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was to be no exception. Governor Rogers pointed to Iowa as
an example where a capitol appropriation of $2,000,000 had
been increased to $5,000,000, and to New York, where the
capitol estimated to cost $10,000,000 had cost more than double
that amount. “The people of this state,” he stated, “are radi-
cally opposed to any plan which commits the state to extrava-
gance of this character, just as we are beginning to pay off
past indebtedness and improve our financial standing.”*

One of the difficulties encountered in the construction of
the capitol was the governor’s domination of the capitol com-
mission. It has been pointed out how several members had
been either removed or asked to resign because of personal
differences with Governor McGraw over details of the capitol
construction. A remedy for this difficulty, and one which might
permit the work to proceed more rapidly, would have been a
change in the composition of the capitol commission. Repre-
sentative Falknor introduced at the session of 1899 a bill
(House Bill 233) to make the state land commissioner ex
officio the state capitol commission, and repealing the remain-
der of the act setting up the commission.® Being unsuccessful
with this biil, Falknor in the house* and Miller in the senate®
introduced identical bills also to amend the capitol construc-
tion act of 1893 by changing the composition of the capitol
commission. These bills proposed to take away from the gov-
ernor the power of appointing the personnel of the commission
and to confer it upon the legislature, both in respect to initial
appointments and to the filling of vacancies. Again, the spon-
sors of these bills were striking at the governor’s domination
of the personnel of the commission. Miller’s bill was enacted
into law,® only to be voted by Governor Rogers.” Such action
on the part of the governor was expected, but the sponsors be-
lieved that they could repass the measure over his veto. In this

62 Message to the legislature [January 11, 1899]. Senate Journal, 1899, p. 31;
House Journal, 1899, p. 44.

o3 House Bill 233. House Journal, 1899, p. 183.

8¢ House Bill 410. Ibid., 434.

o5 Senate Bill 222. Senate Journal, 1899, pp. 414, 439, 464, 484, 518, 539, 542,
614, 632, 660; House Journal, 1899, pp. 685 724-725 728 730

66 The b111 named L. C. Gilman of Seattle and A, A Phllhps of Olympia as
capitol commissioners to act with the state land commissioner, the ex-officto mem-

ber under the bill.
67 Veto message, March 8, 1899. Senate Journal, 1899, pp. 660-663.
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belief they were mistaken. The act in question took away from
him an appointive power generally conceded as belonging to
the executive and conferred it upon a legislative body, a policy
inconsistent with good political practice.

As a companion measure to House Bill 233, Falknor in-
‘troduced House Bill 234, and Miller, Senate Bill 99, the
bills being identical. These bills proposed to expedite the com-
pletion of the capitol, but at the same time to economize in the
construction costs by cutting out the dome, all elevators except
one, and substituting pressed brick for stone, as a compromise
between opponents of the high cost of the capitol and those
who favored the Flagg plans. By providing that if at any time
the capitol building warrants did not sell for par the contractor
must stop work until such time as they could be sold at face
value, these bills were a bid for support from those who feared
that the capitol building warrants would become a drain upon
the general funds of the state. This provision, however, would
have made it hard for a contractor to bid safely on the con-
tract for construction. Under this proposal, Olympia made a
substantial sacrifice in its hopes for a beautiful capitol, but
through it hoped to get the building completed and the capi-
tal thereby saved to the city. The legislature, however, did not
favor the economy bait, and did not pass the bill.

The public seldom knows the extent to which vote trading
is carried on within the legislative halls. The fight for the capi-
tal in the sessions of 1899 and 1901 was no exception. Some
idea of the methods used by the Olympia delegation in their
fight to save the capital has been recalled by Representative
Falknor:

The capital situation in 1899 was quite tense. There was considerable
hostile feeling between Tacoma and Seattle. Olympia played strong with
King County because Tacoma was trying to relocate the capital at Ta-
coma. Mr. E. H. Guie, an attorney of Seattle, was the Speaker of the
House. He was friendly toward Olympia and gave us complete control
of the Public Lands Committee. We named every man on it. He would
send to that committee every bill relating to public buildings. This gave
us the advantage. We had no assurance from Governor Rogers, and felt
that if our bill did get through, he would veto it, and this he did.

