event in
Seattle.

JP: We had Japanese in our home. My mother
helped Japanese girls. She—twice then—had me
ride home with Kimiko on the bus because she
didn’t want her hassled on the bus. And my folks
took food down to the camps when they were in
Puyallup.

AK: Did they disagree with that policy?

JP: My mother worried about them being hassled
because people were so foolish. She said,
“They’ve got to be protected.” I can remember
my folks’ attitude. And then, on Bainbridge Island
they knew a lot of them. I can remember my
mother saying, “They’ve got to be protected
because some people are just awful.” It doesn’t
take very many people to be awful, but that went
on.

AK: Did they think it was a necessary thing, then?

JP: My mother thought it was necessary for them
to be protected from some of the nuts in our
society, in our community. Well, of course, you
get into a war, World War I, you know how people
acted towards Germans.

The boy across the street, Tak Watanabe, his
father was with the Yokohama Bank, and I used
to play with him. He was right across the street.
They went back to Japan about six months before
Pearl Harbor. I often wondered whatever
happened to him.

My folks had a lot of friends in the Japanese
community.

AK: How did they get involved with them?

JP: Through the Baptist church. I can’t remember
the minister, but he talked to my mother, and my
mother had one of the girls come and live in our
house. I’m not sure what that meant.

AK: Did these relationships give you a different
perspective on the whole issue? If you really knew
Japanese people—

JP: The senior basketball team had a Japanese
player, Hiama. He was captain of the basketball
team at Queen Anne, and his brother Paul was on
our freshman basketball team, and we didn’t have
all this trouble. Kids don’t.

AK: Just the adults.

JP: People just got panicked over the war.
Somebody went up in an airplane and showed how
the crops and the vegetable farms down there—
there was one all worked out like a big arrow
pointed right at the Boeing airplane plant. This
was a plot, you see. Once you get started in this
conspiracy stuff, they were panicked, they were
scared. It’s very easy to criticize it now, but the
pressure was on people to do something.

This is what happens when you get people
scared to death, with their relatives being killed
overseas. Ships are being sunk, and oh boy!
Obviously, you had some people who just thought
most of these people were spies.

I remember our friend, Harold Nickerson, the
YMCA guy here in Olympia, he had been the
YMCA person in Puyallup when the war hit. And
he was criticized by a lot of people in Puyallup
because he was spending so much time helping
the Japanese who were interned. First they went
to Puyallup. Nick was down there getting
criticized because he was being helpful. Well, you
know—

Right at the end of the war we had a fellow
from Seattle come in as a combat officer, a
Japanese, in our outfit, the Americal Division,
overseas. To me, these were all friends, and what
have you.

Now, the feeling that we had toward the Japa-
nese-Americans had nothing to do with Japan. In
our family, I know, we were very critical of the
Japanese government and the way they were op-
erating in China. When Walter Judd came back
as a missionary from Japan, just before the war,
my father took me out to hear him—I think we
went out to hear him at the University Congrega-
tional Church. He was warning about sending
steel out to Japan and what was going on in China
and how bad it was and what they did there. Walter
Judd was a terrific guy; he later became a con-
gressman.
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I was in Japan for six months after the war. I
remember one person said, “Your army was nicer
on us than our army was.” They were brutal to
their people.

AK: When you were talking about the Japanese
in your school and across the street, were there
other racial minorities that you were in contact
with in quite the same way?

JP: First of all, I didn’t think of them as minorities.
They were just kids. There were very few blacks
living on Queen Anne, very few. The blacks lived
in that central area.

As far as others, my aunt taught down at
Cleveland High School. First she taught at Roslyn,
and then after four years she came to Cleveland.
She taught there for twenty-five years, home
economics. She used to talk about how, “I’ve got
to teach these girls, because these girls are mainly
Slovaks, Italians, mainly Catholics, and they’re
going to have big families, and they’re going to
have to know how to cook, and really know how
to sew. They’re going to really be on the line.”
She was a strict teacher, and I had other people
tell me, “I appreciate her now. Boy, she was really
tough.”

But there was that south end area, an area
where you had a lot of lower-income people, and
lots of Catholic churches, lots of Catholic families.

AK: Was this the immigrant section, the area for
new Americans?

JP: No, you didn’t think of them as particularly
new Americans. It was just like in Chicago, you
could be a foreman if you were Italian, but you
couldn’t be a foreman if you were Slovak. They
had these things. I wasn’t so aware of it, | was
younger, but it was true down in Interbay, because
the railroad roundhouses were there. That’s where
Cherberg’s folks were, they lived right down there
in Interbay. He was my football coach at Queen
Anne.

You had a lot of Italians in Rainier Valley.
That was what you thought of—Rainier Valley
was full of Italians. There were mixes of people
all over. But I wasn’t conscious of this.

AK: I just was wondering how much contact you
would have had with people of a different
background from yourself.

JP: One of the things was, | went to Y camp,
Camp Orkila, and there were kids from all over
in Y camp—blacks, everything. My folks really
pushed me into the Y; they wanted me to get that
experience.

AK: You might not have been aware, but do you
think they were looking to broaden your experi-
ence?

JP: I’m not certain they had the designs. They
wanted me in the Y because they thought it would
develop good habits. And my father was very
involved in working on Y programs and helping
things.

My better involvement was two years in the
infantry in World War I1. Because I had bad eyes,
I couldn’t get in any of the programs that all my
pals were in. I really felt like I had been short-
changed. Because I had bad eyes, all I could do
was crawl around in the infantry, which was fine.
But I quickly learned that I could get along and
deal. I didn’t have any trouble getting along with
everybody. It helped that I could play sports. You
play on the company basketball team. It is a
help—more so then than now—but it is a help
for a kid. You go back to some area, and if you
start playing on the teams, you’re no longer this
little kid with glasses.

But I got along fine. We were very involved
inthe YMCA, and we had some wonderful leaders
up there.

AK: I’m just picturing you with this, as you say,
very stable situation, these long-time friends, your
relatives, a fairly large extended family up on
Queen Anne. And your close relationship with
your brother. How do you think that has shaped
your life?

JP: Well, certainly Frank’s interest in politics
helped me. He was very interested, as was my
father, and I. All three of us were delegates to the
state Republican convention from different areas
of'the state in 1952. I thought that was pretty good,
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the three of us all there. My dad was a strong
supporter of Eisenhower, as we were, and got very
involved in that.

Frank had been campaign manager of three
different student body presidents out at the
University of Washington when he was going
there. Somehow he took on the thing and elected
some of these people.*

AK: Was that the role he seemed to enjoy, behind
the scenes?

JP: Yes, he was always the manager. You know,
we were going to go into business together. During
the war, when he was in Europe—he was a captain
in Europe in the service—he wrote me and we
got onto the idea that we’d like to have a
newspaper in a small town. Be crusading
newspaper people in a small town. We almost
bought the Okanogan News, but we didn’t.

By that time [ was working at the envelope
company, and it was going pretty good. And so
he went to Yakima and was there three, maybe
four, years. He had a printing and mailing
business. He was very active in Yakima. He was
president of the state Young Republicans, and he
was involved in campaigns. That was always his

thing, to help people with campaigns, but never
be paid. It was always a volunteer thing.

AK: Is there an important difference?

JP: Oh yes. But in our time, if you ran for office,
you had a bunch of your friends and they sat down
and did it.

AK: Did many people have paid campaign people
then?

JP: As things developed, more and more. That’s
what we’ve got into now. Now, you have all these
young people that are staff people. Maybe they
don’t work for campaigns, but they really do. They
work for, say, a labor union, or this or that, and
their job is really to be over hustling campaigns.
No, we weren’t into any of that business. We just
helped people that we liked.

AK: Just to make sure [ understand, you’re more
independent; you’re more free if you’re not paid?
You can just choose and do what you like?

JP: Of course. We just wanted to help people that
we wanted to help. We weren’t trying to get

*Frank Pritchard recalled that, “I got started in politics in grade school—campaigned for friends
to run for grade school boys’ club and was very successful. And I was very active in politics in high
school and very much so in college. | managed Kirby Torrance’ campaign at UW and out of that
came a life-long friendship. He also became one of Joel’s best friends. I guess the significant thing
was that | managed the campaign of the first girl to become ASUW president.”

Anne Kilgannon: What was it about campaigning that captivated you?

FP: I don’t know, but I can remember in grade school being interested in city elections. I can
remember very clearly when Arthur Langlie ran for mayor against John Dore, and the issue was to
try and do something with the transit system, which at that time was street cars. Langlie got beat, but
two years later he came back after they’d run some tests of trackless trolleys out of the Queen Anne
Counterbalance, and he won. He was in for about three years and then ran for governor. He was an
upset victor. | was very conscious of these things.

AK: Was that because your father was involved with Langlie and civic affairs?
FP: I don’t know what, but I got hooked on it. It was something we talked a lot about at home. I

wouldn’t want to say we knew everything about it, but we weren’t completely ignorant of what was
going on.
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somewhere, politically. We had no idea of running
for office. I worked for ten years helping
campaigns until they had redistricting, and a
fellow died who was a druggist in Magnolia, and
all of a sudden there was this opening, and the
committee got together and decided I had the best
chance, and so I ran in ’58.

AK: | know your father was a Republican, but
was it just a matter of course that you, also, were

a Republican? Did you really choose it?

JP: My father had been a strong supporter of
Langlie and Bill Devin and they would be viewed
as moderate Republicans. My father wasn’t big
on doing a lot of talk. He wanted to get some good
people elected and he didn’t pontificate a lot on
philosophy.*

AK: What would have been the difference

*Frank Pritchard related that their father had been a Republican precinct committeeman, but that
“after Roosevelt got elected, our family became very pro-Roosevelt. We talked a lot about it at the
dinner table. Our father was quite active in the Queen Anne Community Club, and our mother was
highly interested, too.”

When asked why the family remained in the Republican fold despite their support of President
Roosevelt, Frank Pritchardreplied, “We were Republican on everything except Franklin Roosevelt.”

Anne Kilgannon: What would characterize a Republican, then, in the Roosevelt years, especially
one who supported Roosevelt?

Frank Pritchard: | guess your heritage. | always had the feeling at that stage in life that the good
guys, the honest guys, locally, were Republicans. Arthur Langlie had been a reform mayor, and a
good one, and a reform governor. Bill Devin had become mayor of Seattle, and people voted for him
because they were against Dave Beck and Dave Beck’s influence when Earl Millikin was mayor. It
was kind of the good guys against the bad guys.

The reason I and my family were strong for Roosevelt, I guess, is that here was somebody who
came in and tried to do something. A lot of the things he did became unconstitutional, got thrown
out, didn’t work, but, by golly, somebody was trying. I didn’t analyze it this way then, but the thing
the country needed most then was hope, and he gave it hope. You just had this feeling that somebody
was trying to do something, because it was an awful mess. He did a lot of good things.

I can remember in high school, on the debate team, I debated against starting Social Security.
One day, I kind of thought back, the arguments I used are pretty much what’s happened to it. It will
balloon and get out of control. But that actually was a good thing, a great thing that was done.
Roosevelt did a whole lot, and I still think very highly of him. He was a great war leader.

AK: So, would you describe yourself more as a pragmatist, then, concerned more with how to solve
problems, how to move on issues?

FP: Probably. Joel and I were both pragmatic. I’d have a heck of a time if [ were in the Legislature
right now [February, 1998]. I feel like the Republican Party, officially, has walked away from us.
They espouse so many things that [ don’t like. Joel and I were very pro-choice, and I can’t see any
reason to have prayer in school, and so many of these things they’re all wound up on.

AK: And this was your party that you have worked so hard for.

FP: We’ve had our day during the Evans years. Our Republican thinking was the Party’s thinking
and we were comfortable with it. It was a little more inclined to have compassion for people’s
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AK: The middle way.

problems. Government can help on some things. Some people would have them do everything.
Some of our Republicans would have them do nothing. I think you’ve got to have zoning. You’ve got
to have growth management laws. I don’t mind paying taxes, I just don’t want them wasted.

FP: Yes, and the truth is, that’s where elections are won, in the middle.

between being a Republican or being a Democrat
in those years, say at the state level?

JP: In the state there were two things. One,
labor—this is a big labor state. It was a big state.
Dave Beck, all the people. And the other would
be—but this really wouldn’t have affected the
folks that much—would have been private and
public power. My mother’s cousin helped start the
PUD movement in the state, and quit as a
Republican legislator and switched and became a
Democrat. He lived down in Carson, Washington.*

But, my dad just helped people that he thought
were good. And, of course, if you lived on Queen
Anne, that was one of the few areas that, even in
the Depression, stayed Republican. Now, the
Republicans don’t even run up there.

My brother and | came back from the service
and we were part of putting together this
Evergreen Club, which was a Young Republican
club. That was our vehicle for our activities, and
most of the members were similar types. Then
the Evergreen Republican Club really got into the
leadership of the Eisenhower thing in our state,
and one thing led to another.

AK: What was it like to be a Republican during
that long Democratic sweep of the Roosevelt
years, where you were kind of out in the cold?

JP: You’ve got to remember that Langlie got
elected; there were people being elected. And my
dad voted for Roosevelt.

AK: Did everyone in your family pretty much
agree with how the world worked?

JP: Yes, it was pretty much unified. It was a very
strong group of people—always doing things. |
never saw anybody drinking in that bunch, and
there wasn’t a lot of money, but they were very
solid citizens. All college graduates—teachers.
My aunt was a teacher, and my mother had been
a teacher and then got married, but she taught for
a year.

The cousins hung around our house because
we were in Seattle and they all went to the UW,
and [ was sort of the youngest, with my cousins
and my brother. A lot of times they’d be over there
on Sundays. It was mainly because my mother
did a lot of promoting being the center of the clan
up there for the kids on weekends. And so, you’re
younger, and you see that, and that’s another group
of people that impress you.

AK: You certainly didn’t lack for role models—
maybe an over abundance.

JP: Maybe.

on public power issues.

*Chauncey Price represented the Twenty-second District as a Republican from 1931 until 1933. He
later served as a PUD commissioner from Skamamia County and worked closely with Ken Billington




CHAPTER 2

WAR SERVICE AND
RETURN TO SEATTLE

Anne Kilgannon: How old were you when you
entered the Army?

Joel Pritchard: [ was eighteen. | was drafted.

AK: When did they begin drafting kids? I thought
the age was twenty-one.

JP: Yes, it was closely after that they dropped it.
And it was my mother’s perception when Pearl
Harbor hit that, “Your brother is going, but you’re
too young. The war won’t last seven years,” or
six years or something. That was her thought. You
see, the Civil War lasted four years. World War |
lasted four years, and I think a lot of people felt it
would go three, four, five years.

AK: There must have been times when it felt like
it would never end. So, you’re coming up, you’re
finishing high school, and you realize you are
going to be drafted. How did you feel about that?

JP: Oh, of course, we all wanted to be. We all
wanted to go into the service. What worried me
was that my eyes would be too bad and [ wouldn’t
get to go. You wanted to go, there wasn’t any
question about that.

AK: Was your brother still in when you were
drafted?

JP: Oh sure. They were just in a longer part. He
was at the U, in the OCS program. When they
first had officer programs all over, training people,

he was in the program at the UW for a year, nine
months or so, and then he went into active duty.
Everybody went.

AK: Yes, it was the defining thing for your
generation.

JP: Yes, and you wanted to go.

AK: Not that you had a choice, but did you want
to go to Europe, too?

JP: It didn’t make any difference. I had hoped to
get into the Air Force when it first came up, or
something like that.

AK: Was that the glamorous one?

JP: It seemed like it, for a kid, and then I realized
that I couldn’t do that. That took away any great
desire to study because you have to study to get
into the program—so I didn’t have to study after
that, anyway. The war took over everything.

AK: There was rationing. And all the war
industries—Seattle was transformed.

JP: My father was on the Ration Board, which
was not a terribly pleasant chore. For about three
years he spent about four hours every afternoon
up there at the Ration Board. He spent a lot of
time at the Ration Board, and Queen Anne had
these different areas all out there. Everyone
wanted to do their part.

AK: Did you collect metal and do all those
different drives?

JP: Oh yes, in high school we did. We went
through neighborhoods with trucks getting metal.

AK: I remember seeing photographs of people
with big piles—

JP: Oh yes, pots and pans and all kinds of things.
I can remember doing that in high school, and
working on a number of projects. It was very
important. And that was a big deal because when
you’re a junior or senior in high school, why
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wowee! You’d get to use the car, but everybody
was careful with gasoline. You had to cut down,
and that was something that everybody talked
about.

AK: So you had to do your dating on foot? The
war must have impacted every part of life.

JP: You did whatever you had to do. You have to
remember that for most people, the war was a very
wonderful time. Everybody had a job. Everybody
could get all the overtime they wanted. There were
lots of things going. When I say it was a great
time, in a sense you had a purpose, you’re in the
thing, and, all of a sudden, everybody could make
the money they wanted to make. People could go
anywhere and get jobs.

AK: They just couldn’t buy much of anything.

JP: Oh well—when we talk about the shortages—
you could buy clothes, not everything, but there
were lots of clothes. I worked in a men’s store, a
boy’s store, just next to Frederick and Nelson,
McCann’s Boys Shop. I can remember, they were
really tough on the Russians. I remember how
bitter they felt toward those Russians. People had
a lot of feelings. I just remember the McCanns
because a couple of Russian guys came in and
they said, “Dirty guys!”

AK: The Russians were supposed to be our allies.

JP: I think they were very involved Catholics.
It’s funny I should think of that now.

But the war, as [ say, was a great time, but it
depended on your age, and where you were, and
who was worrying about you. So, at a time when
it was dangerous and people were getting killed,
all kinds of people had never had it so good, never
had so much fun. The sports went on still, and
the teams, and radio, and then the war was
progressing. The first couple of years were kind
of slow, but after a year and a half, after you got
by Midway, Stalingrad, and El Alamein—they hit
almost at the same time, then—

One of the things I did, I went over and
worked on a farm in Ellensburg on the theory that
it would make us stronger for playing football.

Three of us went over and worked.
AK: Baling hay and that kind of thing?

JP: Yes. They had twenty-nine cows and all that
stuff. They were anxious because farms were short
of workers. So, the three of us went over. These
other two kids had worked there the year before,
and so I went with them. Working in Ellensburg
on a farm was a real experience for me, as I’d
never been on a farm. People did that—people
were doing things. There were jobs. They only
paid us twenty-five cents an hour, but we got room
and board, and I didn’t care.

AK: Was it good for you, your development?

JP: There was some development, sure. You get
stronger and you work all day, but it was a good
thing because I’d never done hard, physical labor
all day long, every day. And there’s a discipline
there of having to go out and work, and I’d never
done that. Oh, I’d fussed around, but I’d never
really worked.

AK: Well, not like that.

JP: It was a good experience for me, yes. A whole
lot of people got opportunities or did things
different than they normally do. It was nifty. And,
of course, when you’re a high school kid and all
this is taking place, wow!

AK: You were part of a big thing.

JP: Oh yes, so the idea that we were suffering,
that we had shortages, we were oblivious, really.
Most kids were. There were certain things
curtailed, cut down a little—it wasn’t in keeping,
okay. We had all the dances and all the rest of the
stuff, and we thought it was a nifty time.

AK: Were you worried about your brother?

JP: He didn’t get into combat, he was in the
engineers. He went overseas about a year before
I did. Yes, you’re concerned, but you have no way
of knowing—you aren’t aware of when they might
be in danger. It isn’t like knowing tomorrow they
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are going—I’m sure my parents were concerned.

AK: [ don’t know what your brother’s experience
was.

JP: He was in the combat engineers. He just
looked so young to be a captain. People would
come up to him and say, “Captain, how old are
you?” But he was twenty-two and he looked about
seventeen. Yes, your parents are concerned and
worried about things like that, and I know when |
went overseas my parents were very worried.
They’d be worried to death all the time because
we were where people were getting killed.

But, the service is a big ho-ho time for a lot
of people if you got along. You played a lot of
sports, you bellyached, and this and that, but for
many people it was the happiest time in their lives.
One, they had structure; two, most decisions were
made for them. All their needs were taken care
of, and they belonged. A lot of people have a
terrible time belonging, but when they are in the
service, they belong. They’re part of the
submarine outfit, or this outfit or that. They are
accepted. And health-wise, physically and all the
other things, it was the happiest time. They don’t
want to say that, to think back and say it was, but
for so many people, they never looked so good,
they belonged. Because you’ve really got to be a
misfit—in the service they had so many ways of
keeping you in line. So, gee whiz, they were doing
it and there was no failure there. They weren’t
taking tests every day. They belonged. They were
in the Navy! Yes, and they’re being fed, and
they’re seeing movies and this and that.

AK: I have never heard quite this perspective
before.

JP: Well, it was. It’s true. They complained a lot,
everybody complained. But the truth of it was, it
may have been the happiest time in their lives
because they belonged.

AK: Where did you go to do your training?
JP: Camp Roberts. That’s a place between San

Francisco and Los Angeles. It’s kind of close to
the early Hearst ranch, in that area. No trees.

By that time, the infantry was getting different
kinds of people, because when I came along,
which was pretty near the end of the war, they
just needed one thing. You see, in the early time,
twenty percent of the guys were in the infantry—
line outfits—and everybody would have sort of
liked to be in something else. That’s sort of the
bottom of the barrel, to be truthful. So let’s get
into something else. For everybody shooting a
gun, you have to have about ten people behind it,
so you build all this structure up. But by the time
we got there, they needed only one thing, because
seventy percent of the casualties fall on twenty
percent of the guys. What they needed, then, were
replacements for the infantry. It also meant that
in our basic training—we had all kinds of guys
that were good students and had pretty good IQs
and, earlier, would have been picked off for all
these other things. But there wasn’t any need—

AK: Because they were already filled.

JP: Yes, they were filled. So, what do we need?
We need replacements here. So, we had a pretty
good bunch. You had a lot of people you could be
pals with.

AK: So you learned to shoot a gun, and take
orders—

JP: All that sort of business. We were there for
how long—basic training is eighteen weeks and
we got there two-and-one-half weeks before it
started. I don’t know. All I knew was that it was
very hot, and they ran you around a lot, and it
didn’t take much brains.

We had a softball team and I started playing
on the softball team there, and then about half the
weekends I’d go up to San Francisco. I had friends
up there. So you’d get the train up to San Francisco
and you’d get back.

You just went through the program, and they
didn’t allow you to flunk it, you couldn’t. The
only guys that got pulled out were some that
couldn’t read. They went to some special language
class, and I don’t know what happened to them.
That was mainly Mexican-Americans out of Los
Angeles. Some of them couldn’t read, and you
didn’t have to know how to read perfectly, but
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you did have to know how to read.

AK: When you entered, what was happening in
the war?

JP: The war was pretty well along. Half our gang
went to Europe and half went to the Pacific.

AK: Did you know which way you were going to
go?

JP: Oh Lord, no. You didn’t know anything. In
the European war, they did the invasion. They
broke through and it looked like that thing was
going to be over. Wowee! At the time, we said,
“Boy, this war’s going to get over, wowee!”

AK: And then there was the Battle of the Bulge—

JP: And then it backed off, and it got stuck. As |
said, about half our guys went to Europe and half
went to the Pacific. It was late—the middle of
’44, and the fellows just got shoved in there at
some very tough times. Some of them really got
caught in some fighting.

AK: Is that when they were going island by island
in the Pacific?

JP: Out in the Pacific the Japanese had been
stopped. They were incapable of going out. We
were now bringing enormous pressure on them—
they sunk our ships, we sunk their ships, but by
then we could build our ships faster. We just out-
produced them, and were able to do it. We were
now moving up. The outfit I joined was in
Bougainville, which was the Americal Division,
Powell’s outfit. We got over there in the middle,
no, the latter part of *44. Then we went up to the
Philippines and fought there. We were not in the
worst part of the war. [ think we had twelve guys
killed in our company.

AK: I’m afraid I have just a lot of movie images
of the war. What was it really like?

JP: It depends on where you were. | was a good
soldier—physically, I’d played high school
football, and I fit in pretty well. [ became a scout.
We were there—the campaign lasted eighty-seven
days, I think it was. And then I got transferred
into a real scouting outfit for advanced scouting
for the battalion.

AK: What did that involve?

JP: That means there’s twelve key guys that are
supposed to be way out in front getting things.

AK: Looking for the enemy troops?

JP: Yes. And we went to some sort of special little
school deal. We were waiting to go and hit Japan.
We were supposed to be out there. We would have
taken a lot of casualties in Japan. We would have
taken enormous casualties because, first, it’s very
rugged terrain, and right up to when they were in
the Philippines, where they had no chance,
nothing, you still had to dig them out and kill them,
because they did not surrender. They were trained
not to surrender. So, I tell you, our killing power
at that point had gotten so great—the bombs, the
Navy, the Air Force, it would have been awful in
those islands. I’'m one who thinks that dropping
the atomic bomb saved a lot of lives.*

AK: Yours, for instance.

JP: Yes. I’ve read an awful lot about it. We didn’t
really have this world view of it, you know. We
didn’t understand the breakdown of communica-
tions between the cities that had been bombed,
like Tokyo. You could make the case that you
could have dropped the second bomb out in a
harbor or something, but they only had very few
bombs and they didn’t know, and I’ll tell you,
hindsight is a lot easier. So, the war got over.

Then, I went into Japan. We were the first
troop ship to land in Japan after the war. It was
fascinating.**

*Anne Kilgannon: [ was thinking back on what you were saying, about how, when Joel came back
from the war—I don’t know if he was more serious—but perhaps he was more focused. Do you
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think his war experience changed him?

Frank Pritchard: I think it changes most everyone. His war experience wasn’t very long, but it
was pretty intense. He was in combat. When you’re in a foxhole and a hundred feet away there’s
somebody in another foxhole that’s trying to kill you, you begin to think about things a little more
seriously.

He always laughed that they made him a scout in the army. A scout goes on the periphery and is
supposed to be able to see everything. Joel’s eyesight was lousy!

AK: That’s right. That’s why he couldn’t get into the air force.

FP: We always laughed about his being a scout. He never talked about it very much. He was like a
lot of people who don’t talk about their war experiences.

It was brief, but fast. He graduated from high school and I remember telling him—because I
was already in the service—go to the University and sign up and get registered, because he was just
waiting to be called. [ said, “Even if you’re not going to stay there very long, then you’ve got that on
your record—college.” And so he did, and it turned out.

AK: He went about three weeks, I believe.

FP: He wasn’t there very long. Then he went to Camp Roberts, and then he went over to New
Caledonia, where he joined the Americal Division. He was in the 132" Regiment, | Company. From
New Caledonia, they went to Bougainville. This was after the Marines had taken Bougainville, so [
guess it was just a mopping up operation.

AK: Yes, but | believe that mopping up was pretty fierce, because the Japanese did not surrender.

FP: I don’t know if they had much fierce combat there. They did have combat on Cebu in the
Phillipines. They went from Bougainville to Leyte and Leyte Gulf, and then to Cebu. [ remember he
was telling me that they got to the beach in the landing craft, and the gate goes down, they all start
into the water, and shells are flying all around, and he turns to the guy next to him and he said, “Boy,
that artillery is good.” The guy says, “No, we’re in a mine field.” Anyway, they got through it, and
he survived.

He told me one day that he was the only one in his company that didn’t get really dangerously
sick from dysentery. Or wounded. He did get sick, but not dangerously.

**FP: Our understanding was that his division would be in the forefront. Fortunately, the bomb was
dropped. And he was in the occupation there. He kind of enjoyed that. He saw a lot of things and had
a pretty good feel for the Japanese people when he came back.

Of course, our family had always been interested in the Japanese because we had a few girls
who came from Japan to go to school, who lived with us. They’d do the dishes and clean up the
kitchen for that. We got them from the Baptist Church. They were always so good and such nice
people. And we had a Japanese neighbor, and | played with him, but Joel more than me, because
they were the same age. | remember several older guys down the street who didn’t know why we
were playing around with “Japs.” This was before the war started.

AK: But there was a lot of prejudice?
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FP: Yes. | remember after the war, before I went back to work, my dad hired a Japanese-American
girl to work in the office. The other women who had been there a long time came to him and told
him they would all leave if he hired this girl. I always admired him for this, he said, “Well, he sure
hoped they wouldn’t leave, he wanted them there and thought highly of them, but the war was over
and this girl was going to be hired.”

The interesting thing was, a year later, these other three women, they just couldn’t say enough
good about this girl, because she was good! If I have a prejudice, it’s that Japanese-Americans work
harder than anybody.

AK: Why do you think your family was so free of prejudice? It was so common, so acceptable—
just the norm, and yet your family doesn’t seem to exhibit that.

FP: We had the usual prejudices. My mother’s father was Scotch-Canadian who had grown up in
Quebec, and he had a very bitter attitude toward the Catholics. And I used to hear negative talk
about Jews. Not very much at home, but just in general. In those days they didn’t invite Jews to join
this club or that club, all kinds of things. [ remember my college fraternity didn’t have any Jews.

AK: At some point, did you just outgrow that, or did it just not take with you?

FP: I guess Camp Orkila had something to do with it. We had Jewish kids there. And Jewish kids
weren’t any different than anybody else.

I had a Catholic friend in grade school. His father was a garbage man. We went down to his
house and talked to his mother about camp. She reached up into the cupboard to a cookie jar and got
out fifteen dollars. In those days it was one dollar a day at camp and two dollars for transportation
to Orcas Island and back. That was a lot of money to them. Anyway, he and [ went to camp. They
always had a camper say grace or invocation at lunch time, and it had been raining for three or four
days, so my camper friend gets up and he prays for sunshine. By the time lunch was over—sunshine!
So I decided that those Catholics had something going for them.

So, I think our experiences in the YMCA had a lot to do with not being prejudiced, or having
less than some others.

AK: It sounds like you had some experiences that could correct some attitudes that otherwise might
not have been questioned.

FP: That was one of the things that kind of bothered me at college. You went through high school
and you had friends that were Jewish or colored or something. Get to college, I joined a fraternity,
and the fraternity system was strictly white and no Jewish. So, you kind of lost those friendships, or
didn’t see much of them.

That’s one reason why I’m very big on the YMCA because | go down there in the morning to the
locker room and there are just as many black men, just as many Asians. Nobody knows who anybody
is and nobody cares what you’ve done, and I think that’s good. I preferred that. As a member of the
Rainier Club, I could have worked out there, but then all you do is work out with rich guys.

AK: | imagine it’s pretty exclusive.

FP: Oh yes. And Joel didn’t have any big prejudices.
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AK: Was it devastated, from the firebombing of
Tokyo?

JP: Boy, oh boy! Because I was in this advanced
thing, we had access to a couple of jeeps, and we
went into Tokyo the third day and it was
incredible. Just block after block of nothing.

AK: Wasn’t the damage there almost as great as
Hiroshima?

JP: Oh yes. And more casualties were there than
at Hiroshima. But it was very interesting—it was
all swept up and piled up, and the bricks were
stacked. I remember telling the others, “Remem-
ber when we left Manila, the mess was still lying
there after three months. Here it is all swept up,
stacked up. These people are going to make it.”

AK: A different culture.

JP: Yes, highly organized. I particularly enjoyed
the first two or three months of the occupation,
being there and seeing things.

AK: What role did you play? What did you do?

JP: About half of our division came home, they
were bringing troops home, but if you didn’t have
enough points—you got points for being married,
points for being wounded, points for how many
months you were overseas—you stayed in Japan
as occupation troops. And I didn’t have enough
points.

So we got switched and became an outfit. We
got sent up to an outfit building airfields. It was
fascinating how fast—particularly those farm
kids—could learn those machines and all. That’s
one thing Americans are good at. Up at Nagata
we built an airfield. | was playing on a basketball
team, so [ got to travel around quite a bit. We
went around a lot, so I enjoyed it. It was
interesting.

AK: Did you get to see a lot of the country? What
shape was it in?

JP: I saw quite a bit of it, yes. And it was amazing
how fast, as soon as the war was over, it turned

around. Two months later—we were in Nagata,
it’s on the western side of Japan—there wasn’t
any damage there. Now, going into Tokyo, yes,
we saw a lot of damage. But for the great majority,
we didn’t see any. The farms, the rice fields, things
were going.

The American soldiers, for the first week, or
the first few days, everybody was uptight. But
American soldiers are so good at getting along,
and the kids—just like that—bang! We didn’t
have any trouble.

AK: Did you learn any Japanese?

JP: No, and that was dumb. And I didn’t eat the
food. We had American food and all that. But we
went around and saw things. After about three
months I was ready to come home, but [ was glad
I got there for two or three.

AK: Did you feel you were a part of making
history?

JP: [ didn’t feel that. [ was reading a lot of books
then. For one thing, the Army has great books. |
was reading a lot. But, no, you don’t have that
grand a feeling when you are a private in the
infantry. | became a sergeant, finally. | came home
a sergeant. But no, [ was ready to get on with my
life.

AK: So, for you, was it more of an adventure?

JP: Yes, yes. It was at the end. It was interesting.
I found the Japanese people interesting. I think
that was because I’d been raised around them. |
felt a little more at ease with them. It was
fascinating. | thought it was a pretty good
experience, but [ was ready to move on.

AK: Were you able to learn much about their
culture while you were there, or were you just
kind of on the outside looking in?

JP: Kind of on the outside. But you go around
and you see places and all that. And I’ve been
back many, many times. [’ve spent a lot of time
there.
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AK: And then you came back to Seattle. What
was it like, to come down the gangplank, and there
you are, finally, at home?

JP: It was early *46 and I’d been in Japan with
occupation for about five or six months. Our troop
ship landed in Seattle, very nice. We got off the
ship and then there was my mother and father.
My brother wasn’t there, I don’t think. I don’t
really remember.

AK: Was your brother back by then, too?
JP: Oh yes. He had been in Europe.

AK: When you came home, did you have
something special you really wanted to do?

JP: No. You have to remember, we’d been in the
army of occupation, so it wasn’t like coming out
of the lines or anything. But we were anxious to
get home, all of us, because we’d been gone a
long time.

AK: How old were you by then?

JP: [ was in the service when [ was eighteen, and
came out when [ was twenty. | was in two years.
Roughly six months basic training and all of that.
A year, and joined the outfit in Bougainville, the
troop ship took us to New Caledonia. We went
from up to Bougainville and joined the division—
the Americal-—same one that Powell was in,
except different wars. It was kind of unusual, it
was a division formed overseas. It was the only
division in the Army that didn’t have a number, it
had a name. Ameri- and Cal- which is for America

and Caledonia.

After we were in Bougainville, the war,
everything there was pretty well over. Then we
went up on troop ships to the Philippines and we
were involved in the war in the Philippines. Then
we were getting ready for the invasion of Japan,
and then the war was over. Then we came up into
Japan as occupation troops. And we happened to
be the first troop ship to land in Yokohama, and it
was very interesting. After we had been there for
awhile, six months later, we came home. That was
really the essence.

But it was a very good experience for me,
because being a private in the infantry and being
in the lines and all, I think I gained a lot of
experience in dealing with all kinds of people.

AK: Did your experience change your view of
where America belonged in the world, of the role
of America?

JP: No, no. I was one that was reading the papers,
and the magazines, and the books, and my father
used to send me the Kiplinger News, and I would
relay that to other soldiers. Everybody had ideas,
but even then [ was very interested in government
and history. I read all the time.*

AK: From different things I’ve read, it seemed
like a substantial number of Americans did not
believe that America had any role outside its own
boundaries.

JP: Oh no. We always believed—maybe it was
because we had relatives in England—no, |
always had a view that we had to be involved. If
you don’t get out and help solve the problems,

*Frank Pritchard related that, “It was about that time that learning kind of caught on with him.
Two trips across the Pacific in a troop ship, there’s nothing to do except play poker or read. He did
a lot of reading. He was a lousy student in high school. I can remember one year he’d gone over to
work on a farm in eastern Washington, and [ went up to get his grades, and the teacher looked at me
and she said, “You know, Frank, if he weren’t such a nice boy, I’d have flunked him.” He came back
from the war and he was kind of curious and wanted to learn things.

Then he went to Marietta College. But he’s an example of somebody who didn’t get much
higher education, but kept on learning. I have friends, and they quit at the schoolhouse door, and
even though they went all through college, they never learned another thing. He went right up to the
end reading all kinds of things. We had lots of interesting discussions.”
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why the problems come to you. And sometimes
they come when you don’t like them, or how you
get them. [ was always a strong believer in our
being part of some kind of an international
structure to keep the lid on things.

AK: Do you think your war experience had any
influence over your interest in Pacific Rim
countries?

JP: Well, when you come from Seattle, why
naturally, that’s your focus. We look out on the
Pacific; we have more identity with the Pacific
Rim countries, certainly, than the east coast of
our country. Then, going out there in the service,
yes. Then, when I was in Congress, [ was on the
subcommittee of Foreign Relations for the Far
East and the Pacific, so one thing kind of built on
another. I think it was just a steady growth of
interest—after you have an interest, why you read,
and as you read, you know more. As you know
more, you have more interest, why things stick
then. Then when you see something, it sticks, and
one thing plays on another.

AK: After you came home, what did you do next?
What did you want to do?

JP: I figured I’d go to school. I was going to go
to the University of Washington—I had gone there
for three weeks before I was drafted. I had
intended to go back, and then one day out on the
campus another fellow, Chuck Burkland, and I
ran into a fellow named Loren Schoel who had
been a coach in high school and he had just
become athletic director of Marietta College. So
he said, “How do you like it, boys?”

And we said, “Gee, there’s seventeen
thousand students here at the U, and it’s just so
big.”

Then he said, “Well, you’ve got the GI Bill,
you can go anywhere you want, can’t you?”

“Sure.”

“Well, why don’t you come back to our little
school? It’s a neat place,” and this and that. We
talked about it, and so three of us went back there.

AK: Just like that! I was wondering how you
happened to go there.

JP: Both my parents and Chuck’s parents were
sort of taken aback by the fact that we’d just come
back from the service and now we were going to
turn around and go again.

AK: Did you feel restless?

JP: No, we just sort of thought about going to a
nice little school, so we did.

AK: Besides a good sports program, what else
did Marietta have?

JP: No, it wasn’t a big sports program, not at all.
That’s why people like me could play. No, it was
about like Whitman. A very good school, it was
the first school west of the Alleghenies, any kind
of school, because Marietta was the first town
west of the Alleghenies. It started in 1793 or *96,
something like that, before 1800. It was a very
nice little school. It had about one thousand
students, and they thought they had a lot, because
a lot of people came back from the service. It was
a nice place. We just went up in the town and
made some calls around and got somebody to let
us stay at a place, and it was very nice.

AK: Do you mean a boarding home?

JP: Yes, it was just a house. I lived at Aunt
Minnie’s, and next door were the O’Neill’s and
Chuck lived there. Then a fellow named Bob
Clark went with us, and he lived with Aunt
Minnie, too—so there were three of us. Then we
got to know other people and made lots of friends.
And so one thing led to another and after a year
and a half, I decided to get married. With that, |
thought I’d better go to work. My father said—
one of the things he said was, “Are you doing
anything besides playing football and having
fun?” I intended to be a printing salesman, and |
thought that would be fine. That’s what my father
was and he was the manager, so | came back to
Seattle and really ended up working in the
envelope company.

AK: So that is what ended your college career. |
just want to back up for a second. Presumably,
you did do something besides play football. What
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kind of courses did you take?

JP: I took all kinds of courses. I took lots of
history and literature. | took some religion
courses. | had an interest in a lot of things, and |
just wanted to advance my interests.

AK: Were you not thinking of getting a degree
then? You just wanted to broaden yourself?

JP: No, I figured I’d be in business, and in those
days my feeling was that I went to college to
enhance my understanding of people.

AK: And did it?

JP: I guess it did. There’s a variety of things—
what you read, what you do, and how you interact
with people.

AK: Do you remember any particular professors
who had an influence on you?

JP: None that had a great influence—a couple of
good ones, a good history professor, but [ can’t
remember his name. I took a course in music
appreciation with Jerry Hamilton.

And a friend of mine and I organized a cam-
paign—so he won the student body presidency.
And we were not in fraternities. I had belonged
to a fraternity at the University of Washington.

AK: [ was going to ask you about student politics.
How did you organize this?

JP: I was kind of his campaign manager, and we
started building around, and got him elected. That
was that. And then we organized another
campaign—for our crew. They decided that the
college at that time didn’t have enough money to
send the crew to Boston, where there was going
to be a crew race for small colleges. Not the big,
big schools like Washington or Wisconsin, but just
for the smaller ones. And we thought it was wrong
they didn’t get to go, so we went out and organized
and got the business people and got the money. |
remember the president of the college said, “This
is really sort of embarrassing having you do this.
It really makes things difficult for us.” But we

got it done, got the money and shipped them off.
And they went to Boston and rowed, and | forget
how they turned out. They didn’t win, but—

AK: You did it, though.

JP: We loved the idea that we’d sort of gotten in
and stirred the pot.

AK: Why was this embarrassing, because the
college didn’t have enough money?

JP: They didn’t have enough money, and they
had programs they were trying to run, and we just
got there in the community in this little town. |
can remember getting up and talking to the student
body at the meeting or assembly and making a
pitch for it.

AK: Were many of the students returning GIs?
JP: Oh sure. Quite a few.

AK: Your class has always been written up as a
very different group of people because they were
older and more experienced.

