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aithe Weir perpulaliorns ane debilordoptl, thy Sema -
= Grundy county with

a representation of .95 and Chester county with a representation
of 2 have populations of 6540 and 6391 respectively; Cumberland
with a representation of .63 and Crockett with a representation

of 2 have populations of 9593 and 9676 respectively; Coffee with

a representation of 2 and Favette with a representation of 3

have populations of 13,406 and 13, 577 respectively; Blount with
a representation of 1.60 and Gibson with a representation of

5 have populations of 30, 353 and 29, 832 respectively; Washington
with a representation of 1.99 and Madison with a representation

of 3.50 have populations of 36,967 and 37,245 respectively.




Bro Harlan contends that not only is my- X §¥XXKNX
formula of representatien devised to test the rationale of
Tenn's apportionment, itself illogical but that I have overlooked
a possibkble rationalizatien eof the exist!ng apportienment.
It is bewildering to me that Bro Harianml fermula ef
representation based upen "voting strength" for he strongly
opposes, as do I, any suggestion that equal representation is
const'lly required., However even taking J. Harlan's formula
and his definition of rural and urban areas, the present apportion=-
ment is still irratienal., For example a comparisén of urban
areas of substantially the same population reveals the follewing
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A comparison of "rural" areas of substantially the same population
reveals a similar pattern. For example: IAcudd.le [ pepeiaTom
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ma . This dis-
crimination on its face does not give a desirable halance
between heavily and thinly populated counties. It creates
/ an invidious diserimination among the rural populations /
themselves. =~ - =
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No one contends that mathematical equality among

4] voters is required by the Equal Protection Clause. Clomprandy: )/1
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i - But certainly
Fhem mqst be some rational pattern to a State’s district- 4
i g, not just a crazy quilt. T eannot discover any plausi- u-"'}/ ”.‘ﬁ e

ble justification for this diserimination, , Indeed, it clearl P o,
does not fit any yardstick. Like the District Court, T 2. '
conclude that “Tennessee is guilty of a clear violation of b R #)

the state constitution and of the [federal] rights of the ¢
plaintiffs.”