68 House Bill 234. House Journal, 1899, p. 183.
69 Senate Bill 99. Senate Journal, 1899, pp. 151, 201, 205, 206, 208, 216, 219.
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This session was the last one in which the legislature elected a United
States Senator. We cast our lot with Senator John L. Wilson for re-
election. Judge Wallace Mount was the spokesman for Senator Wilson.
It became apparent that Levi Ankeny was going to beat Wilson, so Ta-
coma brought out Addison G. Foster. Notwithstanding the fact that
Tacoma was fighting us, the vote was going to be close between Ankeny
and Foster. Mason and Chehalis [now Grays Harbor] counties told us
to use their votes in trading for the capital. Accordingly, we tied up with
Tacoma on the understanding that they would let up on trying to get
the capital. Through our votes, Foster was elected. However, Tacoma
forgot her promise, and this made the feeling even more bitter. It was so
bitter that the Olympia Chamber of Commerce took up the fight, and
began a boycott of Tacoma merchants, and in this condition the session
ended.”™

It was not until the session of 1899 that the heirs of Ed-
mund Sylvester made known their intention to seek a re-
version to themselves of the title to the capitol tract. This de-
cision came as a result of the agitation of the “annex group,”
who sought to purchase the Thurston County courthouse as a
capitol building. This group was headed by the Tacoma dele-
gation who thought that it would be better to concede a tem-
porary capitol to Olympia rather than take a chance on the
construction there of a permanent capitol, which, if it could
be delayed, might be eventually won for Tacoma. Such a bill
did not get before the legislature in 1899, but a bill to expe-
dite the construction of the permanent capitol was introduced,
and, as pointed out above, was passed. The Olympia sup-
porters used the threat of the Sylvester heirs as an argument
to divert Governor Rogers from his intention to veto the bill
which had been passed to expedite the construction of the capi-
tol in Olympia.

According to the Washington Standard, the opponents of
the courthouse or “annex” scheme claimed “that the grounds
were inadequate; that the tract should embrace much more
than the mere site for the building and that much money had
already been spent in securing plans and constructing a splen-
did foundation.” Fearful that the governor would veto the
bill to expedite the construction of the capitol, they sent a dele-
gation of prominent citizens, headed by James A. Haight, an
attorney of Tacoma, to discuss with him the legal points in-
volved in the bill. The committee arrived promptly, and after

70 Interview with the writer, summer, 1940.
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a two-hour conference ending at 11 o’clock p. M., they were
assured by the governor that he would give their petition his
earnest attention. When the delegation left his office, it met
by mere chance a friend of one of the members, who was then
a telegraph operator in Olympia. According to the Standard,
the following conversation took place: “Well, how are you
satisfied?” the telegraph operator inquired. “Very well,” was
the reply, “the governor has promised to carefully consider our
appeal.” “Consider be hanged!” was the retort. “You are
fooled. Did he not tell you he had vetoed the bill?” “No, in-
deed, and I do not believe that he has done it!” “Come with
me,” said the operator, “I’ll convince you.” He led the way
to the telegraph office, took up the file, turned over several
later messages, and produced a telegram to a Spokane news-
paper signed by J. E. Ballaine, the governor’s private secretary,
dated at 6:30 p. M. (or two and a half hours before the time
set for the reception of the committee) and reading: “The
Governor has vetoed the capitol bill.”

The editor of the Standard referred to this incident in
order, as he said, to show the extraordinary animus which had
prompted Governor Rogers once to say that “the capitol shall
never be built upon a McGraw foundation.” The objections
raised by the opponents of the courthouse scheme were all in
vain, but, as the editor pointed out, would prove a guide for
the future, and “with a fair Executive in the chair, the new
capitol will, in due time, arise, although it be upon a McGraw
foundation.”™

XII.