JP: Yes, they were older. You’d have been in the
service two, three, four years, and then had come
back, so you’d have a real mix. | made some good
friends and had some good times. We got along
very well. If I had had hindsight, I would have
stayed the four years and graduated, but [ wasn’t
one who was highly organized. My father had only
gone to school two years in college and he’d been
successful in business, and I thought the key was
having a keen understanding of people. I still think
that’s terribly important.

AK: Did your brother finish the four years? At
the University of Washington?

JP: Oh yes, at UW. My brother was a very good
student, a very good student.

AK: Did he also come back from the war and
then finish college?

JP: No, he had graduated, and took a course for
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his Master’s degree, but the professor said his
paper was too much history and not enough
economics or something, and he wanted more
economics. But he was in a ROTC program or
something at that point.

AK: So his life pattern was a little different—

JP: He came back though and went into the
printing business, also. We worked together for
years and years. [ was very active at school and
then I came back to Seattle. My brother and I had
the idea we would get a newspaper in eastern
Washington in a small community, and we’d be a
crusading, small-town newspaper. Be involved in
everything and all. We came fairly close to buying
the Okanogan paper.

AK: I see that your wife was an editor in Marietta.
Did she want to be in the business, too? Did she
share this dream?

JP: She worked in a newspaper and was editor of
the college paper. And she’s still writing a column
back in Ohio. The thought was, well, she could
do the writing, and my brother knew how to do
the internal business. His wife could keep the
books, and I’d sell the advertising.

But my life was going pretty good in the
envelope deal, and then my brother went to
Yakima for three or four years. He and his wife,
they had a good thing there, and I thought he
should stay there, but they wanted to come back
to Seattle. He had some good offers, and finally
he ended up coming back and working for the
same people we all worked for.

AK: Did you know you would have a job waiting
when you came back to Seattle?

JP: My father was in the printing business and
he said, “Come and try this.” So I did. When 1
came out of the service, I had an offer from Ben
Ehrlichman, John Ehrlichman’s uncle, to be in
the business he was in. He was in investments
and financial stuff. He talked to me and said I
could work the summers there, and then when 1
got out of school, I’d join the firm. I looked around
the office, and gosh, it looked very staid. Didn’t

look like much action. So I decided not to do that.

Ben was a very good guy, and, in fact, asked
me to run for Congress back in 1952, which would
have been too early. But they were scrounging
around, desperate to get a candidate, and they
finally called back and said, “Don’t bother,
somebody just got Tom Pelly and he’s willing to
doit.”

AK: How ironic. But weren’t you awfully young
to run for Congress? What was it about you that
attracted such notice?

JP: I had worked in the Devin mayoral campaign,
and Ben knew my parents, and he just took a liking
to me for some reason.

AK: When you moved back to Seattle, where did
you live?

JP: We lived in an apartment on Queen Anne.
But as soon as we started having children, we
moved to Magnolia, in an eleven-thousand buck
home with the GI Bill—

AK: Was that a nice home in those days?

JP: Oh, it was an older house, one of those smaller
and older houses. It was built way back—it’s right
on the start as you go in Magnolia coming up near
Twenty-eighth, there.

AK: A starter house, then?

JP: Yes, but it had two bedrooms up and one
bedroom down, and a bathroom and a basement
and a nice back yard. It was fine. We moved out
of there after about five years and moved to a
house that had four bedrooms and two bathrooms.

AK: Did you have all four of your children by
that time?

JP: No, because they were every two years. Two
years, then three years, then two years separated
them. Most of our friends had four—Iots of
children then.

AK: That’s pretty intense, but it seems like that’s
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what everybody was doing. After the war, a getting
back to “normal life.”

JP: Nobody came along and said, “Gee, you’ve
got a lot of kids.” No, you’d say, “Oh gosh, there’s
a lot of kids.” Most of my parents’ family, they
had two or three. Then after the war, people had
three, four or five. Then later on, it went back
down to two, or what have you.

AK: Can you explain that—just an exuberance
for life after the war?

JP: I don’t know what it was. Sociologists and
all the rest— But anyway, a lot of our friends,
some had two or three, but three and four were
just sort of normal.

We lived up on Twenty-ninth, there and that
was an average house. We paid, I want to say
$29,000 for it. Of course inflation moved along.
We were maybe six or seven years in that first
house, and then we were another six or seven in
the next house. Then we moved over on Forty-
third and paid like forty or forty-five. It was a

nice house, had a swimming pool, which was
really neat. The kids just loved the swimming
pool.

But I went to Congress right in the middle of
the Boeing slump and I had to sell it—forty or
forty-five thousand—and a year or two later it
went way up. But I’m a person that’s not
particularly interested in money. You’ve got to
pay your bills, and live under your means.

AK: But you felt comfortable?

JP: Oh sure. | always made a good living when [
was selling, and then as a sales manager, but it
wasn’t my goal in life to make a lot of money.

AK: What did you do as a sales manager? I’d
like to hear now about your work at Griffin.

JP: When you’re a sales manager, I had five sales
people. The trick is hiring good people and then
managing them well and helping them work.
Later, I became the manager of the place.*

*During an interview with Frank Pritchard, he elaborated a bit more on Joel s work at Griffin.

Anne Kilgannon: You said that he was the first salesman, that before that the company hadn’t
operated that way?

Frank Pritchard: They just operated as a supplier to wholesalers and cheap contracts to cities and
counties. My father felt that we ought to be selling direct to customers. When we’d sell blank
envelopes to a paper house, they’d sell them to a printer. Then the printer would print on them and
sell them to the customer.

AK: So, half your business was going out the door and you wanted to close that loop?

FP: Oh yes, the profitable part. So Joel became the first salesman. The next one was Barney
McCallum, and Joel was sales manager, and when he became president, Barney was sales manager
for awhile.

Joel transformed this from a wholesale supplier to a competitive company. We had one other
company in Seattle, they were big, but we kept growing at their expense. It became a very successful
operation. Joel stayed plenty active in it.

AK: What was his modus operandi at work? Just the same as anywhere else?

FP: Yes, basically he always left the details to somebody else. His strong points were personal
relationships, all the way down to the factory floor. He knew all the people and they genuinely liked
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him. He understood the business and he also represented us very well at the national envelope
conventions. He was highly regarded by that group. They elected him to their board.

AK: What sorts of things would this group do? What would be his involvement?

FP: It’s like every trade association. You get together and you talk, especially with your non-
competitors. You trade ideas and you can do better. You’ve probably seen this Tyvek they put on the
sides of buildings for insulation? We were one of the first to do that with envelopes. They’re not
paper, you can’t tear them. They’re just a devil to make, but as a result of knowing other people in
the industry, we learned how to do it, and for a couple of years we kind of had a little edge on the
market. Those are the kind of things you learn there.

AK: [ see. That strikes me as very characteristic of him—meeting people and talking and learning
new things from them, and having the kind of mind that picks up on what’s going on, and bringing
it back. Not worrying too much about himself, but open to learning.

FP: Yes. When he ran for Congress, these people all contributed. Not big, enormous amounts, but it
really made him feel good that they would. When he got back there, he picked up Herb Stone, who had
been on their staff, and brought him on to his congressional staff, which turned out to be a great move.

Joel had good relationships around town. Back, way back in the fifties, Richfield Oil, which
was an oil company, had a program about local growing or successful businesses. The program was
called “Success Story.”

AK: A television program?

FP: Yes, an hour on TV, prime time. Each week they’d come along and do a company. They were
doing this through the Chamber of Commerce. Joel was on the board at the Chamber, and he got us
selected. It was a big coup. This was our printing operation, not the envelope operation. As a result
of his friendships and his efforts, old North Pacific Banknote Company had an hour of free prime
time. Greatest advertising you could get. These were the kind of things he really did well.

He liked to leave the details of things to somebody else. This worked well for him and me
because I like to do the detail.

AK: No wonder you’re considered such partners.

FP: It kind of fit. We never had any difficulty in that he was working for me, because | was in charge
of all three of these companies we had, and he was running one of them. That was no problem.
My dad was there all the time, and by that time | had become general manager. My dad had an
office and he would go after people who owed us money, that didn’t pay their bills on time. [ never
understood why he kind of liked to do that. But he did that until he was well up into his eighties.

AK: [ think you have such an extraordinary family.

FP: We were fortunate, very fortunate. I look at other people who have gone through this where
their father just couldn’t let go of the reins of authority. My dad was just great at it, and Joel and |
were big benefactors, I’1l tell you.

Joel really ran the envelope company, and we had our offices right next to each other so that we
were talking and checking all the time. It was a good deal.
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AK: So, would you go around and talk to your
major customers?

JP: You had some major customers that you took
care of, you called on, you know. Drive through
Tacoma, come down Highway 99, come down to
Olympia, look at the bids at the state printing
office, or Sunset Life, or different people who use
envelopes. The banks, and all the different ones.
We built a pretty good little business there.

It didn’t have any retail sales when I was there.
It was mainly wholesale and working through
printers. [ went up there and started as a salesman,
and then we got another, and we built up to about
six salesmen, and the plant. [ was there twenty-
five years.

I had some wonderful friendships out of those
people that worked there. One of them was a
mountain climber and he got everybody climbing.
We turned into a group, and things like that.

AK: Was it a union shop?

JP: Oh yes. In fact, [ negotiated the union
contract. It was the envelope union, and the
contract would be up every two or three years,
and then we’d work it out.

AK: Were labor relations pretty stable at the
company? These are the Dave Beck years. I was
wondering if that had any impact.

JP: No, I thought our relations with the employees
were good, and I had a lot of friends there. The
printing union is a much more aggressive union
and more difficult. The envelope people were not
as highly organized. You had the contract and rules
and regulations and all.

AK: Did you ever have a strike?

JP: No, not while I was there. You’d have, you
know, contention over this and that, and work it
out. I’ve always been a believer that you can work
things out if you want to. Now, some things you
can’t, but I’'m basically someone who believes you
can work things out if you’re approaching it with
the right attitude. If people want to work things
out, why, generally, you can.

AK: You were still pretty young, still in your
twenties, when you began at the company. Did
you work directly with your father?

JP: I started working when [ was twenty-two. The
company was owned by the family that owned
the printing company where my dad and brother
worked. It was the North Pacific Banknote
Company, Griffin Envelope, and then later on
Bank Check Supply. My father was the general
manager, and so we were responsible for the day-
to-day operations. My father was the overall
manager, but we were under his guidance and we
had to report to the owners. And then my brother,
when he came back from Yakima, became general
manager.

So, we ran our own deal, but we’d talk things
over with my dad. And it was a great joy that [
could—Iots of times—we went to lunch many,
many times. Then we moved the companies all
back in together, put them all together up on
Broadway. I had the office right next to my brother
and we shared a secretary, and we talked over all
these things.

My father would go to lunch with a salesman,
and when he was out, my brother was the one.
My dad stayed there until he was eighty-two and
worked around, and took on chores that nobody
wanted. We had what I think was a very healthy
and very good association.

AK: I think that’s remarkable—such a close
relationship.

JP: Yes. My brother and I have worked together
on lots of campaigns, and for the company, and
all, and we almost always see eye to eye. It just
works that way. [ was greatly influenced by both
my father and my brother. My father was as good
as anybody I ever saw in dealing with people. He
really liked people, and people liked him. He
never tried to get the best of people. He was
always trying to be helpful, and he believed
everybody had to win something.

AK: It must have given you a tremendous boost
to have these models in front of you.

JP: Oh, it did. And to grow up in that atmosphere,
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and they’d talk about things—all kinds of things
we would talk over and talk over. It was nice. But
my responsibility was the envelope situation. |
enjoyed the company and enjoyed the people. We
had—it wasn’t a big company—but we had a
good, little company going.

AK: How many people were involved?

JP: There were probably fifty or sixty people.
AK: And you would know all these people?

JP: Oh, you had to know everybody, because you
were involved in hiring them, and working with

them. If they had problems, you tried to help them.

AK: Did you have company picnics and parties
and that sort of thing?

JP: The envelope people did a lot of things—we
had a baseball team, and we’d play sports together.
We’d climb mountains together and things like

that. That was a great thing. We played a lot of
sports and it bonds you. You become great friends
with the people.

But the key there is being very careful and
hiring the right people. [ had my own ideas about
that. [ would look for certain attributes in people.*

AK: Could you say what they were?

JP: You’d look for where they showed some
interest in something besides themselves. We were
impressed if somebody came along and was
helping somebody else, or was involved in
something. You look for character and you look
for stability. We weren’t interested in fast talking
salesmen.

You only are successful in that type of
business if you have customers that continue, and
you continue with them over a long period of time.
It isn’t like selling cars where you make one sale
and then you go on. You’ve got to have somebody
to take care of their problems in printing, or in
envelopes. Something comes up, they pick up the

*Frank Pritchard: He always had top-flight people working for him. Of course that’s the way to
be successful in this world. He had good people in Congress, and he had good people here. He
didn’t need many here [in the lieutenant governor’s office] but many people get in trouble because
they don’t hire good people.

That was another thing he was great at in the envelope business. He and I both used to brag
about it, but I think he was better at it. We thought we had an innate sense of looking at somebody
and talking to them, and being able to judge whether they would be good as an envelope salesman
or a superintendent or whatever. And he was usually right. And so we had a company of really good
people. All of them knew more about the printing business than I did.

Joel went through life getting people to do things, and they’d do it because they liked him and
he’d let them have the credit. That’s important.

Anne Kilgannon: That was probably his most important maxim.
FP: Yes, it works, believe me.

AK: He didn’t seem to have his ego first. That was, I think, an unusual combination, being a very
strong person without having to acknowledge it or have other people always taking note of it.

FP: To me that shows great confidence, if you can hire other people that are smarter than you are
about certain things, and not be fearful that they’re going to take over your job or what you’re

doing. No, he had lots of self-confidence, and he always hired and attracted good people.

AK: He had that sunny personality.
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phone and call you, they have confidence you’ll
take care of it. You’ve got it, okay. Don’t have to
worry about it any more. And you get repeat
orders, things are all worked out, another ten
thousand of this, okay, and da da da. That becomes
profitable because it isn’t just one-shot deals.

AK: I can see how that works.

JP: Over a period of time. The printing and
envelope business, they’re not big money makers,
but, on the other hand, they’re in business, always.
They don’t go out of business. So there’s a sense
of security, and you do it. That’s why you have to
be careful who you hire.

AK: I’'m really struck by how secure your whole
life was.

JP: Mine was very secure, very solid family.
Aunts, uncles, people all over—Ilots of family
support.

AK: You were just grounded with all these things.

JP: Yes, surrounded by people with great
character.

AK: You could hardly but turn out well.
Everybody knows you.

JP: Sometimes you’d run into somebody and
they’d say, “Oh, I know your uncle. What a
wonderful man. His word is his bond. What a
wonderful man.” Sure, those are examples. You
try to live up to those things. And everybody’s
helping and everything, and so as a child growing
up, you’re surrounded by very solid people.

But lots of fun—Ilots of games—card playing,
games, all kinds of games. And I was in some
plays. My folks tried to encourage me to be in
lots of things. They gave me lots of support, you
know. The family enjoyed one another and were
very close, very close. My brother and I, today,
live only five blocks apart. I can’t remember

having an argument with my brother.*

Not that we always agree on everything, but
so often we do. One time a fellow came to see me
about some issue, and he said, “What do you
think?”’

And I told him. He said, “Oh, you’ve been
talking to your brother.”

And I said, “No, I haven’t talked to my
brother. What did he say?”

He said, “I was in Yakima and I asked him,
and he said the same thing you just said.”

And I said, “Well, I haven’t talked to him
about it.”

We just instinctively came at things pretty
much the same way.

AK: I’m sure that makes a tremendous difference.

JP: It’s a great help. Particularly when you get
thrown into new situations, or things where you’re
kind of bouncing around trying to look for proper
answers. It’s a great help to have some basic
guideposts that you work from. I always looked
for people that I could have confidence in and
tried to use their brains, also. And I try to stay
away from people who maybe were quite smart,
but of questionable character.

AK: 1 suppose you can find both kinds thick in
politics.

JP: There’s lots of wonderful people in the
political world and in government. There’s all
kinds—really good ones, some of the best people
I’ve ever known. But there’s all kinds. You get to
a place like the Legislature and it’s very easy for
a person to do dumb things, and let their ambition
drive them into some places which are foolish, or
take some positions that really don’t make sense.
But they are trying to please this group or that
group.

I never felt beholden to any group. I appreci-
ated anybody that supported me, but I never felt
beholden. I can remember a lobbyist who came
up who was a very big customer of ours at the

*Frank Pritchard echoed his brother’s words: “We were very close. We enjoyed each other and
kind of enjoyed each other’s successes. We worked together on a lot of things.”
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company and said, “You’ve got to vote with us.”
And I said, “Watch me.” I walked out on the floor
and voted against him. We weren’t about to—

Years ago, when 1 first ran for Congress, |
was running against the incumbent, a Republican.
Not attacking him, but running against him, and
several people from Boeing Company urged my
brother to encourage me not to run. They were
very large—and that settled it with my brother.
He said, “You better run.” We didn’t take lightly
to people telling us what to do, and always felt
that we were free to do what we wanted to do.
And in that same election, Dean Thorton helped
me and he was treasurer of the Boeing Company,
even though other people out there thought that,
no, they shouldn’t. It all dealt with the SST and
all that business.

I think if you have solid reasons for why you
are doing something, people may not like it, but
they will understand it. The key is, it isn’t that
you have to be liked, but you’ve got to be
respected. If you have good reasons for why you
do something and you can explain it, even if
people don’t agree, that’s one thing. But if they
think you are voting for something because that
group is pushing you, or because you want this or
that, or traded this vote for that vote—I tried never
to get into this trading votes. It’s very important
to build up that respect so that when you deal with
outside groups, you deal with them on the right
basis.

AK: Yes, it’s straight then.

JP: Sure. Slade Gorton was reminding me of
something [ said when we were first down in
Olympia. We used to sit out on the floor. Our
office was on the floor then. One night we
watched a couple of lobbyists over there working
on a legislator, and I said at the time, “Those
who can be pushed, will be pushed.” This guy
was being pushed because he had a reputation
that he could kind of be rolled over. That’s the
way it works.

If you have that kind of reputation, people
get to know, then everybody leans on you. If
people know that you can’t be pushed, but you’ll
listen—not that you’re inflexible, but you’re not
going to be shoved around—why then, they don’t
shove you. It changes how people approach you.
That’s true of all people in life. And it’s just
exacerbated in the political process because
you’re so exposed. You're out there.

And people feel very, very strong, like
yesterday, with the veterans, with the war
memorial.* It’s my responsibility to do what I
think is best.  have a serious question about where
they wanted to do it. I didn’t think it was right.
And that’s that.

AK: That’s what you’re here for—to make
decisions. Make the judgment calls.

JP: We’re supposed to be on the job and make
that decision. And, of course, when you don’t do
it the way they want, why then, they are very,

very unhappy.

interviews.

*Lieutenant Governor Joel Pritchard, as a member of the State Capitol Committee with Governor
Mike Lowry and Lands Commissioner Jennifer Belcher, disagreed with the site chosen for the new
World War Il memorial by the Capitol Campus Design Advisory Committee and veterans group in
October, 1996. This disagreement and resulting controversy occupied Joel Pritchard during the
period these interviews were conducted. He alluded to the issue on several occasions during the




CHAPTER 3

GETTING INVOLVED: CIvIC
GROUPS AND EARLY CAMPAIGNS

Anne Kilgannon: Your early campaign literature
includes a long list of community groups you were
involved with. I’d like to talk now about that part
of your life. I was wondering how you managed
to do all these things. Did your business allow
you a lot of flexible time?

Joel Pritchard: Oh sure. Some of those things,
if you were on something one year it gets on your
political folder—

AK: Let’s start with the YMCA. What kinds of
things did you do for them?

JP: I was very involved with the YMCA from
the time I was a little kid. I went to camp. Mr.
Rennie, who was head of the YMCA, was in the
bridge club with my folks. And then, my dad and
mother liked the YMCA. They liked the people
in there and they liked the atmosphere, and so
they were happy to have both my brother and me
spend a lot of time at the Y. We always went to
Camp Orkila, and we’d go to sessions, and were
very involved. I had, before the war, sort of
thought I might like to go into YMCA work.

AK: You were a counselor?

JP: Yes, I went to camp all the way up, and then
I was a counselor. Yes, | had thought about going
into Y work, but then when I came back from the
service, I kind of decided, no, I didn’t want to do
that. I probably wasn’t that socially committed. I
wanted to do a little better financially than the Y.
I wanted to be in business, and then be involved.
I was an advisor to the High Y Club and things
like that.*

AK: Are you still involved with the Y?

JP: I just turned them down from going on the
board, until after awhile—I’m going through this

*Anne Kilgannon: Joel said at one time he thought of going into Y work as a profession, but then
he thought that maybe that wasn’t really what he should do.

Frank Pritchard: He was a Hi Y leader. He was the staff person who took care of the Hi Y group.

AK: Is this where his qualities of leadership become apparent? Was it in Y work that he learned to
be a leader?

FP: [ suppose. It started when he was in high school. That’s when that kind of develops. He would
coach younger kids in basketball and YMCA activities. Every once in a while, I’ll run into some
civic leader and he’ll say, “You know, when [ was in Hi Y, your brother was the leader of it.” He
made a lot of friends that way.

AK: [ was thinking of his development, and of how being a leader with boys shows his people skills
were present at an early age. But financially, it would have been tough. Those kinds of groups can’t
pay very much.

FP: No, as frugal as he was, he didn’t think that would quite work out. But we had—and still
have—a strong feeling for that camp and for the Y.
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chemo [chemotherapy] right now, so—

AK: At least intermittently then, you’ve been
involved with the YMCA your whole life?

JP: Yes, I’'m still very involved in the Y. My
brother and I just went up to Camp Orkila and
looked at things. There’s one of the buildings up
there named after my dad. The employees of our
printing company went up just on their own when
he died, went up as a tribute to him and spent
weekends up there fixing this place.

AK: Did your own kids belong to the Y?

JP: Not as much, because I had three girls and
they weren’t into it like I was. My son was in
Cub Scouts. Part of it there was a lot of sports at
the Y, and [ was a nut on sports. [ was not balanced;
I’d play on any team, and all that sort of business.

But the YMCA was very big, a big influence
in my life, yes. And my brother was president of
the Y for three years in King County.

AK: So, that’s a very legitimate listing for your
literature. The Toastmasters are also on your list.
Did you join them to learn public speaking, as
well?

JP: Yes, a big thing. Right after I came back to
start selling, a fellow came up there and said,
“Joel, you ought to get into Toastmasters. It would
be good for you. It helps you in your presentations
and your sales, and all of that. It would be very
good.”

I'said, “Well gee, when does your club meet?”

He said, “Our club isn’t the right one.”

Later on I found out it was an Alcoholics
Anonymous club.

AK: Slightly different.

JP: “But,” he said, “I’ve got another one.” George
Carlson called me—he was working for United
Airlines then—and asked me to go up. It was
terrific. Every Monday night I would go to
Toastmasters and a lot of my friends were in there.
We brought a lot of friends in—my brother, and a
lot of people. I was in that about ten years, and |

learned speaking, and I had some naturalness
toward it.

AK: How does it work? You give a speech and
then people critique it?

JP: You had two things in those days. You had
the one-minute speech, and that went all around
the group. Somebody would get up and say,
“Okay, the three topics are da da da, da da da.”
Then you speak for one minute. You have to have
an opening, a body and a close. Generally, if you
can’t do it in one minute, you can’t do it.

Then the other way was, you had four people
that were assigned five-minute speeches. They
could speak on anything they wanted, but they
came in and had a five-minute talk.

So you went all around the room and did the
one-minute talks, and they had a light that went
on, and you got a sense of seeing what you were
saying—*“da da da and that’s why [ believe.” And
that was very good.

AK: Good practice doing it, and of hearing other
people do theirs—

JP: Yes, and watching. And then, at the end of
the evening, the critics—generally there was one
or two—they’d comment on all the one-minute
talks, quickly run through them, saying, “Look,
you shouldn’t do this and you shouldn’t do that.”

AK: Did you take turns being critics?

JP: Yes, but they were the senior, the better ones,
as [ remember. The four fellows—in those days
you did the five-minutes and those four would
really get clear. We had some very skillful, good
teachers. It was very good training for me—to
have that intense scrutiny in a positive, helpful
way. | was in some speech contests representing
the club.

It was all men at that time. But [ went to the
club, to one of the reunions four or five months
ago, and it’s now half women and half men.

AK: Do any of your own speeches stand out in
your mind?
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JP: No, I can’t think of any at this time.

I can remember my brother giving a talk on
why Harry Truman would go down in the records
as a great president—because he did the four great
things: he fired MacArthur, he dropped the atom
bomb, he went into Korea, and he did the Marshall
Plan. So, here’s my brother who had been the state
president of the Young Republicans, and he laid
out why Truman will be well remembered. But
he’s a history guy, too, and these were crucial
things. Funny, I can’t remember any of my talks.

But, anyway, it was a very constructive thing.
The program really went along. You were out of
there, bang, bang, bang. It was six-thirty—the
program started at seven, and you were done, and
it wasn’t any late thing. You were out of there at
eight-thirty, quarter of nine.

AK: And you met all those people who had similar
interests?

JP: Yes, and there were a lot of very good people
in that, very able. That’s another way of
networking and making friends. You get to know
them and work with them. That was a very active
thing. I put some real time in on that.

AK: You are also listed as belonging to the
Chamber of Commerce, as holding the vice chair
for the Member’s Council.

JP: This was not a big activity. | was on some
Chamber things, but that wasn’t really anything.

AK: All right. How about the Queen Anne-
Magnolia Kiwanis?

JP: Yes, it was a group of Magnolians mainly, a
few Queen Anne, but mainly Magnolia. A lot of
my friends were in it, social friends of ours, and
we had a lot of activities. Dick Brown, I think,
was the one who got me in there. He was a great
friend.

AK: Did you do social-service-type projects?
JP: We mainly did the coaching for the Little

League teams. We did it properly. It was balanced
and well run, what I thought was a very good way.

I coached a basketball team and I coached a
football team, with two or three others. My son
played on the football team and we didn’t over-
emphasize winning. Yes, a lot of good friends and
involvement in the community.

AK: Was there a relationship—your family, your
friends, your social life, your business—all kind
of knit together?

JP: Sure. You’d do things together.

AK: You are also listed as a board member for
the Methodist Church.

JP: Well, I taught Sunday school at the Methodist
Church. I wasn’t a board member. After we moved
to Magnolia, we lived half a block from the
Presbyterian Church, and the Methodist Church
was clear downtown. So, after about ten years,
we switched over. It was easier for the kids to go
to Sunday school right there. My wife had been a
Presbyterian, and there isn’t that much difference
between Methodists and Presbyterians, even
though they think there is. There really isn’t,
unless you want to get into the fine points of
predestination and all these other things.

AK: Did you teach Sunday school when your own
kids were little?

JP: Yes. I taught Sunday school at the Magnolia
church. Then, when I went to the Legislature, |
couldn’t. I did cut back on a lot of things like that
because you have other things you’re doing. We
had a lot of good friends at the Presbyterian
Church there on Magnolia. You know how that
works—you have friends and you do things and
it’s all interrelated. It was a very nice community.

AK: I’m not quite sure how to phrase this, but in
light of certain public figures these days who play
heavily on their Christian roots, how was it in
those days? Is this a new phenomenon?

JP: Yes. You’ve got to remember, these were
mainline churches, not evangelical churches. I
don’t believe in using your religion for political
advantage. | gave a talk to a group in Washington,
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D.C. and we had great comments over it. The
Southerners—generally Democrat Southerners—
always played heavily, always played their
religion big. I took a dim view of that and said so.
I have some theories about that as demeaning your
relationship with God. My theory is that you’re
living in your community and people can judge
you as you are, and you don’t have to advertise
things like that.

But it’s a different world now. The evangelical
churches were not involved at all in any political
activity. They did get started in about 1970 or *72.
It was a major factor in Don Bonker winning a
congressional primary against Bob Bailey,
because he had some really good connections—
his wife did—in those evangelical churches.

AK: I didn’t know that.

JP: Oh my, that made a real difference in his
beating Bailey, who everybody thought would be
the next congressman from that area. I didn’t have
any involvement with the evangelical churches.
My involvement was with I guess you call the
mainline churches.

What else was on that list?

AK: I’m not sure of this one—the Town Criers—
is this a committee of the Municipal League? And
the Municipal League, itself? Was the League a
Seattle group, or King County?

JP: The Municipal League was kind of a good
government group. It was King County, well,
Seattle really, but the King County area. | was on
some committees for the Municipal League when
I first came into town, that was something I got
involved in. The Town Criers was the speaking
element. I would give talks for things they
promoted.

AK: A kind of Speaker’s Bureau?
JP: Yes.
AK: At this point, isn’t the governance of King

County somewhat in disarray, with just dozens
of different bodies, and no coordination?

JP: You had a lot more small towns. Yes, in fact,
that effort was the first thing Jim Ellis tried to do.
The League tried to come in and make the county
government much stronger. They came in and
tried to make the county government nonpartisan.
That got into a big foo-fraw, and it did not pass.
That was the first thing Jim Ellis worked on.

AK: Was it premature?

JP: Our city was nonpartisan, and so it was tried.
But the Town Criers just took on certain things—
government things, where they would take a
position and we would talk to Kiwanis groups and
different groups around. I was on the Speaker’s
Bureau for the World’s Fair, a number of things.

AK: Did you have a specialty? Did you give talks
about anything in particular, or were you good
for any topic?

JP: Whatever. When Metro came along, I gave
talks for Metro. Some of those were things I did
when [ was in the Legislature. [ would often give
talks, and I can’t even remember now, I guess it
was the Metro campaign on buses. | remember
that’s when I first ran into Slade Gorton. He was
a brand new guy in our town, and he was doing
talks and he was so good at it. That’s where I first
heard him. They said, “Gee, we’ve got a good
guy in here. Really willing to do it.” But, you
know, he was single and a new guy in town.

AK: Do you remember what positions you took
on these different issues, what the thrust of the
campaigns were?

JP: Generally, they were issues that the Municipal
League had taken. They were for the World’s Fair,
for trying to get the transit system—upgrade the
transit system. Things like that.

AK: Was there an organized opposition?

JP: There is always an opposition for whatever it
is. Maybe it costs some money or something, you
know what I mean. Or, many times, there isn’t,
and it will pass. But you have to have people to
go out and explain it and answer questions. That
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was all part of my education, all these different
things. You get educated in a variety of ways, and
this is one of the things that helped educate me,
was getting involved in all these issues.

AK: Would there be a real cross section of people
in the Municipal League? As you said, it was a
nonpartisan group.

JP: Yes, it was nonpartisan. Some were lawyers,
some were people active in government.

AK: What did you think the role of government
should be, especially with these issues?

JP: Of course I believe in more decisions at a
local level. I think they are more effective. I think
it’s very hard to be effective when you try to
implement things from a national level. For it to
work, you’ve got to have the community plugged
into the effort, and it’s got to be a combination of
local government and local people working on
something together. That means that the people
have got to be informed, people have got to be
involved, and it’s our community. No sitting there
and blaming somebody and not getting involved.

In Seattle, the Municipal League and organi-
zations like that have really done very well.

AK: Can you tell something about the state of
politics in Seattle during this period, when you
are just getting involved in civic affairs?

JP: I was very involved in the mayor’s election
of 1956, for Mayor Clinton. Gordon Clinton was
a friend of ours, and we—a lot of us—formed
this “one hundred young men for Clinton.” We
had a very active campaign and we beat the old
guard. Well—Allan Pomeroy wasn’t so old, but
he had hopes of going on to being governor. He
was a lawyer and Gordon was a lawyer. And Allan
was a Democrat, but the thing didn’t break down
along hard party lines. And Goodloe, who was a
Republican state senator, was also involved in the
race, but we beat him in the primary, and then we
beat Pomeroy in the final. We had a wonderful
team—we just had a reunion the other day—we
had a whole lot of young people who were willing
to work. We had a whole network around the city.
And we surprised people by winning this election.
Gordon was an excellent mayor, just a grand
person.*

*Anne Kilgannon: Were you involved with the Gordon Clinton for mayor campaign, one of the
one hundred young men?

Frank Pritchard: That was a great campaign. The background on it was that Bill Devin and four or
five movers and shakers in Seattle were looking for a candidate. Joel and I got invited—we were
seen as guys that ran campaigns—and we would meet for breakfast down at the YMCA, a very
Spartan meal. | remember we were having trouble finding somebody to run against this Allan Pomeroy
who had beaten Devin four years previously.

I knew they were trying to get Gordie Clinton to run. [ didn’t know him very well then, although
he and I had been to college at the same time. [ remember before this meeting, I said, “Gordie, don’t
let them talk you into it. This would be a disaster. You’re not well known, and etcetera, etcetera.”
So, we sat down, and Bill Devin stands up and he says, “I think here is our candidate.” He puts his
hand on Gordie, and Gordie says, “Okay.”

So we went to work. They said that they’d raise the money, “and you guys run the campaign.”
The first glitch that came up was that Gordie went before the Municipal League and didn’t get
prepared. He did a lousy job and got a terrible report.

AK: That’s rather critical, isn’t it?

FP: Yes, and worse than that, the guys putting up the money were the founders of the Municipal
League. So then, we had Gordie go and take on the Municipal League rating committee, and that
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just made our backers furious.

AK: You were really making yourselves popular, weren’t you!

FP: Yes, but we went on.

AK: Did you do that so the low rating would look less important?

FP: Sure. So, anyway, we got the campaign going. Bob and Bill Dunn took Gordie around to most
of'the things. The amazing thing was that Clinton had all kinds of people coming out of the woodwork
that wanted to help him. Wherever he’d been in life, people had liked him——college, in church—big
in church. We’d never seen anything like this in politics before. All these people wanted to help who
were not political types.

AK: That was his strength—that’s what he had going for him?

FP: Yes. We built just a great campaign. Probably the greatest thing we did is that we had a TV
telethon the night before the primary. This was before these things were ever done, and TV wasn’t
that big then. We had to have it on Channel 13, which wasn’t the greatest at that time, but they had
let somebody in Pomeroy’s campaign have some air time free, and so our ad man, Don Kraft, got
tough with them and threatened to go to the FCC. So, they gave us two hours air time, the night
before the election, prime time.

AK: Two hours! People would die for that now.

FP: Yes, we had this, and we put on all kinds of our people giving testimonials. We had Gordie on
there. We had “Women for Clinton” on there.

AK: And was he a good speaker? Was he better prepared this time?

FP: Yes. He became one, not great, but good enough. TV probably didn’t have much to do with
winning, but it was such a novel thing that it really caught a lot of people’s attention. We won the
primary and beat Bill Goodloe who was running, and we were ahead of Pomeroy. And then, we beat
him in the final, and oh, we were happy, I’ll tell you. A bunch of young kids, and we’d done it!
AK: You certainly came from behind.

FP: It was a great feeling. During that campaign we met every noon up at my office. We had
hamburgers from Dick’s, and of course, Joel got indigestion. We met every noon and we ran the
campaign.

AK: That was intense. For how many weeks did you do this?

FP: About ten weeks.

AK: Was this unusual, different from how other campaigns were run?

FP: At that time, yes. We did it more intensely. That’s the way you win. That’s the way I won
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doorbelling. We were very big on doorbelling.
AK: Was that an innovation, too?

FP: The intensity of it was.

elections in college—doing more. I remember in college I started a whole new thing. We printed up
tags that just said so-and-so for president and got people to wear them. We’d pass them out on the
campus the day of the election, and that was so new and different. And from that we kind of got into

AK: Do you remember what the big issues were
for that campaign? What was it that got you all so
involved?

JP: One, we didn’t like the way Pomeroy was
approaching and doing things. We thought there
was some bad stuff going on.

AK: Could you give me an example of what you
mean?

JP: Well, I can’t remember right off, but we felt
that Pomeroy was using the police department and
we didn’t think it was being run right. But Gordon
went in and he cleaned up the police department
and really straightened it out. Did a fine job.

He was from the First Methodist Church and
also taught Sunday school there at First Methodist
where I did. And he’d gone to Roosevelt and
people remembered him. His mother raised his
family—his father died, and she had to raise them.
Gordon was in the FBI during the war and then
he came back and was a young attorney. And we
got behind Gordon and urged him to run, and got
him going and he won.

That was part of a resurgence—we were kind
of a fresh, new group, and we were taking on some
of the old guard in the Republican Party. A lot of
us were running for the Legislature, and then
running Dan Evans for governor, another bunch
of young people, a lot of it. We organized all over
the state and that was a big effort. Oh, Dick
Christensen was the clear favorite for governor,
and Goodloe was in the mayor’s race—a state
senator people assumed would be the front runner.
But we dispelled that.

AK: You’re the next generation, the coming
group. How would you have characterized

yourself, compared to what you call the old guard?

JP: It wasn’t really age, because we had lots of
people that were on our side. We were, | guess,
part of the Eisenhower attitude. Progressive, you
could say moderate, we looked at it that way. The
Eisenhower deal was between Eisenhower and
Taft, and that kind of carried along.

AK: Could you characterize Taft people versus
Eisenhower people for me?

JP: I think they were more traditional and maybe
older, maybe a little more conservative. When you
have somebody new like Eisenhower who comes
along, why the tendency is for them to bring new
people in, and then the people who have always
been there say, “Oh, well, here they all come.
We’ve been doing all the work now, and now look
here, how it’s working.” But that’s not unusual,
and that goes on all the time. Taft was representa-
tive of people who had been active in the party
over a long period of time. We had some of those,
but we also had a lot of new people. By and large,
our group was a little younger than the Taft people.

AK: But Taft and Eisenhower seemed to have
very different world views—

JP: Yes, in foreign policy. The Taft people tended
more to isolation, staying out of a lot of
international affairs. They were much more
critical of the Marshall Plan, although by that time
a lot of these programs were pretty well in place.
But still, Taft took a very tough line on Taiwan.
They were then fighting over these two tiny
islands right off China, Quemoy and Matsu. I’ve
been in China and you can see them from the
mainland with the naked eye. But they had
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become sort of symbols—of where to draw the
line, and how tough are we going to be. Actually
the Chinese had very little ability to cross the
water straits, and we did have the fleet ready.

The Taft people were more critical of foreign
entanglements, and this was not unusual. It had
been carried back to Chicago in the Chicago
Tribune and various isolationist views, the
McCormick paper. There was a thread running
through it.

But people had a lot of faith in Eisenhower.
He had been head of NATO and had a reputation
and a standing, and so I think people felt he could
handle it if we got into something, and we weren’t
going to do something foolish.

AK: The Korean War was an issue at that time.

JP: Yes, the Korean War was in kind of a
stalemate at that point. That wasn’t such a big
issue between the Republicans. We couldn’t seem
to get the thing settled, and later on that became a
big issue between Republicans and Democrats.
Eisenhower came in and said, one of the things
in his campaign, he said, “I’ll go to Korea.”
Actually, he settled on about the same terms that
Truman would have. That’s often the case—a new
man comes in and they settle, and get out. So the
line was established and is maintained to this day.
I don’t remember harsh or strong differences.

One difference I was critical of was the Taft
people were willing to use McCarthy. The
Eisenhower people didn’t have much use for
McCarthy, and by ’52 he was pretty discredited,
but there was contention. But a guy like Taft was
smart enough to know that the guy was a sick-o,
but he was perfectly willing to use him and let
him run his course. That was the difference. The
senators who supported Eisenhower, Hugh Scott
and those, had very little use for McCarthy.

AK: How did you view all this?

JP: [ was very anti-McCarthy. I thought it was
very, very wrong. I was especially offended when
he went after Marshall, who was one of my great
heroes. I’d already kind of exercised my thing by
helping to get rid of this guy Kimball. But still,
they were saying that somehow they had “lost

China.” It was so lacking in factual material, but
these are the kind of things that are easy to toss
around when you want to blame people and make
charges. It’s tailor made—oh, I’d hate to think
about now—with TV, how they’d run these issues.

AK: And we had our own state version of the
McCarthy hearings. Could you comment on
those? Did people stand up to them?

JP: Yes, but the trouble with that sort of stuff is
that it’s hard to erase. It’s like a microphone
yelling out, and here in this state the Senate and
the Legislature got out there and held hearings.
That’s when Ed Guthman won his Pulitzer award,
because he was able to prove that this professor
wasn’t even there—he found the evidence that
he was in another part of the state when Canwell
and these guys claimed he was in this meeting.
And I thought it was wrong.

And 1 thought Truman was right in firing
MacArthur. Most of the troops out in the Pacific
didn’t care much for MacArthur, you know.

AK: The ones he actually served with?

JP: And that’s an overstatement. MacArthur
wasn’t a bad general—he was brilliant in his
restoration of Japan. He really did a marvelous
job in doing that. All kinds of able and thoughtful
things went into that. That was the high point of
his career—I had a friend who talked to his wife,
and that’s what she said when he died. She said,
“The best thing my husband ever did was the work
in Japan.” He was unusual, I’ll put it that way. |
have a book on him right here, American Caesar,
Manchester’s book. I’ve got a lot of stuff on him.

AK: In the descriptions of him I’ve read, he was
very colorful, theatrical even. But he seems to
have overstepped his bounds—

JP: Oh yes. Of course he should have come home.
For a person never to come home—he went out
to the Philippines in the thirties, and didn’t come
back to the United States until *’52—planes aren’t
that hard to get.

