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A large number of reforms have been carried out in the 
Illinois General Assembly commencing with the COOGA Commission 
report in 1967 and continuing up until the present* Many 
excellent studies involving the background and nature of these 
reforms have been published in this time period* None of 
these has/ however, managed to answer the question of whether 
or not these reforms has actually improved the performance of 
the General Assembly. This question along with the reform 
process in Illinois in the 1960's and 1970's is the subject 
of this paper.

For the purpose of this paper I have looked at the reform 
process in Illinois in a three step approach. First of all I 
have constructed an ideal model of a state legislative, one which 
performs all of the functions its constituents require and expect 
of it in the most efficient manner. To enable this to be done it 
was necessary to develop a theory as to what the constituents 
of state legislatures require and expect of these bodies.

The next step involved in the approach utilized in this paper 
consisted of analyzing the manner in which the Illinois General 
Assembly functioned before the bulk of these reforms were carried 
out and how it functions today. This was done in comparison with 
the model constructed in the first section of the paper.

The final and most difficult step involved the determination 
of the correlation between the reforms made in the time period 
studied and the change or lack of change in the performance of 
the General Assembly during that period. This determination was 
based upon two measures. One of these was a number of relevant



statistics gathered dealing with certain outputs of the General 

Assembly which are numerically measureable. The other tool used 

in analyzing change in the per£orr..ance of this legislative con­
sists of a series of three interviews conducted with three men 

who were members of the General Assembly during the time period 
in question and, in the case of two, who still are members of 

that body.
As has already been referred to before a model of an ideal 

state legislative can be constructed it is first necessary to
determine what constituents expect and require of their state
legislatures, Webster's definition of a legislature is: "a

1body of persons who make laws.1"'' Though the average person would 
probably have difficulty stating what he or she did expect and 
require of his or her state legislature,unquestionably,it would 
be more than to merely "make laws.**

The Citizen’s Conference on State Legislatures begins the 
preface of its study of state legislatures entitled **The Sometimes 
Governments** by saying:

**As citizens of the United States we share in a 
precious inheritance - the legislative form of 
government. Though this system of self-rule has 
given us the oldest continuous form of government 
how in existence, we do not fully understand it 
nor do we use it well.‘*2
In order to understand this system and, hence, determine what 

the average constituent wants and expects of his state legislature 
it is necessary to look at state legislatures in the histrical and 
ideological perspective that has developed around them in the 
United States. This perspective is founded upon three fundamental 
concepts: representative democracy, fede^iism, and separation of



powers, Though these concepts have changed since their 
original inclusion in the American political ideology nearly 
two-hundred years ago they continue to provide the basis for 
the perspective we take concerning the role of state legislatures* 

The concept of representative democracy refers to the 
ideal of placing the lawmaking function of government in a 
demoeractically elected bod^ of representatives. Our belief in 
vesting such powers in our “representatives* can, of course, be 
traced back to our political forefathers in England. Today, 
that our legislatures be representative of us is just as important 
a demand upon these bodies as it was when the cry of "no taxation 
without representation” was first heard.

In their book The Legislative Process in the United States 
authors Malcolm Jewell and Samuel Patterson explain the 
representation aspect of legislatures as having three distinct 
dimensions. The "authority" dimension of representation refers 
to the authorising of a person by a group of persons to represent 
them. In the case of state legislatures this authorisation to 
represent the people of the state is given in the state con­
stitution and is carried out by electrons."*

Jewell and Patterson define the symbolic dimension of 
representation ass "When the characteristics and acts of one 
person in a position of power m  the society are in accord 
with the desires expressed and unexpressed, ot the individual."
In application this refers to the decree of similarity between 
the legislators and their constituents. It also concerns the 
manner in which legislators are elected and apportioned.4



The final dimension of representation mentioned by Jewell 
and Patterson is the instrumental dimension. This had to do 
with the actions of the representatives. In other words, this 
means how people expect their representatives in their role as 
a state representative to be have. There is a conflict in this 
area as to how representatives should make their decisions.
Are the interests and desires of the constituents the deciding
factor or must a representative once in office serve the interests

5of the state as a whole.
The second fundamental American political concept to be 

used as a foundation for the model state legislature is the 
doctrine of federalism. This doctrine outlines our governmental 
system as being divided into a rational government sovereign 
in its sphere of powers and a number of state governments also 
sovereign in their spheres of powers. These spheres of powers 
are not, however, mutual exclusive and often overlap. In 
resolving the conflicts that arise out of these overlaps our 
systems of constitutional law has in the 20th century alone 
gone through several trends of pro-state decisions and several 
trends of pro-nations^ decisions.