In his message to the legislature in 1901, Governor Rogers
again referred at length to the capitol controversy. He re-

71 Washington Standard, January 20, 1905. In 1891 the Standard called at-
tention to the restrictive covenants in the deeds to the capitol site from the Syl-
vester family. The occasion was the introduction into the legislature of a resolu-
tion to determine whether the Sylvester tract contained enough land for capitol
purposes, and if not, to have reported the desirability of selling the Sylvester tract
and purchasing another site. Nothing was said in the resolution about the pur-
chase of land adjacent to the Sylvester tract in order to enlarge it. The newspaper,
therefore, denounced the move as a stealthy attempt to remove the capital from
Olympia for the benefit of real estate operators. The resolution was not carried.
Ibid., January 16, 1891,
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viewed the unsuccessful efforts of the capitol commission to
sell the capitol warrants, and again recommended, as a solu-
tion to the problem, the purchase of the Thurston County
courthouse. This time the legislature followed his recommen-
dation and purchased the building which became the capitol for
the next twenty-six years. That the governor’s recommenda-
tion was a wise one, history can now attest.

Speaking to the legislature in 1901 in a plain and straight-
forward message, Governor Rogers said:

The question of the erection of a State Capitol is again to be pre-
sented to the legislature. On this, it may be said, without contradiction
from any source, that if the state possessed the necessary funds with
which a suitable building could be constructed, no question would arise
among members regarding the urgency and the necessity of such action
as would result in the early completion of a building to be devoted to
state purposes. But, the state does not possess these funds. It has no
moneys not called for in the payment of obligations previously entered
into. It is in honor bound to liquidate its indebtedness. This indebted-
ness is even now far in excess of the $400,000, which is our legal limit.
This excess is really an unauthorized and an illegal liability which former
legislators have imposed upon the rate-payers. But while technically il-
legal every patriotic Washingtonian desires it paid to the last farthing.
A moral responsibility rests upon us which with our people is as binding
as a legal one. Interest upon this debt must also be paid. And, although
interest payments have, for the time, been largely reduced, it certainly
is incumbent upon us to proceed with extreme caution in the creation of
additional illegal indebtedness which must some day be paid to the last
dollar. . ..

The state has from the general government a grant of 132,000 acres
of wild lands, donated for the purpose of aiding in the erection of public
buildings at the state capital. But this donation is unproductive. It is
agreed that these lands cannot now be sold. Regarding their future value
a great difference of opinion prevails. Much of this land, in eastern
Washington is practically valueless. Some timber land in western Wash-
ington is said to be valuable. It lies, however, for the most part, in, at
present, inaccessible locations. The largest amount is found within the
Olympic Reserve, in the foothills of the Olympic mountains. The timber
could only be obtained with great difficulty, which reduces its present
value to a nullity. As the matter now stands, the state can only build by
the creation of a debt, the interest upon which, at least, must be paid by
the taxpayers, from year to year. Eight years ago, when the value of
real property in Washington was at least twice that of today, an attempt
was made to build a costly and ornate state capitol. An appropriation was
made from “The Capitol Building Fund” which had no existence, com-
missioners were appointed to serve at good salaries; plans procured and
a foundation completed. The foundation was paid for by the issuance
of less than $48,000 in warrants. In all, nearly $100,000, in warrants,
have been issued, bearing eight per cent. interest. These, with accruing
interest, amount to some $150,000, and this amount is annually increased
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by nearly $8,000 in interest due. No dollar of this issue has ever been
paid, or is likely to be, very soon, at least, and the holders of these war-
rants are writing beseeching letters to the executive, asking that he recom-
mend their payment from the public funds. Sooner or later these war-
rants, drawn upon a mock fund, must be paid, if the lands cannot be
sold. Eight years ago, it was thought they might become immediately
available, but that time appears now even farther away than then.