AK: Twenty years—that’s a long time.
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JP: And it was a haywire deal—having his wife
and children right there. Nobody else had a wife
out there, and he had. And then he was very
skillful—you can’t find a general in the Pacific
area—all you can think of is McArthur. In Europe
there were all these generals. Not McArthur. The
news never came out about any other general. His
attitude was, “Well, we shouldn’t play up the
personalities.” The end result was there was only
one personality in the Pacific. One of the people
who worked for our printing company had worked
in the news—they handled all the news, sent it
out—and they always erased all the names of the
other officers—

AK: So no one else got any credit?

JP: Yes, his argument was that you were better
off if you don’t build up these people so that they
get personalities, but his critics—like [—said,
“Well, he didn’t want anybody to be known except
him.” Who knows?

AK: Well, he had a tremendous ego.

JP: Yes, so we weren’t keen on him.

But we’ve digressed. Now Eisenhower—my
father, he hadn’t really been involved in party
politics but he really liked Eisenhower, and we
did, too. A lot of us had been in the service. We
thought the Republicans really needed a winner.
We wanted to win, and it had been Democrats
since 1932, and now it was 1952, and so we felt it
was time.*

AK: The Republicans had been out in the cold
for a while.

JP: For a long time, and it’s not healthy in my
opinion. But we thought Taft was not as appealing
a candidate. He’d been a Senate leader, which is
a much more difficult place to run from than from
the outside. It’s easier to be a governor and run
for president, than it is to be a senator and run. As
a senator, you’ve been in every battle, you’ve had
to vote on everything—

AK: You have a record—

JP: Yes, it’s much more difficult. And governors

wow!”’

a chance to actually win?

AK: Did you ever meet General Eisenhower?

*Frank Pritchard was the president of the Young Republicans in Washington in 1952. “I moved to
Yakima and got active in the Young Republicans there, and was active in the Young Republican
Federation, which was a statewide umbrella for all of them. The guy we had elected president
moved away and nobody else wanted to step up, so I became president for a year.” He recalled
that he “spent a lot of time traveling around the state encouraging and trying to build up Young
Republican clubs. That activity got me a place to the national convention. It was a great thrill,

Anne Kilgannon: That would be the convention that nominated Eisenhower in 1952, finally with

Frank Pritchard: Yes, and it was a big landslide nationwide.

FP: Yes. Because he was overseas, head of NATO when this thing started, there wasn’t time for
him to visit all the parts of the country, so they would have state delegations come to Denver to
meet him. Our delegation flew down to Denver to spend a day with him. It was great. | was just a
young kid. I got a picture shaking hands with him and I put it on our Christmas card for that year.
During the campaign—they campaigned by train in those days—when his train came into
Washington, I was over there and got on it and rode it all the way to Seattle. That was very
exciting. | met him again, but [’'m sure he didn’t remember me. Those were exciting days.
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are administrators. And you have voted on all
these issues—sometimes four or five times. They
can always go through your record—it’s impos-
sible.

AK: But Eisenhower was not a politician with a
record—a dream candidate, in a sense.

JP: We were in the Evergreen Club, which was a
young Republican group, and we really got in the
forefront and were very involved in the Ike
campaign in King County. It was very spirited
because the Taft people had lots of support, and
the precinct caucuses were going, with lots of
people at every precinct caucus.

AK: I got the impression that the machinery was
for Taft, but the people coming up in the party
were for Eisenhower.

JP: Mort Frayn was state chairman and he played
it very fair. In many areas the traditional Repub-
lican organization leaned toward Taft, but a lot of
new people coming in were for Eisenhower. And,
of course, they came into the caucuses and car-
ried it. Ray Moore had been a reform candidate
for county chairman in King County, and he was
for Eisenhower—most of the district leaders were
for Eisenhower.

So that thing built, and there was lots of
bickering and battling the forces, particularly the
Spokane people. The county convention was very
acrimonious, and the district conventions. At each
one we had battles as to who were going to be the
delegates.

AK: The newspapers called it very bitter.

JP: Particularly between the Spokane people and
Seattle—very bitter. And then you’d have a battle
and one group that would lose and walk out. Then
it would go to the state convention. And then, of
course, who had the most votes brought in the

delegation from whatever it was. Inter-party fights
are always sort of like family feuds. They’re the
worst.

I can remember, we had a district meeting,
the Forty-fourth, and what we did, we had a pre-
meeting. We got all our people together—we had
everybody organized—and then marched them
one block over to the meeting. We had a majority
of votes, the Eisenhower group, and so we sent
our people to the state convention, and [ was one
of the delegates.

My father came from the Thirty-sixth district
and he was a delegate to the state convention in
Spokane, and | came from the Forty-fourth, and
my brother came from Yakima. And my brother
was an alternate to the national convention in
Chicago. That was a really big deal for him. That
was a pretty exciting time. And maybe in trying
to keep up, why, I became an alternate to the 1956
national convention.

AK: Was there an unusual amount of ferment in
the Republican Party at this time?

JP: There always is—in both parties. You have
only two parties, not like all these other countries
where they’ll have seven or eight parties. If you
have two parties, why you’re going to have—at
times—sometimes very bitter splits.

AK: And was this one of those times?

JP: Well, this was a major split. The sides were
fairly close. Taft carried a lot of states. Then you
had the South, which was solid Democrat then,
but always produced a lot of votes at the
convention. Most of the organizations in the South
were solid for Taft, and he probably had Indiana
and Ohio. He had a lot of states. And Earl Warren
was also running, and he was carrying California.

AK: What about Harold Stassen?*

*Frank Pritchard: Harold Stassen had been a county prosecutor in Minnesota and then became
their boy governor. I got interested in him because Si Olson, who had been his law partner, moved
to Washington and became a close friend. If fact, in 1952, [ was still supporting Stassen, personally.
But, of course, after the state convention when I got elected to the convention, I had to be for
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FP: Eisenhower.

I can remember in Chicago at the convention on the final day, when the final votes were taken,
I and another delegate, Bob Yeomans, that morning went over to see Harold Stassen and urged him
right quick to throw his votes to Eisenhower because it was hopeless for Stassen. “Oh, no,” he said,
“Taft and Eisenhower are just going to have a clash and not get enough votes, and then they’re
going to come to me.” We looked at him, and up until that time I thought he could say no wrong.

We went back shaking our heads, and then on the convention floor Earl Warren, who later
became chief justice, threw his California delegation votes over to Eisenhower and that put things
over the top. It’s probably a good thing, but Stassen was a very exciting person.

Through my friend, Si Olson, I got Stassen to come and speak at the Yakima Rotary Club that
year. And then when we had our Young Republican convention in Spokane, we had Stassen come as
the featured speaker. And, of course, he being a presidential candidate, we had a big convention.

Anne Kilgannon: What was he saying that was so exciting? What was the new Republican thought
coming up then? They’d been out of office for so long.

FP: At that time people looked at Truman as a bungler, a local county politician who only put his
cronies in office, and they weren’t much good. We were going to clean up government and get away
from cronyism. That was really about it.

It wasn’t until much later that we all realized—and I think all of us do now—that Truman was
a great president. He made the big decisions right.

At any rate, at that time the perception was that we’re going to clean up this government. Adlai
Stevenson was the opposing candidate, but the campaign was really run against Truman and the fact
that the Democrats had been in since 1932. That’s twenty years. Stevenson was a marvelous speaker

and wordsmith, but other than with very liberal Democrats, he really didn’t light any fires.

JP: Harold Stassen was running, but he had run
strong in *48, and Dewey had beat him—he had
failed. And Dewey had beat Taft. There were three
in that time. This time—’52—Dewey was not in
the race, but was supporting Eisenhower.

Everybody watched it keenly. My brother was
state president of the Young Republicans, and he
was elected as an alternate, from Yakima. It was
a very big deal. Particularly when you’re young,
it seemed like, golly sakes! I forget how many
delegates we had, twenty-one or twenty-two,
something like that.

AK: While we are on the subject of conventions,
you mentioned that you also were a delegate to
the national convention in 1956. That was San
Francisco, right?

JP: I was always trying to catch up to my brother.

AK: What was that experience like?

JP: It was all settled. But the movement was to
elect Christian Herter to be vice president. I was
the only one of the forty-eight delegates and
alternates that supported Christian Herter. We had
a little vote just to see—it was forty-seven to one
in our delegation.

AK: This is the move to dump Nixon, I recall.
So, you were just not a fan of Richard Nixon?

JP: I had gone to a conference—a campaign
school—in Idaho in 1954, I guess. I’d gone over
there and I was telling people how to do
doorbelling, or at bus stops, or something like
what I had done. And they had Nixon’s guru, |
can’t think of his name [Murray Chotiner], but 1
didn’t like him and the things he talked about.
This guy was kind of sleazy, but he was a clever
campaigner. But I said, “Boy, I’'m a great believer
that you judge people by who they have around
them.” I think you have to be responsible and not
surround yourself with people like that. They have
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atendency to get in and use their connection, or—
AK: It just opens the door.

JP: 1 don’t believe in that stuff. So I decided not
to support Nixon. I thought it would be better to
make a change. The movement to dump him was
short-lived and didn’t amount to much—it didn’t
go anywhere. But it’s just interesting to note that
I was the only one of forty-eight people that
thought we ought to put a new vice president up.

But the vice presidency is always something
that’s sort of bargained around. We’ve had two
hundred years of funny vice presidents—who’s
the one that shot Hamilton—Aaron Burr? He was
vice president. But, we’ve had lots of vice
presidents who have gotten there in strange ways.
They get on the ticket in funny ways. Agnew—
ye gods!

AK: So you took it philosophically?

JP: They are usually trying to patch up some
group, or this and that.

AK: What did you think of the “Checkers”
speech?

JP: I wasn’t very impressed with it, but most
people thought it was wonderful. I didn’t care for
it. I don’t like that kind of maudlin talk. I
remember I had to go out to a meeting on Mercer
Island and talk for some candidate, and my father
and I happened to watch it together because he
was going to drive out with me to this meeting.
We both said that we didn’t care for it very much,
but then we got to the meeting and everybody was
praising it, so we laughed and said, “I guess we
see things differently.”

AK: That’s interesting, to hear what someone at
that time felt about it. Now, we can’t help but
view Nixon in light of later events.

JP: It was very popular with run-of-the-mill
voters. But I thought it was sort of maudlin. But
Nixon had been a vehicle to get California, and
so that’s what happens in these elections. They’re
always kind of a stretch, but that’s the way it is.

AK: It kind of makes you wonder how history
would have turned out if they had chosen Earl
Warren to be that vehicle.

JP: Well, Nixon was the vehicle. They wanted to
get California away from Earl Warren, and to do
it they decided they would get Nixon. They were
scared. They knew Warren wasn’t making it, so
where do his votes go? If they go to Taft and it’s
close, the best thing to do is to take this senator
who had just won a senate race and put him on
the ticket. No one ever pays attention to the vice
presidential ticket except how does it help the
election. Lord, the Kennedy people would have
died if they had thought Lyndon Johnson was
going to follow Kennedy.

AK: Was it exciting to go to the convention? What
did it mean for you in 1956?

JP: I was fairly young. It’s kind of a big deal. At
that age, the first time you’ve gone to something
like that—

AK: Did your wife go with you?

JP: No, it was fairly expensive to go down, and
then you go right to the convention. And you go
with a bunch of the delegates.

AK: Was it like a big party, or more serious?

JP: That one was sort of like a big party because
there was no contest. You were just reaffirming
that Eisenhower was the candidate.

AK: Was there no business? What about the
platform?

JP: Oh, the platform—the only people who pay
attention to the platform are the opponents.
Nobody ever sees it. It’s what you use to get on
the train to go to Washington, D.C. and you leave
it at home.

AK: Occasionally it rears its head.

JP: It rears its head only through the press. I never
heard the platform discussed once in the twelve
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years I was in Republican caucuses in Washing-
ton, D.C. Never once did | remember a person
standing up and saying, “This is in the platform.”
It’s a big thing to some groups and they make it a
big deal and they push for it, whether it’s free
silver or high tariffs—

AK: Yet there are such fierce fights about it.

JP: Oh yes. Battles over how high the tariff should
be on products coming in, and you get things like
abortion, or you get some other issue, and usually
the party can buy the group off by putting it in
the platform. But it doesn’t mean anything,
because the only thing that counts is where do
the elected officials vote?

AK: I understand that, but then why does it take
on such a high profile?

JP: Because to those people, they come and they
come for that one issue.

AK: Not realizing that it’s just not going to go
anywhere?

JP: I know. But they don’t think so—
AK: Do they try to bind you to the platform?
JP: No, they can’t bind you. Well, they want it to

be in the platform, and then, of course, the top
candidates run, and they stand up and ask, “Do

you agree?” And you say, “Well, | agree with most
of the platform.” I thought the best statement on
the platform issue was a fellow who said, “I can’t
change every two years, and when | came in, in
1972, there was a platform and [ bought it. That’s
the one I still hold up. That’s where I stand, and
I’'m not going to change my views every four years
because some delegates gather. Now if you want
to ask me some questions, fine.” I don’t know
anybody that agrees with everything in the
platform.

AK: Yet some of them are very long and detailed.

JP: Oh, they go on, and on, and on. Every little,
tiny group—the Cubans in Florida—what you do
is you write it for that group, and then they take it
home and say, “See.” Both parties do it. If you
ever start getting through it all, you say, “Holy
smokes, what is this?”

AK: It’s what they call a Christmas tree. So you
went down there, and you were a part of things,
and then you came back. Did it give you kind of a
boost?

JP: It wasn’t a big deal. It really wasn’t.

AK: To return now to the first Eisenhower cam-
paign, you mentioned the Evergreen Republican
Club* as the place where you first became in-
volved. Can you tell me something about that
group—who was in it and what you did there?

*Frank and Joel Pritchard also belonged to another political group called the Republican Discussion
Group, which began about 1959. This group met for lunch, without spouses, and was less social in
focus. About twenty-five progressive Republicans belonged to this group, many of whom became
the nucleus of the “Dan Evans Republicans” within a few years.

Frank Pritchard: I can tell you how it started. I’ll give you a little background first. Walter Williams
Sr. from Seattle was one of the national chairmen for Citizens for Eisenhower. Walter gave us help
when I was state chairman of the Young Republicans in 1952. I had tried to get financial help from
the Yakima County Republicans. No way. They were so much more conservative. They were all
Taft Republicans, and we Young Republicans were looked on as pretty liberal.

Anne Kilgannon: Are they your parent group? Are you the junior group, under them in some way?
I’ve always been a little confused about the connection between the two organizations.
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FP: The official party welcomed the Young Republicans when there was work to be done. They’d
just as soon they stayed behind when there were decisions to be made. Generally speaking, Young
Republicans were a little more liberal. In 1948, the county chairman sent a telegram to all his
precinct committeemen, warning them against us Stassen people because we were “communists.”

AK: Incredible!
FP: Yes. I think he really believed it. Of course, in those days, those were bad words.
AK: Dangerous words, even. People’s careers, their whole lives were ruined by being so labeled.

FP: There wasn’t any real connection between the Young Republicans and the party then, any more
than there is between the Junior Chamber of Commerce and the Chamber of Commerce.

But Walter helped us. I remember he talked to me and Joel and said, “I’ll pay for a luncheon if
you’ll get a group together and we’ll have a little discussion group.” So, that was the genesis of the
Republican Club. He footed the bill at the Rainier Club for, I think, about ten or twelve of us. Then
the thing grew in membership to about twenty-five or thirty.

AK: So these were just your friends, people you knew?

FP: Yes, political friends. Guys who were interested and who were, | guess you’d say, moderate or
more liberal Republicans. We got people like Slade Gorton, Dan Evans, Dick Marquardt, Lud Kramer,
Bob Leonard, Wally McGovern, Kirby Torrance, and George Kinnear—he was very active in it.

AK: What were the activities of this group?
FP: We’d meet and talk, a lot of talk.
AK: Were things very fluid then—it’s just the end of the war, a new era beginning?

FP: There was lots to talk about. We would have people come and talk to our meetings that were
interesting. We had Joe Davis, the head of the state labor movement come talk to us. | remember—
and this just appalled some of the senior Republicans—that we had the head of the ACLU come and
talk to us.

AK: [ suppose they were considered pretty controversial.

FP: We were all very impressed. We had no idea what they had been doing. The guy really impressed
us, and we came away from the meeting with the same attitude Eisenhower had, that if we didn’t
have the ACLU, we’d be trying to invent them, because the country needed something like that.

We had Dick Christensen come to one of our meetings. This was when he was first running
against Magnuson for the Senate. He was a very persuasive, handsome, young guy that had been
very successful in the Lutheran ministry, and probably realized that it was a good time to move on.
He ran a remarkably close race against Magnuson in 1962.

That was the kind of thing that we would do. We would have speakers come in and talk, and
then ask them questions, and argue.

AK: Did this club, then, work as a kind of clearing house, a forum or seminar to help form your
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views and check people out?

AK: How long did this club last?

FP: We considered it a discussion club. We agreed early on that we were not going to turn it into an
activist organization that was going to go in and run campaigns, or have to do this or do that. It
would be a discussion situation. I think that’s why we enjoyed it so much.

FP: My recollection is that it kind of unraveled, unofficially, about the time Evans became governor,
because so many of our people got so involved in government. George Kinnear and Dan Evans
moved to Olympia. By that time Walt Williams Jr. and Joel and Slade had become not only active in
the Legislature, but with responsibility. By 1964 it had just run its course.

JP: It was right after the war. I think it started in
’48. Yes, about then I came back from Ohio and
started working in January of ’48, and joined the
club. They were just forming it. [ was there when
they were making the by-laws. My brother Frank,
George Garber, Jay Adams—

AK: Where did you meet?

JP: We met mostly in the upstairs of Rosellini’s
610—it’s a restaurant. We generally met once a
month.

AK: Was it just men in the group?

JP: No, no—husbands and wives. It was social.
We’d have speakers, and then we’d take positions
and we’d help candidates. | think it really took
off in the fifties—it was really active. The
members didn’t all support the same candidates.
They’d be split among different Republicans.

AK: Were you a statewide organization? [s that
why you called yourselves Evergreen?

JP: No, it was just a name somebody started. We
were basically Seattle people.

AK: Do you remember some of the speakers or
topics? Would candidates come and make their
pitch to you?

JP: Oh yes. We’d discuss state politics, and who
was running for various offices. We’d have
programs. It wasn’t a real big club, maybe thirty

members. If wives came, and most of the wives
came, we’d have forty people at the meetings. It
was a real core group for the Eisenhower
campaign, which started in ’51.

AK: Was your group for Eisenhower before
Eisenhower had even made up his mind to run?
One of those early groups?

JP: Well, I tell you, we were encouraged. Two
people, a senator from Pennsylvania, Hugh Scott,
and another senator decided to test the Eisenhower
idea—how much support he had out there—and
they decided to get as far away from Washington,
D.C. as they could. So they came to Seattle and
stayed at the Olympic Hotel. They put an ad in
the paper—they wanted to talk to anybody that
was interested in helping Eisenhower.

AK: And there you were—

JP: They talked to our club, and they went back
with the feeling that there was real support for
Eisenhower. They felt they got a great reaction.

AK: Do you think you were a representative
group? [ mean, were there other groups like yours
all over the country, or were you something
special?

JP: No, we were one of many young Republican
groups around the state—but it was not a highly

organized bunch.

AK: I just wondered if you considered yourselves
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sort of the cutting edge of the time.

JP: Well, we had some bright, able people in
there, and we were willing to work. We had Henry
and Isla Morris, Paul Gibbs, Paul Cressman, Jay
Adams, and people like that. Kirby Torrance was
president. We were very active.

AK: Was Dan Evans a member of your group?

JP: No, he was more active in the Young
Republicans of King County, another group.

AK: Was it similar in purpose?

JP: Somewhat, but anyway, when the Eisenhower
effort came on, we were very active in organiz-
ing. We had a big campaign.

And I had worked in the Devin campaign, Bill
Devin, the mayor of Seattle. This was right after
I came back to Seattle. They sprung me from work
and let me go up there and work the last month of
the campaign.*

I kept a letter from old Bill—I have it here—
because | thought so much of Bill Devin. The
mayor’s election in those days was in the spring,
so it was in the spring of *52. The letter is from
March 18, 1952. “Although everyone in our
campaign is greatly disappointed now, time will
diminish the outcome of the election and there
will always remain the satisfaction that we’ve
done everything possible for a great cause. The
part you played in the campaign was vitally
important in the district organization”—and da,
da, da, da.

AK: So your candidate didn’t win that time?

JP: Bill got beat, yes. He’d been the mayor for
twelve years. Grand person.

AK: What role did you play in this campaign?
What was it you did for which he’s thanking you
so warmly?

JP: I was in charge of the district organizations
around the city.

AK: Are those the people who go out and
doorbell?

JP: We didn’t have doorbelling, but we had
distribution of literature, things like that. But this
was typical of what people would say: “I truly
appreciate what you did in the campaign, and the
spirit in which you did it. Knowing your father
and mother as [ do, the best compliment I can
give you is to say you are a true Pritchard,”
because the Devins were friends of my parents.

AK: Still, it’s nice to hear you are evidently living
up to the standard set by your dad.

JP: Yes, and my mother. At that point, organized
doorbelling wasn’t as big as doing bus stops,
where you’d have people downtown handing out
things to people getting on the buses.

AK: So—anywhere there was a crowd?

JP: You worked wherever the crowds were. In
those days, why, if you were running a city race,
most of the people getting on the buses still lived
in the city. It was before Metro, so you could work
all the city buses.

had this in color, plotted on a map.

*Frank Pritchard: I think Joel was involved in Devin’s loss to Pomeroy in 1952, because he got
quite friendly with Devin. I had known Devin. [ was active in his earlier campaigns. After he lost his
first race for mayor, I was asked to study why he lost. I was just in college, then. | remember that [
finally came up with a chart that showed that in all the areas and precincts where the average rent
was above a certain figure, he won. All the precincts that were below that in average rent, he lost. [

Anne Kilgannon: And you figured this out by hand, before computers? What a lot of work.

FP: Oh yes. But this was strictly an economic thing. Then two years later, in 1943, he ran and won.
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But my brother was very successful in
organizing a mammoth doorbelling for Tom Pelly
in >54. He was first elected in 52, and then in *54
he was behind at the end of the primary, and my
brother—who was just back from Yakima—
headed up that effort. He turned that around and
was very successful. They had big doorbelling
operations all over the city for Pelly.

AK: Did you also use radio ads?

JP: No, we never got into radio. The committee
would have people to do the radio and do ads.

AK: What about television? Had that started yet?

JP: Yes, but the work we did was all organization
of people: door-to-door, stuff that you could do
for free, and endorsement cards. Getting people
to send endorsement cards to their Christmas card
list. And then endorsement ads in the paper, where
you list a bunch of people.

AK: Seattle was still a town where people knew
each other?

JP: Right—a community where people knew
people, and they’d look to see who is supporting
who. It’s much more difficult now in Seattle.
Those districts are big and people don’t know their
neighbors.

AK: According to various newspaper stories
about these campaigns, what you and your brother
were doing was somehow new and noteworthy. [
believe it was Ross Cunningham who said, “The
Pritchard boys were Republican organizational
marvels.”

JP: We had worked in the Peterson campaign,
and we were in the Gordon Clinton thing, and we
had helped some other people in legislative races.
So, yes, my brother and I had a reputation for
helping candidates.* But we never wanted to be
paid.

*Frank Pritchard: In 1954, Pelly talked my dad into releasing me to work for him full time. I ran
a doorbell campaign for him in which we averaged fifty-five people a night for three weeks. This
was really unheard of at the time. We passed out pot holders, forty thousand pot holders. We would
only give out a pot holder if somebody came to the door. If nobody was there, we left literature. That
really took a lot of effort and organization to get enough people every night, because it isn’t fun
doorbelling in the rain in Seattle. But we did it, and he won.

The pot holder thing we got from Joel. He had started it when he did the Ted Peterson campaign
that same year and beat Harold Kimball in the primary in Ballard. They had passed out five thousand
pot holders, but we just took hold of that idea and went with it.

So, when Clinton’s campaign came along, we really pushed on the doorbelling and on postcards.
We were big on postcards, personal endorsement postcards. We got people to send them to their
Christmas card lists, to send them to their barber. Just a card with Gordie’s picture, and “I’m voting
for this guy and I hope you will, too.” Nothing much more.

Anne Kilgannon: So using the personal touch, making connections?

FP: That and the doorbelling and lots of bumper stickers. And endorsements—yard signs that were
an endorsement. Not trying to put them on telephone poles or blank lots, but in people’s yards. That
was pretty much our campaign. TV advertising wasn’t known at the time.

And the thing was then, you could get lots of volunteers, and truthfully, most of the volunteers
were women. | don’t mean for the doorbelling, but for mailing the postcards. We would say to
somebody, “Give us your Christmas list, and we’ll address them all, then we’ll take them to you and
you sign them, and then we’ll dump them in the mail.” We tried to get them to put up the postage,
but if they wouldn’t, we would. Lots of women to help.

In those days, women didn’t work as much, and they would work for free. Talk about exploitation!
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women who just made the difference.

FP: All of our campaigns were based on wonderful women just coming down day after day to the
headquarters and working like the devil. On every campaign I can think of there were two or three

Now, they go and hire everybody and spend half their money on some hot shot from the East
who doesn’t care about the local thing, just wants to win the election and teach them to throw mud.
Things are different now. But that’s kind of the way we did it—with terrific intensity.

JP: Actually my first state campaign was running
a Republican state senator out of office—Harold
Kimball—who, almost everybody agreed, was
kind of a bad guy. But they all said, “You can’t
beat him, and he owns the Ballard paper, and we
can’t do anything about him.” But we did run him
out—

Yes, we unloaded him. I always believed that
parties have to—if they get people that aren’t any
good in there, instead of supporting him and
saying, “He’s not much good, but he’s ours”
attitude, which I got from the business leaders in
Ballard when I first went out there— Now, if the
person just disagrees on some issues, why, that’s
fine. But if I don’t think the person is a good
person, then I think you should not keep them in
office.

AK: For you, character matters even more than
particular policies?

JP: Yes, and the way they operate and act.
AK: Was this your campaign with Ted Peterson?

JP: Yes, this was Ted Peterson. I was the
Republican leader of the Forty-fourth District
then, and we got Ted to run against Kimball, and
we beat him! It was high, high! We really thought
we were doing things.

AK: Wasn’t Ted Peterson basically an unknown
at that time, and you jumped him up into the state
Senate from out of nowhere?

JP: Unknown—didn’t know anything. We just
got him to run—no one wanted to run against
Kimball. So we got him, took him to lunch, asked
him to run and organized the people and won it!

I’ll tell you, we did have an organization, boy,
I must say. There was a chairman for everything.

Coffee hours—see: I still have a coffee cup from
that deal. Anyway, that gives you an idea of how
we did things.

One thing we did—we distributed pot holders
door to door. It was the first time we used pot
holders, and I’ll tell you, it doesn’t matter what
you have on a pot holder, people do not throw
them away. And then Frank used pot holders again
for Tom Pelly.

AK: That’s a good tactic. What made you think
of pot holders, out of the blue, or you just
happened to have a lot around?

JP: People hang on to them. They only cost us a
nickel a-piece, but they do not throw them away.
Bruce Baker—he was in the advertising busi-
ness—said, “Hey, a guy was trying to sell us some
pot holders.”

We said, “Pot holders?”

“Yeah.”

“Maybe we could do those door to door.”

“Yeah, that’s not a bad idea.”

And so we found that people kept them. And
then we just had one slogan: “You can trust Ted
Peterson.” Because you couldn’t trust the other

guy.

AK: Did this have a particular resonance? Was it
pretty widely known that you couldn’t trust
Kimball?

JP: A lot of people knew it. We built on it. The
senator had been very involved in the Canwell
hearings and all this business, and he sort of
thought of himself as the Joe McCarthy of Puget
Sound. We didn’t take to that very kindly, so we
booted him out.

AK: Was he involved with the UW hearings, out
there accusing people of all kinds of things?
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JP: Yes. When the Senate went after that, he was
part of that Senate gang. And then, of course, when
they redistricted Magnolia away from the Forty-
fourth District four years later, and he turned
around and ran as a Democrat and got elected back
into the state Senate, because without Magnolia,
the district went Demo, and he went and ran.

He had also been a key person for Pomeroy,
the mayor’s operation—and had been the staff
director for Pomeroy—and had done some, what
we thought, weren’t very good things when he
was there. He was just an enormous pain in the
neck to Governor Langlie, and we were strong
supporters of Governor Langlie, so we felt we
had plenty of good grounds. But those were very
exciting times.

AK: Just to be clear, this campaign was in 1954,
and when did you become the Republican district
leader?

JP: I came right after Eisenhower took over. Ray
Moore called me—he later became a Democratic
senator, but he was King County chair of the
Republicans then—and asked me to do it. So I
had a lot of good, young people and we organized
and had a lot of activity.

AK: You are about twenty-eight, twenty-nine
years old then, and you had already made a name
for yourself?

JP: Well, I don’t know about name, but I had no
intention of running for office, no, no.

AK: But you liked the campaigning—

JP: We were helping other people run. Some
people play golf, some people—

My brother helped people run for office, too,
but he was in Yakima during this campaign for
Peterson.

AK: About this time your brother was elected or
appointed assistant chief clerk of the House of
Representatives. How did that come about?

JP: That was in ’53. | was at a Toastmasters
meeting and George Carlson came in and said,

“Too bad your brother didn’t take that job.”

And I said, “What job?”

And he said, “Mort [ Frayn] thought he ought
to be assistant chief clerk of the House.” Mort
was going to be Speaker. He said, “Frank ought
to come down and be assistant chief clerk because
we need somebody to do the nuts and bolts. We’ve
got a guy who’s going to be doing other stuff. We
need somebody that we can really trust, you
know.”

And I said, “Well, he’s pretty busy over there.
What was the pay?”

They said, “It pays forty dollars per day.”

And I said, “You’re kidding! Forty dollars a
day! Wow!”

AK: Was that a good amount for that time?

JP: Oh boy! And seven days a week. Oh, my gosh!
I said, “Why did he turn it down? Did he know it
paid that much?”

“No, but he just said he couldn’t get away.”

I said, “Well, just a minute.” [ got up right
out of the Toastmasters meeting, went out and got
on the phone and called him. I said, “Frank did
you know—7?”

There was sort of a silence. “Oh, my gosh,
no.”

I said, “Well, let me see if I can hold it for a
day, or see if they’ve already done it.”

Frank said, “I’ll really think about it.”

So, I came back and talked to George and
George said, “Oh no, we can hold it a day, because
Mort really would like to have Frank.”

Then Frank worked it out so he could do it,
and from that, he came back to the west side. So
he was over here.

AK: Did he move back then, or was this just
during session?

JP: Just for three months—after that this place
closed down. There wasn’t anybody here. They
just closed the whole place down. But he was there
for three months and it was an interesting
experience for him.

AK: Frank was elected to this position unani-
mously. Both Democrats and Republicans sup-
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ported his appointment, and the press wrote that
up as if that was unusual.

JP: [ don’t know. I know Sid Snyder worked here
at the time and thought very highly of him. An-
other campaign [ remember was for Congressman-
at-large in ’56. This was for Phil Evans, because
he was a friend of mine. He was the head of the
World Aftairs Council.

AK: I see that you were also a member of that
group. Were you very involved with that
organization?

JP: No, | just helped Phil. I did work hard in that
election, but we couldn’t beat the Magnuson
name—even though this guy Don Magnuson
wasn’t a relation of Maggie’s. And he had a lot of
personal problems—Don did—he drank too
much, and he played poker, and he thought he
was the greatest poker player, and he had debts
all over Washington, D.C., betting debts and
gambling debts. It was kind of sad.

AK: Not very sustainable.

JP: No, but he was in a Democratic district and it
was quite awhile before they dumped him.

AK: So your friend Phil was not successful?

JP: He didn’t win, no, but I did work hard in that
election.

AK: What were the important issues in these
campaigns, all through these years in the early
and mid-fifties? What positions were the parties
taking?

JP: This was the time of Dave Beck—all of that
time. [ wasn’t very keen on the Teamsters. I felt
that in this area they were very powerful and I
thought they had too large an influence in the
Democratic Party in our state.

And there was a big push also on public and
private power. There was a big push to take what
the TVA did and replicate it here with the CVA,
Columbia Valley Authority, and take over almost
all the power arrangements. [ thought Bonneville

was enough, and I wasn’t very keen on it.

I was a very strong proponent of NATO and
world cooperation. [ supported the Korean War,
going into Korea. | thought it was the right
decision. It was a different situation from Vietnam.
It was a total thing—it was a U.N. situation. We
went in with British troops, Australian troops,
Turkish troops. There was a general policy. When
we went into Vietnam, we went in all on our own,
a much different thing.

But in the Republican Party, like we said,
there was a split between the isolationists and the
world view people.

AK: Well, you are more definitely in the second
camp.

JP: That’s right. I thought the isolationists were
short-sighted. I thought in the long run that
problems come home to haunt you and you’d
better be out there helping to solve them because
we were getting into the spot where we were
having to pick up the pieces when these things
went haywire.

AK: The United States was the world power then.
It comes with a certain amount of responsibility.

JP: That’s right, and you play your part. And we
still have this—vestiges of isolationism. People
like Perot, who I have very little regard for. I’'m
not a Perot fan. I thought if they had run Dick
Lamb, he’d have brought up some very legitimate
issues. Too bad Perot wasn’t about three inches
taller—he’d have gotten over that Napoleonic
complex he’s got. He talked right out here on the
Capitol steps. I listened to him through the
windows. I thought he said nothing.

If Perot hadn’t been in the race, Clinton
wouldn’t have won. That’s right. Bush would have
won. But Perot had a personal thing against the
Bushes. Remember, he came out with that charge
about how they’d done things that upset his
daughter’s wedding?

AK: Yes, | remember thinking that was rather
strange.

JP: This guy took this all out on George Bush,
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who is one of the nicest men I've ever known. He
and his wife, they don’t even think in terms of
being nasty and difficult, and all that. Later on,
history will treat them much better.

AK: Every era reworks these issues. I’ve been
reading the Stephen Ambrose book on Eisenhower
and one of the most complex issues of this period
that he dealt with was the rise of the civil rights
movement. | think many people think the
movement began in the sixties, but it was really
the fifties that saw this rise, with Brown versus
the Topeka Board of Education and other events.

JP: The fifties, you bet. Eisenhower was the one
who really stood up on those civil rights things in
Little Rock, wasn’t it, against Governor Faubus?
And down in Louisiana. Eisenhower was, |
thought, very sound on civil rights. You can get
into this whole business of how fast do you move?
Then you get into arguments—it’s endless.

AK: While I was reading, | was reflecting on the
paper you gave me on Republican principles,
about the one saying, “The government closest
to the people is the best government.”

JP: The most effective government, yes.

AK: For these civil rights issues, what would have
been the best level of government? Eisenhower
maintained the stance of, “Let the states handle
it,” but how would that work in the South where
it was those very governors who were the
problem? I was wondering how you reconciled
these issues?

JP: That’s the argument that was always made
against doing anything from the state level. “Oh
well, you can’t trust Louisiana, therefore we’ll
have to do it.” Yes, you set the law and the policy,
but the bureau, the employees, the whole
mechanism and the money coming in, it was all
done at the national level. And so often it wasn’t
done very well. If you take the Great Society
programs, they were setting policy. Lyndon
Johnson came in with a whole lot of programs,
and if you go back and look at them, most of them
land somewhere in between disappointment and

utter failure.

But that came about because there was
growth—after Eisenhower got out, he was the last
president to have a balanced budget—because we
had bracket creep in the income tax. If every year
you have inflation, more and more people move
into higher brackets, so the government takes
more money without the senators having to vote
on it. Maggie, Jackson, myself, anybody who was
back there all that time never voted for an increase
in the income tax. And yet you had about a ten
percent growth of government every year. That
gave the federal government a money stream—
and so what do you do with it? That’s where the
Great Society programs came on.

Then congressmen found out that as long as
you didn’t have to vote for a tax, then you got
judged on how much you brought home to the
district. So, it was a game of how much pork you
could bring home, and if you could, you got re-
elected. People would talk about the deficit or
back door spending, but nobody paid any attention
to it.

Now, Eisenhower had some programs he
spent money on like the interstate highway. It was
a great program. They put it right on the gas tax,
which is a very appropriate place. It makes a lot
sense.

AK: It would pay for itself?

JP: Sure. People are going to drive their cars and
they want to get there. Just like New Zealand
where no-fault insurance is covered right at the
gas pump. The more gas you use, it just covers
your no-fault insurance. Everybody has it—it’s
paid right out of the gas.

And Eisenhower—he didn’t muck around
with a lot of little things. Oh, and he had a great
technique for fooling the press. He acted like he
didn’t understand things very well. But then later
on, when they got reading his own notes and
things he’d kept track of, they found he under-
stood them perfectly. But he didn’t like to talk to
the press very much, but he didn’t try to magoozle
them. He just fluffed it.

But on the important things, like security
issues and things like that, he was extremely
strong and very good. He went into Lebanon with
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16,000 troops. They had a fluff-up there and he
went in, put 16,000 troops in there, stabilized it,
and then took them all home. He got them all out
of there.

And when the Suez thing came up, he told
the British and he told France to get out, and they
had to get out. And they were bitter about that.

AK: That was a big rift among the former allies.
JP: Eisenhower wanted to get those colonies back

to self-government, back to the people of those
countries. He believed in that policy, as did

Roosevelt. That was a policy of Roosevelt, but
Eisenhower carried that along, and at times it was
a little tough for some of our allies to understand.
And when the French wanted us to go into Dien
Bien Phu, and back them up in Vietnam,
Eisenhower wouldn’t do it. He wouldn’t get in
there. He didn’t want to muck around on the
mainland of China, Southeast Asia.
Sorry, I got sidetracked.

AK: Getting this national picture really helps.
These are the things that people were very
concerned with in those days.
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FURTHER THOUGHTS

KirBY TORRANCE
EVERGREEN REPUBLICAN CLUB

Kirby Torrance, a longtime friend of Joel
Pritchard, was interviewed August 24, 1999. Mr.

Torrance became acquainted with Joel Pritchard
through his brother Frank. He recalled that, My
fraternity, SAE, wanted me to run for president of
the student body at the University of Washington
in 1942, and we decided that I would do that. 1
had heard of Frank Pritchard as a guy who was a
political organizer and he had been the campaign
manager for a previous student body president
and that fellow had been elected. I didn't know
Frank, but his fraternity was just across the street
from mine. I walked across the street and
introduced myself and said, “This is what  want
to do, and would you be my campaign manager?”’
It wasn t too long after that he agreed to do that.

That was a successful campaign, and it was very
exciting for me. It turned out to be an exciting
time to be president of the student body. I was
grateful to everybody who helped me to get
elected, and Frank, of course, was the manager.

And then some years went by, and Frank went
into the service and I went in the service, and
then we came back after World War II. I don't
think that I met Joel until then, but it was through
Frank.”

Kirby Torrance: [ might have met him about the
time that the Evergreen Republican Club was
formed. A number of people of our era were

interested in political matters in the city or state
level, even the national level. We formed an
organization to see what we could do to help in
political matters and we met monthly for dinner
for I don’t know for how many years. The club
started out with just a few members and then some
other people joined up over time.

Anne Kilgannon: Were you the first president?

KT: No, [ was president another year. Evergreen
went on for several years, and then it gradually
ceased to exist, but I don’t remember who the first
president was. It was somewhere in those early
stages that I met Joel. We discussed issues; it
reminds me of the modern day Allied Arts, where
they have things come up, and they discuss the
issues, whether they are good or bad and do we
have something to add to it or subtract from it, or
whatever.

AK: Did you make statements to the press, or
would you go outside your own circle in any sense?

KT: Not particularly. It was sort of an idealistic
thing for quite a while. We didn’t involve the
press. I guess we didn’t exclude the press, but in
the beginning we were not influential enough to
be considered by the press.

We were motivated mainly by sort of an
idealistic attitude toward trying to improve the
way we do things in government. One of the first
issues that came up was the presidency. I think
that we all thought that Harold Stassen was a nice
guy—honorable, and he had already been an
unsuccessful candidate for president of the United
States. We were interested in Stassen, but he
wasn’t going to be a successful candidate. I think
that was what we kind of agreed on, that although
he was a good man, we didn’t think he was
electable. But it came up then who the Republican
nominee would be. It was between Taft and
Eisenhower, and the hard-core Republican people
were all in favor of Taft, and our group was in
favor of Eisenhower.

AK: What was it about Eisenhower that appealed
to you especially? Or you just didn’t like Robert
Taft?
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KT: I think we felt that Taft was too conserva-
tive. General Eisenhower was highly electable. |
think, from an idealistic standpoint, we thought
that Eisenhower would lend stability to our gov-
ernment, and that Eisenhower would have a fresh
look at things.

This was right after the war, and Eisenhower
was not a politician and in a sense that was an
advantage, because we thought he would be open-
minded about modern-day issues. And there was
no question that he was a hero for those of us that
were in the service. You know what I mean—
Eisenhower was our guy.