In ;2he Sometimes 'Governments the Citizen's Conference on 
State Leaislatures comes to the defense of the principle of 
federalism and the role of the state legislatures are liven in 

it. Two reasons are cited for maintaining the present position 
of the states m  th-e system. First of all, both our national 
and out state governments are so designed as to be unaole to 
function correctly without the state governments functioning



correctly. Secondly, it would take what would amount to a
6revolution to reorganize this system.

The Sometimes governments also supplier a lefi^
to the correct role of the states within the federal system:

"The states, in short, ought to function under our 
system as middlemen and mediators, as means of 
avoiding both overcentralization and excessive 
localization.,#7

The doctrine of federalism, hence, places upon the state 
governments a fixed responsibility within the federal system.
It follows that a correctly functioning state legislature must 
live up to its share of the duties required of it by this 
responsibility.

In addition to the responsibilities ot a state legislature 
vis a vis the national government as a result of our federal 
system these bodies also must accept their resconsibilities which 
proceed from the fundamental political concept to be discussed 
here,that of separation of powers. This concept outlines the 
relationship between the three traditional branches of government 
in the American political system: executives, legislative, and
executive. In theory these three branches of government are 
roughly equal in power and as such "check" each other Insure 
none abuses its power. As is the care with the division of 
powers between the national and state governments the division 
of power within these three branches is not definiate but often 
unclear. Hence, as in federalism, the doctrine of separations of 
powers requires each branch to perform its function in order for 
the other branches to perform theirs.



The pmmes o f the state legislators vis a vis the state 
executive branch has changed greatly since 1780. This process 
is traced thoughly in The Sometimes Governments in which it is 
pointed out that originally the state legislatures were the
pr©dominante branch of state governments. In the later half of 
the 19th century for a number of reasons a great deal of the 
power of these legislatures was stripped away. Distrust, often 
well founded, of state legislatures combined with the rise of 
both powerful business corporations and powerful city political 
bosses provided for the draining away of authority from the state 
legislatures. This authority flowed primarily into three
sources. The first of these was the state governors who were 
believed as being more visiable and, hence, more trustable. The 
reforms of the early 20th century Progressive Era also resulted
in the redistribution of power to the newly reformed city 
governments and to the people in the form of referendum and 
recall powers.

The Great Depression and WWII saw state Legislatures reach 

their lowest point. The governor became the dominant policy - 
maker in state governments across the nation. In the I9601 s, 
however, this process beqan to reverse itself. This reverse was 
mainly the result of a series of Supreme Court cases which 
required state legislatures to reapportion themselves. The 
reason for this is clear iv stated m  The .octet :mes t .vornm**nts

"As Iona as the state legislatures remained malapportionod 
and generally dominated by rural interests there had been 
little impetus to reforming the legislative organisation 
and operations*



The state legislatures, hence, began the long process
Of becoming, once again, truely equal branches of state 
government in the 1060*3,1 process which continues today.
It is only once they have done so, can state governments be 
considered to be functioning correctly in reference to the 
doctrine of separation of powers.

According to the broad outline so far laid down is this 
paper an ideal legislature is one which fulfills its duties in 
reference to the doctrines of representative democracy, federal ism, 
and separation of powers. In order to compare the Illinois 
General Assembly to this ideal it is first necessary to break 
this model down into a series of more specific requirements of 
a legislature. In doing so this paper makes use of the require­
ments set down in two studies. One of these is the Citizens 
Conference on State Legislatures' "The Sometimes Governments'* 
which has already been extensively quoted. The other study is 
that of the "Committee on the Organization of the General Assembly 
(COOGA) Report" dealing specifically with Illinois.

The Citizens Conference conducted a study of ill fifty state 
legislatures. The result of this study was The Sometimes 
Governments published m  1971. The Citizens Conference divided 
the criteria whi^h they used in ranking the fifty state legislature 
into rive categories to which they applied the acronym FAIIR. This 
acronmy is taken from the £ i v# > categories r ;r 1 ton a which w er- 
functionality, accountability, informedness, independence, ind 
representativeness. These five categories have been rearranged 
and grouped into the three fundamental concepts used m  this 
paper for analyzing the Illinois General Assembly.