[In] Spite of this specimen of inefficient management, by which the
commission has already incurred a liability of twice as much, for in-
terest and “services” as its foundation is worth, it is gravely proposed to
proceed with the erection of a million-dollar structure by making use of
the same brilliant financial methods. In this manner, two millions, for
“services” and interest, could readily be “absorbed.” But, adopting the
views of even the most rosy-hued optimist regarding the future value
of the capitol grant, it still must be said that wild lands do not increase
in value, while the property of the state, with the rapidity with which in-
terest on money mounts up. All experience has shown that after public
lands are sold to private individuals they sometimes become valuable,
not often before.

Two years ago, it was said that if a state capitol was immediately
desired a proposition to purchase the Thurston county court house might
be successfully managed. This is a beautiful building, centrally located,
costing $150,000. The state holds, in the permanent school fund, $150,000
of Thurston county warrants. An exchange of paper might transfer the
title; $100,000 carefully expended, would build an addition to the rear,
in the same general style of architecture, containing comfortable quarters
for the State Legislature, . . .7

Eight bills relative to the capital were submitted to the
1901 legislature. Two of these bills, which were identical in
form, related to the removal of the capital to the city of Ev-
erett.” They received but scant attention because the Everett
delegation was in reality supporting the claims of Olympia.

Tacoma openly made a bid for the capital at the session
through identical bills offered by Senator Stanton Warburton
and Representative Joseph H. Easterday, providing for the
removal of the capital to Tacoma.™ There followed a conflict
during this session between these Tacoma bills on the one hand,
and identical Olympia bills on the other hand, introduced into
the senate by A. S. Ruth and in the house by Alonzo J. Falk-
nor,” which followed the recommendation of the governor, and

72 Second inaugural message, January 16, 1901. Senate Journal, 1901, pp. 40-42;
House Journal, 1901, pp. 42-44.

78 Senate Bill 139. Senate Journal, 1901, p. 184. House Bill 240. House Jour-
nal, 1901, pp. 183, 414, 456.

74 Senate Bill 113. Senate Journal, 1901, p. 136. House Bill 180. House Journal,
1901, pp. 143, 414, 454.

75 Senate Bill 44. Senate Journal, 1901, pp. 68, 106, 157, 178, 211, 447, 458,
464; House Journal, 1899; pp. 231, 241, 267, 415, 450-451, 462. House Bill 155.
House Journal, 1901, pp. 134, 159.
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provided for the purchase of the Thurston County courthouse.
The senate bill so providing was enacted into law."

Shortly after the introduction of the bills to purchase the
Thurston County courthouse, the Portland Morning Oregonian
observed that it was well known that Governor Rogers fa-
vored the removal of the capital to some other Puget Sound
city, preferably to Tacoma, and that he would willingly see
his courthouse recommendation disregarded, “if in doing so
Olympia’s hopes could be blasted forever.”” “True;” added
the Washington Standard, “and with this fact amply demon-
strated, 895 voters of Thurston county voted for the man who
had a knife at their throats. O Shame, where is thy blush!”*

Two other capital bills were introduced into the session
of 1901. One provided for the removal of the capital to Se-
attle.” While Seattle would have been pleased to acquire the
capital, and in fact had its Capitol Hill, as had many other
cities, it made no serious effort to secure the capital. Rather,
the Seattle delegation usually supported the claims of Olympia.
The Seattle bill was referred to the house committee on cor-
porations and a certain death. Seattle made no serious effort
to obtain the capital, but was determined that Tacoma should
not get it. There was, however, Seattle agitation in this ses-
sion for the removal of the supreme court to Seattle. The ar-
gument used was that the lawyers of the state wanted it there
because of the presence of the law school and its fine library,
and also because it would be a benefit to the state. This move
did not please Olympia, where it was felt that it amounted to
taking away the government piecemeal. There was no constitu-
tional impediment to the scheme, and it was legally possible
to accomplish it.