As I remember, it had to go to the state
convention. We had to have a consensus of
opinion from our state as to who we were backing.
We were for Eisenhower—it was somewhat
nonconformist to do so. By this time we were
beginning to get recognized as a group that knew

something about what we were doing. So we voted
in our club and officially endorsed Eisenhower,
and we were the first ones in the state of
Washington to do so, and it caused quite a little
stir among people who were interested in political
affairs.

Over time, a lot of Evergreen Republican
people got into politics directly one way or an-
other. We were all active in political campaigns.
Doorbelling became a fine occupation! Joel was
in the Legislature, Eugene Wright was a judge,
Frank James eventually became a judge with the
endorsement of Evergreen, and George Kinnear
was elected to a state office. Jim Andersen went
into the Legislature and later became a Washing-
ton State Supreme Court judge. George Morry
became Seattle Postmaster, appointed by Presi-
dent Eisenhower. There were quite a few. | fol-
lowed that with interest.
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REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE
THIRTY-SIXTH DISTRICT

Anne Kilgannon: Id like to begin this discussion
with your decision to run for the Legislature.
Earlier you had said that although you were very
involved with Republican campaigns and
organizational matters, that you had no thought
of office for yourself. What prompted you to
change your mind?

Joel Pritchard: I had no intention of running,
but what brought it about was they had redistrict-
ing and they cut Magnolia out of the Forty-fourth
and attached it to the Thirty-sixth District. The
Thirty-sixth District was a solid Republican dis-
trict, which had sent Republicans to Olympia even
in the Depression.

AK: Yes, it had been solidly Republican for
years—it went briefly Democrat in °35 and 37,
and then switched back to Republicans, and was
all Republican until 1973 when it began to
transition. By 1983 it was a Democratic area, but
certainly during your time it was a Republican
seat. So that was pretty safe.

JP: Oh yes. I didn’t do any campaigning, except
the first time. The first time was a big campaign
because I ran against an incumbent.

AK: For the primary?

JP: For the primary—that’s what it was—a battle
in the primary. Like I said, [ had no intention of
running, but when they made this switch, I was
the Republican leader of the Forty-fourth and 1

was from Magnolia. Also, we had a Republican
representative by the name of John Strom who
was a druggist—he had a drug store at Interbay,
at the bottom of Magnolia—who died at the same
time that the redistricting hit. Our district had been
switched into Queen Anne, so, of course, we met
with the Queen Anne people, and they said, “Well,
we’ve got our incumbents.”

And we said, “No, you don’t understand, we
have almost forty percent of the vote, so we get
one of the three seats.”

And they said, “No, because we have the three
incumbents.”

Well, several senators—I won’t say who—
called me and said, “Would I run against Vic
Zednick?” who was the old senator there.

And I said, “No, I wouldn’t do that, I wouldn’t
want to run against Vic. [ wouldn’t want to get
personal.”

Then our group met and we appointed a
committee to find out who would be candidates,
who we could get, what would work. And they
came back and said that I had the best chance. |
remember putting it off for a week and saying,
“No, I’d have to think about it.”

AK: Were you intrigued, though? Was it
tempting?

JP: Well, you’re interested, but you know, you’re
kind of wondering. How will it be with your job?
In those days, it was sixty days every other year,
which wasn’t too bad. It’s the way it was supposed
to be.

AK: Did you talk with your brother and your dad?
What did they think you should do?

JP: Sure, I talked to my brother, and I talked to
my dad a little, and they said, “If you want to do
it.”

AK: You were really crossing some kind of line,
from working on campaigns to being the
candidate.

JP: Yes. A fellow named Jay Adams was active
in the district, and because of the organization
we had built getting rid of Kimball and getting
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Ted Peterson in there, we had a good organization.
And we had a lot of friends. I’d gone to Queen
Anne, and the Magnolia kids all went to Queen
Anne, and then you knew families. And my uncle
lived on Magnolia, and my mother was born on
Queen Anne, and I was born on Queen Anne. We
just had lots of friends.

AK: You were just a natural.

JP: And I’d been active in the Magnolia Kiwanis
Club. I coached the Little League football, and |
taught Sunday school up at the Presbyterian
Church. You’re involved in the community.

AK: You sound like a dream candidate.

JP: Well, you’re very involved with the commu-
nity, and then [ was active in these campaigns.

So, I said, “Well, okay, we’ll do it.”*
AK: What did your wife think about this?

JP: Well, if I was going to do it, okay. She was
not as enthused about politics as | was, but it was
all right.

So, we got started and | know we raised either
$1,200 or $1,400 for that whole campaign. That’s
what it cost us.

AK: Was that a lot of money at that time for a
campaign?

JP: Well, we didn’t have billboards. We put one
ad in the Magnolia paper, and one in the Queen
Anne paper with a big list of people who were
supporting me. We had endorsement cards, which
we really worked hard. We would ask people how

AK: Were you his campaign manager?

get all this talent—

FP: Yes, call the meetings, be there.

*Frank Pritchard: That’s the way we did it, with terrific intensity. Same thing when Joel ran for the
Legislature the first time, and the first time he ran for Congress. We had a breakfast meeting every
day, and the little committee would be there. That’s the way to keep things going.

FP: Not officially. I looked upon myself more as a catalyst. Just about everybody that we would

have knew what they were doing, or had a talent way above mine. You get all these people and you

AK: And your talent is to connect all the dots? Make it all happen?

AK: Who worked on Joel’s campaigns? Who would be in this breakfast group?

FP: His friends—he’s got a list a mile long. Don Kraft was there, because he was always our adver-
tising agency, but he was more than that—a lot of brains. And Barney McCallum, who is a very
close, personal friend. He worked for us for a while before he started his own business. He always
did a lot. And Kirby Torrance.

There are so many. Over the years it changed, because some people got older or moved away
or something. Wally McGovern, who’s now a retired federal judge, was involved. And we were
involved in his campaigns. These things work both ways.

When Joel ran for the Legislature, the people that really worked were the people from the
company, the other salesmen. And the guys he went to high school with. When he ran for Congress,
the same people would come and help, but then there were lots more.

AK: That was a much bigger scale.
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many endorsement cards they could send out.
They always said, “Who should I send them to?”

“Send them to anybody that’s on your
Christmas card list that lives in the Magnolia-
Queen Anne area.” We figured if people they send
Christmas cards to don’t like them, who will?

I had a wonderful uncle, my Uncle Donald,
who had some health problems and was older,
but would drive his car around, and he would pick
them up. Well, that was such a big thing. He’d go
to pick them up and they’d say, “I haven’t got
them quite ready.” Then they’d do them.

My uncle was very nice, he’d go back and
he’d say, “We’re picking them up.”

They’d say, “No, we’ll mail them.”

“No, we’re picking them up so that we can
mail them all at one time and make an impact.”

That was our excuse, but what we wanted to
do was get them all. And we got 7,200 endorse-
ment cards signed in the Queen Anne-Magnolia
area.

AK: What was the size of population you were
dealing with?

JP: Fifty thousand people, but the actual voters
weren’t that many. So, I don’t know. And you’d
get overlap. People would say, “I’ve gotten three
cards.” That was fine with us.

The Municipal League was very important
then, and I got the highest rating. That was the
first time I’d really had a serious talk with Dan
Evans. He had talked to me about getting on the
Highway Committee, and in those days it was hard
to get anybody in King County to be on the
Highway Committee. It was all these rural people
that were getting the money and that. So he laid
out all these figures, and a day or two later [ went
before the Municipal League, and [ had my whole
pitch about how we ought to get our share of the
money. Well, anyway, I got a good rating from
them.

Then we had a bunch of people that doorbelled.
We had about thirty-five, forty people, and we
had four nights. They went out, and I went, all
these friends of mine, and you do four nights of
forty people going out, you cover a big chunk of
the district.

AK: Did people do analyses of the district, then,
to figure out a strategy?

JP: Oh sure, which precincts were the best ones.
Of course, we were going after the Republican
precincts.

AK: Because your race was really the primary?

JP: Yes, that was the big effort. Election night
we went to dinner, some of the key helpers, and
then they all went to different precincts to pick
the results up.

AK: Who were some of these key people who
helped you?

JP: Oh gosh, the bad thing is you forget some
people. There was Jay Adams and Barney
McCallum, Phil Luther, John McCallune, Jerry
Bach—there’s a whole lot of people who really
helped me. All my friends just really rallied
around me and it was very satisfying.

AK: Did you have a manager?

JP: No, we were on our own. We had a little office
there in Magnolia, and we did hire a college girl
for some part-time to run the office for about three,
maybe two months—just for the primary. She’d
phone people for cards, doorbelling, telling them
when. We did our thing.

AK: The press called you “a real sparkplug.”

JP: Yes, it was active. We had no idea how we
were doing. But if you have good friends, and
they are real friends, then they help. Obviously,
your friends that you make in church and whatnot,
they get to know you, and if they like you, and
you run for office, why they help you. Or, if
they’re going to do something, you help them.
That’s natural.

We’d meet every Monday at the Ship’s Café
for breakfast, right at the foot of the Magnolia
Bridge, there. We’d gather and kind of go over
where we were and how we were doing.

AK: How many weeks did you have to do all this?
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JP: My feeling is that we were really campaigning
June, July, and August.

AK: Pretty intense. Did you give speeches, attend
all kinds of community events?

JP: You didn’t have that many. They’d have a
community club meeting, but I only remember
about two club meetings. We went out where
people were, not waiting for people to come to
us. But most people who come to a meeting,
they’ve already decided who they’re for.

AK: I wondered if you went to neighborhood
picnics and that sort of thing. I know my
neighborhood association sponsors a candidate
picnic.

JP: No, not that. Just my friends helping me. But
the night of the primary, we had dinner, maybe
eight or ten couples, and then we all went out to
collect the results. I remember our wives went to
Phil Luther’s house—he had the party—and 1
went to the John Hay school where there were
four precincts voting. When I walked in | said,
“How’s the election?”

It was just over and a lady said, “It didn’t go
well at all.”

And I thought: That settles me for politics, I
won’t be a candidate any more.

She said, “If you want to look around the back
of the machines, you can.” She said, “I just can’t
understand it how that Joel Pritchard won this
election.”

And I went, “Who-00-00,” and | didn’t say
anything.

AK: I guess it just depends on who she was for.

JP: Yes, she was a friend of the lady who came in
third. So, I looked at the machines, and yes, | was
running first and Moriarty was running second. |
ran, really, about even-up. Just barely ahead there,
but then when I got to Magnolia, | ran substan-
tially ahead.

AK: But you didn’t run against these people—
you ran for yourself?

JP: No, I didn’t. I never said anything negative
about either candidate, never ran against them,
just ran for things. What happened though, was
that the Kirk forces and the Moriarty forces were
sort of at odds—Chuck was Catholic and Mrs.
Kirk’s husband was an active Shriner or some-
thing. So, people vote for two—you didn’t have
position 1 and position 2—the two top people
won. There were quite a few people who voted
for Chuck and myself, and then there were people
who voted for Mrs. Kirk and myself. So I had an
advantage there.

AK: Did you run because you thought Magnolia
should have more representation, or because you
thought one of these candidates would not be the
best representative?

JP: No, they were pretty decent, and I helped get
Mrs. Kirk back in.

AK: She reappears in the records almost
immediately.

JP: Because the old senator, Vic Zednick, died at
the end. He keeled over in the middle of his speech
at the community club meeting at the end of that
session. So, we had an opening, and [ urged Chuck
to go into the Senate as he was there ahead of me.
And then I urged him and the party to have Mrs.
Kirk come back.

AK: Her husband had the seat for three sessions,
and then she took it. I wondered if he had died,
like sometimes happens and then the wife takes
over.

JP: No, no, he went into county government. He
was involved with the county. I thought that she
was a better legislator than he was.

AK: Then Charles Moriarty went to the Senate,
and Mrs. Kirk comes back and fills out his term.
Did you three work well together?

JP: Yes, we got along—you had to. Chuck had
gone to the Senate, so he didn’t have to work as
much with Gladys, and [ was with Gladys.
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AK: I couldn’t find any photos of her, just of you
and Senator Moriarty, which led me to wonder if
she was as much a part of the team.

JP: I have a photo of her and me and John Murray.
John Murray owned the Queen Anne paper. He
became a friend of mine and he was helpful to
me. But both papers, they didn’t come out with
any big endorsements one way or another, but |
got a pretty good treatment by both papers.
Especially later on, after | was an incumbent, John
was very helpful to me through the years. And he
became a legislator.

AK: So, you found out you were winning. Did
you go back to your friend’s party?

JP: Oh yes. I came in and most of the others had
similar results except for the precincts where we
had not doorbelled. They were Democratic
precincts, and we didn’t have endorsement cards
going in there. We didn’t have much connection
with them. That’s where Barney went and he came
back discouraged. He said, “Gee, we’re losing.”
He called and said, “We’re losing.” And we said,
“No, no, we’re winning!”

AK: It must have felt great. How did it hit you,
that you had won?

JP: Oh yes, well, wowee, and you know.

AK: It sounds like you were ready to let it go,
and then it turned out to be a big victory.

JP: It was a lot of work and a lot of effort, and
everybody was pleased. And so we got ready to
go to Olympia. The election was in November,
and you go down in January.

But first we went over to meet with the
leadership in Spokane. They always had the
meeting at the same time as the Washington-
Washington State football game, this time in
Spokane, not down in Pullman. Two things I
remember about that: Elmer Johnson took Slade
Gorton and me down into the basement of this
big, old Spokane house to talk to us.

AK: Was Slade Gorton new that session, too?

JP: Slade was brand-new, too. We were all
together. We were all new. I remember Elmer
talking to us. He said, “Now boys, if you’ve got
to have something for your district, I can work
with John O’Brien and we get along, and we can
work things out.”

And I remember saying to Elmer, “Elmer,
Slade and I didn’t come down here to work things
out and to get along with John O’Brien. We came
down to make some changes.” Sounded like these
guys going to Congress: We came down to make
changes, and we didn’t come here to get along, or
to get anything special. “There isn’t anything in
our district that we think we need—we’ll work
it—that’s the way we’re going to play the game.”

He said, “Well, okay boys, you young guys, I
know—"

And, two years later we changed the leader-
ship, put Evans in and changed the whole deal.
We went out and got a lot of new people to run
for the Legislature, and helped them.

The other thing that happened was Moriarty
had a house in Olympia, from a friend. The
husband and wife moved out to their summer
place and we rented their house—it’s right up the
street from the Capitol. Chuck said, “Do you want
to do it?” I said yes, and he said, “Well, let me see
if we can get Evans. But we can really put four in
it. Who else can we get? How about that new guy,
Gorton?” And they said they’d do it, and out of
living together, we became great friends. And two
years later Jimmy Andersen was there, so we had
a pretty good group.

AK: You became quite a power block, the new
force in Republican circles.

JP: Not at that point. We were just freshmen in
the back, learning the ropes. But they were very
bright—both of them, Slade and Dan—were
exceedingly bright, and I liked them because there
was never any question about their honesty, or
drinking, or anything at all. They worked, and they
were well-read, thoughtful people. And no
lobbyist had an arm on them. They’d tell any of
them to go to hell.

AK: You’ve said what a boon it was to fall in
with these really top-notch people—
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JP: Just lucky, it was just lucky.

AK: But they’ve also intimated that they thought
pretty highly of you.

JP: Well, it was great for me because Dan was an
engineer and had a very good reputation. Chuck
and Slade were very fine lawyers, and for me, |
kind of got to where I could think like these other
guys can. Sometimes | was a little better on
relations with some of the others. I worked on
that.

Don Moos, from over near Spokane, and Jack
Hood, there were seven of us in that freshman
class.

AK: Did you freshmen tend to gravitate together
because you were all new, or because you thought
alike?

JP: We just happened to live there. I liked Chuck,
and Chuck knew Dan. It was kind of natural. And
we did a lot of things—we’d go down and play
basketball at the YMCA late in the afternoon, go
down and work out. It was very stimulating.

AK: Did you have gatherings at this house you
all shared? Did it become a central place?

JP: We had lots of talk. It was a very invigorating
time. And, of course, when you’re young, you
have enormous energy. But it was catch-as-catch
can. We were in different places and all, but there
was quite a bit of sociability to it. There were
many others: Tom Copeland and Jim Andersen,
who later became the chief justice of the Supreme
Court—a number of them. We ran together. The
Olympia Elks Club was where all the so-called
action was.

Maybe it was easy in that we got that first
session out of our way and learned the ropes. It
was a good session for learning. Rosellini was in
full command, and of course we were very
opposed to Governor Rosellini.

It was a dull session. Don Brazier, who’s
writing a history of the Legislature, said, “It’s the
least reportable session of any. Gee, you just didn’t
get anything done that session.”

AK: So, was it kind of a soft landing for you, to
learn the ropes, as you say? How did you go about
learning the intricacies of being a legislator?

JP: It’s just like a school. You’re sitting all the
time. You’re in the middle of it. Most of it was a
learning process, that first session.

AK: Did you come in already somewhat familiar
with the processes?

JP: Well, you’d know some of it. First, you know
something about politics, and second, you know
something about history. You learn the rest of it
pretty darn fast.

AK: The procedures—how to pass a bill,
committees, the details?

JP: Sure. Don Moos and I sat together that first
session, or was it Jimmy Andersen? Then I was
with Slade and Jimmy.

AK: Did you get to choose your seatmate?

JP: You kind of chose. We were in the back end,
the freshmen in back.

AK: So the senior people sat at the front?

JP: Oh yes, that’s the way it worked then. But
Greive changed all that. When he was in the
Senate, he moved back into the middle. But in
those days, in the House, they were down front,
and you came back up.

But we observed, and Don Eldridge was a
great help. He was very close to us, so that two
years later when we made our move for bringing
in new leadership, we made Dan the leader and
Eldridge was the caucus chairman. He was a
bright guy. He was from Mount Vernon and he’d
been in three terms, and he was good. We just
had some very good people.

AK: Who were the Republican leaders at that
time?

JP: At that time it was Newman Clark and Elmer
Johnson. Clark was really from the old school.
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He had been at the University of Washington, and
I think he was some kind of athlete out there. And
then, I think he was an attorney.

He and Elmer had been there a long time,
particularly Elmer. Elmer was from Spokane, and
they kind of made their deals with John O’Brien,
the Speaker. For a lot of us who were young, we
sort of chafed under what we thought was a lack
of aggressiveness and new ideas. We thought we
needed stronger leadership.

AK: Were they too consensual and just not very
dynamic?

JP: They didn’t have much zip. We didn’t feel
they were the new look. We were young and
aggressive, you know, and all that. They were all
right for their time, but it seemed like their time
was over. Although we didn’t cause them trouble
particularly, by the end of that session we got
together, some of us, and said, “If we’re going to
stay down here, we’re going to change the
leadership and we’re going to go out and get some
new members. We’re going to do more than just
do a lot of talking.”

And Zeke [Newman Clark] ran for governor
in 1960. He looked like central casting for a gov-
ernor—beautiful white hair, and tall. Whatever
ambition he lacked, his wife had. But he got beat
in the primary, Zeke Clark. So when he wasn’t
there, there was going to be a change, and so we
changed it.

AK: A little vacuum at the top, and you jumped
in. Had the Republicans, being in the minority
for awhile, lost momentum—Iost their creativity
dealing with issues?

JP: By and large, the Republicans had been in
the minority since the thirties. Langlie had won
as governor, but most of the Legislature had been
Democratic for years. That’s hard on any group.
So that’s where we were.

But Don Eldridge was the caucus chairman
and we started doing things. But it wasn’t split
all older and younger. Damon Canfield ran for
the leadership against Evans. But we were great
friends with Damon and Cecil Clark and some of
the others that we had great respect for.

We made a lot of friends, and Evans was a
natural. Chuck Moriarty and Dan Evans were in
the *57 class. I think Tommy Copeland was in
that, too. And Don Eldridge was already in, so
that when we came in we had a big fight in our
state over the “right to work.” The Republicans
just got cleaned. It was a case that you didn’t have
to belong to a union, you had to pay your dues,
but you didn’t have to belong to a union. Well,
the unions just went crazy on it and just murdered
the Republicans. I wasn’t that keen on the “right
to work™ and I didn’t think it was too smart. This
was in ’56, and I thought that the Republicans
were foolish to make it a cornerstone, because it
just did us in.

AK: In 1959, when you came into the House,
there were sixty-six Democrats to only thirty-three
Republicans, and in the Senate the numbers are
just as bad: thirty-five Democrats and just fourteen
Republicans. In 1953, the Republicans had had
majorities in both Houses, but after that there is a
shift to the Democrats. By your time they had
piled up big majorities.

JP: Yes, in both Houses, it was really one-sided.
And Rosellini was a full-fledged Democratic
governor. In the Senate they were fighting with
Al Rosellini—there was a lot of battling, and of
course, we went after Al with gusto. We ran all
our campaigns against him. Everybody who ran
for the Legislature against us, we ran them as Al
Rosellini legislators. “Do you want another Al
Rosellini?”

AK: Just tarring everybody?

JP: That’s right. “Do you want someone who is
with Al Rosellini?” Well. He won the next
election, but he was our best target.

But it was interesting, fascinating. You’re
learning, and you’re on committees. As I said, it
was a very stimulating atmosphere.

AK: Let’s go back to the mechanics for a moment.
You once mentioned to me that you didn’t have
an office in the early years, that you operated from
your desk on the floor. Can you tell more about
how that worked?
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JP: That’s right. You had your desk and they had
apool of stenographers. You’d get a stenographer
and you’d dictate your letters—that was at
nighttime. You’d come back at night, and if we
weren’t having night sessions, you’d work on the
floor. You’d be there and answer your mail. It
wasn’t until the last two weeks of session that
you got into a lot of night sessions.

AK: This would be mail from your constituents?

JP: Yes, they’d write to you. Then, on the next
night they’d bring the letters to you. You’d sign
those and if there was something wrong, you’d
have them done over. And you wrote letters back.
It was very good—it made everybody be on the
floor. It was kind of nice.

AK: You said you thought the members talked to
each other more because you were all there, not
tucked away in separate offices like now.

JP: You had lots of togetherness, I guess that’s
what you’d say.

AK: Did it also have a fishbowl effect? Every-
body could see who you were talking to?

JP: Yes, you could see that. The lobbyists would
be walking around on the floor talking to people.
But we didn’t even have a third of the members—
we couldn’t stop anything if they really got their
act together. That was a major factor. We had so
little influence.

Speeches are made, but I made a point of
being the last person of the freshmen to speak. |
can remember I just tried to tone myself down a
little. For me, it was a great learning process.
These were very smart people that I was around.
I’d done a lot of reading, but I’d only gone to
college a year and a half. And when I was in high
school, I was not the greatest student in the
world—I spent all my time fussing around with
sports. So, it was something to find I could hold
my own.

AK: Well, you had good people skills.

JP: Oh yes, but I could also hold my own in the

thought processes, in the debates and all that. Yes,
I could deal with the others.

AK: Were you somewhat relieved and gratified
to find that out?

JP: It was kind of reassuring. I’d been involved
in a lot of things and didn’t lack for confidence,
but it was sort of nice to know, because Slade and
Dan and Moriarty were just really, really bright.
It reassured me that I could sort of play in that
ball game.

AK: Did you come into the Legislature with some
of your interests already set? [ was wondering how
you chose your committee assignments, what
areas you wanted to work in? Could you choose?

JP: You can ask for committees. But, first of all,
when you’re a freshman, you get put on commit-
tees—they’ve got to fill out committees. Some-
times you get your choice.

But there was talk, even then, though nothing
was done, to cut down on the number of
committees. You had a big number of committees
because that was the way the majority could take
care of their pals, or reward people, or give them
some position. And if they could be a chairman
of a committee, why it might sound good in a press
release back home. It might not mean a darn thing.
So you had far too many committees overlapping.
Too many times you’d have three committees
meeting at the same time.

AK: How would you choose, then, which to
attend?

JP: That’s the point. And then, of course, in many
the chairman has the majority sway, and the
Democrats were two to one—

That’s why in that first session, actually I can’t
think of much that we did. Oh, there were things
that happened in the session that were important,
but as far as our effect on it, we were in the back
of the chamber.

AK: Rather marginal, then?

JP: Sure, but that’s not a bad way to come into
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an operation, to be able to come in and sort of
learn it. To have a chance to learn it before you
get into something terribly critical.

AK: How, then, did you keep track of what was
going on, if you are on all these different
committees?

JP: We didn’t have secretaries in those days, but
you had your schedule and you could see the
committees and the critical things. You’d know if
there was a vote up for this or that. But it was a
poor operation as far as too many committees,
too many things going on. But, if you’re in the
majority leadership, you’d just as soon have things
fouled up a little because then you can just sort
of push what you want, and not push and let things
die that this group wants—it’s helpful.

AK: I see. With having to cover so many different
issues, | was wondering where you got your
information, to know what you wanted to support?

JP: First of all, you read up. And what I would
try to do, I would try to find a person on each
committee who I had some respect for, who was
knowledgeable, and I would work off of their
knowledge. I’d ask them, what about this? They
were in the hearings, they attended the hearings.
I never tried to be the expert on everything. And |
followed that system all the way through
Congress.

Now, that doesn’t mean that you don’t read
up, that you don’t know. And we are all products
of our experience, so we all have ideas about these
things, but I’m always suspect of people who have
a thin knowledge of something but have strong
views. Many times their experience is one
experience, when what you have to do is look at
the whole picture. And also people pushing from
your district, wanting you to vote for this and
wanting to vote for that. Mailings, all the letters
you get.

AK: So did letters from constituents have an
impact on you?

JP: No. Obviously, you don’t try to make enemies
with it. But I never believed that you should weigh

the mail. I think it’s absolutely backward from
what our founding fathers wanted. The legislator
should go there, he should listen to everybody in
his district, get all the information, and then he
ought to vote what he thinks is best. And then at
the next election, if they don’t like him, they throw
him out and put a new person in. But I do not
believe in doing a poll to find out how you should
vote. I’ve tried to follow that, always.

AK: Yes, all that sticking your toe in and taking
the temperature every time you need to do
something.

JP: Yes, and the amazing thing is, lots of people
like their representative. “He votes the way we
want him to.” Well, many times the “we want” is
a fairly small number of people in a district who
are interested in an issue. You please that group,
and it’s like feeding the robins in a nest, you just
go along and give each little group a few worms,
and they all say “what a great guy.” [ thought that
was terrible.

AK: To keep up, then, you read a lot of things
and you talked to a lot of people. What role would
lobbyists or special interest groups play in your
process?

JP: Everybody has a lobbyist—the churches.
When you talk about special interests, everything
is a special interest. Everything is: “I’m not a
special interest person, it’s just that [ have a special
interest” perspective.

AK: It must be those other guys—

JP: Yes, they’re a special interest, and we speak
for the public. Yes, well, you listen to everybody.

AK: But how do you sort them out?

JP: That’s a matter of experience and judgment.
And you have to be careful because sometimes
people that you don’t like particularly are pushing
something that’s a very good cause. And you have
to be careful you don’t do it on “I like this guy, I
don’t like that guy” type of attitude. You get to
know pretty soon, who’s pushing things that make
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sense and who tells a straight story. And who you
can trust. All of that is a mix that goes on in
everybody’s life. It’s just to a higher degree when
you’re in the legislative process.

AK: It probably has a wider impact. [ was reading
about a certain bank lobbyist down here who was
considered very reliable and people could go to
him about banking issues. Were there people like
that who you just knew would tell it to you
straight?

JP: If somebody represents a group and over the
years he or she has always been honest, and people
like them and say they are really good in what
they do, then they have a greater influence. But
there again, I think you have to be careful about
becoming a vote for a lobbyist. I’ve had times
when I’ve had to say to good friends, “No, no,
no.” Even though you like them and you like their
group, you just didn’t think it made sense, or it
wasn’t in the best interest.

AK: Was there a lot of wining and dining in your
day?

JP: [ don’t know about wining and dining. There
were people wanting you to go to dinner at some
joint. And then you’d have to run back—Ilots of
evening hearings, or late committee meetings.
Early going in the session, you had a lot of
committee meetings and not much floor action,
and committee meetings would break up at, say,
four-thirty or five, and people would go on down.
We spent a lot of time at the Y, but yes, you’d get
together. A lot of times you’d get together with
other members. The problem with having
lobbyists take you is, you’d have to hear the
commercial. And then you have some people who
like to go to dinner before the evening session
and have a few drinks. That isn’t very wise
because you’ve got to go to work after.

There was lots of alcohol in the first few
sessions. In both caucus rooms they had a bar right
on the end of the wall, and you’d get into those
late sessions, and in the lounge there was always
a bar set up. Certain members, you’d know it.
You’d also hear the volume of noise on the floor
going up as people consumed more alcohol.

AK: | believe that part has changed over the
years—it’s not that way anymore, is it?

JP: There is much less drinking now than there
was in those days. [’m not saying that I never took
a drink, but I had been raised that alcohol was not
in my home, and I had been taught by my father
that that was something you did after the day’s
work was done, not during the work. That was an
attitude. Like in any group, you have some people
who drink and some who don’t, and then you have
some that drink too much, and of course, it
handicaps them. And people know it.

It’s true, some people are very funny, and all
of'this. It’s such a mixture. The Legislature is such
a cross-section and a mixture that it’s got all the
goods and the bads.

AK: Maybe that’s what makes it so representative.

JP: It is. And the people that come down—
everybody sees things from their standpoint, their
viewpoint. It’s a very interesting process. |
thoroughly enjoyed the legislative process with
all its faults and problems.

AK: The quirkiness of it?

JP: Just the humanness of it. Of course, lots of
battles were not partisan battles, they were East
side, West side.

AK: The urban, rural split?

JP: Yes. The farmers, when I came down there,
they had a real lock on things because the farm
block could always produce a lot of votes. And
now, we’ve gotten to where we have practically
no farmers in there. And we’ve done away with
all the lawyers in the Legislature, practically. In
our day there were lots of lawyers that were in
the Legislature, but none of the people that I talk
about could be in the Legislature today. None of
us could.

AK: You couldn’t afford to do it, or give that kind
of time?

JP: You couldn’t get away. In those days your
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prime job was whatever—Evans was an engineer,
Slade was a lawyer, | was a printer. We had
somebody who was in the insurance business; it
was just part of our life. When the Legislature
first started, it was supposed to be sixty days every
two years. Now, they run four months one time,
three months another, and there’s no way that you
can have a meaningful career. It just wouldn’t
work, so what you have are people whose number
one thing is their political career—that’s their
scorecard in life. That’s why the strong feeling to
hang on, because that’s it for them.

AK: Do you think the quality of what happens is
different? Do you think that has an impact on
legislation?

JP: I think in some ways the quality is down.

AK: Even though they take it that much more
seriously?

JP: That doesn’t mean you get more talent, more
judgment. What you look for in people is
experience and judgment. And they have to start
with good character.

AK: So, do you think the experience of many is
too narrow now?

JP: It’s wrong to say “they” because there are
some very good ones now, and there are some
others. But, I thought at that particular time, we
had some very able people on both sides of the
aisle.

And we have made it very difficult for
lawyers—the reporting. Lawyers have always
been a major part of legislative bodies all over
our country. They are the ones who read a lot of
history. There is a naturalness for them to be in it.
And no one is tougher on the lawyers than [ am.
No one is more disdainful of the trial lawyers than
I am. I think they are an abomination in our state
and our country, and I think the system that they
have helped create and certainly maintained is an
enormous burden for our country. All this
liability—

AK: All the litigation?

JP: The litigation—every time something’s
wrong, we’ve got to sue somebody. And it isn’t
just those suits that cost money, everything that
companies do, the liability and all of that, goes
on the cost of products. It makes us less
competitive in the world market. Through very,
very shrewd political manipulation, you have ten
percent of the lawyers being one of the biggest
political factors in this state. And they do it with
campaign funds. They are an enormous power in
Olympia. I have very hard feelings about that.

Now, all groups try to get advantages, whether
it’s the farmers or whatever, or they rationalize
why their group is terribly important. The
beekeepers, or everybody, if they get an advantage
they’ll figure out some way why it’s in the best
interest of the country. But, hopefully, as long as
they don’t have too much power, they can’t
subvert it.

AK: I think you’re right, there have been some
pretty strange cases lately in the news.

JP: Yes, what it should be is, “how do you solve
the problem,” not “how do you stay out of being
liable.” We’ve got it turned around, and I know,
I’ve sat in on meetings where silly things were
done, but we sat there and said, “We have to
because of the liability.”

AK: How do we, as a society, turn this around,
dismantle some of this?

JP: The Congress put through a bill, but that’s
just a first step.

AK: Do you think there’s going to be a reaction,
that people will reach a limit?

JP: It’s pretty hard because it is very tough in
today’s world, because of the political process. It
can be so responsive to a group if they are really
well organized and know how to do things.

[ think there are some serious questions about
our whole justice system. People no longer feel
that the good-old jury of twelve is going to end
up with the right decision. They feel that the
lawyers manipulate things, and as a result, there’s
a feeling that things aren’t fair. I don’t know all
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the answers, but I do think that we’re going to
have to make some changes. It shouldn’t be like a
lottery. But, of course, I don’t believe in using
money as a way to solve all problems. This idea
that something goes wrong, so we give somebody
$500,000 or $3,000,000 and that’s it—it’s wrong,
bad.

AK: It certainly leads to bad public policy.

JP: Turning it around is difficult. Changing
anything is very difficult.

AK: Let’s get back to the Legislature of your time.
I would like to talk now about your committee
assignments when you first came down to
Olympia. That first session you were on several
committees: Banks and Financial Institutions; the
Constitution, Elections and Appointments; Labor;
and Legislative Processes. And Highways.

JP: You know, it’s terrible, but I can’t remember
anything about those committees. As I said, as a
freshman you just get put on committees. But
Highways—Dan Evans had taken me to lunch
when I was first running, and urged me to get on
the Highways Committee. At that time, | didn’t
know why that should be of such interest, but he
soon convinced me that King County was not
getting our share. Almost all of the highway
money was going outside of King County, and
we should get on the Highway Committee.

So I got on it after all my talk, and immedi-
ately we got into the cross-Sound bridge. And
Julia Butler was the chairman—a very strong
woman—and she was a big supporter of the cross-
Sound bridge. I opposed it. It was going to go
across to Vashon Island and then go across to Port
Orchard and then go up. It would have been aw-
ful for the Port of Tacoma. It would have been
bad for Bainbridge Island, because you’d have
had to take your car all the way through the bridge
into Fauntleroy, and then drive into Seattle. It
would have brought more cars in. My folks lived
on Bainbridge Island and they were very upset
about it. And I didn’t think it was a good idea.
But, well, they were pushing it.

AK: Who was supporting this project, then?

JP: Julia and the Highways people—they’d
gotten it started. And the people in Bremerton kind
of liked it because they could just drive into
Seattle. Well, it was a big battle, and it lost. I can
remember being on the committee and not
supporting the chairman’s bridge. It was highly
emotional and all.

AK: Julia Butler Hanson, the chairperson, was a
Democrat, so would it not be very surprising that
you did not support her bill?

JP: Oh no. Things like that in Highways, it didn’t
break Democrat, Republican. Sometimes it broke
urban-rural or East-West—all kinds of combina-
tions. And the majority of bills have both Demo-
crat and Republican sponsors.

AK: Was it normal practice, then, to get somebody
from the other side to cosponsor?

JP: Of course, if you’re smart. I never sponsored
a bill in the twenty-four years that [ was in the
House, the Senate, or the Congress, where [ didn’t
have a Democrat on the bill with me. Because |
was in the minority for twenty-four years, if |
wanted to get something to pass, [ worked, always,
with the Democrats. In those days, more bills went
through with bipartisan support, as far as going
through. Some of the major ones, of course, would
be just one party.

AK: How many members would be on a com-
mittee, say, ten?

JP: Yes, or might be fifteen. And of course they’d
be two to one, majority, so that if you were going
to have any effect in anything, the bills would be
cosponsored Democrat, Republican.

AK: When | was reading about the cross-Sound
bridge, the issues surrounding it were very
complicated. It seemed like it was defeated not
just because of where it was to be located, but
because of the structure they were proposing for
paying for it, with the toll authority.

JP: That’s right, and there were all kinds of
feelings. And I thought it would be very
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detrimental to Tacoma.

AK: Would it have funneled people away from
that area?

JP: Well, it blocked it off. You would have had to
pull the bridge apart for ships to go through, and,
my, oh my, that’s not an easy thing, delaying
shipping, or all the rest of it. But the other thing
was, instead of having people ride ferries into
Seattle and walk into their businesses and then
walk back to Bremerton or Bainbridge Island,
why, they’d all be driving their cars in, coming in
down at Alki and then driving into Seattle with
their cars.

AK: And we think it’s congested now—

JP: At that point I thought it was bad. Now, my
parents lived on Bainbridge, full-time residents,
and the Bainbridge Island people were just
adamant against it. And I didn’t like the cross-
Sound bridge, but it was not stopped in the House.
It wasn’t stopped in committee. The committee
voted it out. It was Julia Butler’s big thing, and
then it was Al Rosellini’s big deal. But it finally
got into a tie vote and Cherberg sent it back to
committee—it was his vote.

AK: Did it just die there?

JP: They couldn’t get it out. It died, but it was
that close.

AK: The things that might have happened, but
didn’t, are so interesting—makes you wonder.
Another issue for Highways in these early sessions
of your career was the regulation of billboards.

JP: Yes, we got into a battle on billboards. We
put some limits on billboards. It was before Mrs.
Johnson came in with her pitch. I was very
involved in that. Evans and I, we all fought the
billboards. I was on the committee, and we
prevailed, as [ remember.

The thing that really got us was the AAA was
fighting us—figure that one out.

AK: The AAA was for billboards?

JP: Well, the billboard lobby was very involved,
they were part of the highway lobby and all the
rest. And we wanted to cut back. We got a bill
through that substantially cut back. And then
Lyndon Johnson’s wife’s thing went through on
the federal level, and it backed it up a little bit.
We just didn’t want these billboards all over the
highways. Yes, I was very involved in that. And
Evans was very involved—he was on the
Highways Committee, as [ was, and we had some
good battles over that. We were successful.

AK: Was your position considered to be anti-
business by some of these groups?

JP: When you say business, you got into
arguments. Well, here’s a restaurant that’s on the
highway going into Humpty-Dumpty little town,
and they want to be able to advertise, you know.
We just thought it was wrong. And we won, and
then we won probably seventy-five percent of
what we were trying to do, after Lady Bird’s bill
became federal law.

AK: Who was your support at that time?

JP: In those days it wasn’t the environmentalists,
but there were the garden clubs. And we had quite
a number of friends who were in these garden
clubs.

AK: Did you have hearings? How would you
organize a campaign for this kind of issue?

JP: Yes, there were hearings, and the sort of inside
highways lobbyists were opposed to it, but the
good government people were for it. But it wasn’t
a big issue in the Legislature. But, when you’re
in the minority—we had some Democrats with
us, I’m sure. I never had a bill in that I was on,
that there weren’t Democrats on. Anyway, it was
good stuff.

AK: It made a big splash in the newspapers, even
s0.

Another thing that hit the papers was your
support for creating LIDs for neighborhood bomb
shelters.
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JP: I was not on that. Let me tell you how it
happened. Ross Cunningham wanted to write a
story, and at that time everybody was really
uptight. Everybody was concerned about the
Russians blasting us, or we’re blasting the
Russians, and so this whole idea of getting bomb
shelters came about. Ross Cunningham came up
with that idea and then sort of said this and that,
and then wrote the story as if it was my idea. See,
he never wanted to put his name on it, he’d always
do it to somebody else.

I went up to him and said, “I don’t want you
to do that ever again,” because I said [ was really
taken aback when my mother said, “You know,
that’s pretty good.”

And I said, “I didn’t really have anything to
do with it.”

And she said, “Joel, you wouldn’t have put
your name on something if you weren’t a part of
it.” And I got to thinking about that, and that’s
right.

And he said, “Well, you’re being kind of
fussy, aren’t you?”

And I said, “Well, that’s the way I feel. Don’t
ever do that again.”

AK: Well, I was taken in by it. It was in your
scrapbook, and it seemed reasonable, something
you would support.

JP: Of course. But you see, you get somebody
like Ross—and he was a wonderful person—he’d
want to give good ideas to good people, and write
them up. He liked my brother and me, and all this
stuff.

AK: So, if you hadn’t thought about saying it,
he’d “help” you along with a manufactured quote?

JP: Yes, and I got to thinking, that’s not right. |
always hold that as an example—but, of course,
nowadays, all these guys have all these people
writing stuff for them, and figuring up stuff, and
getting credit for stuff, and getting blamed for
things they shouldn’t be. Yuck.

AK: This was a year before the Cuban missile
crisis—

JP: Oh yes, but there was great concern. The
Russians had all this power, and we had it, and
were we going to hunker down? Of course, the
ability to survive bombings, if you have people
in shelters, is ten-to-one over just normal. So it
made lots of sense if you’re going to be bombed.

AK: It certainly made sense to have community
ones rather than individual ones, but here it wasn’t
even your idea.

JP: So be it.

AK: To return, then, to something you really were
involved in during this session, the Legislature
was also engaged in examining some of its own
practices. A new code of ethics for state officials
and employees was pushed through in this session,
and state purchasing procedures were reformed,
and a whole new budget and accounting process
was created. The press commented extensively
on these moves to modernize state procedures, to
regularize how the state did its business.