Two of the Citizens Conference categories clearly refer to 
the doctrine of representative democracy. These are accountability 
and representativeness. Two others, functionality and Informedness 
related to both the position of the state legislature in the 
federal system and in the separation of powers among the three 
branches of state government. The final category, independence, 
relates specifically to the doctrine of separation of powers, 
the relationship between the state legislature and the governor.

The accountability of a state legislature in the terms used 
by the Citizens Conference refers to the degree of control over 
legislators and their decisions which their constituents have 
and also the relationship within the legislature between the 
rank and file members and the leadership.

The first prerequisite of an accountable legislature according 
to the Citizens Conference is that it be comprehensible to the
public. This comprehensibility requires, at least in most cases, 
single member districts. It also requires that the leaders of 
the legislature are responsive and representative of its membership 
It is also recommended that the overall size of the legislature 
and the number of standing committees within it be kept down to 
a manageable level. The rules and procedures of the legislature 
need to be explicit, constant and well known. The conference 
strorvily favor "antiri irabo provisions" to prevent bills from dis­
appearing into a committee never to be heard from a a a m . Finally, 
comprehensibility requires that the flow of legislation through a 
body follow a standard and regulated procedure.

A record criteria under accountability is that the legis­
lature be open to public view. This refers to the needs of the



people to have access to the activities of their legislature 
and that records of voting and discussions to kept and made 
public. This access also applies to the information media who 
act as the agents of the public. The Conference further 
emphasized the need to regulate and to open to public monitoring 
the activities of lobbyists and to have public information on 
any conflict of interest a legislator might exhibit.

The final criteria of the Citizen Conference related to 
accountability is the internal accountability of a legislature.
By this it is meant that the authority of a legislature must not 
be overly centralized within the hands of a few leaders nor 
must the rights of the minority be unreasonably infringed upon.

The other category of the Citizens Conference's study which 
relates to the doctrine of representative democracy is that of 
representativeness. The first criteria of this category is 
that every person should be able to easily identify his repre­
sentative and be able to have access to him. In this regard both 
single-member districts and district offices are recommended.
A second criteria is that legislators should represent a good 
social cross section of their state and that the opportunity to 
run for office is not unreasonably limited. It is further 
recommended by the conference that legislators salaries be 
reasonable which also relates to how open the opportunity for 
legislative office is.

An additional series of criteria for a legislature to be 
representative relates to the effectiveness of its members. This 
involves the ability of individual members to actually accomplish 
something. For this to be possible it is necessary for a legislature



not to be overly complex, large, or controlled by the 
leadership. It is also necessary for all members to have 
access to sources of Information and staff assistance. Finally, 
two points mentioned earlier, that the minority not be overly 
weaked and the rules and procedures be known and followed, 
also must be observed.

The category which the Citizens Conference refers to as 
functionabiiity of a legislature falls under both the American 
political system's principles of federalism and of separation of 
power because in order for a state legislature to be upholding 
its responsibilities vis a vis either the national government 
or its component state branches of government it must itself 
be functioning correctly. The same can be said for the category 
of informedness. Both are included in the assigned role of the 
state legislature under both doctrines.

The first criteria mentioned under functionality is that 
a legislature meet often enough and to utilizes its time 
efficiently. Another important factor is whether or not the 
leadership and members of the legislature have adequate staffing. 
The physical facilities of the legislature are also important to 
its functionality. These include in addition to meeting chambers, 
adequate offices for each member, committee facilities, facilities 
for staff and facilities for support agencies. The size and 
committee structure once again need mentioning. The procedures 
for the ordering of the flow of legislature such as the form 
of bills, usage of committees and whether or not bill are 
"carried over" from session to session are important criteria 
of functionality. The powers of the leadership and the



communication between house is also a factor. Finally the 
dignity and public respect for the legislature are vital 
factors mentioned by the Citizens Conference as necessary 
for a highly functional legislature.

The category of informedness includes such criteria as 
adequate time spent in organizing for session as well ad 
adequate time spent in actual session. The operation of the 
standing committees as units to successfully process and apply 
information also falls into this category. The utilization 
of the interim period is necessary for a truely informed 
legislature. The process of obtaining an adequately informed 
legislature also requires that bills be well researched and 
written and that they are available in sufficient quantity.