The remaining capital bill was offered by Representative
C. D. Ulmer to build the capitol in Olympia. It was referred
to the judiciary committee, of which Falknor was chairman,
and there it died.* It is interesting to note that the house bills

" 76 Laws of Washington, 1901, pp. 54-56.
25 19751Portland Morning Oregonian, quoted by the Washington Standard, January
BT i%shington Standard, January 25, 1901.
79 House Bill 463. House Journal, 1901, pp. 419, 508.
80 House Bill 500. Ibid., 482.
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to remove the capital to Tacoma and Everett were referred
to the committee on constitutional revision, which was alien
to the subject matter of the bills and spelled defeat for them;
while in the senate, the same bills were referred to the judiciary
committee, which was controlled by the Olympia sympathizers.

In recalling the events of the legislative session of 1901,
Representative Falknor has said:

We thought we could beat Governor Rogers at the next election, but
we didn’t; he was re-elected. So we had to undertake new manoeuvers.
We felt that this was to be a fight for the life of Olympia. I had gained
some notoriety in the previous session, but not enough to be elected
Speaker. Through the good influence of people, I got quite a respectable
number of votes behind me for Speaker; enough so I held the balance of
power. Tacoma was hotter than ever to get the capital. They tried to
organize the southwestern part of the state, which was naturally loyal to
Olympia. R. B. Albertson was the candidate for Speaker from Seattle,
and naturally we began to play with Seattle until we came to terms. He
had as his spokesman, Joseph Dawes, who was a good politician. Joe
wanted to get our votes in order to get his man elected Speaker. We
said, “Joe, we will have to name the Buildings Committee if you get our
votes, and fifteen of the Appropriations Committee.” Joe said, “All
right.” But we demanded more. The committee that handled most of
the legislation was the Judiciary Committee. “I want to be the chairman
of that,” I said, and he agreed. We got all we asked for. It gave us such
a grip that we could block Tacoma. We realized that we might have to
go against a veto. But Governor Rogers had said, “I will consent to buy
the County Court House, and I will consent to an appropriation of
$35,000 to put a new wing on it.” This would take care of the problem
temporarily anyway. The people of Olympia realized that half a loaf
was better than none. We said “All right, we will take you at your word.”
Tacoma was not satisfied. They put forth a project whereby they would
donate Wright Park for the capitol grounds. Everett then got into the
fight, but made no offer of land. We decided to check up on the title to
Wright Park, and in doing so, we found a provision in the deed that,
if the city ever used it for any other purpose, it would revert to the
original grantor. We played that up, and it helped us to win the fight.

It fell to my lot to be spokesman for the community. Everything
had been mobilized in Olympia for the fight. Every card party and bit
of entertainment, and all of the women’s clubs were mobilized in favor
of putting the bill through. We waited until the close of the session
when we had worked up as much favorable feeling toward Olympia as
we could. Before the bill came up in the Senate, we checked up on our
strength, and concluded we had just enough votes to put it through. On
the night preceding the day the bill was to come up, one of the members
was missing. We found he was on a drunk. It put us on the spot because
it looked as though we would lose by one vote. I went to see Senator
Harold Preston at 2 a. M., and told him my predicament. “Can’t you
get us one more vote?” I asked. “Yes, I can. The Senator from Black
Diamond, Dr. J. J. Smith, can give you his vote.” I went over to make
sure. When the voting was called, we believed that we had just enough
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votes by counting the one from Black Diamond. As the vote was being
counted, the drunken member walked in. He shouted “I’'m for Tacoma,
but I vote ‘yes.”” The opposition had taken him on a drunk to get him
to switch his vote, but it was the “‘yes” that counted, so we got his vote
after all.