JP: Yes, trying to bring them up to standard. This
is where you can get caught—you let something
happen, then you say, “Ah, ah, they’re playing
games there.” Of course, this was one of our
considerations where we thought the Rosellini
administration—too many people—were cutting
corners. So we set up some rules. The problem
you always have is, as you set up more rules, it’s
hard to solve problems with rules. It’s a little like
with children, you know. They have to change
the way they act, and you can go crazy with
another rule and another rule.

AK: Another move, perhaps part of this modern-
ization trend, was to introduce a state income tax,
but that failed completely.

JP: Yes, and that, of course, is standard in our
state. Everybody has said to the public, “Wouldn’t
you like a three-legged stool? We’ll cut the
property tax down, we’ll cut the sales tax down,
we’ll come in with an income tax, and it would
be more predictable.” The trouble with that line
is, the public looks up and says, “I don’t trust the
Legislature, and two or three years from now my
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sales tax will go right back up, and so we’re not
going to do it.” It takes a sixty percent vote, and
therefore we’re a state that doesn’t have an income
tax. And Oregon, they always didn’t have a sales
tax, and there was always this border problem.
But, I found that people just didn’t trust
government, and so this state doesn’t have an
income tax. It’s been proposed, or at times it’s
been put out there and said, “Well, let’s let the
people vote. Let them decide.” They always
decide no. You can make theoretical arguments
on all sides of the issue, but this is just one where
they just say “no.”

AK: In a big way.

JP: Yes, and you have to get sixty percent, so it’s
done.

AK: Taxes and highways were some of the bigger
issues, but other things were the subject of a lot
of attention. There was a move this year to
consider having annual sessions.

JP: Yes, we were starting to have annual sessions,
but they weren’t called for—I mean the governor
had to call them special. And the question was
whether we shouldn’t have them—the idea was
to have a thirty day session—or whether we didn’t
need it.

AK: Were things piling up that couldn’t be
accomplished in the old allotted period?

JP: I can’t remember—I can’t remember things
piling up. I think the feeling was that we would
come back in and have a crack at the governor
and be checking up on him, some of that. We had
got into annual sessions—it was just a question:
are they to be regularized, or are they always to
be called by the governor?

AK: In that case, if they were called by the
governor, would that give him more power than
if sessions were just a matter of course?

JP: Once he called them, sessions could be open
for any subject, but he could do some negotiat-
ing—whether he would or wouldn’t, and when

did he call it, and all the rest of it. I think one of
the issues was that it wasn’t fair to the Legisla-
ture, to have it hanging out there, maybe yes and
maybe no, and when are they going to call it, and
when are they going to have to be there? It would
be much easier if you knew that there would was
a thirty-day session in the off-year.

AK: So you could arrange your life, your
business?

JP: Yes, you could do some arranging.

AK: I was wondering about the concern that you
voiced that ordinary business people couldn’t be
in the Legislature if it took up too much time.
Was that part of the discussion?

JP: Of course, that’s where we got into this. As |
told you, the people we had then couldn’t be in
the Legislature today—I couldn’t. And it did
fundamentally change in many ways the people
that can serve there.

Then they paid us $100 a month for being in
the Legislature. And Walter Williams said, “The
more they pay us, the more time they’ll take, and
it will never work out right.” So, when we moved
from $100 to $300 a month, he voted no. He was
right. And I was going to vote no, too, but then
Stu Bledsoe came in and he had made a promise,
and because he had only won by 170 votes, [ went
over and had him vote no, and [ voted yes. I had a
solid district. But Walter’s premise was right. Now
they pay us $25 a day.

AK: What if you were not very well off? Would
the low pay make it so that people without good
businesses behind them could not be in the
Legislature?

JP: If you’re talking about getting a job
somewhere, if you go from $100 a month to $300
a month, it isn’t going to work out.

AK: You’re still not going to make it?
JP: No. People that other people are willing to

send to the Legislature—they generally have a
job, they’re solid, they’re in the community,
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they’re involved. It isn’t like someone coming off
the welfare rolls.

AK: Yes, I’ve heard that kind of thing.

JP: And the people say, “Well, gee, the poor
people can’t be legislators. But the poor people
don’t—but you’ve got to have been involved, or
you were on the school board, or that kind of thing.

AK: Yes, though we might not like to acknowl-
edge it, that kind of service presupposes a certain
stability and level of income.

To return to the issues of the session, the
question of implementing daylight savings time
was a subject you addressed in your constituent
newsletter several times, and which was closely
followed in the press.

JP: I always thought daylight saving was pretty
good for a lot of reasons. But it wasn’t a sharp,
political battle, it was a fight between rural and
urban groups—farmers didn’t like it. They said it
was difficult for their cows. [ forget what it was.
It had been stopped by the farmers, and there was
always sort of a battle in our state over daylight
saving.

So, yes,  mentioned it, but well, you’re down
here as a freshman, and here you’ve got to write
a little column in the local paper, and ye gods,
what do you write about?

AK: Well, you took a stand on trading stamps,
too, this time opposed. Could you clarify what
trading stamps were, and why they were such an
issue? Were they like coupons?

JP: Yes, they’re a little like coupons. Green
stamps used to be a big thing, and used to put a
lot of pressure on the merchants. They were kind
of a ‘something-for-nothing’ deal—a promotional
thing. Some people got them and some people
didn’t. I opposed them, I remember. I didn’t think
they were good, on balance, for all businesses.

Isn’t that funny, [ haven’t thought about green
stamps for all this time, but I believe I was
opposed to them.

AK: Some burning issues fade away, but others

keep reappearing. Dog racing was controversial
at that time, and [ believe gambling issues—your
opposition to gambling—were a continuous
thread throughout your legislative career.

JP: Oh yes. We had horse racing, and that’s part
of it. But dog racing, they were going to do it in
Sick’s Stadium, right in the baseball field, down
in Rainier Valley, right in the city. The history of
dog racing is pretty bad in this country. They’ve
always been mixed up with bad elements. Then,
whenever you have it in a city, you find that a lot
of people have social problems because dog racing
is too easy to manipulate—just in every way, like
the experience in California.

And the other thing is, that people mixed up
in dog racing always get involved in local politics.
They become big contributors to city races and
all kinds of things.

AK: To protect themselves?

JP: Sure. [ used to say that [ didn’t mind the state
getting into dog racing, but [ didn’t like dog racing
getting into the local governments.

AK: There were other gambling issues just then,
too.

JP: We had the lottery, which I always opposed.
AK: And slot machines—

JP: The slots, yes. But, of course, I’'m back at
that today, fighting them. I’m the guy against it.
But you can’t regulate people, how they operate
their lives. You can’t do that. On the other hand, I
think that we should not have it so available—I
guess my feeling on gambling is that [ don’t like
it to be so pervasive that you get it with a fellow
on his way home from work.

AK: Was it a huge industry then, like it is now?

JP: No, it wasn’t. When I was a kid, I used to
work around the printing company, and I
remember you could look through a window in
the alley and see the green tables—they had
Chinese gamblers in the Skid Row area of Seattle.
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I can remember my father being concerned about
employees stopping over there and starting to
gamble. He was hoping they wouldn’t.

And, of course, the other thing you get is, five
people gambling among themselves—somebody
wins, somebody loses, but it’s another thing when
you have professional gambling where some
people are taking the money out. Pretty soon, they
want to start rigging the rules, and then they want
to start doing things with the government. The
record around the country is not very good—in
Atlantic City and these other areas.

In almost all ways, I was an opponent of
liberalizing gambling. I did not think the lottery
was a good thing. [ fought the lottery.

AK: The state lottery?

JP: Yes, I think anytime you promote something
for nothing—when we just shamefully promote
it on TV, why, ye gods. Because the people in the
top half of the economic structure are not the
people who buy lottery tickets. And they are the
ones who can afford it. So, there you are.

AK: Another issue debated at this time that’s still
with us was capital punishment. You wrote about
it in your constituent letters, but just as an issue—
I mean, I was unable to make out your own stand
from your remarks. Do you remember how you
felt about that?

JP: Maybe I was agonizing. A lot of times on
issues, you agonize and you see both sides, and
this and that. At this point today, I think you have
the right to take a life if the person’s conduct is
so reprehensible that it threatens all kinds of
people.

AK: Who was supporting the ban, then?

JP: Now, first of all, in those days, there were
very few people that were actually put to death.
So, you were talking about a small number of
people. Then you get into this business of, how
long do they stay on death row? Cases can be
made that, no matter what, you should never take
a life.

And I’m not sure that capital punishment

deters crime. The thing I’ve always believed,
which goes back to the time of the pickpockets in
England, was that it’s only the certainty of being
caught that slows down crime. Not how bad the
punishment, because they’d cut off the arm of a
person if they were pick-pocketing then, which
today we would think was just awful. But it didn’t
slow down anything, because most pickpockets
were not caught. So it’s the certainty of being
caught rather than how strong the sentence is,
because people think, oh well, I’ve got only a five
percent chance of being caught. And so, they’ll
keep doing it. I’'m appalled today at some of the
things that go on.

And then we get into this whole business of
the person’s insanity. In some cases, you can make
a case. Anybody that goes out and murders
somebody, they’re a little insane. They’ve got a
serious problem. But where do you draw the line
on insanity, and where do you hold people
responsible for their actions?

AK: I was wondering why the issue came up at
that time, if there was some particularly egregious
murder, or something?

JP: I’d have to think back. But Rosellini had a
fellow by the name of Garrett Heyns as head of
Institutions. Garrett did a lot of good things. Al
should be credited for improvement in the
institutions.

AK: That would be prisons, and—

JP: Prisons and mental health institutions. I liked
Dr. Heyns. I thought that this is the one area where
Rosellini should be credited, I believe. And I think
he had real feelings about trying to do a better
job in that area.

AK: Had that area been very mismanaged in the
past?

JP: No, but over the years, it had gotten to where
it hadn’t been run very well. I supported Heyns
in some of his things, but I can’t remember now
where all these things fit in.

AK: It was a difficult session to get a clear view.
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It seemed a big muddle, with the Democrats
fighting amongst themselves. The wrap-ups of this
session suggest that the governor hardly got
anything he had wanted—certainly not the big
things, but with such a big Democratic majority,
you would think a Democratic governor’s agenda
would have met with a more favorable response.

JP: They had their problems, because whenever
you get a big majority, why, it’s hard.

AK: Do the parties start to break down within
themselves, into factions? Senator Greive stands
out as having his own agenda at that time.

JP: Yes, there were factions, and in the Senate
there were some coalitions, and Al didn’t get all
he wanted. He tried to pack the Liquor Board,
which is a deal for friends, and we had a big fight
over that and stopped it.

AK: Whenever Governor Rosellini is discussed,
it is said that he had ‘a very political administra-
tion,” but were there any administrations that were
otherwise? What is meant by that—wheeling and
dealing?

JP: Al was a more skillful politician, and he was
deep in politics. He’d been a state senator. He
came right out of all the wheeling and dealing.
Langlie, who preceded him, was thought of as
socially conservative—did not serve alcohol in
the mansion. And he was quite a forceful speaker,
but not all this clever wheeling and dealing. Al
was a real product of the wheeling and dealing,
and it never stopped in his administration. Al had
quite a bit of charm, and he was extremely clever,
and he had some people around him who were
very clever. It was a different atmosphere.

AK: Some people charged that at least some of
these people surrounding Rosellini were even
unsavory—charges, a few rather reckless, about
Mafia connections and whatnot, a kind of lumping
together of persons of Italian descent.

JP: No, I don’t think that. But he, at times, got
too close to some of the less than most noble
citizens, in his law practice, in who he represented.
But you get into this business. Al was a wheeler-
dealer.

AK: But did people respect him?

JP: I don’t know if he ever sat at that kind of
level. People thought he was pretty smart. He had
solid labor backing. He was a shrewd campaigner.
The attitude toward Rosellini spanned the whole
gamut. [t was a whole range, but certainly, among
our group, we were determined to get rid of Al. It
became the focus. We ran legislative candidates
against Al Rosellini no matter who they were
running in what district. Everything was against
Rosellini puppets, and all of this business.

AK: Another long-time political personality who
came in at the almost same time as yourself, was
Lieutenant Governor John Cherberg. What was
your sense of him, then?

JP: Well, he was my high school football coach.
I was a great friend of John Cherberg, and when [
ran for his job in 1988 he was one who suggested
that I run for it. He’d been in thirty-two years and
he did a good job as the lieutenant governor.

AK: Speaker John O’Brien assumed that position
in 1955, two sessions before you came to
Olympia. What was your impression of him?

JP: When I came in, he was the oldest legislator
in the country—he’d started in 1930. He was fifty
years in the Legislature, that’s why they named
the building after him, which I didn’t think was
right. John was a Rainier Valley Democrat, and
he was the Speaker for a long time. He ran
things—he put Democratic policies through, labor
policies and things Al Rosellini wanted. They
worked together. And when we bounced him out,
why, he felt pretty bitter. That was the coalition
of 1963.



CHAPTER 5

CrviL RiGgHTS ISSUES
IN THE LEGISLATURE

Anne Kilgannon: You came to the Legislature
just as the civil rights era was beginning to receive
national attention, though it was not very visible
here in Washington State. In your first session,
one of the first things you did was work with
Representatives Sam Smith and Daniel Brink to
introduce two bills, 70 and 71. Bill 70 dealt with
“Enlarging the scope of civil rights definitions
and of unfair practices,” and the other bill was
concerned with “Prohibiting designation of race,
creed, color or national origin in traffic citations.”
Could you tell me now about your involvement
in this area?

Joel Pritchard: The one that really got all the
attention was House Bill 50, the open housing
bill. Sam and I were on that one together. That’s
the one that they came down from Seattle for in
bus loads, the churches—loads of people and
ministers. [ can remember going out and address-
ing them.

AK: On the steps of the Capitol Building?

JP: No, inside the rotunda. It was evening, and |
remember Sam’s senator, Senator Dore, had given
me the devil that afternoon for sponsoring the bill.
And that evening he got up and talked to the
people about how wonderful that this bill was
being sponsored, and he thought it was good to
get new blood in, and these freshmen to sponsor
it and all. And I was so ticked! I went in and
everybody said, “Freddy? Of course, that’s
Freddy. That’s the way he operates.”

That was typical Fred Dore. And who do I
get as the guy who swears me in as lieutenant
governor, but Fred Dore. My pals really laughed
over it. That was one of the deals Rosellini got
when he helped Dixy—she appointed Fred to the
Supreme Court.

AK: It sounds like you did not think highly of
that appointment, but then he was out of the
Legislature.

JP: No, I didn’t. A lot of us didn’t. And he had
run for attorney general. He was the one Slade
beat, I think it was in the absentees. Fred ran for
Congress, he ran for things all the time.

But he was in the Senate then. We passed the
bill in the House, but Fred did everything to kill
the bill when it got over to the Senate. He and
some others killed it. And he had a black district—
he came from that district.

AK: Why would he vote against the interests of
his own district like that?

JP: It caused him troubles. So he killed it.

AK: Could you describe the content of this bill
for me?

JP: Sure, it just said that you couldn’t discriminate
in housing. If a person had the money and could
afford it, anybody could get a house. But the real
estate industry was against it. And then, you had
areas which had covenants, where you couldn’t
have this and that—no Jews, no Chinese, no this
or that. In *58, there were still areas that had these
things. Another thing was getting loans from
banks, for mortgages.

AK: The practice of redlining, of drawing a circle
around certain neighborhoods and then denying
loans—primarily black neighborhoods?

JP: Yes, anyway, the bill didn’t get through. It
was killed in the Senate. But then the federal
government passed their bill and that knocked it
all out.

AK: I know Sam Smith worked on this issue for
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several sessions, failed and failed, and kept trying.
Can you remember how you became involved in
this issue? Did you know Sam Smith previous to
this effort?

JP: We came in as freshmen together. I didn’t
know him. But George Kinnear called me up. He
was in a group called Civic Unity or something—
I can’t remember the group—but he said he hoped
I’d look at this and see about it. So then, Sam and
I looked at it, and I said, “Sure, I’d do it.”

AK: Was there something about you that led them
to ask you to help with this? Had you spoken out
on this issue before?

JP: No, it wasn’t an issue in my district. In my
district of Magnolia and Queen Anne, there wasn’t
any black community there. So there wasn’t any
drive or push. But I think that George Kinnear,
who was a friend of mine, had been a leading
Republican and was very active, so when he called
me, | gave it serious consideration. He called
probably because I was a friend of his and had
helped him when he ran unsuccessfully for the
United States Senate.

AK: I meant was there something about your
philosophical point of view that identified you as
a civil rights supporter?

JP: They may have thought I would be more
receptive.

I belonged to the Urban League because 1
thought it was the thing to do, but [ had very little
activity in it. [ knew some of the members, but |
didn’t have a close association. Like a lot of
things, I’d say, “That’s a good thing, we ought to
contribute and we ought to support it,” but [ can’t
say [ was deeply involved.

The Urban League strongly supported open
housing, and I worked very hard and wanted
people like Charlie Stokes to get elected. We
worked and elected a Republican, a black
Republican, in the Central Area—Charlie was
terrific. But the Democrats beat him. Blacks voted
for a Democrat rather than for a black. And I
would like to have seen the black community have
strong representation in both parties.

AK: That would have been more balanced.

JP: If you get all in one party, then that one starts
taking you for granted because you’re a cinch
vote. You’re not someone they have to stretch for,
but if you are in both parties—

If you look in 46, the state Senate passed
some civil rights legislation—there was a good
state senator, a white senator, who really led the
fight for civil rights, and he got beat in that district
because he was white.

But I didn’t fit anybody’s mold. [ came down
here and Sam Smith and I sponsored this open
housing bill and got a little heat on it. But it was
not something that gave an advantage to anybody.
It just said everybody is the same. It reflected just
the way I feel about these things. To have an even
playing field—everybody gets it, and you don’t
keep people out of Magnolia because they are
black. The original covenants in there were that
you couldn’t be Jewish, you couldn’t be black,
you couldn’t be Chinese, or this and that. You
know, somebody put a real estate thing out, and
then they’d have these underlying covenants and
things. They’d gotten to where most of these
things had been long forgotten. There certainly
were plenty of Jewish people in Magnolia, but
still, it was under there.

And, of course, the other thing was the interest
of the real estate people, because so often they
owned property. In those days, they really
discouraged anybody who was black from going
into the neighborhoods. That’s why you had so
many Asians in Beacon Hill and the south end.
You had the central core area for the blacks. My
feeling was that everybody should be able to buy
a house in whatever area they can afford. If
somebody was black and could buy a house in
Magnolia, however they got there, they’d showed
some discipline.

Those that wanted to somehow force people
out, and those that didn’t want blacks—well, 1
thought that we were far better off if we did a
better job of dispersing people, I mean getting
them out of the Central Area. Then we would not
have had the very damaging busing situation,
which was so harmful to the education the
children got.

1 did not oppose busing. It was the law of the
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land and I thought the choice was, either we devise
our own or the courts would mandate it, and 1
thought it was better for us to do it out ahead.
However, it was a disaster. It was a great mistake,
and [ wasn’t smart enough to see it. It just tore up
communities, and so many families moved out.
Even at Beacon Hill where I was tutoring, kids
were being bused from the north end all the way
down here. It just didn’t make sense. But, to put
that load on kids, and then what they did was,
somebody would say, “I know all this, but [ don’t
want my eight-year-old daughter going on a bus
from here to clear over there every day.” I don’t
blame them. So they moved to Kirkland—very
destructive. Gee, it was tough.

And you’d get black parents who said, “I want
my kid to get a good education. Don’t talk to me
about busing them.” The Zion private school—
it’s all black. What you need is to give a first-rate
education to people, and then I think you allow
for people—give some flexibility, extra flexibility
for people to move around.

But when they finally stopped the busing,
why, the old, old people of the civil rights
movement, they still wanted to go to court. They
had such an investment in this thing. It’s just been
a tragedy.

AK: When you say you “took a little heat on it,”
what was the response, in your district and
generally, to your stand on these issues? Are you
way out in front with this one?

JP: After that, the next election, a fellow ran
against me and put up billboards and said, “Elect
areal Republican.” He had this thing: “Pritchard
sponsored House Bill 50.” It was such a busy
billboard, you’d have to stop and read it. It was
kind of silly. But, anyway, he ran against me on
that issue, and he didn’t get many votes.

AK: I know you won that election, but how did
that play in your area? Was it a topic of much
discussion?

JP: Not an awful lot. I think I won four-to-one in
the primary. His name was Loerch, George
Loerch. I didn’t get into any controversy with him.
I don’t remember even seeing him in the

campaign. It wasn’t one of these where we had
debates or anything. If people asked me about my
position, | explained it, and most of my friends
said, “Yes, that makes sense.”

AK: Were people ready for this, even if they had
not yet articulated it for themselves?

JP: I think the majority of people, at least my
friends, thought it made sense and was fair. If
somebody could afford a house in Magnolia, that
meant they had a pretty good job, that meant they
were pretty responsible. Or on Queen Anne, you
know. It was what I called leveling the playing
field.

And we got it out of the House, but it died in
the Senate. The fact that it was the first bill I put
in, it stuck in my mind. But the real estate industry
wasn’t very thrilled about it, because they felt it
added to their problems.

AK: One of the provisions of the bill said that if
a Realtor was caught twice practicing discrimi-
nation within a six month period, they would lose
their license. Was that the part that concerned
them?

JP: I’m sure that bothered them, but I’d have to
look at the bill again to remember all the points.
But I do remember Slade and Dan and Chuck,
they all supported me on it. And it wasn’t a
partisan issue. And that’s what we were trying to
do, is keep it from being a partisan issue. But, as
I say, it got to the Senate and didn’t go anywhere.

AK: Were you very disappointed?

JP: You know, you have a lot of bills, and when
you’re a freshman you can’t do anything in the
Senate. But it was not a partisan thing—we
followed the old rule—we had three sponsors, two
in the majority, one in the minority.

AK: Did you meet with black leaders and discuss
this with them, or just do it as a matter of course,
as ‘the right thing to do,” without a lot of
discussion?

JP: 1 just did it. I went to a breakfast of black
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businessmen at Mount Zion, stopped in there for
breakfast, I remember, but whether it was that
year, I get a little confused. And I’d been very
active in the YMCA, and they had all kinds of
kids at Camp Orkila—there were some black kids
there—so, I guess I was kind of liberal in my
social approach. But I wasn’t crusading, this
wasn’t a big crusade of mine.

AK: Although you didn’t know him previously,
you worked closely on the open housing issue with
Representative Sam Smith. What were your
impressions of him?

JP: I loved Sam very much—out of that we
became very good friends. We were good friends.
I liked him and he was very good, and a really
good representative for that area.

It’s one of the things that distresses me when
I’'m around black politicians who don’t act right—
not like Sam—and cut all the corners, and I think,
how sad, because they’re representatives of their
people. Besides being politicians, they’re role
models. And when they cut corners and do all
kinds of things—and I won’t name who, but there
are several in this state—I think it’s a shame.

AK: Do you think, then, that they have a larger
role than white politicians because of their
prominence?

JP: Sure, I think that they are a bigger factor in
their community and so, in some ways, they carry
a heavier responsibility whether they like it or
not. I think they have a greater responsibility for
how they act, how they do things.

AK: More people are watching with a critical eye,
that’s for sure.

JP: Sure, because they have a higher profile in
their community than, say, the state legislator has
in Queen Anne.

AK: At this time, the national civil rights
movement was still led by ministers and people

of that type. Was that also true for Seattle?

JP: Yes, in the black community. And then, in

the general community, there were lots of
people—the Council of Churches, which I was
close to, was very active. But shortly after that,
we had the outbreak in Seattle—in all the cities.

AK: Yes, when [ was reading up on these issues I
made an outline of events: In 1963, there was the
big march in Washington, D.C., and Martin Luther
King gave his “I Have a Dream” speech. And in
’63, open housing is a big issue in Seattle—Mayor
Clinton is put in a rather awkward position nego-
tiating between the people pushing for open hous-
ing and those opposed, made more complicated
by a fear that a referendum campaign would po-
larize the city—

JP: Gordon Clinton was a very thoughtful mayor.
I was one of his managers when he ran for mayor,
and [ was very involved.

AK: Did you talk with him about these issues?

JP: He and I were in the same church, the First
Methodist Church, and Gordon was very thought-
ful and really good on things of this nature. One,
they were trying to channel these energies into
constructive things, and what got so difficult was
that when they started tearing things up and had
the real riots, it turned off a lot of people from
trying to do something. They found this destruc-
tive. And when they came down here, to Olym-
pia, I can remember they marched down here and
there was a real question about keeping them out
of the Capitol—

AK: Are you speaking now of the Black Panthers,
when they came down to demonstrate?

JP: Yes, the Black Panthers—Hewey Newton and
all that, and were they armed? I was still in the
House then, but [ know it was a very difficult time.
I know that Lieutenant Governor Cherberg was
very unhappy about the pressure that was being
put on. They had some meetings between the
Black Panthers and some political groups because
people were saying, “Let’s let the air out of this
thing. Let’s let some steam out of it. Let’s have
some meetings.” But there was lots of controversy.

The state didn’t really have much of a role, it
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was more federal and in the courts—but it was a
place, because the Legislature was here, TV was
here, and so, of course, they had the marches here.
But I don’t remember anything constructive
coming out of all of that. Maybe there was.

AK: I know they wanted to be heard. Listening
seemed to be a good thing.

JP: They wanted to be heard, yes. But then, when
they got into the riots and raising Cain, it just
turned people off. Their attitude was civil
disobedience is not the way. It may get people’s
attention, but it doesn’t win friends.

AK: What were people saying at the time? You,
your friends—how did they think this movement
should go? What would have worked?

JP: We had a great interest in civil rights. People
wanted to level out the playing field, but then,
when the riots started, that sort of turned off a lot
of people. But it was a big thing in Seattle, more
than in the state. It wasn’t a major issue in state
politics.

AK: But was there anything the state could have
done differently, or should have done, that would
have helped the situation?

JP: I’m not sure because the feds came in on top
of it. It was a major problem in Seattle and
probably Tacoma—the cities had to deal with it.
And in truth, you can’t really solve these things
by law. You can make some changes, but the major
legislation had been passed.

AK: Do you mean the Civil Rights Act of 1964?

JP: Yes, the big civil rights act, and that really
was where it all went. But, [ have to tell you, ex-
cept for that one battle I was really in—a battle |
was very involved in—I wasn’t closely associ-
ated with it. We were moderate Republicans, and
under a general rule we supported equal treatment
for everyone, and were opposed to all these sort
of special laws.

AK: What do you mean by “special laws?”

JP: [ mean about riding on the bus, or couldn’t
do this or couldn’t do that, as in other states. Most
of us thought of it as a problem back East, or par-
ticularly down South. We didn’t see it as much in
our state because we thought that in our state we
were pretty progressive—the state of Washing-
ton. Now, if you got into the black community,
they still felt that there were things like red-lin-
ing and that opportunities were pretty tough.

AK: I know employment was a big issue—the
first marches downtown were about not being
hired in the big stores.

JP: A lot of labor unions didn’t have blacks in
them. You didn’t see blacks building houses, or
in the construction industry. This was the entry,
where they had to get in. But the red-neck labor
attitude was—

AK: Was there anything state legislation could
do about that, or was that somebody else’s area?

JP: That’s pretty tough—that’s a national thing
on labor unions. And you had to change the
attitudes.

AK: Seattle was, in 1963, the first major U.S.
city to initiate district-wide desegregation in its
schools. So there was some movement there—
they acted as a leader there. But then, the city
open housing ordinance failed in 1964, and that
was a real blow. However, the federal Civil Rights
Act passed in that year—

JP: Came in and overturned it. But, yes, when
they had open housing on the ballot in °63 it lost—
the city thing. I imagine that I supported it, and
Clinton did, and a lot of people, but, when you
got right down to it, the people in the voting booth
didn’t.

AK: The general mass of people just weren’t
ready for such a measure?

JP: Well, there were lots of people who didn’t
like it.

AK: Evidently. But in 1967 there was a Sam
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Smith amendment of a real estate bill, the one
that would revoke the license of a Realtor caught
discriminating, that actually went through. That
got a lot of press and was considered a break-
through.

JP: I’d gone to the Senate by then, but Sam was
still in the House.

AK: There was an organized opposition, a
movement by a group called the Seattle Advisory
Homeowners Committee, to stop Sam. It was led
by a former state senator, Jack England. Were you
familiar with him? He represented the Thirty-
second District in 1961 for one term and then
moved to the Senate in 1963, again for just one
term.

JP: He was not one of our friends. I didn’t think
much of him. Jack England was kind of on the
other side of the Republican Party. I’m sure that
would fit for him, because on issues like this, yes,
there was a split in the Republican Party. He
represented Wallingford, the University District,
and then he got beat.

I had friends who were running in the House
races at that time, I remember, this would have
been *63 or somewhere along in there. But
England had been in the House and he was going
to run for the Senate, and I remember saying, “The
Senate is taken, no use fighting that one. Let’s go
for the House.” We were going to have Ken
McCaffree’s wife, Mary Ellen, run for that Senate
seat, but England got in the thing. She had been
the president of the League of Women Voters and
was fairly close to Slade and Dan and all of us. |
remember because it was part of the discussion
of getting her into the race. She was a key part of
our campaign team, and her basement was
campaign headquarters for lots of races.

AK: It wasn’t until 1968 that Congress enacted a
federal housing law. That was the same year that
Seattle did finally pass an anti-discrimination or-
dinance, which was used both as a spur to other
cities and as a model. I know Olympia, Lacey,
and many other cities around here then began
looking at setting up similar ordinances. There
were hearings where people could come forward

and describe the discrimination they had experi-
enced. And there were teams of students sent out
to conduct sociological studies about instances
of discrimination in the rental market—black
couples, white couples, mixed race couples sent
out to test the market. There was a lot of work
done along those lines.

JP: Yes, that was a very big time. People were
very fearful. It got a lot of attention in Seattle
when those riots came out, the disturbances. That
was very critical.

But this wasn’t an overriding issue—it wasn’t
an issue in the majority of the state. Not in the
Legislature—so these weren’t issues that held up
the Legislature. There was a lot of lip service
given by Rosellini in some of these groups, but
Labor really wasn’t very keen. But it got a lot of
attention in Seattle.

AK: Earlier, in 1961, you cosponsored a bill with
Representatives Perry and Holmes, to create a
state Civil Rights Commission. Did that reflect
your idea that if people are listened to and have
avenues for constructive engagement, that you can
help before some of these problems get too big?

JP: Sure. [ can’t remember, but probably the idea
was to set up a group to try and look down the
road, or to set up policies, or be a clearinghouse.

AK: Nineteen sixty-one seems quite early for that
out here. You seem a little ahead in your thinking.

JP: Yes, but I have to tell you, these commissions
and that weren’t terribly important, and we set
them up in a lot of areas. | sponsored the Women’s
Rights Commission, and was the only male
member, | think, of it out of twelve members in
the first group. It was to be a hearing, a clearing
board, a sounding board. It was thought this is
the way to maybe get out some of the problems,
or at least get ahead of them. I think that was
probably it.

AK: These were years of political upheaval and
great social change—the civil rights movement,
the beginnings of the women’s movement, a time
of cultural shifts. Even if you were not deeply



CiviL RiGHTS ISSUES IN THE LLEGISLATURE

79

involved, you were a part of these changes, you
were active through these years. Could you take
a moment and reflect for me on that era, the so-
called sixties?

JP: It wasn’t that traumatic. People look back and
say, “Wow! Those days.” But in many ways, it
was a thing up there in your brain, because you
didn’t live in those districts. You weren’t on the
front line in those things. You tried to be
supportive, and you believed in the approach and
in trying to work on it.

For some people it was a big, hot button, but
it was a fairly small number in my district where
I lived. I was involved with the churches—the
Council of Churches—in my community, and
these are things that made general sense, that you
supported, which was attempting to move people
to where all people were treated the same, and
everybody had the same opportunity. And you
didn’t judge people by their color, you judged
them on their actions. Of course, we had a
substantial number of Japanese-Americans and
Chinese-Americans in Seattle, and I’d been close
to the Japanese-Americans growing up, and so it
just seemed the right thing to do.

I supported the efforts on the civil rights bills
and that, and thought they were right—voting
rights and all those things. But we all thought of
it more as stuff that dealt with the deep South and
what went on in the South. We thought the state
of Washington was pretty progressive and we
were out ahead, we were better than other places.
And yes, we had problems but we handled them
better than other areas. We were ahead of them.
And I think that is true—we were ahead of most.

AK: How did you feel about the federal pro-
grams? Did you think they were taking the right
approach?

JP: The Great Society programs? We had some
questions about some of these federal programs
and how they were being used, and who was
promoting them, and for what reason. But most
of that was city government—I know Gordon
Clinton was very good on these problems, and
worked at it.

AK: These federal programs, the anti-poverty
programs, urban renewal, didn’t they have a lot
of strings attached to them that the state and cities
would have to comply with in order to get the
funds? Didn’t that shift the balance between states
and the federal government?

JP: Yes, but it wasn’t that difficult for us to
comply. Those things were not looked at as
problems for our state. Those things were all in
there for the South, and areas of the East.

AK: Seattle did experience some violence and
tension, though. And Ed Pratt, head of the Urban
League, was murdered in Seattle.

JP: Yes, that was a mystery. No one knows why
or who or what. There was a lot of speculation:
was this really because of this, or other reasons,
or was this an internal thing in the black
community, or who?

AK: You were a cosponsor of the bill that
memorialized the death of Edwin Pratt, to express
condolences to his family and to the League. You
did the right thing.

JP: At the time, sure. If we were in session, |
would have. When did it happen? Sixty-nine—I
would have been in the Senate then.

AK: Yes, it’s a Senate bill. And you cosponsored
it with Senator Dore, which surprised me, given
your feeling for him.

JP: He had the district, see, and he would have
come over and asked me, because I wouldn’t have
gone with Fred. But I’'m on the record quite a bit
because I was thought of as a Republican from
Seattle who was very moderate, and had been up
on some of these issues. So, therefore, the group,
whoever was doing it, they’d call up my office
and say, “Will you help?”

But things like that, resolutions, if your name
is one of the top three, then they’re the sponsors
of it. And then they open it up for everybody, and
everybody is the sponsor.

AK: Nevertheless, all these small, and not so
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small, efforts do add up to quite a respectable
record of support for civil rights. You do emerge
as a leader of sorts in this area.

JP: Well, the open housing bill, House Bill 50,
the fact that it was my first bill and we had real
debate on it, it was the first one that I really worked
on and I was involved in. And this fellow ran
against me because of it in the *60 election, but
that was fine with me. But most people—their
attitude was that, “If you were on it Joel, it must
have been a good thing.”

AK: When you say you really worked on the bill,
could you describe what it was that you would
do—go around and talk to people?

JP: You talk to others, and explain it, and say,
“How about helping?” I’m pretty sure I got a
majority of Republicans in the House to be for it.
A lot of that was just personal work.

AK: As a freshman, for your first bill, was that
hard to do?

JP: Not hard to do. No, it wasn’t hard, but it’s
what you come down for. It was memorable to
me. | remember it because I was out there—
which is what you want to do—it’s what you
come down for. There were a lot of things, but
that happened to be the first. And we got it
through. We made it. And there were Republicans
who voted for it just because I was pushing it.
They came from areas where it wasn’t anything
in their district, but, “Hey Joel, if you want it,
well okay.”

AK: Was it because you were already pretty well
known?

JP: Well, because I hustled around. We worked
at trying to be persuasive.

AK: Did you mainly work the Republican end
and Sam Smith talk to the Democrats?

JP: Yes, that’s what you do. And Brink—Brink
was a freshman, too—he was a Democrat, and so
they worked the Democratic side and I worked
the Republican side. It wasn’t a big deal in the
session, but just the fact that the three of us had
that, and we felt good about getting it through the
House. That was it.

AK: Were there hearings? Did people come down
to testify?

JP: Yes, there was some lobbying. There was
some talking.

AK: Did anyone organize against it?

JP: Yes, they were organized. You can imagine
some lobbyists wouldn’t be keen on it. And the
Realtors just saw it as one more impediment, one
more thing they had to deal with, “Ye gods, we’ve
got enough.”

AK: Another government regulation. Would there
be any other identifiable group that would have
been hesitant about this legislation? I was
wondering if the John Birch Society spoke out
about this.

JP: They were never anything. They were tiny,
just tiny. Their big things were national things.
They were squirrely.

But my thought was to try for a level playing
field. I was less enthused about, well, special
quotas, and all that.

AK: Do you mean affirmative action programs?

JP: Yes—affirmative action. I was more doubtful
of it as a sort of general rule. That came in, in the
early seventies. But, [’m just saying, as a general
rule, I had more feelings about people being
treated equal. Then, when we got into special
treatment for groups, I got less enthused. That’s
just sort of the general rule, the level playing field
idea.
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Joel Pritchard: [ was never big on trying to have
a lot of bills, it didn’t bother me not getting a lot
of bills through. When you’re in the minority or a
freshman, why, you don’t, and when people asked
me how many bills I got through, I’d always say,
“Probably more than I should have. We pass too
many bills.” I’d say, “Look, I could be a good
legislator and not pass any bills, because we pass
just hundreds and hundreds of bills, and the
problem is not bills not passing, it’s that too many
pass. We aren’t careful enough about what goes
through.” That was sort of my feeling.

Now, a lot of legislators just feel they’ve got
to have some bills go through that have their name
on them. I never had that feeling.

Anne Kilgannon: Well, that’s refreshing—
different.

JP: I’ve just never had that feeling. That also came
from being very secure in my district. [ didn’t feel
the pressure to do something just for political
reasons.

AK: That’s a wonderful kind of freedom, 1
imagine, because then you can be more careful,
as you say.

JP: Yes. My theory always was, if people acted
that way, they’d do better in their district. You
have to stand up on some issues.

AK: You mean be a leader, and not rely on polling
to determine your positions?

JP: Yes. You have to use some judgment, you
can’t go crazy on this business of polling. You
should find out where you are, figure out what
you think is right, and then go do it. In a general
way you have to fit your district, and if you don’t,
why they’d better put somebody else in.

AK: Did you feel it was part of your job to kind
of bring people along and help them see a little
ahead of where they might have been otherwise?

JP: I think that public officials have a role in
educating people. That’s why it’s very important
to have people respect you. They don’t have to
like you, but if you’re going to be effective, you’ve
got to be respected. If you’re respected, then
people will say, “Tell me about it. I don’t
understand it.” Instead of saying, “That was
awful,” they’d say, “Why did you do it? Well, if
you did that, you must have had some good
reasons.” And if you’ve got good reasons for
doing things, you can survive times when you and
someone don’t agree. What they don’t like is to
find that you didn’t do your homework, that you
didn’t have good reasons. Then they don’t respect
you, and when they don’t respect you, it weakens
your ability to work with others.

AK: It would seem very important to have that
inner compass, to not get bowled over with all
the different issues. In your first session, there
seemed to be a lack of direction, a lack of agree-
ment among the majority party, the Democrats—
so much so that a special session was called, just
a day after the regular session ended, to deal with
the budget.

JP: It just went on and on. The Democrats had a
two-thirds majority, but they had a lot of troubles,
a lot of battling—not so much in the House as in
the Senate. They had some real splits—Greive,
Mardesich, Rosellini. There was all this battling
going on. But we were not really much of a factor,
our thirty-three Republicans in the House. And
O’Brien could pretty well put a majority together
there and get what they wanted out of there.

AK: Did you feel you should just sit back and
watch the Democrats mess up?
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JP: Well, we watched the different people
battling. We were learning—for me it was
learning. You watched the different fights and the
battling that goes on. I can’t remember what all it
was, but it seems to me it was a budget fight. They
were having trouble, and I can’t remember
whether they needed a tax increase to balance the
budget or they had to trim something, or whatever
it was.

AK: A bit of both, yes. | was wondering, it’s your
first session, and then there’s a special session
called. Had you been looking forward to going
home? Were you tired of it?

JP: No, it’s not hard. When you’re in the minor-
ity, and you’re a freshman in the back row of the
minority of one-third, why, it was very stimulat-
ing. [f you’re a person that is interested in history
and government, it’s a nifty thing. It kind of
dragged on and on, yes, and enough was enough,
and I was ready to get back to work.

You go home on weekends, and sometimes if
there was something up in the district, you’d go
up in the middle of the week. [ don’t remember—
I just knew this sort of thing went on and on. That’s
a long time ago.

AK: Yes. [ was just wondering how special
sessions, or the threat of special sessions, would
hang over people’s family and business life—
especially people who did not live within easy
driving distance.

JP: Yes, it was much more difficult for those
people and for the farmers. And in those days we
had a lot of farmers and they had to get back and
start getting crops in, and get serious about their
farming. And for a lot of people, they had times
to do things, and, “Hey, we’ve got to get going.
Yes, let’s get this out of here and let’s go home.”

AK: The news stories seemed to be somewhat
complacent about the idea of a special session.
Was this acceptance part of the push toward
annual sessions, this idea that there wasn’t enough
time?

JP: We were right on the edge of having annual

sessions. The idea was to have a thirty-day session
in between, but the budget was a two-year budget,
so annual sessions weren’t going to do anything
about the budget. Still today, it’s a two-year
budget, so it would depend for what reason things
got held up or done. And often, it was the
governor, the administration, fighting with the
legislative branch over the process.

AK: Beyond annual sessions, government seems
to be going through a transformation at this time,
becoming more professional—the handling of the
budget—

JP: It was growing. Warren Bishop was the
budget director, as I remember, for Rosellini and
the departments. There were some very able
people in that process. But when you get all done
modernizing you look back and say, “Did they
really do it better than the ones before?”” Well, it
sounds better, but when you get all done, did they
really do better? I’m not at all certain. It’s
generally the quality of the people that are making
the decisions, the decision-makers in there.

AK: I know with computers the process has
become more elaborate, with more and more
information and charts and graphs, but do you
think that legislators now have it easier making
decisions, or is it harder? Does more information
really change the quality of the decisions made?

JP: I’m not certain it does. My rule is that as
legislators, the less ability, the more they get down
to mucking around in the details of trying to
micro-manage. The Legislature does not improve
as it gets more information and gets down into all
these things. They should act more like a board
of directors, not as day-to-day operators.

AK: Just stick with general principles?

JP: But there’s a great tendency, particularly with
those of limited ability, to get down and want to
buy the pencils and the erasers when they ought
to be worrying about broad policy, and then hold
a department or whatever it is, hold the adminis-
tration responsible and then see how it works. But
not get into the details. As you get legislators who
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do nothing but legislate and spend all their time—
get their ticket from politics—well, this is what
you get.

AK: You were not one of those people whose only
area of achievement was in politics, and yet,
you’ve basically given much of your life to public
service. Back in 1959, when you started, did you
have any sense then how many years you would
spend in politics, that this would be such a big
part of your life?

JP: I had no idea it would be full-time. I didn’t
look ahead. I didn’t have a plan. We were
interested in the political process and helping
people run for office. We didn’t want it to be our
life’s work, and we certainly didn’t want to get
our money from politics. But, you know,
friendships—

But through the twelve years of the Legisla-
ture, at no time did I think of going on. It was just
sort of way out there at the last minute, I just said,
“I think I’1l run for Congress.”

But I worked at it. After my first session we
went back to our community and did a report—
our senator was Senator Zednick, and the two
House members were Moriarty and myself. But
while Zednick was giving his talk he keeled
over—right face forward, bang, and died, right
there at the meeting. They finally got the police
and firemen and all, but he died. He was gone.

So, the next day I got hold of Moriarty and
said, “You’ve been in one more session than |
have, you ought to go to the Senate.”

He said, “Fine.”

And I said, “And we ought to bring Mrs. Kirk
back, after this rather tough election.” He wasn’t
overjoyed with that, because she wasn’t his
favorite. But I said, “Let’s do it that way. You go
back and then let’s bring Mrs. Kirk back into the
delegation.”

AK: Was she from a different camp within the
party?

JP: No, it was mainly religious—Moriarty was a
Catholic and Mrs. Kirk’s husband was active in
the Shriners or something—

AK: Did you want to bring her in because she
was a known entity?

JP: We’d fought and defeated her. And I’m always
a believer in “now let’s bring them back in, keep
them all together, keep them happy.” Try to calm
the waters. And so we did that. We had the county
organization send the names over, and Chuck was
sent to the Senate and Mrs. Kirk was appointed.

AK: These were appointments, then, not elec-
tions?

JP: Yes, these were appointments. That was rather
a dramatic thing. In the next election, Hugh
McGough, an attorney on Magnolia, ran against
Mrs. Kirk. He thought because I’d done it, he’d
do it. But he was not successful, and Mrs. Kirk
stayed on as the legislator. We had very good
relations. And Chuck was an excellent senator and
became the majority leader. Moriarty was in our
group. He was one of us.

AK: Did you stay rooming with him down here
in Olympia? Did you get the house again?

JP: We got the house the second time. We had
Slade, and Moriarty, and myself, and, I believe,
Jimmy Andersen—it’s awful to say I can’t
remember, but I think that was the foursome, then.
Evans had gotten married, so he and his wife had
another place.

AK: Nancy Evans came down with him?

JP: Yes, I think she did. We were now where we’d
elected Dan to be the leader in the House, which
was the big push and effort to get more aggressive
and start organizing people around the state to
run for the Legislature. We were out doing that.

AK: Did you travel around the state meeting with
people?

JP: Sure. We went to other cities and met people,
and urged them to run. We had a team, different
ones, but we were encouraging people to run and
finding some good people, and putting our efforts
there.
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AK: Was your brother doing this with you?

JP: No, my brother, at that point, was involved
in politics very much, but not so much this. But
he was helpful in Seattle, because people would
come to him for advice, so he helped in Seattle,
but not so much out around the state.

AK: What kinds of people were you able to
recruit?

JP: I’d have to look down the list and see, [ get a
little mixed up. There was Pat Comfort, but his
mother had been in before, and Bob McDougall
in Wenatchee. He was very good and fit our sort
of new, fresh, young group. He came in ’61. Tom
Copeland came in *57, and he was very aggressive
and young and part of the team. And Goldsworthy
and Huntley.

AK: Was Elmer Huntley part of your group?

JP: No, but he supported Evans. He was a key
vote in Spokane when he switched to Evans.

And Stu Bledsoe in *65—he was the first
Republican to be elected from this area in a long
time. He represented the Coulee Dam area, so it
was Democrat.

AK: The town that Roosevelt created—

JP: And Mary Ellen McCaffree, and Lois North,
who was also a state president of the League of
Women Voters. We had lots of support in those
areas. Mary Ellen—she came in *63—and she was
really, really important. We had sort of a command
center in her basement, and she was helpful.

These were city people. It’s hard to believe
we were in Seattle—we had lots of legislators
elected in Seattle. It’s not true today. There’s not
a Republican elected in Seattle in the House or
the Senate.

AK: To what do you attribute such a change?

JP: People have moved out. Busing didn’t help,
everybody moved out of Seattle, out to the
suburbs, so that in the rim of the county, there’s
quite a few Republicans. And then everything in

the city is Democratic, very strong.

But, then, we were looking for people who
were good people. And when someone good was
running, we went over and got them help and got
them some material. We had a tabloid that we
supplied people. We had somebody print it all,
and then the first page was a picture, and then
inside there was stuff on state government and
they could fit stuff in. And then we got them a
very good discount rate. And generally we tried
to help them raise some money. We’d say, “Here’s
ten thousand folders, get out and do these door-
to-door and get them distributed through your
district.” Things like that. And encourage them—
all things that were encouraging—socialize with
them, you know.

AK: Earlier you mentioned that the Republican
Party has some splits in it. Did you, behind the
scenes, try to do anything to mend these rifts, as
well as bringing in these new people?

JP: We had to elect our people, and most of the
time we won. But the Republican King County
operation was controlled by those people, and we
lost there.

AK: But did you get into big discussions with
them about their positions?

JP: Oh God, endless. They were more conserva-
tive Republicans and they didn’t like Evans. They
were part of the Christensen gang, and when we
beat them for governor they hung onto enough
precinct committeemen to control the county. It
was a very close vote. And ever after that they
controlled the King County party mechanism. In
many ways that doesn’t mean a lot, but in some
battles, in some issues—

AK: They were a real check on your activities.
Yet, in 1960, you were awarded the GOP Man of
the Year by the Young Men’s Republican Club.
What did that mean for you?

JP: It was not a big deal. The Young Men’s
Republican Club was a very conservative group.

AK: I see it was a very close vote.
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JP: There was an old county official that was
supposed to get it, and then they screwed up in
their membership, and somehow I got it. I just
took it as sort of representing all of the new, young
people who were going to Olympia. It wasn’t a
big deal. It was an old, old Republican club—it’s
still going.

AK: All your activities must have had some
impact, because in the 1960 election, although
the Democrats gained one seat in the Senate at
the expense of your party, in the House you
brought your numbers up to forty from thirty-
three. I was wondering if these numbers reflect
the work of your group?

JP: We were involved in that. We went out and
urged people to run, and we started to build. First,
we put a different team of leadership in. We
elected Dan Evans leader by one vote over in
Spokane at our organization meeting.

AK: Was that a big struggle? He won by only
one vote—that’s very close.

JP: We made a big effort to bring new leadership
in. And Don Eldridge became caucus chairman,
and Slade played a bigger role in it.

AK: How about yourself?

JP: I was helpful. I was helping other people get
their spots. We brought on some new people and
we worked the campaigns very hard. We did a
good job of recruiting, and of course, we were so
far down that you can come back—which we did.
But in the Senate, it was still a disaster, wasn’t it?

AK: Yes, you lost one seat.

JP: Yes. We only had thirteen out of forty-nine,
so it was very one-sided. But our target was still
changing the party—we wanted to build our group
in the Legislature. And we wanted to remove the
Rosellini administration. If this is *61, this follows
the Andrews-Rosellini election, and Lloyd was
in the ball game, it was very close. They had a
TV debate and Rosellini was pretty clever at it,
and won the debate, and he was able to stay in the

governorship for another four years.

AK: Were the state contests at all influenced by
the national ones? This is the year Kennedy comes
in.

JP: Not much. First of all, that was such a close
election, nationally, nineteen thousand votes in
Ohio, I think it was, would have turned the whole
thing around. So, it was very close. Our Legisla-
ture was affected somewhat by Rosellini, but,
where we had good candidates and where we did
our thing, we started to win. The trick of course,
was to get good candidates.

AK: Where did you find these new people?

JP: Well, you go into a community and look for
somebody about thirty-five years old who was a
community leader. We sort of had a target—but it
didn’t always work out this way—somebody who
had been the head of the Community Chest,
somebody active in the community. We didn’t just
go to the local Republican organization. We were
looking for community leaders.

AK: Were you trying to break away from the
established Republican structure?

JP: Yes. We were trying to get community leaders
because, generally, among community leaders,
there wasn’t much support for Rosellini.

AK: Through these years in the early sixties, the
Republicans were making gains in the House, but
the Senate remained a Democratic stronghold,
though they seem unable to take much advantage
of their numbers.

JP: Yes—Greive, Mardesich, Gissberg, all this
battling, they did a lot of it. They had such a big
majority that many times that happened. But we
had nothing to do with the Senate at that point.
We were trying to get our act together in the
House.

AK: Did it help you that they were splintering?

JP: Not particularly. From the public standpoint,
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most of them didn’t even know the state senators.
The big thing was Rosellini. We ran every
legislator against Rosellini, no matter what he
thought about Rosellini or what. In the legislative
races, if they were Rosellini candidates we were
running against them.

AK: So just tar the whole group?

JP: You bet. That’s their problem. You get a
governor and this was his second term. He’d won
the ’60, so it’s the ’61 session, when Evans took
over and Eldridge was the caucus chairman. And
Copeland was very involved in the ’61 session.
These were the key people.

AK: Let’s turn now to that 61 session.

JP: Wasn’t that the power fight? The right to vote?
Didn’t we get everything locked up for a number
of days? All right, I remember, it was a bill we
had that was going out, which said that before a
public utility could take over, the people in the
community had a right to vote. It was called ‘the
right to vote election.’ It dominated that session,
I don’t know how many weeks—

AK: Yes, a large portion of that session was taken
up with it. But everything started to break down.
A lot of things were bottled up, because they
couldn’t decide on the budget.

JP: We were attacking certain pieces. That’s what
you do when you’re in the minority. The majority
has the responsibility of putting things together.
As I remember, we came in with more money for
education. And we offered amendments.

But it’s very hard for me to remember these
times. | know Gorton and I were seat mates for
the ’61 session. And I sat with Don Moos—now,
Moos was another key one on the new team. He’s
still over there in Wenatchee. He was very good.
Later he was director of Agriculture, and director
of Natural Resources for Evans. He had all kinds
of responsibilities.

But it seems to me that this 61 session, at
the start of it, was this whole business of the power
issue. We had just enough votes to get it out—
one guy was sick, but my wife and another lady

went out and got him, got him in the car, and they
hauled him in here. I can’t remember whether he
came in a wheelchair, but anyway, we got him to
vote. It was that sort of all-out battling.

AK: What position did you take on this issue?

JP: On the power issue, we all supported the fact
that the people in the area should have a chance
to vote. See, if you had PUD commissioners that
had been elected in a district, then they could just
automatically switch. This had happened.

This was a big issue with the Democrats, just
abigissue. The power issue was one of the biggest
issues that ever came along. This public/private
power was really religion with the Democrats,
most of them, except the ones from Spokane. It
wasn’t an overriding issue with me, it wasn’t one
of the things, but I supported what they called
“the right to vote.” But it did tie up the Legislature.

AK: Wasn’t this the issue that became a power
struggle with Speaker John O’Brien and some of
the Eastern Washington Democrats, the supporters
of private power?

JP: O’Brien, of course, was a big public power
person. There he had a big majority, and we were
trying to force a bill through and it was very close.
He kept maneuvering, and, it seemed to me, we
went a number of days stuck over that legislation.

AK: Some of'the legislators, particularly the ones
who ended up in the coalition later, thought that
O’Brien handled that bill extra-legally, you might
say, when he gavelled them down and left the
room, refusing to recognize them.

JP: Of course, he used all the gimmicks. He was
very arbitrary in how he ran things. He used the
power of the Speaker—

AK: It created a lot of bitterness, by some
accounts.

JP: Oh, and all that was just leading up to the
coalition. They’d been running things for so long
that, in their view, “We’ve got the votes, and we’re
going to do it one way or another.” It was fine
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with us. We were trying to slow this train down.

AK: What was the outcome? Did your measure
pass, “the right to vote?”

JP: I can’t remember now, but it seems to me,
no. Rosellini would have vetoed it. But no more
PUDs were established in our state, as I remember.
And, of course, the privates really had to get on
the ball and perform well. It was good in that it
forced the privates to perform well—the PUDs
and privates, both of them have to perform well.

AK: Don’t these issues have long roots in
Washington State politics?

JP: First of all, we had Coulee Dam, we had the
whole Bonneville power structure, and then, of
course, there was a big fight in the early fifties
over having a TVA—the Democrats wanted to put
a CVA together. The Columbia Valley Authority
would have managed all the electricity like TVA
does down in Tennessee. The Republicans fought
that. Governor Langlie fought it.

AK: What was the issue, some kind of boon-
doggle?

JP: The TVA has an enormous amount of
power—political power—and we didn’t want this
agency to come in and have that kind of power.
They were going to build a Hell’s Canyon dam
up on the Snake. There was just all kinds of
fighting and battling over it. They never did
establish the CVA, but it was a political issue,
mainly between Democrats and Republicans.
Though in Spokane, the Democrats there didn’t
go along with it because that’s a private power
area.

AK: The other simmering issue that colors this
session of 1961 and then spills over into the year
of the coalition was redistricting. Nineteen-sixty
had been a census year and the Legislature was
supposed to redistrict. But you didn’t.

JP: Yes, and then we got into the *63 session and
that was really the underlying reason for the
coalition. What with a Democratic governor and

a Democratic House and Senate, we’d be
redistricted right out into the street. We were
already way short of our percentage of votes; in
other words, we’d get fifty percent of the votes
but only forty percent of the legislators.

This was Greive’s great thing—he was
Machiavelli on redistricting. He was too smart
for everybody in that respect, until he ran into
Gorton. Gorton ran our redistricting and he knew
every jot, diddle, corner, whatever it was. He could
tell you how everything worked, and went at it in
a very sophisticated way as far as getting past
voting records, where it was, and all that. We won
some of those battles in redistricting.

AK: Is this when the move towards representing
the suburbs was starting to be corrected, because
they were so underrepresented?

JP: Yes, underrepresented. That was because they
grew rapidly, and the redistricting lagged behind.
And we felt that hurt us and we were not happy
about it.

AK: Would these be the same years when
Republican-leaning people were leaving the city,
as we discussed?

JP: No, that was later. Our crew didn’t come out
of the suburbs, it came out of Seattle. It came out
of Queen Anne, out of Laurelhurst, the University
area. Slade lived further north, out past the
University, out there.

AK: But it did help your party when these areas
were redistricted?

JP: It helped in that we got a better split, yes.
And it helped in that the incumbents got turned
around, and you got a shot. That’s how I went to
the Legislature, was redistricting, when Magnolia
got put in with Queen Anne. And there’s a
tendency also, when you have redistricting,
sometimes you have people say, “Oh,  was going
to quit, but now with this new district, forty
percent is new, so I’m going to have to campaign.
No, I think I’I get out.” So, it was helpful, no
question about it.

Hadley came in *63, and he was a dandy, and



88

CHAPTER 6

part of our team. And then going into the

governor’s race in 64, these people were
helpful—

AK: You were well positioned.

JP: Yes. And almost all the legislators supported
Evans, despite the fact that Christensen had all
the votes, and was the odds-on favorite. They liked
Evans, they respected him, and so we built teams
of support in every legislative district where we
had a Republican. Almost every one of them
supported Evans.

AK: Was Evans already thinking of the
govenorship, then, in *61?

JP: No, not in ’61. He was a leader, but I wouldn’t
say he was plotting and looking forward. He was
looked at as a leader and coming up. But *63, yes.

AK: I’m still not sure what characterizes your
group, what positions you took, what issues
defined you, beyond stylistic differences—your
position on taxes?

JP: Well, we weren’t for raising taxes. But this
was not a group that wanted to turn the clock back.
I suppose we would be labeled as moderates, now.
There were some differences which started early,
back with the Eisenhower and Taft people.

Zeke Clark, our leader, ran for governor in
’60, and lost in the primary. That took him out, so
it opened the door for us to make some changes,
and we were delighted to do it. Our feeling was
that Rosellini had a lot of funny stuff going on.
And we were squeaky-clean, straight-arrow
people whose job didn’t depend on being hooked
up with an administration. We weren’t in the
government; we all had our own businesses and
jobs.

It wasn’t that the old ones were this way or
that way, but they’d gotten down to thirty-three,
so it was just bringing in new people. And as you
bring in new people, you start building. And
among the thirty-three, there were probably fifteen
who were a part of this. And they weren’t all
young, certainly—Damon Canfield, a wonderful
guy from the Yakima valley, a wonderful person,

he was older, but he was certainly part of our gang.

And Harry Lewis was another one of our
young guys. He was from Olympia—it had been
quite awhile since we’d had a Republican elected
in Olympia. He came in ’61, and he was another
one of the young hard-chargers. He fit in perfectly.

Moos, Lewis, Walter Williams, Dan, Slade, Pat
Comfort—he came in ’61, one of the Tacoma
people. He was a young attorney, the son of A.B.
Comfort, who had been in the Legislature. So he
sort of took his dad’s place. He was young and
aggressive, and a neat guy, and fit right in with the
rest of us. And Mrs. Swayze, from Tacoma—she
had been in before. She’d been there a long time.

And in ’61, we had Helmut Jueling and
Charlie Newschwander—both part of our team.
Jueling was pretty good. Charlie was a dentist
from Tacoma, and he was right in with the rest of
us. Norwood Cunningham didn’t get in until 1965.
And Bobby O’Dell. But Perry Woodall was not
one of ours—

These were people that were pretty well
respected in their community. They would get
high ratings from the Municipal League. So we
were able to build a team. We went out and got
new people in, encouraged them to run. We got
them support. It wasn’t a big money deal, but we’d
get them tabloids printed real cheap. John Murray
would print them for a penny apiece. We’d work
out a deal where we gave them a whole lot of
tabloids, showed them how to do it, where to put
their family picture. We gave them a lot of
technical help—how to run campaigns. We had
gotten pretty good at it ourselves and were helping
others.

AK: It adds up to a big change, almost a
watershed. This seems remarkable to me. Was this
level of change unprecedented?

JP: No, but it is a thing that goes on.

AK: Was this recognized as a period of renewal
in the Republican Party?

JP: Yes. Most of us had been in the war, and then
we came back, and by *58 or so we were able to
attract a lot of good people. We went out and
helped people, and you can make a difference
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going out. We’d get out and encourage them to
run, or help them if they were running. But we
tried to stay away from guys that weren’t good.
There were some bad apples—I won’t go and
name them, but we knew who they were.

AK: What would have distinguished someone in
that way for you?

JP: Well, their word wasn’t any good, or they
were trying to get a job out of it. You get to know
those who were straight and will stand up and be
counted.

AK: I notice that in this period—I was a little
surprised at the lateness of the date—that there
was still a considerable amount of anti-commu-
nist fervor in some circles. There was a bill that
session to create something called the American
Heritage and Citizen Council to combat commu-
nism. [ would have thought that had pretty much
run its course by then.

JP: All that stuff is nonsense. Like the Goldmark
deal?

AK: Yes, that case happened in 1962.

JP: Slade and Copeland testified for Goldmark.
We didn’t have time for that old business. In fact,
I found it very objectionable.

AK: [ was wondering if that was one of the things
that distinguished the new people coming up, was
that for them all this anti-communism was
finished, not an issue?

JP: Turn the page, that old stuff. It was the old
way, the old people would run on that, or used it,
Woodall and some of those guys.

But Sid Morrison came along, but not until
’67, and Newhouse got there in 65, and it was
Canfield and Clarke in that area. As I say, these
people were well read, they were well educated.
I’m sure [ was the only one that wasn’t a college
graduate of all of them. They’d been through law
school, or they had done this or that—

AK: All these college graduates, was this possibly

the fruit of the GI Bill?

JP: I think they’d have been going no matter what.
They were bright, able people, though the GI Bill
helped some. I know it helped Jimmy Andersen.

Well, anyway, that’s what you’re talking
about. Now, not all of them had successful
political careers, but most of them—some went
into the Senate, some ran for other offices, some
got out and went back to their businesses.

But we were not able to win the Republican
Party, however, in King County. King County was
controlled by the other group.

That was what we did—we went out and built
a team of people. If you get a good person, they
have a lot of friends, they’re known in their
community through the years, and that all kind of
tied together. And it culminated in the governor’s
race, Evans and then there was the Christensen
bunch. It was an enormous amount of work, but
eventually we won. We had very little money—
we didn’t have TV ads or any of that stuff. We
doorbelled the state.

AK: That’s what I understood, that it was very
person-to-person.

JP: Oh yes—it was really remarkable. But these
new legislators—they wanted to be in the battle—
and they were a key part in each one of these
communities. You’d have a legislator who was
respected, and not thought of as just another old
political hack. And that was a big help.

AK: So this made a difference in Evan’s race?

JP: Over a period of time, well, that’s an
overstatement. We did better in the state, but King
County was always something else. But the state
chairman of the Republican Party, Billy Walters,
was on our side.

And, we had Rosellini. We were fighting
Rosellini.

AK: He must have made a handy foil for you.
JP: Yes, it was a great help because, in the battle,

some of those Republicans weren’t too keen on
some of us, but compared to whoever was mixed
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up with Rosellini, why we were just wonderful.
AK: Nothing like a having a contrast.

JP: Yes, and there were others. The mayor’s race
with Gordon Clinton, winning the mayor’s
election in Seattle, was also part of this fresh new
bunch. That was about two or three years before
this legislative change took place, but it was some
of the same people. But, in many ways, like I say,
if you have a party that is down to thirty-three,
then you’ve got a lot of room to come back up.

Duane Berentsen came in *63, and Jack Hood
in ’59, Metcalf in *61—all part of the young team.
Walter Williams came in 61.

AK: By the mid-sixties, what proportion of the
Republican Party was made up with this new
team?

JP: Once Evans got in, there wasn’t any question.
Almost everybody was happy with his leadership.
And Eldridge was very good.

AK: Can you describe their style of leadership?
How was Evans different?

JP: We were much more confrontational with
John O’Brien. We were trying to build a majority.
We didn’t want to wait around for what we said
were crumbs that he tossed out—tossed to Elmer
Johnson particularly. We were full of ideas. We
thought there needed to be new blood. We built
on it with these people, and we had Jim Dolliver
come down and be attorney for the Republicans.
And Jim was a remarkable person, a wonderful
person, very able and smart, very well read. Most
all of these guys were well read. It was a great
help to have that kind of talent. We had a lot of
respect for each other. It’s the old story, you get
good people and they attract good people—

AK: Do you feel you were able to lift the whole
level of the Legislature, the level of debate,
bringing in all these people?

JP: The Democrats wouldn’t have thought that.
They had some able ones come into the House
about our time, too. There was Dan Brink, Ackley,

Goldmark, those people. But John O’Brien didn’t
feel comfortable with some of them, so, on some
things, we’d work together, which was a help.

AK: I understand from Senator Bob Bailey that
about this time legislators of both parties started
to eat in the cafeteria with each other, whereas
before they had not.

JP: Yes, we ate with everybody. But it’s back to
that again—Democrats only eating with Demo-
crats, and Republicans— When I came back here
as lieutenant governor, it was back to that, not
all, but most just ate with Democrats, or what-
ever. And I think that is foolish. A lot of the times,
you want to talk over something with somebody.

But, for us, there was no line between who
you socialized with. Oh, sure, we kind of social-
ized with our young gang, but also we socialized
with the others and felt very comfortable. I think
it built up respect, so that it’s much easier to work
on things.

AK: To return to that session of 1961, one of the
other struggles of that time that the Republicans
weighed in on was the fight over the Liquor Board
and proposed changes in liquor laws. And the
churches were definitely against any liberalization
of liquor laws—they were very active on this
issue. But many of the press pieces I read also
suggested that this was an area that was a measure
of people’s feeling about Rosellini, whether his
administration could be trusted or not.

JP: Yes. The Rosellini Liquor Board, you see,
each brand had a person that represented it—Jim
Beam, or these different ones. So, Al’s friends
had all these different brands that they then sold
to the state liquor stores. | remember we used to
kid about that—the Jim Beam account—so that
if some liquor company that had a brand wanted
to get along, the feeling was that you’d better
appoint somebody that had good connections with
Al Rosellini. People were a little suspicious.

AK: Governor Rosellini was trying to change
the length of the terms board members served,
from nine years down to six, I guess so that he
could appoint new members, get his own people
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on the board.

JP: It was like Roosevelt packing the Supreme
Court. First of all, they attempted to take politics
out of the Liquor Board by having long terms.
But well, here’s Al Rosellini, he’s in there, but he
can’t get the Liquor Board changed because
they’ve got these long terms. Here he’s governor,
but he can’t switch enough of the board to get
control of it. So, he came in with this proposal
that they should change the number. I think he
was going to increase the numbers, that way he
would get control. And then he was going to
change some other things.

We fought that very hard. Then the word came
down to us that the Senate wasn’t going to pass
out the education budget until we passed the
Liquor Board.

AK: I have a nice quote from Dan Evans about
that: “Dan Evans charged that Rosellini was us-
ing education bills as trading stock in trying to
get the Liquor Board bill passed. Evans said that
some Democratic members of the House admit-
ted this to be the case. Evans also charged the
administration with unjustifiably using the needs
of education as a scapegoat for new taxes.” This
was from the Seattle Times, a Ross Cunningham
piece.

JP: Yes, and I got a quote on the front page of the
Times, saying, “The problem is the governor is
more interested in booze than children.” I was
going out of the door of a press conference and |
said I’ve got to get out of here, and they said,
“Have you got any last words?” And I said, “Ye
gods, the governor is more interested in booze
than children.” And it went p-f-f-t, right on the
front page.

But there we were, on the side of the angels.
It was just our kind of fight—corruption, liquor
and education—how terrible. And we defeated
him on it, and he had to back off. We loved it.

AK: You couldn’t go wrong. And you had all the
church groups lining up on your side. Now, this
part [ wasn’t sure of, they were concerned that if
the Liquor Board was changed, it would re-open
the issue of Sunday closing—

JP: Yes, it would re-open it, and it was a great
fight, and we were on the side of the angels. And
obviously, we had some people on our side, some
Democrats on our side, who didn’t like what Al
was doing. So, it was tailor-made for a fighting
minority to highlight the governor’s shortcomings,
we felt.

AK: It was hard to judge from reading the papers
how important an issue this was—it fills the
papers, but perhaps it was just a colorful issue.
But it seemed very important to some people,
some groups.

JP: It seemed very important to the governor, and
so, if it was very important to the governor, we
felt, “Oh ho, why is it so important to the
governor?”

AK: Was it because it involved political
patronage?

JP: Political, yes. And it wasn’t Democratic—it
was Al’s friends.

AK: Was this something where people could be
awarded jobs with good salaries, good govern-
ment jobs?

JP: You’d make if you had an account, oh yes.
Say you represented Humpty-Dumpty brand, and
they sold a lot in the state—

AK: It sounds like a ready-made area for
corruption.

JP: Yes, that’s right. We didn’t have to say too
much. Everybody would say, “Yes, this is sleazy,”
so we had a field day with it. It worked out well.
And, of course, Ross Cunningham was a good
friend of ours—he liked our gang of guys—and
he was the political reporter for the Seattle Times,
which in those days was the most important paper
in the state. He was very supportive.

AK: And this issue was in conflict with funding
for education—right when the state schools were
bulging at the seams in the midst of the infamous
baby boom.
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JP: Yes, but the governor was Catholic—the first
Catholic governor in our state, and he didn’t send
his kids to state schools. A lot of teachers felt that
he wasn’t very sympathetic to education. Al’s big
interest, as far as state government, was in the
institutions—prisons, all the different institutions.
And he had a very good person, Garrett Heyns,
come in as head of Institutions, and he did some
good work there. I do give Al credit there.

But he didn’t have much interest in education,
and we—because we were close to a lot of people
in education, that was an area where we were
pretty strong. And I don’t know if it was fair or
not, but the fact that Al didn’t have his kids in
public school— And he didn’t have as much
interest, he didn’t feel as comfortable.

AK: Did the WEA play a role in this issue? They
are so strongly associated with the Democrats
now.

JP: They were not as strong then as they are now,
but they had an organization. We did pretty well
in the education areas.

AK: This was the year you worked to amend the
constitution to authorize biennial school levies.
Was that to help address the funding issue?

JP: Yes, and help them with their ability to get
funding. People would have to vote them. We
were sensitive to those issues.

AK: The junior college system was really
expanding at this time.

JP: Oh yes, that was big. [ think most everybody
was for this. We had such growth and we had such
a high percentage of students going on. We don’t
have a lot of private colleges, some, but not like
back East, where there are so many. Our people
had to go to Western, Central, Eastern, UW and
Washington State. And there was this feeling that
we had to get something in between, and so we
developed the community colleges.

AK: Were community colleges a new concept
then?

JP: I can’t remember, I’m trying to think when
they came on. I know we were supportive, we
were at it, it was a thing we were pushing—a lot
of people were pushing for it. My guess would be
that it was a bipartisan effort, and that we were
very involved in that effort.

AK: Another educational issue that stood out was
that people were pushing for funding of kinder-
gartens then, but they don’t seem to have been
successful. Did that reflect a reluctance to have
the government involved with children of such a
young age?

JP: It seems to me that some people didn’t think
kindergartens were necessary. They weren’t as big
then. As well as [ can remember, they were a local
option type of thing. But, as it grew, more and
more schools had kindergartens, and the question
was: how much and who had it, and what? But
kindergartens were a factor.

And we’d had a terrific fight over Catholics
and public schools. Pearl Wanamaker was a big
school person, and had been in the Legislature,
and was Superintendent of Public Schools. She
was the spokesman, and she had said, “No kids
going to Catholic schools can get on the school
bus, even though they are going in the same
direction.” Those kinds of things were just “Ugh.”
And that led up to some of Al’s problems with
the school people. They questioned whether he
had much commitment there at all. So, yes, school
funding was an important thing.

But I can’t tell you today the ins and outs of
it. | was not on the Ways and Means Committee,
and [ was not a key budget person. And that’s a
long time ago.

AK: It would be impossible to remember
everything, but do you recall your activities on
the Elections Committee? That sounds more like
your own area of interest.

JP: Yes, [ was on that committee and was very
involved. | remember we made a change so that
no longer just the two top people got elected for
the Legislature. When I came, it was the two top
members. We changed it to position 1 and position
2. Made it a little tougher on incumbents, because
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incumbents could get the other vote, and it was
easy for an incumbent, even a weak one, to kind
of get carried along. We tried to cut down on
incumbents’ power.

AK: To make sure I understand what you are
saying: originally, there might be three people
running, and the top two vote getters for the
district would be elected, eliminating the third
person, but, under the new system, each would
have to run for a designated position, not in a
general field. So this will tighten things up?

JP: Yes, and also, we felt we had a better shot at
electing new, good people if we put it out there.
So I worked on that.

AK: Did you choose to be on this committee with
that kind of involvement in mind?

JP: 1 think it was just an interest. [ don’t remember
now.

AK: Well, it seems very appropriate for you. |
was wondering if it was part of your plan, your
team-building efforts.

JP: No, no. I didn’t come into the Legislature
with a series of bills that [ wanted to pass. I had
no plan for what I was going to do, politically, if
I was going to stay. I was in the envelope and
printing business. [ enjoyed the Legislature, but [
had no personal goals or hoping to get here or
there. It was always sort of a surprise to me as we
went along.

AK: And, yet, here you are today.

You did, also, tighten up city council positions
in much the same way, where they had to be
numbered, too. Again, incumbents would be much
more on-point?

JP: That’s right. I was a firm believer in
accountability. My theory was the good ones
would be rewarded by that type of action, and the
weak ones would be hurt. I was never keen on
adding to the ease of an incumbent being re-
elected in anything.

AK: Doesn’t it also make a city council person
much more representative if they are covering one
area, rather than how many votes they could get
from a whole city?

JP: It depends. But these positions were not tied
to area. I’m not keen on ward districts, because
then people just vote for their little area. I think
you have to have people that are responsible,
saying, “Now, how does this fit for the whole
town?”” And that’s always a big battle.

I think it’s just awful that we changed it to
where we’re going to elect sheriffs again. Ugh—
politicians as sheriffs? Just bad, bad government.
Everybody who ever looked at that said, “Bad.
Look at how it used to be, the corruption, and the
stuff that went on.” And people sit there and say,
“Oh, they’1l be more responsive.” No, they won’t.
You should hold the county executive and county
council responsible for who they appoint. But
that’s another matter.

AK: 1 wanted to ask you about one curious bill
that came out of that committee, about requiring
symbols of party affiliation on election materials.

JP: There were people who ran that never, ever
said what party they were from. You couldn’t tell
from their signs, or anything. | went along with
that one.

AK: That session, there was also a whole spate
of what you might call family or welfare-related
legislation that you worked on. Was there a new
approach to these issues being formulated then?
Most of these bills are a tightening up of
requirements—residency issues, changes in aid
to dependent children, programs to help people
get back in the workforce.

JP: I can’t remember, but it seems natural. There
was always a feeling that welfare didn’t work very
well, and that it was abused by a number of people.
It would also get people in a cycle where they’d
just stay on and on. All of these things, everybody
knows the problems. Very few people know what
to do, because so many things are tried and they
don’t work very well. But | can’t tell you my
thinking then, I can’t recall. But, undoubtedly, I
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was involved.

AK: Yes, your name is listed as cosponsor for
some of these bills. And you were also involved
in a bill to make more stringent regulations for
sixteen-year-old drivers.

JP: I do know that I fought the driver training,
not to have it be part of the school curriculum.
We just keep adding to the school curriculum
things that sound good, but that’s not what the
schools are there for. [ got crossways, and I held
it up in Rules two or three days, but finally there
were too many people who wanted it. It sounded
so good—we’ve got to teach these kids to drive,
because it’s so bad. Well, they’d learn to drive no
matter what. [ objected to the fact that we kept
putting things in the curriculum that were not
education. If they want to have it after school, if
they want to have it at a special time, fine. But to
have it right in the middle of school, I just thought
it was nuts. But [ was overrun on that.

AK: There was also a bill placing limited liability
on parents for destruction caused by their
children—3$300. I wonder what prompted that bill.

JP: I think parents do have a responsibility for
their children’s actions. The children have to be
held responsible, and the parents have to be held
responsible.

AK: We still seem to be struggling with that con-
cept. This partial list of legislation demonstrates
the breadth of some of the issues you were in-
volved in. You were also prominent in the cre-
ation of an Arts Commission.

JP: I also sponsored the Women’s Rights
Commission, and a whole host of these things,
although I was really unhappy about some of the
arts things. Like the art that went into the House
Chamber.

AK: Was this when the “Labors of Hercules” was
installed?

JP: No, but it all got back to the fact that you
should have an arts commission; you should have

them involved in the process. They should bring
suggestions, they should lay things out, but they
shouldn’t be the final say. Then some other people
make the final say. If you don’t do that, sometimes
you get some funny stuff.

The “Hercules” was inappropriate. The color
was wrong. Those panels were made for histori-
cal murals, that’s what the people who designed
this, Wilder and White, intended. If you go to other
capitols, you’ll see these wonderful murals of
what went on. In Pennsylvania, they’ve got
Gettysburg, they’ve got Franklin with the elec-
tricity—flying the kite. They’ve got Washington
crossing the Delaware. They’ve got these won-
derful scenes. And what do we have? This non-
sense. Well, that just shows I’'m very traditional
in things like that. Because, I think, for a state
capitol, you’re not on the cutting edge of art. No,
these are traditional things and you don’t get way
out there.

AK: When you first came down here, how did
you feel about coming down here to this building?

JP: When I first came, I was an advisor to the
YMCA group, Youth in Government, that came
from Queen Anne High School, and I came down
with the kids for two or three days. That was really
the first time I’d been in the Capitol. But the first
time [ really sat there in the committee room, and
in the other rooms, I can remember, I thought,
“Boy, this is really something.”

AK: Yes, it really is impressive.

JP: It’s a magnificent building. It has been
maintained, and it should be maintained. I am an
all-out fan of the Capitol building. And I’m just
delighted in the fact that this is the only remaining
office left of the original—the lieutenant
governor’s office. This is the last, with everything
in here. This is the original wallpaper. Everything
else has been updated, it’s all different, but this is
wonderful. The people who did the lamps and all,
Tiffany, it was just really well done. I have great
respect for it. [ tried to make changes, like putting
in the bookcases, that would be appropriate, and
fit in. I think the Capitol is terrific.
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AK: It’s an honor to be here. Before we move on
to the events of the coalition session and the
gubernatorial campaign of Dan Evans, | wanted
to discuss the Seattle World’s Fair, Century
Twenty-one, which opened in April of 1962. Were
you involved in the planning or other work behind
the scenes to bring the fair to Seattle?

JP: I was very supportive of the fair. It was a
terrific thing for the state, and for the city. It made
money for everybody. All kinds of cities had
world’s fairs after we did because we made
money.

AK: That was unusual, wasn’t it? Wasn’t there a
lot of concern that it would be a losing proposi-
tion?

JP: Oh yes. You did it, but we paid off everybody
that put the money up. It was like war bonds,
everybody got behind it. I didn’t go to a lot of
meetings but [ made speeches for the world’s fair
to groups.

Then, in our own little company way—we
manufactured envelopes—we came up with this
idea of putting a big picture of the world’s fair on
the back of the envelopes that people would send
all over. We charged pretty much cost for people
doing it. Had a little wrestle with the fair people
because they thought we ought to pay them every
time we did this, and here we were doing
something to advertise the fair. But we got it
straightened around. Also, you had to generate a
lot of interest in the fair just around the state—
people coming from Yakima.

It was a wonderful fair. It was small—you
could easily get around. It was interesting, and it
just took Seattle up, really moved it up, as far as
what kind of city it was.

AK: One thing that seemed different, the way
Seattle did it, was they made permanent buildings,
not temporary ones like many other places did.
They actually had a legacy at the end of the fair.

JP: Yes, the buildings were maintained. And, of
course, you go out to the University and there’re
some buildings that are there from the A-Y-P fair.
That fair was in 1905 or something. My uncles,

they had a car, and they would drive it out there
and haul people into town from the University
and make some money. My parents all talked
about the A-Y-P fair. So, that was the start of kind
of putting Seattle on the map. It really worked.

AK: And then for the 1962 fair, Seattle followed
the same pattern.

JP: Yes. The National Guard building, which is
the Food Fair, was folded in. And they had passed
a measure to build an opera house just before the
world’s fair. We had to run a special election to
make that change, because a vote had been taken
to make it an opera house. It was just a Seattle
vote. One of the lawyers said that they couldn’t
fold it into the thing, so they had a special election.
Gordon Clinton was the mayor—our friend whose
campaign we had all worked on—and he said,
“Fine. Instead of spending our time in the
campaign for mayor, we’ll spend a lot of time
making sure that this proposition passes.” Which
was so like Gordon—he was a wonderful person,
still is a great guy. He got that, and we got it into
law.

AK: Did the Legislature have to pass it, or was it
just a city matter?

JP: It was a city thing. We didn’t have much to
do. We did some part.

AK: Were you in the Legislature when they asked
for the appropriation?

JP: I was for it. But I was a freshman in ’59, you
see, and we were thirty-three, but Al was for it—
Rosellini—and O’Brien, so it was pretty much a
done deal. And Rosellini served on the World’s
Fair Commission. So, they had some help in there
as they went along.

But it was a tremendous effort by a lot of
people. The people who really made it happen,
the board of directors, these are the real leaders:
Ewen Dingwall—he headed it up. He died two
weeks ago, and I couldn’t be at his funeral. I was
sorry, but my brother was up at it. And Joe Gandy
and Eddie Carlson, Willis Camp, Ned Skinner,
Elroy McCaw, E.P. Tremper, Harry Carr was from
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labor. See, they had labor right in with it. And Al
Rochester—Rochester had been pitching this over
and over and over. My mother went to school with
him and he was a city councilman. He was always
talking about it, pushing it. So he gets some credit
for it.