Everett never made a serious bid for the capital. Representative
Gorham was working under cover for Olympia. The people of Everett
worked up an entertainment, but Gorham said, “Don’t worry. Let the
legislators enjoy the entertainment, and then we’ll vote for Olympia.”

The abilities and efforts of Olympia were mobilized behind the fight
for the capital; it was everything to them. In 1899, and during the next
session or two, the women organized. Mrs. Hardaway Chambers, wife
of a prominent local business man, was a strong leader. She organized
the women, who made every effort to make it pleasant for the women
whose husbands were there in the legislature. C. J. Lord was prominent
among the men; also L. B. Faulkner, head of the Olympia Light and
Power Comany. The women worked on the wives of the legislators ; they
had card parties for them. Olympia treated them nicely and entertained
them, breaking down their opposition. The women did heroic work along
that line. George Mills helped ; also J. O’B. Scobey, editor of the Morning
Olympian. 1 was merely the spokesman, but I had behind me 100 per
cent the men and women of Olympia.®*

And to this statement, John D. Atkinson, then the state
auditor and later attorney general of the state, has said:

In substance, Olympia and some of the friendly neighboring coun-
ties in Southwest Washington, succeeded in organizing a legislative
“bloc” to operate its voting power, and played the capital-removing ques-
tion against any and all bills desired to be passed for the good, or wants,
of sections of the state. In many ways, this was a political hold-up by
Olympia, but it brought a final victory in the capital for her.%?

The Seattle Review observed of this success by Olympia:

“This time the Olympians feel jubilant and can enjoy a good night’s
rest, thanks to Governor Rogers. They have settled the capital question
beyond any question of a doubt and the land-poor resident can now plat
his prospective acreage and assure a prospective purchaser that the capi-
tal will remain and, if need be, give him a guaranty bond to that effect.
There is no man, however, in the city or State for that matter, who en-
joys the situation greater than his excellency John R. Rogers. Abused,
maligned and insulted as he has been since coming to the State capital be-
cause he would not consent to stand for another capitol building robbery,
he now comes out of the fray smiling and with colors flying, and all
Olympia at his feet.”

After quoting these observations, the Washington Standard
expressed its opinion of the governor:

81 Interview with the writer, summer, 1940.
82 In a letter to the writer, July 25, 1939.
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Nobody has changed his opinion of John R. Rogers, unless to con-
firm the belief that he is cold and calculating in all his movements and
utterly unprincipled when it comes to party matters. . . . Rogers wanted
to stop capitol construction to afford Pierce county the opportunity she
has had for a relocation nearer the realty possessions of the Rogers
family. . . .8 Rogers was forced to approve his own alternative for a
Statehouse to keep the Republicans in the assembly from . . . providing
a capitol in accordance with the original plans. This course was seriously
discussed after the court-house bill had passed, but did not secure the
unanimity necessary to make action absolutely certain, on account of
adoption of the alternative measure.

The STANDARD does not believe that the present course has settled
the capitol question “for all time,” any more than has the average resi-
dent of this county given up hope of an adequate Statehouse on the
splendid foundation already constructed.®*

XIII.

In the succeeding sessions, the principal fights were for
appropriations with which to proceed with capitol construc-
tion, rather than to relocate the capital. It was now quite gen-
erally agreed by all citizens that the capital should remain in
Olympia. Only one further serious attempt to remove the
capital was made. This was in the legislative session of 1905
when a bill was passed by both branches of the legislature to
submit to the citizens the question whether the capital should
be removed to Tacoma or remain at Olympia.** The bill, how-
ever, received a veto from Governor Albert E. Mead. In exer-
cising his veto of the measure, the governor expressed the
feeling of the great mass of the citizens of the state that the
capital question was then settled; and that public opinion de-
manded that it be left alone.*

This effort to make Tacoma the capital was not blandly
accepted by the Olympians. The Standard severely criticized
the legislature for passing a bill calling for a vote of the people
on their choice of Olympia or Tacoma for the capital, and then

88 Further reference to the so-called land scheme of the Rogers family is to
be found in the Washington Standard, February 10, 1905, where it was asserted
that George Stevenson had been employed as a lobbyist for the removal of the
capital to Tacoma, and that part of his price was a slice of the 2,000-acre tract
purchased by the Rogers syndicate for speculation.

8¢ Washington Standard, March 22, 1901.

85 Senate Bill 124. Senate Journal, 1905, pp. 206, 217, 220, 221, 227, 362, 374-
375, 396, 420, 433-437 ; House Journal, 1905, pp. 227, 242, 334, 350-352, 363, 405, 423.

86 Veto message, February 27, 1905, in Senate Journal, 1905, pp. 433-436.
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initiating a bill to require the governor to quit-claim the title
of the state in the capital site to the Sylvester heirs. This
amounted to selling the state capital grounds, and leaving Ta-
coma as the sole location for the capital, which the Standard
characterized as having been “conceived in spite, born in iniq-
uity and grown to active life by a united effort to perpetuate
the grossest frauds upon the people.”*’

The quit-claim deed to the state from the Sylvester heirs
contained a covenant that the state would use the land for capi-
tol purposes, and that the title thereto would be forfeited
if the state used the tract for any other purpose, or aban-
doned the use of it for capitol purposes. Did the purchase of
the courthouse and the transferring of the seat of government
to it, constitute an abandonment of the Sylvester grant for
capitol use? While considerable opinion so regarded the mat-
ter, the legislature had regularly made provision for the keep-
ing of a roof over the foundation constructed in 1894. This
action, the supreme court held, was sufficient evidence of the
state’s intention not to abandon the site, as contended by the
heirs of the grantor, Edmund Sylvster.*®

Since the story of the building of the present capitol group
has been told by another writer,* it is sufficient only to enu-
merate here the steps which comprised its later developments:

(a) In 1907 the governor’s mansion was built.

(b) In 1909 the legislature authorized the completion of the Flagg
plans, but made no appropriation for the construction.

(¢) In 1911 the legislature provided for another nation-wide com-
petition for plans for a capitol group and authorized the im-
mediate construction of the temple of justice.

(d) The legislative sessions of 1913 and 1915 authorized bond
issues against the capilol land grants, but the supreme court
held they exceeded the constitutional debt limit, and were
therefore void.

(¢) In 1917, an appropriation was made to complete the temple
of justice, and erect the administration building on the old
foundation, but the outbreak of war made it inadvisable to do
more than finish the stone facing on the exterior of the temple
of justice.

(f) In 1919 the legislature appropriated $2,500,000 for further
building plans.

87 Washington Standard, February 24, 1905.

88 Sylvester et al. v. State (Supreme Court of Washmgton July 15, 1907),
Washington Reports, XLVI, 585-596; Pacific Reporter, XCI, 15-2

89 Savidge, Brief Outline of the History of Washmgton.\‘ S tate Capitol Group.
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In 1920 the insurance building was built.

In 1921 the new capitol committee, which replaced the capitol
commission, authorized the completion of the interior of the
temple of justice.

In 1921 the plans for the administration building on an en-
larged foundation were adopted and the first floor erected.

In 1923 another appropriation of $2,000,0000 was made for
erection of the superstructure to the base of the dome.

In 1925 the legislature authorized the completion of the dome
and the interior, and the capitol committee issued $4,000,000
in bonds to provide the necessary funds.

In 1927 the legislature met in the new capitol building.

(m) Since that date, several other buildings have been added.

Thus, what had started out in 1895 to be a million-dollar
capitol, has cost more than $9,000,000, but has given the state
of Washington one of the most beautiful and impressive capi-
tols in the United States.

Surely the capital and the capitol are now permanently
and acceptably located, and the location controversy settled

forever.

ARTHUR S. BEARDSLEY

University of Washington
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