There was a big argument as to who was the
first person to say we ought to have a world’s
fair. Ross Cunningham, the papers, were support-
ive. The Legislature signed a bill for a feasibility
study on a fair, and Lieutenant Governor Emmett
Anderson named Goodloe along with Senator
Andrew Winberg as representatives.

And Langlie designated Eddie Carlson as
chairman, and that was the big thing. He was
wonderful. Eddie Carlson was—gosh, he was a
good man. He worked as a bellhop in the hotel.
And later became the head of all the hotels, and
then was head of United Airlines. They bought
Westin Hotels so they could have Eddie Carlson
as head of United Airlines. And he started by park-
ing cars at night in the hotel garage.

The leaders in the community really stood up,
stepped up and put themselves on the line. Lots
of businesses put up some money. [ remember our
company put up some money, because we thought
that was what we should do. Everybody did. It
was great. Some of the other leaders in the
community really went all out. Four families built
the Space Needle.

AK: | had no idea it was a private venture.

JP: Yes, they’ve owned it ever since, and they’ve
had a full house of people going up there and
buying their lunch. And it was all dubbed out on
a napkin.

A lot of things just came together. One was
the transportation thing—the monorail. And that
became a symbol. And then the Space Needle
became a symbol.

AK: And the fountains—

JP: And the Science Center. Magnuson got the
Science Center. The federal government put up

the dough.

AK: He was good at that kind of thing. Murray
Morgan, in his book all about the fair, Century
21, said that what was surprising was that people
really went for the educational exhibits, and not
for the flashy entertainment, that had been thought
to be so essential. That people came for the
Science Center.

JP: Oh yes. It just worked. How they did it and
what they did, how it all worked was just
wonderful. People just walked from their houses,
down. They had lots of entertainment. I thought
it was a great success in every way.

And it was in my district. It was in my state
legislative district.

AK: Were you part of the opening ceremonies,
one of the dignitaries, it being part of your district?

JP: Oh yes—all the Legislature. They had the
banquet at, | believe it was the Olympic Hotel,
and the kickoff. Then they had golf carts, and we
rode in golf carts out to the fairgrounds where
they had the opening.

AK: Did it happen to be a nice day, or was it
rainy?

JP: It was in the summer, and it was a nice day.
All T can remember is we rode out in golf carts in
this parade through downtown Seattle and out to
the fairgrounds. It was a neat thing. Everything
worked.

My God! Sort of brings back all those
memories. [ worked on a speaker’s bureau before
I came to the Legislature. Anyway, | gave some
talks, was supportive, and thought it was a good
idea. But in no way was I a part of making it
happen. We were just in the support thing. But it
was nifty to have it.

AK: Yes, and right in your own backyard.

JP: Yes.



CHAPTER 7

DAN EVANS AND THE
COALITION SESSION

Anne Kilgannon: [ want to turn now to the events
leading up to the coalition of 1963. Earlier, we
touched on the private-public power fight that
angered some of the Democrats, primarily ones
from Eastern Washington who felt slighted by
Speaker O’Brien in that struggle. But another
piece of this puzzle, and one with a longer-term
impact, was the election of Dan Evans as minority
leader in 1960. I’d like to discuss how that came
about.

Joel Pritchard: That was one of the most
important elections of all in the long run, the big
scheme of things.

AK: It was a contested election, though, and a
very close one.

JP: Yes, Damon Canfield wanted it, and the three
Spokane members held off on which way they
were voting, and then they decided to go with
Evans and that made the difference. It was Ed
Harris and Elmer Johnson, as a matter of fact.
But anyway, Dan barely won, but whatever, he
won. Eldridge became caucus chair, and it set the
tone.

AK: Did Dan Evans have a strategy for this
election?

JP: Well, we were going to be more aggressive,
and we were going to try to go out and build a
team of people.

AK: How did this Spokane meeting go? Did he
give a big speech to win people over?

JP: No, no, we didn’t have a big speech, no. It
wasn’t contentious, and there weren’t hard
feelings—and any of that. | nominated Evans.

AK: So it was just a shift in style?

JP: It was really a switch of the younger ones
taking over. Dan was very good at working with
those. He was well respected, and the only thing
was, this was his third term and there were others
who were much more senior.

But, if we hadn’t had that leadership election
before the *61 session, 1 don’t think we would
have been able to put the coalition together. And
if we hadn’t had the coalition together, we
certainly wouldn’t have won the governorship.
So, this was the first brick.

AK: And, of course, it was holding that position
that gave him a statewide platform. His name is
always brought forward, he’s got things to say on
every issue.

JP: That’s true. That’s right.

AK: And the Democrats are splintering badly,
with struggles over the leadership of the Speaker,
public power issues, and then, they disagreed over
the party platform that year. And the Republicans
were able to use these splits and highlight them
during the election.

JP: Certainly public/private power was a big
issue, but I can’t remember what the other issues
were, but I’m sure we used them.

AK: Something worked for you, because in the
’61 session, the House had fifty-nine Democrats
and forty Republicans, but in *63 you had a gain
of eight. And in the Senate, you gained four in
’63, up from thirteen.

JP: We were so far down in ’58, but that was
part of the “right to work” legislation, which was
perceived as anti-union. It drove us down to
thirty-three, and thirteen in the Senate. So we
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started to come back.

AK: Yes, you picked up fifteen representatives
in two elections; that’s quite a turnaround.

JP: And the thing to remember is, back in ’56
what did we have? I can’t remember.

AK: The Democrats had fifty and you had forty-
nine, so you were very close at that point.

JP: In ’52 we had the majority, for the *53 session.
Mort Frayn was the Speaker, and my brother
worked here.

AK: Yes, you had been dominant, and then the
Democrats came in with a surge and you were
down, but then you started to come back up. And
by 1967, you’re in the majority again, at least in
the House.

JP: We made two good gains, so that by *63 we
had a pretty good group. And the nice thing was,
we had gotten some good ones. We had gone out
and encouraged some good ones to run, and we
had a lot of really dandy, energetic, new ones that
all became a part of our team.

AK: That’s the background, the groundwork, for
Dan Evans’ rise to leadership. And then in ’63,
there was the forming of what is called the
coalition government that saw the overturning of
John O’Brien as Speaker, and the joining of the
more conservative Democrats with the minority
Republicans.

Dan Evans wrote a piece that discussed the
formation of the coalition, and he talks about
meeting with the dissident Democrats, going out
to some dark, secluded cabin somewhere and
planning it all out. Were you a part of these
negotiations down in this cabin?

JP: [ was not. I did not go out, but, oh yes, I knew
that they had gone out the night before. I think
Slade knew Perry, and Perry was a key. He was
sort of the strategist for those six or seven
Democrats. I would imagine it was Evans,
Eldridge, Gorton, and maybe Copeland. I don’t
remember.

AK: There were said to have been four, the top
four Republicans. It’s quite a story—going down
this dark road, out in the country.

JP: Oh, it is. And we had one other advantage.
The chief clerk of the House was part of the cabal.
Si Holcomb, he didn’t like John O’Brien. They
were not close. And Sid Snyder was a staff
member then, and he heard all about it and knew
all about it.

AK: But still, you managed to keep this deal
completely to yourselves. You kept it away from
the press. That seems incredible.

JP: Well, there were little rumors, but by that
morning, when we came in, we knew—some of
us that were close. Then we went to caucus, and
didn’t let anybody out of caucus. And we stayed
in the caucus until we walked out on the floor
and voted. We were very fearful that a couple of
our members—we didn’t want them to slide away,
and we didn’t want them to talk and tip our hand.
We kind of knew who might do that, so we just
kept everybody in until noon, I think that’s what
it was. And then we walked out on the floor, and
Si Holcomb called the roll. The chief clerk calls
the roll, so he controls the vote as far as keeping
it going.

Here, I’ve got the Argus [The photographs
mentioned can be found in the January 18, 1963,
edition of the Argus on pages 8-10.] that shows
what was happening. Here it is. There’s Big
Daddy Day. And here we are in caucus—I’m
talking.

AK: | thought there was no press in on this deal.
How did this picture get taken, then?

JP: We let someone in that was a friend, I guess.
And here’s Evans, there’s Eldridge, and Damon
Canfield. And then you go all the way around
here—Don Moos—

AK: Can you recall what you were saying when
this photo was taken?

JP: Actually, I was not talking about the coalition
at that point. We kept everybody in, and I put
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together a sort of campaign team to see if we
couldn’t help some of these new ones, and I was
explaining that to them. But, when the picture was
taken, it looked like—but I would have to be more
honest.

And these photos—there are the three votes.
First vote, he was sure, he just didn’t believe that
these Democrats would leave. And now they are
out there voting—here’s the second ballot.

AK: It’s looking a little tense.

JP: And here’s the third ballot.

AK: O’Brien looks really mad.

JP: Then he got up and walked over and said to
Evans, “Okay, we’ll sit down and we’ll make a
deal. We can work something out.”

AK: It looks like Evans is saying no.

JP: They said, “Too late.”

AK: It’s gone, yes. It says, “O’Brien stares stonily
at the seated Evans.” That must have been a
dramatic moment.

JP: Oh yes. It was great stuff.

AK: In this photo, what are they doing? It says,
“O’Brien and Mark Litchfield huddle with Day
and Evans and Canfield.” Is he still trying to strike
a deal?

JP: Yes.

AK: But it’s not going anywhere. And then,
“O’Brien bitterly asserts ‘a price was paid, we
will suffer.”” The Democrats, 1 imagine, he’s
talking about.

JP: I guess.

AK: These are great photographs.

JP: Yes, that kind of tells the story. There’s Big

Daddy. He was a chiropracter. And Margaret
Hurley was part of the delegation, not an easy

woman. And so, that was it; that’s the whole story.

AK: That’s a great document—those expressions
say volumes. The coalition upset a lot of plans,
what people thought they were going to do, who
was in charge, all kinds of things.

There were several things said about this
session of 1963. It was called the most trying
session, terrible, terrific pressures, tumultuous—
that’s what Evans called it. And Rosellini, of
course, weighed in and called it, “the session that
accomplished less than any legislative session I've
been in, in twenty-five years. They’ve devoted
more time to bickering than they have to
constructive legislation. This session has been full
of controversy, rancor, and bitterness right from
the start.” He just goes on like that.

JP: Of course. Al has decided he’s going to run
against this. He’s going to label all this bad stuff.
But it was tough going, because to have a
coalition—the bitterness of the Democrats wasn’t
toward us, it was to the seven guys who had bailed
out. That was the bitterness. We were just playing
the game.

But we would never have done this coalition
if it hadn’t been for redistricting. That was the
underlying thing. We got forty seats in the *62
election and we had more than fifty percent of
the votes.

AK: Yes, Evans says you got fifty-three percent.

JP: And we got only forty-eight in *63 because
of Greive’s redistricting. Greive was the master
at redistricting.

AK: And you were afraid he would do it again?

JP: Of course, because if they had O’Brien as
Speaker, and they had the governorship, there was
no way to stop it. We would not have gone to
such—whether you want to call it extremes, or
what have you—we would not have gone down
that road, but we had to get some protection. So,
we were prepared. We put Gorton in to write the
redistricting bill against Greive, and Gorton was
just as smart, and just as tough. I don’t think we
got any redistricting through that time, because
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anything we wanted, they didn’t want, and back
and forth. Oh, it was contentious, yes, you bet.

AK: Well, it’s everybody’s home base.

JP: Yes, and our pitch was that we wanted it to
reflect the vote. We weren’t trying to turn it around
to where it was to our advantage, we were just
trying to reflect the vote. Well, we couldn’t sell
that to Greive, and so that was the deal.

AK: Various news articles talked about the risks
involved for the Republicans attempting this,
saying that Rosellini could use this as a platform
for his next campaign.

JP: He could use it as an excuse for everything
that didn’t work right, or whatever it was—“why,
it’s this coalition government.”

AK: But Evans countered that. The Republicans
would, he said, “continue to lose elections if they
don’t,” what he called, “carry the ball, if they don’t
take some action and get in there.” So, that
sounded more like your new, aggressive style—
where you’re not going to sit back and take it.

JP: Yes.

AK: You were on the Appropriations Committee
that session. Is that where things were happening?

JP: No, nothing came out of this session. Nothing
got sent to committee to start with.

AK: So, you didn’t get a chance to initiate any
measures?

JP: I think Gorton did put in something. Our deal
with the seven Democrats was that they could
have their district pretty much the way they
wanted it. Then we would go ahead and do the
rest of the state, and we’d make sure they had a
good district.

AK: Were the coalition Democrats from all over
the state?

JP: Mainly from Spokane. Perry was from the

Forty-fifth or out of Greenwood, central, north
King County, and Arnie Bergh was from Ballard.
So there were two from King, and the others were
Earle, Day, and Bill McCormick was one, | think.
I can’t reel them off.

But we blocked the Democrats’ efforts to
change, and do this. Then, the Supreme Court
ruled that we couldn’t do any business until we
did our redistricting. Then Gorton and Greive had
to fight it out. We felt pretty good about how
things came out.

AK: Did you manage to get better representation
for the suburban areas in King County?

JP: Yes. That had always lagged behind. The
growth in the suburban areas was reflected, but
they delayed it quite a bit.

AK: Would that be where the new areas were
carved out?

JP: Quite a bit, but it was all over the state that
you had changes.

AK: When the coalition came in and the new
speaker was elected, committee assignments were
also reworked, I understand. Didn’t the Republi-
cans then get some chairmanships and a share in
the leadership, even though you were, technically
speaking, still a minority?

JP: Yes. | went on the Rules committee. In those
days, the Rules committee was run by the
leadership, yes, particularly that session because
of the coalition.

AK: It was equal representation, wasn’t it, on the
committees?

JP: Equal Democrat and Republican, yes. But,
of course, the Democrats were on the other side,
and so the coalition could pretty well hold.

The coalition didn’t agree on everything, and
lots of things were debated. It wasn’t a coalition
that held on all the votes and everything. Lots of
things were out there. They split all over, but they
didn’t on redistricting, and I don’t remember any
big power issues in *63.
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AK: But there’s always taxes. Speaker Day made
a pronouncement that there would be no new
taxes. That was one of the first things he said.

JP: Yes, | think that was. We kept trying to push
Rosellini into a position—AI wanted some new
taxes, and we wouldn’t give it to him, it seems to
me. That was really the crux of it.

AK: You reworked the budget, rearranged it. You
gave more to education but you took from other
things. Same numbers, just a different emphasis?

JP: Yes, that’s right. We moved some things into
education. That was a time when the Republicans
were pretty close to the education people.

AK: Dan Evans seems to promote education very
strongly, and saw it as the primary responsibility
of the state, to take care of it.

JP: That’s correct.

AK: While we are still discussing the coalition
session, I wanted you to briefly comment, if you
would, on Speaker Day’s style as compared with
John O’Brien’s. How did things go that session?

JP: It’s, of course, not really fair to judge one to
the other because it was such a contentious time,
coming out of that kind of coalition. Day was a
pretty good presider, and whenever John O’Brien
got too upset about things, why—

AK: So, John O’Brien had to go back to being
just another representative, of course.

JP: Yes, he was the minority leader. And the seven
coalition Democrats sat in the middle.

AK: Not everyone liked Speaker Day, evidently.
He was called a dictator by some, and a news story
said, “The quick gavel of Speaker Day threw the
House into a furious uproar—the worst turmoil
witnessed in the lower chamber in many years.
Ignoring scores of loud, angry cries for point of
order as he rammed down his gavel in machine
gun fashion. House members swarmed angrily in
the huge, hall-like chamber, frustration and anger

written on their faces.”
It all seems very bitter, and not conducive to
good legislation.

JP: You’ve got to remember, it’s very hard for a
group that has been in control for years and years
and years, and John O’Brien had been Speaker
every year, and you take it away—

AK: They just didn’t get over it?

JP: That’s right. And they would resort to stalling
tactics and using a lot of parliamentary dodging
and ducking. Once in a while there’d be a vote
and we’d just put it through. People had to vote.
But then they would try to delay things and Day
would cut them off, which is not unusual in that
kind of situation.

AK: The rules are very complicated, | know. Was
he a master of procedure?

JP: Well, we had Si Holcomb, who was, of course,
chief clerk of the House. And they resented that
bitterly, because now we were being advised and
could lean on his years of experience.

On the other hand, Evans, Gorton, Perry,
Copeland, they knew the rules backward and
forwards, and were very skilled. People were
dueling with great skill.

AK: What was it like, to sit there and watch all
this drama going on? Did you just kind of watch
the show as the Democrats attacked each other?

JP: We sort of enjoyed seeing the other side,
because we’d been the other way. I think the press
dramatized it a little more than it was. But yes,
there were moments of high drama. I think it was
frustration—people are losing, who for years have
always won in those situations, and my oh my,
did they get upset.

AK: Well, they believed in what they were doing,
too.

JP: Sure, but then the other thing you get to, noth-
ing was going to go through the House. The Sen-
ate had an overwhelming majority of Democrats,
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and the governor was a Democrat. So, it isn’t a
matter of we were going to write all new rules for
the state, but there were some checks on Al, and
in the Senate on Greive and these people.

AK: [ want to come back to Senator Greive in a
minute. But the budget seems like just a battle-
field, a real struggle to put it together. One article
of the time said that there were two things that
made it more complicated than usual: the per-
ceived shift to the Republican, more conserva-
tive, no-new-taxes stand. And then a recent court
ruling on bonding procedures for school construc-
tion and other capital projects that—I didn’t quite
understand it—but I think it was suggesting that
what had been done in the past might not be all
right to continue. And so people weren’t too sure
how to fund schooling. And there was a lot of
wrangling and rethinking.

JP: This was about how to bond. I’d have to go
back and look it over and see. But we were close
to education.

AK: With all the talk of redistricting and budget
woes, this session seemed mired and then further
complicated by the issue of Greive’s campaign
fund, which came to light then. There were
charges that certain senators were beholden to
Greive for campaign money, and that had an
unseemly impact on their voting patterns.

JP: I’'ll say they were. That was in the Senate,
and that was an internal Democratic battle
between Greive and Mardesich. We didn’t have
anything to do with that.

AK: There was a clamor to come up with
campaign reforms.

JP: I know, but who was going to do this in the
Senate? And who was going to do this, and how
is the governor going to get it through? I think
this was sort of press talk.

AK: There were two points of view in the press.
One was that you were avoiding your responsi-
bility and trying to shove it under the rug. The
other was that, how could you reform yourselves,

that really, there should be a citizen panel, or the
court should do it. There was a sense of “we can’t
trust these guys to do it themselves, to reform
themselves.” Yet, if they didn’t do anything, they
were just shirking their duties. This was the tone
of the discussion.

JP: Generally, we were at the forefront of all these
reform things. But Greive ran the Senate, and he
had troubles over there. He ran a Greive fund,
and lobbyists gave him the money, and then he
gave the money to legislators. He forced the
lobbyists to do that so that he had control over
the legislators. Then he drew their district lines
so that they were beholden to him, and all the rest
of it.

See, we were in the House, so it wasn’t head-
on, except in the redistricting itself. That Greive
battle really was one between him and Mardesich.
It was a fight within the Democratic Senate.

AK: Some people seem to be suggesting that, of
course, there are these funds—that this is normal
political practice. But did the Republicans do
anything like that?

JP: We didn’t have anybody. We didn’t have
anything like a Greive fund in the House.

AK: Did people give to the Republican Party, and
then it was divvied up?

JP: We’d encourage people to give to these can-
didates that we were helping, and say, “Hey, help
this guy. Give some money to him.” We didn’t
have to go through a person. Greive did it be-
cause he wanted to maintain that personal con-
trol. He wanted to run the Senate, and he did it
for quite a number of years. One of his techniques
was to have money come to him, and then hand it
out. Now, we all thought that was wrong, but that
really was a battle in the Senate between them-
selves, among the Democrats who were fighting
over leadership. The poor Republicans didn’t have
anything in the Senate. They talked a lot, but—

AK: Was this one of the first battles for campaign
reform?
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JP: Campaign reform has been going on for one
hundred years. It depends on this issue, that issue,
this time, that time.

AK: Well, this time there was talk that candidates
should say where they got their money.

JP: That’s right, disclosure.

AK: Was this the genesis of the Public Disclosure
Commission, the idea that there ought to be a body
tracking this?

JP: I don’t know. The public ought to know where
your money comes from. What’d | spend in my
first campaign? Twelve hundred dollars.

AK: I wonder if this becomes more critical when
campaigns involved a whole lot more money. But
this discussion, at that time, came up in connection
with an optometry bill. Senator Rasmussen was
upset, and he accused Senator Greive of basically
selling votes. Apparently the optometrists had
given Greive a lot of money—

JP: I always thought it was somewhat critical,
disclosure. You get these different groups that
want something to go through, and to get it
through the Senate, they had to deal with Greive.
And Rasmussen was one who was really fighting
with Greive.

AK: It was fairly naked looking, the way he put
it.

JP: Yes, but we’d just sort of hear it, except that
we all thought that Greive’s operation was a sleazy
deal. He maintained his control through redistrict-
ing, and then later on, he would get interim com-
mittees for some of his guys.

AK: Were those paid positions?
JP: They’d have a per diem. Later, I was very
involved, but that’s another story we can come

back to.

AK: Did Senator Greive have a position, a
political philosophy that he was pushing? Was

there a point to all this?

JP: Greive had some Democratic senators he
wouldn’t do anything for, like Nat Washington.
But Greive had his people. You supported Greive;
it was just personal. And Mardesich and Gissberg
opposed him, and Nat Washington. But Greive
had enough to win.

AK: Besides redistricting, of course, there were
many other issues that you dealt with during this
session. Let’s return to some of them now. You
sat on the Water Resources and Pollution Control
Committee, and there was a proposal floated at
that time for the establishment of a water
resources agency. | was wondering if this was a
forerunner of the Department of Ecology?

JP: I don’t remember, but I was very involved
with Metro, which was cleaning up Lake
Washington. But it was not a state thing, it was
local: Jim Ellis, King County.

AK: Are people beginning to look at their lakes,
to raise their awareness?

JP: Politicians were worried about Metro being
a government entity. Then you had the far right
who thought Metro was some kind of Communist
scheme or something. But we were on the side of
trying to help the environment. But it wasn’t a
big issue yet. The big session for that was, |
believe, in *69.

We went up to Crystal Mountain then, and
had a two-day meeting up there. We put together
some environmental rules, new ones, then came
back and put it through the session. Evans led
that and got some legislators together to do it,
and we were successful in doing that.

AK: Yes, the founding of the Department of
Ecology was in 1970. Another issue of the ’63
session was workmen’s compensation and
changes in unemployment benefits. But labor
seems to be in a weak position with this one, even
though it was their major bill that session.

JP: Yes, that was always a big deal. Labor always
won that battle.
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AK: They didn’t this time, which surprised me,
with a Democratic Senate and governor.

JP: Oh, well, they had damn near everything they
could want already, compared to other states.
Unemployment comp, that’s a battle that goes on,
and on, and on. But labor always controlled that;
they had great strength in the Legislature. But the
coalition would stand pretty firm on that. Their
bill was probably thought of as pretty extreme.
There were some major battles there.

AK: Another battle was over gambling issues—
slot machines, pull tabs, card rooms, all those
things.

JP: I fought it all.

AK: That time, you and Harry Lewis, the member
from Thurston County, planned a test case in the
courts for the constitutionality of the gambling
law as it stood. Do you remember what happened
with this case?

JP: No, I can’t remember, but I just know we were
against all this. And the Teamsters were mixed
up in it. Bill Howard was the lobbyist that was
trying to work it. He had been a Republican, and
he was the chief clerk of the House in *53, when
the Republicans controlled the House. He was
mixed up in all that business. I don’t remember,
but I fought the idea of a lottery and the efforts to
bring dog racing in. They always wanted to bring
dog racing in and I was always opposed.

AK: Were these nonpartisan issues, where people
voted their own conscience?

JP: Oh sure, things like gambling. Yes, that wasn’t
a partisan issue. We tried to hold down the
increase of gambling in our state. It wasn’t just a
problem of gambling, it was the problem of
gamblers getting in and mucking around in the
political process. That was something that had
shown clearly with the dog racing in California
and Oregon. The people that were running the
dogs there started messing around with city
council races.

AK: Were these organized crime types?

JP: [ don’t know, but I thought a lot of them were
pretty sleazy.

AK: There is something unsavory about it all.
Another morals-type issue, at least that was how
it was packaged, was the “Save Sunday for the
Family” bill.

JP: “Save Sunday for the Family,” as [ remember
it, had to do with mandatory closings. It was
mainly drug stores and groceries. I didn’t support
that effort. I thought it was a matter of the
marketplace. What they did was, it was a union
issue. What was happening was that new stores
were coming out in the malls, and they were open
on Sundays. The downtown merchants got
working with labor, and in between the two of
them they came up with this idea of “Save
Sunday” so stores couldn’t be open on Sundays.

AK: Any stores?

JP: Yes. As I say, it was the ownership of the old
stores, the traditional stores, and their unions
working together to try to stop new stores that
were open on Sundays. So they came up with this
slogan.

AK: Trying to take the high road—

JP: Yes. We had some great hearings. At one
hearing, a minister got up and pleaded for saving
Sunday for the families, and the druggist said,
“Well, I don’t really want to be open, but about
twenty minutes after your church closes, all those
people come into my store in their suits and
dresses. So, if you’d just get your members to
stop coming into the stores, why we could save
Sunday for the family.”

AK: That’s good. And now shopping is a kind of
family religious activity—that’s what families do
together.

JP: It has had something to do with the market-
place, it had something to do with downtown Se-
attle. Well, it came apart, and as | remember, we
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defeated it, or we didn’t let it through. In the long
run, [ guess, you’d have had this, because these
stores out there in the malls, Sunday was always
a big day for shopping. But it was public rela-
tions—the slogan “Save Sunday for the Family.”
But as I remember, it did not pass.

AK: It would have been like turning the clock
back, on something that had already happened, a
cultural change—

JP: It was a combination of owners of stores and
unions, trying to do it.

AK: That session also dealt with several driving
measures—one, a crackdown on drunken drivers.

JP: We made it more severe.

AK: In the debates, that issue was connected with
teen driving, and driving classes at schools.

JP: AsIsaid,  opposed the driving during school
hours, and mandatory driving in the schools, but
I was unsuccessful to stop it. [ held it up in Rules,
I know, one round and then the next time it came
out. [t was, in my opinion, a clear example of one
more activity that we loaded on the schools
because it sounded so good. We were going to
save lives by teaching driving. We’d just give
everything to the schools. | was unsuccessful
there.

AK: You did help sponsor a bill, House Bill 432,
that said minors would need written permission—
parental consent—to buy a car. Was that part of
this attempt to clean up driving practices?

JP: That’s called parental notification, isn’t it?
Yes, car ownership can be very destructive. The
kid gets a car, then to pay for the car he starts
working in the afternoon. He’s got to have a job
to pay for the car, and he doesn’t turn out for
sports, he’s not on the debate team, he’s not in
class plays.

AK: And he’s not doing his homework.

JP: He’s got to be working that afternoon job to

pay for that car, and all of a sudden, car ownership
becomes a big deal. Now, having a car is a big
deal in high school, but I didn’t like it. I was not
keen on kids spending their time in cars, which
have such an attraction to them.

AK: One more high school issue from this time:
you wanted PE to be mandatory.

JP: Rosellini vetoed it. I thought, from a matter
of health, every child should do some exercise.
But the mother would write that, oh, the girl
doesn’t like to get her hair wet, and this and that.
But from a health standpoint, everybody should
do some exercise. We didn’t have crops, and kids
don’t work at home. But Rosellini vetoed it.

I don’t know now whether, as I look at it, the
state should make it mandatory.

AK: Well, you are alluding to a question that arose
for me when [ looked at these bills. I was reflecting
that Republicans these days talk about keeping
government out of people’s private lives. How
did you feel about that line of thinking?

JP: You’ve got to remember, this was a long time
ago. And I was kind of a nut on exercise and that.
The kids who didn’t turn out for sports, in my
day, had to go to gym, but the girls always
complained because they’d get their hair wet. But,
it seemed to me, it isn’t that you need the exercise
for the kids who are interested in sports, you need
it for the average kid that doesn’t want to do
anything. A lot of them aren’t even walking to
school anymore.

AK: They’re driving those cars.

JP: Driving cars, riding buses, and you get kids
that are starting to become overweight and all the
other things.

AK: I remember President Kennedy had a
program about then, fitness programs for youth.
Was your thinking part of this heightened
awareness?

JP: Yes. I can’t really remember, but it shows that
I was just like everybody else, | had my own pet
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things. I thought that kids, somebody in the fourth
or fifth grade, there ought to be simple games that
they play. I thought everybody ought to sweat a
little every day, as a matter of their own health.

AK: In another area, there was talk of raising
wages for public employees, and also for
legislators. Wasn’t the cost of living going up in
these years?

JP: Well, it didn’t make any difference. The start
of the ’63 session, there was a push to raise the
salary. We were getting $100 a month. That was
the pay for legislators. But everybody was scared
to raise it. The Legislative Council had done work
between Democrats and Republicans to attempt
to get the raise, and the amount of time they were
taking and all, and $100 a month just didn’t make
particularly good sense.

AK: Was the issue that it was preventing good
people from being in the Legislature?

JP: It was a matter of fairness. It had been $100 a
month for years and years and years, and this
wasn’t realistic. When I got into caucus I agreed
with Walt Williams, like I said, that we didn’t want
to raise our pay because then they’d take more of
our time. The great problem for legislators was
the amount of time it took, not the money.

So, I came in to vote on it, and saw that Stu
Bledsoe, a freshman, who had won by 150 votes,
was voting for it. I went over and talked to Stu,
and he said he’d promised the people that he’d
vote for it—not the people in his district, but some
of'the legislators, because they had helped him in
his race. He kind of got entrapped, and so I walked
over to the leadership and said, “I’m going to vote
for this.”

“Oh great.”

“And then I said, “And Bledsoe’s voting no.”

They said, “Now, wait a minute. He already
promised.”

And T said, “Well, you get it, you get to
switch.” Then I went back to Stu and said, “You’re
not voting for this thing.”

AK: Would it have played badly in his district?

JP: It never was a big issue, but everybody
thought it would be a bad one. But that started a
great friendship between Stu and me.

But, for heaven’s sake, nobody ran against
me some of those times—I had a Republican
district. It didn’t make any difference. But I just
didn’t want Stu, who’d just barely won, to get
beat. Over the years, we became very close
friends. That was sort of the first thing.

But in truth, the thing that makes it difficult
to get legislators is the time. It isn’t the money,
it’s the time. Now we have the worst of all. They
get about half pay, and then they’ve got to get a
job, and so they have real jobs, but you can’t have
a real job if you’re going to be gone for four
months. Like I said, none of us, Slade, Dan,
Moriarty, myself, Jimmy Andersen, all that gang,
none of us could be in the Legislature today.
Because you just couldn’t go four months one
year, and three months the next year, and have a
meaningful job.

AK: No, not unless you owned something that
could take care of itself.

JP: So, what you have is people working for
utilities, they work for a labor union, or they work
for some government entity, or some community
college, or they’re in community relations, and
they do some things and they get paid some
money, which they need. So, that’s where we are.
We don’t have full-time legislators.

AK: Would that be better, rather than this
mixture?

JP: You’d have to get the pay way up there. So,
that’s how it kind of works. It’s just a different
world today.

But it was even a problem, then. It really got
us out of here. Boy, the pressure to get out and
get back to your job was intense. So, generally,
we were there sixty days and then went home.
Then, if you had an off session, it was thirty days.

AK: This year, again, you had a special session.

JP: That really isn’t a special session, that just
means it went days later. No, the special session
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is one that’s in the odd year. Sometimes we had
them and sometimes we didn’t.

AK: Another area of much heated discussion that
session was transportation—ferries, paying for
them, where to put them.

JP: Oh yes. The first decision was, are ferries an
extension of highways? If they are, how do you
do it? The highways have been a major issue since
this state started—highways and transportation.
Then, as you got more and more into automobiles,
the ferries fit right in because they are a part of
the network.

AK: Part of getting around this side of the state,
anyway. Did East side legislators tend not to vote
for ferries?

JP: They didn’t want to spend much money on
them. There wasn’t an easy answer. You’d have
the ferries like the Bainbridge Island line that
always paid, and overpaid more than the cost. But
then, you get up into the San Juan Islands and
year-round, there’s no way for that ferry to pay
for its cost.

AK: But you can’t just cut those people off and
leave them out there—

JP: That’s right. See, how it works is, if you’re
going to have ferries to places, and some ferries
have high rates, well, those were all the battles.

AK: And toll bridges, whether tolls should come
off or stay on, even after the project has been paid
for—

JP: Oh my. Tolls are off, they’re on, and they
always became political issues. Many people
think that the thing to do is keep the toll at a fairly
low level, but to keep it on so you can continue to
fund other bridges and other things.

AK: But other people thought that was unfair,
once their bridge was paid for, to keep collecting

money indefinitely.

JP: Of course. “Our bridge is paid for; we don’t

have to pay for another.”

AK: Were you still involved with these sorts
of issues?

JP: No, [ was not on the highway committee that
session, just maybe the first two years, when |
first went into the House. I did fight the cross-
Sound bridge.

AK: This year you’re on Banking and Insurance,
Constitution and Elections, Apportionment,
Rules, and Water Resources and Pollution
Control. Rules seems like your most important
committee. Can you explain its function for me?
I know it is a central clearinghouse for bills—
what’s going to happen and what isn’t.

JP: Rules was fairly busy all the time. In those
days, there was a secret vote.

AK: The press wags its finger about that every
once in a while—secret government, killing
bills—

JP: Oh yes—secret government and all that. And
eventually they got it to where Rules doesn’t mean
anything anymore—nothing is held up.

AK: What does it mean, then?

JP: The committee decided which bills should
go to the floor, and in what order. If the bill had
enough push, generally the Rules group reflected
the membership. Then you’d know which bills
everybody wanted and which they didn’t, and how
they came out of the committee. You’d look at
the vote on the committee. But then, somebody
had to pull it.

AK: What does it mean, to pull it?

JP: You had a pull. It is still there. You’d get to
pull a bill up and get it to be voted on.

AK: What would be the procedure for that?

JP: You go around the room. Each person has
one pull, and sometimes you have two. You go



108

CHAPTER 7

around twice. You say, “Okay, | want Bill 69 up.”
All right, Bill 69 is up and sometimes there would
be a little discussion. You’d say, “This is a bill
for such-and-such, and I think it’s good.” Or
maybe, somebody would say, “I don’t like it. Let
me give you the arguments on the other side.”
But a lot of bills just sailed through and went right
along.

AK: Do you remember bills that did not sail—
why some were marooned?

JP: Oh sure—there are bills that are left in Rules.
You had some people who’d vote for a bill and
didn’treally like it, and say, “I hope it never comes
out. We were getting all this heat from the
Humpty-Dumpty group or that bunch, or this and
that and got them off our backs. Finally we passed
it on into Rules. Nine out of ten bills that come
out of committee don’t come out of Rules.

AK: There was some mention that there were
something like six hundred to one thousand bills
offered that session—a very large number in the
hopper. How would you deal with that kind of
volume—how would you begin to understand
what these bills were about?

JP: You get all kinds of bills that are put in. But,
first of all, an awful lot of bills go in that never
come out. They go to committee, and maybe there
are six bills on the same subject.

AK: So, does the committee work to reconcile
the language of the different bills, then?

JP: Yes, or maybe they put some together, or they
thrash around and hold hearings.

AK: Then the number dwindles down?

JP: It comes down. There’s a hundred bills sent
to a committee, or seventy-five, and maybe the
committee comes out with fifteen. Some are new
and it’s going to take more time to get it through.
The committee has so much time for hearings.
So, the bills come out, and I don’t know, you could
find the percentage. A lot of times, somebody puts
a bill in and then after they have the hearing they

g0, “Oh yes, that thing. We’ve got to make some
changes. I don’t know what we’re going to do,
but yes, that thing...” It’s sort of an agreement,
no, it isn’t ready to go yet.

AK: Are most bills fine tuning things that already
exist?

JP: Oh sure. The great majority. And most bills,
in my day, almost all bills were bipartisan. [ never
put a bill in the session if  didn’t find a Democrat,
and we’d do it together.

AK: Let’s look at some of those bills now from
the 1963 session. You cosponsored House Bill 4,
with Representatives Perry and Gorton, that
removed requirements for holding primaries for
the election of school directors for cities of over
100,000 population. Would that be one of these
fine-tuning bills or something new?

JP: That’s the kind of a bill where the school
directors would come and they’d say, “This is a
problem we have,” and if it made sense, okay.
And that would be in that committee. A lot of bills
are just cleaning up, technical. Something that
doesn’t work very well, they come back and say,
“This is what screws this up. Can you do
something?”
“Oh sure, yes, we can do it.”

AK: So just closing loopholes. We talked already
about Bill 80, making high school physical
education courses mandatory. And there was Bill
71, changing port district elections, more
technical, and then Bill 62, which permits
examination of suspect shoplifters, with Gleason
and Hurley. Would that be strip-searching
suspects?

JP: [ wouldn’t be a bit surprised. Stores were just
plagued with these darn shoplifters. On things like
that I feel pretty tough, you know. The stores
would say, “Hey, we have these people in here
and we can hardly get close to them, because they
holler.” So, we were toughening up the shoplifting
law.

AK: Bill 372 involved deleting residency
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requirements for city firemen. I gather that means
they can work one place and live somewhere else.

JP: Yes. It just seemed to me that if you were in
the town of Yakima, say, you can’t live on the
outskirts and be a fireman?

AK: Bill 373 provided an automatic vote count
in certain cases, authorizing applications for
recount by either political party.

JP: It would mean that if it got that close in an
election, you had a recount.

AK: Bill 396 had to do with changing the name
of the Board of Discrimination.

JP: Well, I was close to the people that were
dealing with civil rights and discrimination and
all that. They were making some adjustment in
the board that dealt with discrimination, and I
would have been a logical sponsor. Who else was
on that bill?

AK: Representatives Grant and McCormick.

JP: Let’s see, this is in ’63, so I’'m still in the
House. It might be Bill McCormick, and it might
be the other McCormack—Mike. It sounds more
like Mike.

AK: Here’s one that seems an odd one for you to
be involved with, Bill 410, restricting the sale of
petroleum products by agricultural cooperatives.
You’re with Uhlman and Clark on that one.

JP: It may have been a tax dodge for these
cooperatives to buy and then sell the gas without
charging the highway tax. That’s Wes Uhlman
who became mayor of Seattle and Clark would
be Cecil Clark, who was from Yakima. Cecil Clark
certainly represented a rural area, and Wes was
from the city. It could have been that somebody
was using it to get around the highway tax. But I
don’t know, I’d have to look at it.

AK: This one sounds more familiar, Bill 432,
prohibiting minors from purchasing automobiles
without written consent.

JP: Yes. The parents ought to agree that the kid
ought to buy a car.

AK: More technical sounding bills, Bill 446,
increasing per diem allowance for state officials
and employees. And Bill 540, concerning certain
industrial insurance practices.

JP: Who was on that?

AK: Representatives Morrissey and Hurley and
yourself.

JP: He was a good friend of mine.

AK: So, possibly, he would come to you and ask
for help?

JP: Oh yes. He would come over and say, “How
about going on this bill?” I wasn’t big on putting
bills in. My usual answer to people was, “There’s
plenty of bills that were being put in. What we
need is better scrutiny on the bills.” I didn’t
sponsor a lot of bills. If I wanted to make some
changes, I’d wait for a bill to go through where |
could put an amendment on, what we wanted to
accomplish.

AK: There was a move that session to abolish
state parks as a separate commission and to put
in under the jurisdiction of Bert Cole, the land
commissioner. It never came to pass, but Rosellini
was pushing, at least in the newspapers, for more
recreation areas. He listed that as one of his
disappointments of that session, that more didn’t
happen in that area. Do you remember this issue?

JP: 1 don’t remember that one, but that discussion
goes on all the time. I wasn’t very keen on Bert
Cole. But Rosellini would pull these things out
and they were always good government things.
“I’m so disappointed we didn’t get this.”

And you’d say, “Where in the hell was he?
Did he do anything?” No. He was very Machia-
vellian.

AK: Another thing that did not happen, but which
was closer to you, was another defeat of open
housing that session. That discussion sounded
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very bitter. Sam Smith charged the Republicans
with “the greatest double cross since Judas.”
There was a twenty-four hour sit-down demon-
stration at the Capitol, with people coming from
Seattle. The claim was that the Rules Committee
was killing this bill in secret, behind closed doors,
and was not allowing open debate.

JP: I was a sponsor of open housing. I think I
was probably on that bill with Sam. Sam, when
he was interviewed, was asked, “Who in the
Legislature or in city council, who was the best
person to work with in government in your forty
years?” And he said, “Joel Pritchard.”

AK: That’s quite an honor. But Sam seems very
bitter. He’s not even getting much debate on it;
it’s going nowhere. All his bills just died.

JP: We were never, ever able to get open housing
through, because you couldn’t get it out of the
Senate. His senator always talked for it and then
killed it. They were all Democrats that did it.

AK: Then why is he making these charges about
the Republicans?

JP: It could have been that they just weren’t going
to move it out. It’s the kind of thing that had gone
into the Rules Committee and Day and some of
them just said, “We’re not taking it out on the
floor. We’re not going to get into that fight.”

AK: And so that was that?

JP: That was that, yes. The real estate industry
always opposed it. All kinds of neighborhoods
all talked about it until they talked about getting
into their neighborhood, and there wasn’t any
great desire for it. Very few legislators, when you
got right down to it, wanted it. So, I found that
the first time we came down as freshmen and got
it through, why it went over to the Senate and
didn’t go anywhere.

Some felt it was going to be taken care of in
the federal government. And it did.

AK: I don’t quite understand. When the federal
government passes something, do the states also

need to pass something to match, or come into
compliance?

JP: No, they don’t. This was an issue that was
decided by the federal government and federal
and state supreme courts.

AK: Why did various cities, then, also pass
measures banning discrimination? Was it a
goodwill gesture on their part?

JP: No, they didn’t. A lot of them said, “We’re
going to get into this big fight when Congress is
doing this, and the courts are doing this, and that’s
where it’s going to be decided.” And there were
some who just said, “Hey, it’s being battled at the
federal level, and it’s going to come on us some
way, and why do we want to get into this fight?”

AK: I see. But Sam thought it was important,
worthwhile battling for.

JP: You’ve got to remember that he represented
a district that was for it, eighty percent or so. Yes,
it was a big issue for Sam. And Sam and [ were
on it the first two years, got it through the House
and got it over to the Senate. But, of course, the
Senate always killed it. I’'m sure I supported it.

But, looking and thinking, that was the kind
of bill that people would say, “Oh yes, I’'m all for
it.” But they wouldn’t do much pushing on it
because people in their district didn’t want it. |
thought it was a dumb thing—not passing open
housing—because if we got people spread out
more, then we’d have less pressure on the schools.
And we wouldn’t have gone through that
disaster—it got down to busing, which was so
destructive to Seattle. So many people moved out
of Seattle, and it was just a disaster.

AK: It was a tragedy, the proportions of which
we’ll never fully know.

If nothing progressive was happening on that
front, legislators were making changes in other
areas. That session a plan surfaced to take over
the House and Senate buildings.

JP: They were buildings and we took them over
as offices. That was the start. When I first came
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down, we had our offices on the floor. The
senators had desks in the hearing rooms around
the Senate, but over in the House, you just had
your desk on the floor. You didn’t even have a
secretary. Well, members pushed, and | wasn’t
keen on it, but we did get to where we had an
office across the street. About the time we did
that, I moved into the Senate. But the House
people all got secretaries. My Lord, now they have
some kind of office in their home district. They
have a secretary at home. We didn’t have any of
those Senate things.

AK: Is this a sign that the process was becoming
more complicated?

JP: That’s what happens in the growth of any
organization. There are lots of reasons why you
need more help, more stenographers, more
secretaries. Then you start operating, the
secretaries start operating as a political tool—I
mean sending letters to the right people, doing
this, doing that. The districts, you’ve got more
people, more people writing letters.

AK: And if some people are doing it, you’ve got
to do it, too.

JP: And you push the thing to get more involve-
ment. The more you have, the more you need.
And you get all this. I was not keen on the sort of
growth of all these things.

We didn’t have interim committees, except
just two. Most people weren’t on an interim
committee when I came to the Legislature. Now
everybody’s on an interim committee.

AK: So, it is just more and more elaborate. Do
you think all the staff and meetings improve
legislation, or does it make no real difference?

JP: I don’t think it improves, no. When [ was a
freshman, there was no staff. As soon as the
session was over the Legislature closed down.
There was nobody down here. Now there’s people

all over the place.

I finally did go along with this idea that we
would come down here one day a month. It was a
weekend—it was called committee weekend, so
these committees could meet during that time.
You’d have the Legislature here, and if the governor
needed something, you didn’t have to call a special.
They were all there, they could do it.

Well, the committee weekend started Satur-
day and Sunday. Then, after a year or so, it be-
came Friday and Saturday. Then, after a while, it
became Thursday and Friday. Now, it’s Wednes-
day and Thursday, and they all drive home on
Friday.

AK: What happened to all the staff people who
were just let go, as before?

JP: That was it. You worked in the session,
different people worked in the session, then it was
over. But then they became permanent.

AK: So, that represented a professionalization of
the staff—

JP: Well, that’s one way to put it.
Professionalization, that’s a very good term.
That’d sell very well.

The Legislature became a much bigger
animal, and a lot of it is campaigning for the next
election. And the promotion. You know, so-and-
so is now in the state Senate, he wants to run for
this, run for that. And this is a career. This is their
scorecard in life.

And what you get, you get people of less
ability, and the less ability, the more a person
tries to micro-manage. They get down to the
pencils and erasers, when they should be
thinking of broad policy, and act as a board of
directors, hold whoever it is responsible, but
don’t try micro-managing. Our Legislature
continues to get more and more into micro-
managing, because people, I think, have less
judgment—that’s the way they go. I think some
of them miss the overall policy.
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CAMPAIGN FOR GOVERNOR:
“FuLL TiLr”

Joel Pritchard: The election wasn’t until
November, and we were working full-tilt, all out,
for the governor’s election. We all worked on that.
That’s all we did.*

Anne Kilgannon: Did that involve traveling all
over the state for you?

JP: [ did it quite a bit.  headed up the doorbelling
efforts for the campaign. That doesn’t mean I went
everywhere, but I would go once to a place and

get it started.

AK: Would you, say, give a little workshop on
how to do it?

JP: You get them in there. You didn’t have a
workshop; you’d line them all up and take them
out. Have them go. It isn’t real complicated. It’s
just difficult to get people to do it. But once they
do it, oh, that’s fun. Then you’re really motivated,
really enthused about something, why, yes.

AK: I understand that it was a long campaign.
When did you begin?

JP: It started a year and a half before the election.
It started in about June of *63.

AK: How did Evans decide he was the one to do
it? I recall a story about a reporter phoning him
up and saying he had been drafted to do this. And
there are other stories—

JP: Oh yes, he had people calling and talking,
but no. That was down in Cowlitz County, and
they sort of got credit for being the first people to

*Frank Pritchard: In the Evans campaign, Gummy Johnson and I lived at the Olympic Hotel. In
those days, there was no campaign reporting and the ownership of the hotel gave us the room. We
had it for the whole campaign, for the whole general campaign. It was okay with the company that
I left from September to November, and Gummy and I were down there every day. It was kind of a
secret headquarters. It’s very hard to run a campaign out of a working headquarters. This way
people could call in and check. And we could check with Jim Dolliver and Dan, because Dolliver
was traveling every place with him. We had an organization doing daily polling to check on how we
were doing.

Anne Kilgannon: [ understand that Dan Evans started from practically nowhere.

FP: Yes. Al Rosellini was running for his third term and we had uncovered all kinds of monkey
business, corruption, and gotten it out there. I do remember that about three weeks before the final,
our pollsters began to see a trend that people were tired of negative campaigning, because we were
pretty negative on Al. So, I remember that we got our steering committee down to the hotel—we
called them all about ten o’clock at night—they all came in, and we met there from about eleven at
night until two or three in the morning, and changed the thrust of the campaign. That wasn’t easy. I
remember the ad agency we had, it was just like telling an architect to start over, but we did. We just
turned around and we came up with a whole bunch of newspaper ads that were all positive.

AK: Was this the “Blueprint for Progress” part of the campaign?
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and it was intense.

AK: It seemed out of character.

enough job. Otherwise, he’ll get re-elected.

FP: It was based on that, yes. We did it at the right time and it worked. We were in there every day

AK: Did you feel more comfortable running a positive campaign, then?

FP: Oh yes. It’s easier to run the other sort, or at least you think it is. It’s very tempting.

FP: That’s the problem. That’s the problem a candidate gets into now when some hot shot from
Chicago or New York comes in and tells him how to win, and gets him way out of character. Win or
lose, he’s still got to live here. On the other hand, if you’re running against an incumbent, like
Rosellini, you have got to do something to tell the people that the incumbent isn’t doing a good

publicly do something. Herb Hadley, who was one
of our legislators, he was from down there, and
they passed a resolution urging him to run.

AK: But he must have been thinking about it, on
some level?

JP: There had been some thoughts, yes.

AK: First, he had to win the primary. Let’s see,
there was Christensen and—

JP: There were other people in the early going,
but Gandy was in the race, who had headed up
the world’s fair, and had a lot of businessmen.
Those were the main three in the primary.

AK: Was Gandy considered the chief competitor
for Evans, or was it Christensen?

JP: No. Christensen had run for the Senate two
years before. He did better than people thought,
and when the first election results were being
announced, they came from some eastern
Washington areas, and the big news was that
Christensen was ahead of Magnuson. Then it
came out, and actually, he ran almost the same
percentage as Walter Williams did six years
earlier. But there was this perception of, gee,
nobody had ever heard of him, and he came so
close. So, it fit. A group of business leaders
decided that he was so far ahead in the polls
that they’d better work with him and get him

some knowledge.

AK: Wasn’t he a minister? Did he have any
experience in government?

JP: No, he didn’t have anything. He was a good
talker. And so, they got busy, sort of ran a school
for him with different people. Dick—I can’t think
of his name, who had been at the University of
Washington—headed up this effort to kind of get
him educated on a lot of the things.

We had a meeting, and they did a poll.
Christensen had fifty-six percent. I’'m not sure
Gandy was in the poll. Clinton was in the poll,
who was the mayor of Seattle, and Evans. The
polling was like fifty-six percent for Christensen,
fourteen percent for Clinton, and a little over four
percent for Evans. That’s where we started.

We had a meeting with the people who did
the poll, and some were sort of encouraging us to
get out and run for lieutenant governor and then
step up later. We talked about how we weren’t
going to get out. We didn’t have to, early.

AK: Was this a small group around Evans doing
this?

JP: Yes, six or seven people. Clinton took himself
out of the governor’s race early, and then Gandy
got in. We started in and we started organizing.
We had a lot of legislators who were very fond of
Dan, and they went in particular districts and
really went to work for him. It was a great help.
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So, we started organizing and it was a long
race. Jim Dolliver was the only one on the payroll,
and he drove Dan. We started working from there.
That was in June and we were organizing. We
ran a big effort.

One year before the election we had papers
printed with these fronts on them—they looked
like newspapers—which said, “Evans beats
Rosellini, Wins Governor’s Race,” or something.
We handed those out at bus stops all over
downtown Seattle and Tacoma.

AK: Just helping people envision this coming to
pass—

JP: Yes, and then inside there was a pitch on
Evans.

AK: I’ve seen copies of his “Blueprint for
Progress.”

JP: He was an engineer, he was involved in
building buildings, so this idea of the blueprint
fit right in with this. And Dan was getting better
in his speaking, and he had all the right makings,
so it was just a matter of getting out there and
doing it. He got to where he was so much more—
well, he was less wooden. He got more style in
his speaking. Of course, he did have a wonderful
voice, but he got to where his speaking was much
better.

So we started working, and we just traveled,
traveled, traveled, and it was just a long battle.
Very slowly we went up in the polls, and I think
we went a whole year campaigning and maybe
got to ten percent.

AK: Did you ever have days when you thought,
why are we doing this?

JP: Wait a minute, that’s not right. From the time
we took the poll, oh yes, eight months or so of
campaigning, and we were ten or twelve percent.
But Christensen had come down a little.

And then we had pretty good help from parts
of the media. We got our message out, which was
that it’s the first one hundred and five days of the
session that count. That this was not on-the-job
training; you’ve got to know what you’re doing

right away. We had some very good articles
written in a few papers, which laid out the
difference between the two.

So we just went at it, and at it, and at it. We
didn’t have any money, but, as I say, we had people
doorbelling all over the state. We covered all kinds
of activities.

AK: Did the businessmen start to come over to
your side after awhile?

JP: All of them agreed that if they could appoint
somebody, they’d appoint Evans.

AK: It was who could be elected, not who would
be good—that was the issue?

JP: The attitude was, gee, Christensen has all the
votes. And Gandy got out of the race, and didn’t
say he was throwing his support to Evans, but in
the thing that we worked out, he said he was going
to vote for Evans. And that became the story—
Gandy’s out of the race and going to vote for
Evans. Again, we got a nice jump.

So now, it’s just a matter of staying with it.
We pushed for lots of issue talk and that. Slowly,
we kept climbing.

AK: In looking over his campaign material—the
blueprint—I would call them promises, but Dan
Evans had a huge list of things he wanted to
change and work on. Was this a little unusual to
have such a specific list of things you were going
to try and do?

JP: Of course, he was the floor leader—he was
the minority leader—he wanted to get rid of
Rosellini. We had an advantage in that we had
the right kind of an opponent to run against in the
final, because Al had been in two terms and he
wasn’t in very good shape. A lot of people were
looking for an alternative. Politically, he wasn’t
in very good shape. So we had the right opponent.

It was a long struggle, but once we got past
Christensen and did that, their votes, by and large,
came to us. Christensen got up and pledged
immediately that night to Evans.

AK: What were the results of the primary—was



CAMPAIGN FOR GOVERNOR: “FuLL TiLr”

115

it close?

JP: We didn’t pass Christensen until about thirty
days before the primary election, and then we beat
him by one hundred thousand votes.

AK: That’s great. Did you have a party after all
that?

JP: Well yes, the election night thing. But once
you get that thing really going, the momentum
started building.

Then we were in the final against Rosellini.
And the thing was, with Lyndon Johnson, it was
a big election for Democrats. And Al came back;
at one point it looked like he might come back
and pull it out. But he didn’t and we beat him. |
don’t know, I’d have to look, but we beat him,
my guess would be by sixty, seventy thousand.

We had debates. Evans debated anybody and
everybody, and he was very knowledgeable.

AK: Was this campaign one of the highlights of
your political life?

JP: Oh sure. Oh yes, this was a big deal. And
we were pretty young, and we were taking on
giants.

AK: Evans was, what, thirty-seven or so—not
very old?

JP: Yes. We had a lot of pretty young people
involved. We had lots of people involved. All over
the state we had groups working.

The Christensen people came—they weren’t
happy about Evans—but they disliked Al
Rosellini so much that we could hold their votes.
So everything worked right.

AK: Many people say that Evans transformed
state government, that his governorship was a
turning point in Washington state political history.
Could you comment on that?

JP: It had a major impact. [ don’t know whether
I’d say it turned the state. Of course, he was in
for three terms, so that’s twelve years. We had
some very bad economic times, and it was really

tough. He had to cut back, cut back. And he had
to raise some taxes. But anyway, Evans was very
good and a very strong governor. A lot of good
things went on. He had a lot of good people he
appointed. By and large, it was a very strong
tenure of office that he had.

AK: Was there any temptation for you to get an
appointed office at this time, or did you want to
stay in the Legislature?

JP: Well, I never wanted to work for anybody,
and never did, no.

AK: 1964 was an election year for you, too. How
did your own campaign go?

JP: Once I got elected to the office, I never
campaigned. | don’t remember ever having an
opponent. Somebody ran, but [ don’t know. They
were not strong candidates, and they weren’t
supported. It’s that old business—if people think
that you are very strong and the district is very
one-sided, whether it is or isn’t, perception is
reality in political life. So, I had the freedom to
work on other campaigns and not have to worry
about myself.

AK: And that’s where you wanted to be. You were
lucky.

JP: Oh, absolutely.

AK: Before we delve into the work of the new
administration, can you tell me about Governor
Evans’ inauguration, surely a moment of great
satisfaction to you all after your tremendous
effort?

JP: Oh yes. That was a big deal. I think the thing
was at the Armory, they used to have the ball at
the Armory.

AK: And is it the chief justice who swears him
in? Did they do that part at the Armory, too?

JP: They do that here, in the Capitol. Yes, it was
a very exciting time, you bet. We had won the
governorship, but we were way down in the House
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and the Senate.
AK: Did that make it a bittersweet victory, then?

JP: The Senate didn’t change any in the election,
it was the same, but the House went down some.
But, of course, having had Rosellini in there eight
years, why yes, it was a pretty exciting time.

AK: Governor Evans was one of only a very few
Republicans to oust a Democrat that election. That
election—elections all over the country—were
something of a debacle for Republicans, because
of'the heat generated by the presidential campaign
between Johnson and Barry Goldwater. Could you
comment on that race and your feelings about
Goldwater?

JP: We had five out of six congressmen, and after
that election we had one out of six, or one out of
seven, something like that.

AK: Would you have preferred a different
candidate?

JP: I’m trying to think who else was in. [ guess
Rockefeller was in the race then, and some of us
were favoring Rockefeller. It’s terrible, but [ can’t
remember whether that was then, or whether it
was two or four years later. Evans was the
keynoter, at [ guess it would be the *68 convention,
and he did come out for Rockefeller.

AK: The thing that is probably most remembered
from that campaign is that ad with the little girl,
plucking the daisy petals.

JP: Oh, the one that was so criticized—Johnson
inferring that if you elect Goldwater, he’s going
to have a nuclear war. It was pretty shabby.

AK: You have often talked about rebuilding the
party. When you get a candidate like Goldwater
representing your party, does it present a problem
for you, your image?

JP: You have to remember that Goldwater was
probably more conservative than the public
wanted at that point. But as a person, he was very

well liked. Highly respected. No fun and games,
but really liked by other senators. He was an
outspoken person, but people really had a high
regard for him.

But, in that election, which was a tough
election, with Johnson having this big landslide,
Evans was one of the very few, if not the only,
new Republican governors to be elected. At least
the only one who knocked out a Democratic
governor.

AK: After the election, Evans is quoted as saying
that the party needs to be rebuilt, that the party
organization had to be revamped, it was so badly
shaken by the election results. The Republicans
had had forty-eight members in the House and
then dropped down to thirty-nine.

JP: Yes, it was a very tough election. He did, and
so he worked to get people to run.

AK: Would that be a continuation of what you
had already been doing, but just stepped up?

JP: Yes, more. And now he’s in a position where
he can encourage people to do that.

AK: After Dan Evans became governor, Thomas
Copeland became the new floor leader. Could you
explain that role for me?

JP: He’s the spokesman for the minority.

AK: So, when something is happening, he’s the
one to jump up and say something?

JP: You look to the floor leader. It gets a little
fuzzy because the Speaker is the majority leader,
and he has a floor leader, or majority leader there.
And then you have a caucus chairman.

AK: Robert Goldsworthy was caucus chair then.
And James Andersen was assistant floor leader.
And Robert Brachtenbach was the whip. Can you
describe that role for me?

JP: The whip is the guy that’s supposed to count
votes and encourage people. They’re just part of
the campaign team.
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AK: Would these people get together and make
sure everything is lined up, is consistent?

JP: They’re tight. They’re part of the group.
There’s usually two or three or four that are the
leadership.

AK: Is this a way to accommodate several leaders,
give them all a role?

JP: It’s a way. It’s a title. But the caucus chair, he
presides over the caucus—he runs the caucus. He
may call on the leader to explain what we are
doing, or how we’re going.

AK: Would he tell you how he wants you to vote?

JP: You can’t tell anybody how to vote. But you
try to hold all your troops together, and sometimes
you do, and sometimes you don’t.

AK: I noticed that Gladys Kirk was now the
caucus secretary.

JP: Yes, and some of it is window dressing. It
sort of depends on the personalities and who are
strong people in the caucus, and who does the
leader surround himself with, who are the two,
three, or four people that give leadership. And
sometimes it isn’t one of those, it’s the chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee.

Now, when you get into a specific bill, in
theory, the chairman, or if you’re in the minority,
the ranking member, would say, “Okay, here’s the
story. I’ll explain the bill, and here’s what I’'m
going to do, and we’re going to try to get this
amendment on or that one.”

It changes according to the personalities and
how the leaders structure it. | mean how they want
to do it, and how it works. Different people play
it differently.

AK: How do these leaders emerge? I mean, are
they self-identified or does the party determine
who are the leaders?

JP: The elected Republicans get together and they
pick their leaders. Sometimes there are big battles
over it, and sometimes there isn’t.

AK: To have one of these positions, is this a way
to gain prominence? Is this a ladder up for people?

JP: You have the top three or four who are very
good. Then it gets to be, what does a person want?
Being chairman of Ways and Means Committee
is better than anything other than the top two. But
maybe there’s a very senior member, and you’d
want to, well, not pass them up. Maybe you’re
saying we’ll give them a title, they’ll have this.
And this person over here will be the chairman of
the Humpty-Dumpty committee. Or, maybe you
say, no, no, we don’t want that person, we’d rather
have the person not in leadership—we want him
to be chairman of welfare, education, or what have
you. That varies a lot.

AK: Did you yourself want any of these
positions?

JP: No, nobody ever thought of me as being in
that kind of spot, no.

AK: How did you characterize yourself, your
role?

JP: I was just a supporter. First of all, [ was twelve
years in the Legislature, always in the minority.
So, I was never a committee chairman or any of
this stuff. No, I just worked on legislation. Always
had a Democrat on a bill that I would be on. If
you’re in the minority you’ve got to get something
through.

AK: This not going after positions, was this part
of you wanting your independence?

JP: No. | was very much in the group when
Eldridge was caucus chairman, and that was very
important in 61 and *63. And Moriarty went to
the Senate and became the floor leader.

AK: What happened to the coalitionists of the
last session, when you came back?

JP: It was all through. They didn’t need it, they
had such a big majority. And, of course, we had
spent so much of our efforts on Evans, we didn’t
spend much effort on the other stuff.



118

CHAPTER 8

AK: One item I found very interesting was the
story that the Democrats might try to push through
the redistricting bill and get it signed by Governor
Rosellini in the two days they were in session
before Dan Evans was officially sworn in. Do you
recall that?

JP: It’s tradition. The governor is sworn in on
Wednesday, and so for two days you have the new
Legislature and the old governor.

Yes, there was concern that Greive and
Rosellini would put through a plan for redistrict-
ing, and they had a deal for Evans to be sworn in
at, let’s see, midnight on Tuesday. That would not
allow them clear to Wednesday noon to fuss
around. Then, they didn’t do it, or weren’t going
to do it. No one knows whether they were or
weren’t. But Dan had already organized it to have
Judge Ott of the Supreme Court over to swear
him in at midnight.

AK: To forestall this possibility—

JP: To cut down the chance of redistricting.
AK: Wouldn’t that have just been a firestorm?
JP: Well, yes, but that’s the way things are.

AK: Could they have done that, could they have
pulled that off?

JP: They could have, if they’d have had
everything organized, and put it through on the
Monday. There’d been a lot of maneuvering, and
maybe they could, and maybe they couldn’t. But,
they didn’t.

AK: In the end, they didn’t. It just seemed so
incredible. Still, redistricting was the big issue
for this session. This was when the court ordered
that no other business be conducted until a plan
was in place—and it took forty-seven days before
a deal was struck.

JP: But, of course, when they said nothing could
happen, all the committees could work and hold
hearings, you just couldn’t pass anything.

AK: You just had to sit on everything?

JP: In most cases, the big work in the Legislature
for the first month or so is all hearings and
working in committees. So, it wasn’t as bad as it
was made out to be. All the committees were
working. A lot of things were run through second
reading and just put on hold.

AK: I see. I wondered how that all worked
because you had a long session—the usual from
January 11 to March 11, but then you had an
extraordinary session from March 15 to May 7,
fifty-four days.

JP: The redistricting was part of it, and the fact
that Evans was there. The Democrats controlled
the House and the Senate, and a new governor
controlled the administration—but they worked
it out.

AK: The next several years—in 67 there was an
extraordinary session that lasted fifty-two days
and another in *69 which lasted sixty days and
the same again in 71. This looks like a pattern, a
trend—

JP: Now we don’t say it’s an extraordinary
session. We have these long ones and we go for
three months, and then we come back and go for
another month, well, that’s four months. They’ve
had special sessions before. Having the so-called
split government worked—that’s what really sort
of kicked it off.

They’d had special sessions before, earlier
times. But, you see, we had more farmers, and
they had to get home and start getting their crops
in. And you had a lot of people who just had to
get back to their business. There was a lot more
pressure then than there is now.

AK: To me, this looks like you should be having
sessions every year when you start having these
really long sessions.

JP: If you have a two-year budget, it’s every two
years. But, we were getting to where we were
having short sessions in between a lot of them—
thirty days. But redistricting and the new
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governor—it all tied together.

AK: Could we talk about the redistricting, and
all that was involved? It seemed very complicated.

JP: It’s not too complicated. People want to have
the best district they can.

AK: Of course, but | mean actually drawing the
lines.

JP: Greive had made a science out of maintaining
his position in the Senate by getting—not all
Democrats got a good district—but the Democrats
that supported him got their districts. Carving new
districts, that was his big forte.

Once we got Gorton into the act—he was just
as smart as Greive, smarter—and he could figure
these things out just as well as Greive could. So,
we stopped having them have that big advantage.
We wanted to have more competitive districts, not
one-sided districts.

AK: To create more swing districts?

JP: Sure, because we thought we could get good
people to run that could win those.

But, redistricting has been going on for two
hundred years in the country. It’s like winning a
championship in some sport, and then having
somebody come and say, “We’re going to change
the rules. We’re going to change the way it
works.” Well, people don’t really like change, and
then, who’s going to be helped? Any time you
move a line, somebody is helped and somebody
is hurt.

AK: [ understand that, but this process seemed to
be particularly bogged down, though. What was
happening that the courts had to step in?

JP: Because they couldn’t get it through. The
thing we really objected to was we got fifty-three
percent of the vote in *62, and we ended up with
forty-six percent of the House. We wanted it to
reflect the vote. And Greive didn’t care about that,
he wanted it to reflect his friends, or to have it
where his supporters got re-elected.

What we said was, we wanted an election in

which if they have the majority of votes cast for
the Democrats, they’ll win the House. And if they
have a majority of votes cast for the Republicans,
the Republicans will win the House. That had not
been true. Greive wasn’t interested in those kinds
of things.

AK: A different agenda, to be sure. But what was
happening with the farm communities, weren’t
they losing representation?

JP: And you were getting people who weren’t
farmers. There are a lot of people that live in those
areas who are not farmers, and so their percentage
of the vote, and their position was going down. It
had been overstated in many areas, and outfits
like the Grange and that had an awful lot of power.
With new people moving in, changes in the
economy and all, why—

AK: All these changes—the suburbanization of
rural areas, redistricting—did they add up to
significant shifts?

JP: It was step, step, step. The other day I looked,
and we don’t have a farmer in the Legislature
today. We used to have quite a few farmers in the
Legislature. That’s just the way it is.

AK: How is redistricting handled now? Does the
Legislature still do it?

JP: It’s done the same way. They draw the lines
and fight over it. Oh, wait a moment, no, no, they
don’t. We put a commission through and they
battle over it and get it put together. I’'m sorry.
This was the way all over the country, redis-
tricting. In Congress, when the rules said each
state gets so many votes, they had congressmen-
at-large. So, they represented a state, but they
didn’t change the lines. Everybody voted for a
congressman-at-large. We had one in this state.

AK: Thank you for clearing that up for me. I
wondered what that floater position was.

JP: That’s because they couldn’t agree on the
lines.
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AK: But then you would be beholden to every-
body and nobody, wouldn’t you?

JP: It’s a wonderful job. I always thought that
would be the best thing in the world. Somebody
would come up and all you’d have to say is,
“Where do you live?”

“Yakima.”

“Oh, you’ve got to talk to so-and-so, he’s the
Yakima guy.” You could worry about the big
picture things.

AK: That sounds good.

Besides the redistricting issue, Dan Evans, as
the new governor, was attempting to implement
his Blueprint for Progress. Education was the
main thrust in the program, and these are the years
when enrollment is just skyrocketing. He also
wanted more community colleges and a new four-
year college. He was successful there, with the
opening of Evergreen.

Another area of development that Governor
Evans promoted was nuclear energy, at Hanford.
Had Hanford been exclusively a weapons-
producing facility up to that point, and now Evans
wanted to develop this other potential?

JP: They wanted to use that for power develop-
ment. Weapons are out. You had that facility there,
and they wanted to use it to produce power, and it
was cleaner than coal, and you didn’t have to dis-
rupt salmon and there were a lot of things. And in
many parts of the world, nuclear power is the way
they produce power. He wanted to make positive
use out of the facility.

AK: Was he the first governor to focus on that
possibility?

JP: I think that was the first time when things got
changed over there. I think it was reacting to the
needs and concerns of an area.

AK: Was there a shortage of energy at this point?
Were you looking at, maybe, more dams other-
wise?

JP: We did. We had to produce more energy,
but [ don’t remember it being an issue during

the campaign.

AK: He has ideas in a lot of areas. Evans talked
about doing more for labor, making improvements
in unemployment compensation. And for busi-
ness, he wanted to do more to promote foreign
trade, a comprehensive approach.

JP: Every governor has to be for increased foreign
trade. We’re on the coast, we’re a port area.

AK: One thing Evans pushed was a reorganization
of various state agencies. He wanted a new
umbrella department of transportation, to combine
the administration of highways and the toll bridge
authority. He wasn’t successful in that his first
session.

JP: No, that was a battle. And also to get the
ferries and all of that in the same agency. I think,
eventually, he got all that done, but it wasn’t in
the first session.

AK: Just too many turf battles, I suppose. He
wanted to speed up highway construction,
construct a third Lake Washington bridge, and—
with great foresight—Evans wanted to provide
funds for rapid transit. He also wanted to change
the department of motor vehicles and car
licensing. And later to create a department of
water resources, the forerunner, I believe, to the
Department of Ecology, the creation of which was
a milestone in his administration.

JP: Rapid transit, highways—a lot of that we
fought for years and years. A lot of this was better
management, housekeeping. You come in with
new people and you can do it.

AK: Another area to clean up was Evans’ support
for the disclosure of campaign contributions and
the beefing up of the code of ethics for legislators.
Was this in relation to issues arising from Greive’s
campaign money practices, and all the things that
had happened in the previous session?

JP: Yes, the previous, and Al Rosellini’s way of
running things and doing things. Evans’ nickname
was “straight arrow.” Dan was super clean,
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straight. This was not a phony deal when he talked
about these things.

AK: That session you sat on five committees:
Licenses, Local Government, Parks, Capitol
Buildings and Grounds, and Rules. Rules was
probably your most important assignment. What
do you recall of that session?

JP: I do know that we put the voter’s pamphlet
bill through, McCormick and . Vic Meyers was
still the secretary of state. We put that through
because Kenny Gilbert did the work on it.

And Rules was sort of fun—the battling about
which bills could come out and which couldn’t. I
liked the battling. Some of those issues were
important and you’d battle around. Also, you got
into all the issues that way.

AK: Did any particular issues stand out for you?

JP: The trouble is, | have trouble remembering
now which bills came out then, or when I was in
the Senate—I don’t know.

AK: One issue of this period that I found
fascinating was a bill to require cigarettes to carry
warning labels for the first time. The newspapers
were full of stories linking smoking with cancer
rates, a new discovery then. In light of issues
today, it was interesting to trace back this
movement.

JP:1didn’t smoke, so I don’t remember the labels.
But I put the first amendment up in Congress to
do away with the tobacco subsidy. It got within
ten votes of doing that. Al Gore voted against me.
All kinds of people—everybody in the South
voted against me. So, anyway, we lost—but that
was in Congress.

AK: The cigarette issue is still very much with
us, but how many people are aware these days of
the controversy surrounding what was called oleo-
margarine? Whether or not it could be used in
state institutions?

JP: Oh yes. In the early going, it was having
margarine with color.

AK: [ remember you’d get margerine with a little
dot of coloring and you’d have to mix it in
yourself.

JP: The farm block did that. They couldn’t sell it
colored. It was a big deal for the dairy industry,
that fight. I think that was finally done by
initiative.

AK: There was also a bill authorizing collective
bargaining for state employees, a development in
that area.

JP: They were a pretty potent force then, but not
like they are now. They’re the strongest union in
the country today, state employees.

AK: I know that during the Evans years the
number of state employees grew substantially. It
had a big impact on Olympia as a town. People—
older residents—will tell you that state employees
were not liked here because they came and went
and never really settled in Olympia, but during
Evans’ time, that changed. They bought homes,
furniture, sent their kids to local schools—

JP: Evans, all of his key people, everybody—
they were here. They were involved in the
community. They were encouraged to belong—
they were a part of the community.

AK: I know Dan Evans’ children went to Lincoln
School and that his wife, Nancy, volunteered
there.

JP: Yes, all of that. They were just involved. It
was so different. And their people, like my friend
Bill Jacobs, they were all involved in the activities
here in Olympia.

AK: During this session Senator Magnuson at-
tended a joint session of the House and Senate,
which received a certain amount of attention in
the press. Was this a special or unusual occur-
rence?

JP: That’s just window dressing. Maggie was
good at that.
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AK: Was there much relationship between state-
level politics and the state congressional
representatives? Did you work together or have
much traffic back and forth?

JP: It just depends. Evans was close to Maggie.
He was always helpful to the governor. The
governor always felt closer to Magnuson. Evans
got along with both of them, with Jackson, but
Maggie was the one that he dealt with a lot.

AK: This was a time when the federal government
seemed to be deeply involved in state affairs, so |
imagine that would be an important relationship.

JP: Yes, and Evans was close to Maggie. But it
wasn’t unusual—we’ve had Slade come and talk
to us, and Patty Murray, they all come. Particularly
if it’s getting close to election time.

AK: I see. This was a long session, one in which
there seemed to be a lot of interest in reforming
the Legislature and its operations. Several people
came up with different proposals of how to make
it all work better. I thought we could take a look
at some of those.

Lieutenant Governor Cherberg had a plan that
he called “Operation Legislative Head Start.” He
wanted the leaders to caucus at the UW-WSU
football game, as you told me was traditional, but
he wanted the leaders to set up the committee
assignments then and not wait until the session.
To have everything in place. And he wanted the
Ways and Means committee to hold budget
hearings before January—to come in ready to go.
Did these ideas have much merit?

JP: I have to tell you, I don’t remember this, so it
wasn’t much of a blip. And the rub you have is,
it’s pretty hard to hold hearings until the governor
puts out—two things—he’s got to put out his
proposals, but more important, you’ve got to get
the budget numbers so you know where you are.
Because it doesn’t do any good to have a meeting
unless you’ve got the numbers.

AK: Yes. He wants to move that whole calendar
up, and to hire a bunch of people early and get
bills drafted early, so that you could begin the

session with everything laid out, which seemed
pretty fast.

Another area of potential reform was the
interim committees. There were nineteen different
committees with overlapping jurisdictions and all
kinds of staff. Robert Schaeffer, the Speaker of
the time, was one who wanted to change that
system to one where everyone was involved, but
were in subcommittees—fewer of them, but
having a more continuous operation, not so ad-
hoc.

JP: The underlying problem was that Greive had
expanded the committees so that everybody got
to be a chairman. The majority party—by the time
you take your leadership spots and all, if you’ve
got nineteen chairmanships to pass out, why, yes,
you could do business that way. Not so much in
the Senate, though.

AK: That’s a lot of committees. It couldn’t have
worked very well.

JP: They had more committees than they needed.
And then you get major committees and they split
into subcommittees.

AK: Sounds like mushrooms—just popping up
everywhere.

JP: If you have big committees with a lot of
subcommittees, or if you have a whole number of
major committees, it really gets down to if you
have a good committee chairman. Some people
want to stop bills, some people want to push bills.
And you had people who would just as soon have
the Legislature go a longer time.

AK: Yes, that idea was floating around, too.

JP: You had a real split between those who had a
real job on the outside—that’s where you were
paid, that was your scorecard in life, it’s not your
political but your profession or whatever it was.
Then you had other people who were pretty much
this, and they got a job at the utility or something,
or the unions gave them a job, or a community
college. They’d like to meet every day, every year,
and meet for four years, and then have lots of
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interim meetings so that they got per diem. I was
on the side of trying to keep the Legislature down
to where the average citizen could serve.

The reason the session went so long was that
so many people put in so many bills. And, in most
cases, an awful lot of them were—you got into
this awful business of getting into the details.
Instead of operating like a board of directors, like
I said, they got way down into the details of the
administration.

And my rule in life is that as you go down in
the level of ability, the more they want to get into
the details. They want to become full-time
legislators and be very close.

AK: Is this partly a response to the increase in
our litigious society, the need to close every
loophole, nail everything down?

JP: Well, it’s an attempt to have the Legislature
write the rules for everything that goes along. |
prefer to have the administration be held
accountable, and for whoever administers that
division of government, or whatever it is, they
can set out rules and policies. But not to get the
Legislature to pass laws on all kinds of details.

The Legislature was controlled by the
Democrats, and Evans was governor. And so,
those that weren’t happy with one thing, they
could come to the Legislature and try to roll things
through to force the agencies to do things in
certain ways.

AK: Were you more willing, then, to let agencies
regulate than to oversee them as a legislator?

JP: Well, you oversee it, and you check up, and
you hold people responsible. But you don’t try
and run it in the Legislature. That’s where we get
into differences.

AK: Don’t you, in effect, run it by allocating
dollars or not allocating them?

JP: Well, of course, a big part of it is the budget.
But also, you can write all kinds of rules. And in
the process, be here a long time, and have a lot
more facilities.

AK: There was a big push in these years to
expand.

JP: Oh my, big time for pushing. I wasn’t that
enthused about pushing. We used to be on the floor
with our desks. And the Senators had a desk. There
were four to each hearing room upstairs. Each
one had a desk.

You didn’t have a full-time staff, like now they
have a full-time thing. They’re playing like
congressmen. And then sending out newsletters.
An awful lot of it is getting re-elected, and
building their political base, and hoping to move
on to higher things. So I wasn’t keen on it.

There’s no end to what you can do if you get
into being active, holding hearings, and more
hearings, and coming up with more changes. |
think some people want extremely active
government getting into everything. [ would like
to have a little less activity. But anyway, that was
the way the tide was going.

AK: Did you feel this change as inevitable—was
this a turning point?

JP: Other states, like California, they always
talked about how they had full-time legislators.
And of course, they got paid, and all of this. But
for most of us, the gang that came in—and it was
all sorts of the Evans people—we couldn’t be in
the Legislature if that was the way it was going
to be, because we had real jobs, real professions.

As state government got into more and more
activities after the war, the tendency was the
Legislature always went sixty days every other
year. Then it got pushed into having special
sessions, thirty days in the off-year when I came.
Now, we’ve got four months one year, and three
months the other year. In some ways it’s just a
different attitude to what role the Legislature
should play.

And when we came there were two interim
committees—Highways and the Legislative
Council. But most people weren’t on an interim
committee, and the Legislature didn’t get together.
It was rare.

AK: Is life actually more complicated now? Why
has government expanded its role?
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JP: Some of the basic issues, if you’re worrying
about basic issues. And the feeling, politically,
that you should put bills in and you’ve got to get
back to people and say, “Look what I did.”

We did start a program when | was in the
Legislature, and I can’t remember exactly when,
but we started having what we called committee
weekend. That idea was that we would come down
here for a Saturday and Sunday, and we’d be
available if the governor had to have something
passed—one weekend a month. Well, like I said,
it shifted and now it’s Wednesday afternoon,
Thursday, and half a day on Friday. Most of them
are out of here on Friday noon, going home, so
they don’t have to touch their weekend.

If you had a job, that would have been an
infringement on your job. It’s a different animal
today. Now committees meet all through the year,
and they still call it committee weekend, but it
doesn’t run on the weekend.

AK: So, it’s a euphemism. Looking back, does
this time seem like a turning point to you? It seems
like there was a quantum leap in discussions about
reform and restructuring, a desire to change and
Srow.

JP: Reform to one person is a higher salary, and
another person—more time. Yes. Everything is
reform, but I can’t say the Legislature in 1970
worked any better than the Legislature in 1950.
Real basic issues, but I don’t equate the number
of bills passed as being whether it was a success
or not.

AK: Yes. I was just struck by how many people
seemed dissatisfied and feeling that the system
had become very cumbersome, as you talked
about—the slow accumulation of duties, and that
they wanted to rethink how it was all put together.

JP: Yes. And better structuring of the time of the
Legislature. Obviously, at times, people did talk
about that, and there were ways to get it so the
committees didn’t overlap so much. People would
be on a lot of committees so they could prove
they were on the committee, but a lot of times
they met at the same time so they couldn’t be
there.

AK: While | was reading all these different pieces,
I was thinking of the Legislature as a person going
through some kind of developmental stage just
about here. They’d been going along a certain way
and then the clothes don’t fit any more. It just
didn’t seem quite right.

JP: I think it was a slow process. It was also very
good politics, since people were generally mad
at the Legislature, for you to stand up and make a
lot of comments about restructuring and improv-
ing the Legislature. That way you made a lot of
brownie points without getting into any tough is-
sues. Everybody disliked the Legislature, and
could get up and say, “Yes, it’s clumsy, it isn’t
doing right, we’ve got to reform it.” It was a safe
thing to pontificate about.

AK: I see. One thing that seemed sensible, that
Governor Evans pushed, was to include fiscal
notes with bills. [ hadn’t realized that they didn’t
do that before.

JP: They didn’t have to. So they’d roll a bill out
and pass it, and somebody would say, “Well, this
is going to cost seventeen million,” and somebody
else would say, “No, it’s only twelve million.”
Well, you’ve got to have the budget office say,
“This is what it is,” and have agreement. Yes, that
sort of stuff, fiscal shaping up, that kind of
business was important.

But people did ask. You’d have the people
testify, but so often, it wasn’t really firm. Because,
who’s to say it? The department s