Professional staff is probably the most important criteria 
for an informed legislature as well as being related to the 
categories already mentioned. A final criteria of an informed 
legislature is that it: be capable of preforming fiscal review of 
the activities of the executive agencies of the state and that 
the fiscal effects of legislation be known to the legislators 
prior to their consideration of it.

The last of the five categories of criteria which the 
Citizens Conference used in its study was that of independence. 
The criteria in. this area relate clearly to the doctrine of 
separation of powers. Independence as the Conference used it 
also involves the degree in which legislators are dependent 
upon lobbyists and other non-governmental authorities.

In order to meet the Citizens Conference definition of 
independence, a legislature had to meet five conditions. First



of all it had to be in control of its own activities, deciding 
its own procedures, expenditures and amount of time spent in 
session. Secondly,a legislature had to operate as a separate 
and coequal branch of government in relation to the governor.
Going along with that idea it had to be able to oversee and 
study the state programs and spending it initiated. Those 
requirements relate directly to the separations of powers 
theory.

The final two conditions under independence related to the 
need of the legislature to be free of the undue influence of 
interests outside government. These included both any personal 
conflict of interest an individual legislator might have as well 
as to special interest groups.

The Citizens Conference study of state legislatures provides 
us with a large of amount of very important criteria for 
evaluating legislatures. Based on these criteria the conference 
rested the Illinois General Assembly the third best state 
legislature in the nation in their 1971 study. The General 
Assembly received very high ratings in the categories of inde­
pendence, accountability, and informedness and somewhat lower 
ratings in the categories of functionality and representativeness.

Whereas the Sometimes Governments was a study of the fifty 
state legislatures a very important study was made of the General 
Assembly alone in 1967. It is know as the COOGA report an acronym 
steming from its author the Commission On' the Organisation of the 
General Assembly.

The legislation establishing the COOGA Commissions was introduce 
in the General Assembly by Representative Harold Katz, a 'North'Shore



attorney. Katz * s proposal met little or no opposition as the 
establishment of 3uch commissions to study various state problems 
are fairly common. In contrast to many such commissions, 
however, the members of the Kat2 Commission who were appointed 
by the leaders of the General Assembly and included public members 
as well as legislators were both well qualified and genuinely 
dedicated to the task of their commission. This task was:
*•... study and evaluate the operation and organizations of the 
General Assembly,... to recommend more efficient uses of manpower
and facilities, [and) to study the operation of the legislature

9service agencies.
The product of the commission was its report. Improving 

the State Legislature. The report was divided into six chapters: 
The Constitution and the Legislature, Legislature Procedures 
and Techniques, Modernizing Legislative Publications, Realizing 
the Potential of Committees and Commissions, Improving Tools for 
an Improved Legislature, and the Appropriations Process. The 
report contained eighty-seven specific recommendations which 
provided for in some cases constitutional or statutory changes 
and in others merely changes in the legislatures’ rules or in 
the leaders actions. The Commission purposefully avoided certain 
very difficult areas. Among these were the question of conflicts 
of interest and the regulation of lobbyists as well as a number 
of controversial constitutional questions such as reapportionmcnt, 
the size of the legislature and comulative voting.^

Rather than dealing with the recommendations as a whole the 
General Assembly took action on them incrementally either by the



introduction of bills and constitutional amendments or by 
the incorporation of the recommendations into the rules of 
the legislature. The three measures considered by most of 
the commission members to be the most important were annual 
sessions, committee staffing and committee reduction.^

The recommendation for provided for annual session was 
included in the 1970 Constitution. The recommendation for the 
reduction in the number of committees turned out to be the most 
difficult measure to have enacted. This resulted mainly from 
the importance of the promise of committoe chairmanship to 
supporters of a legislator attempting to be elected the leader 
of his house. For all practical purposes the number of standing 
committes in both the House and in tbe Senate actual increased 
substantially in number in the sessions following the issueance 
of the COOGA Commissions Report.12

At the time of the commission the idea of a professional 
staff was a rather new idea. After a a Low start, however, 

staffing became established in the General Assembly at the end
of the m o ' s . 13

The pre**C0OGA General Assembly was by any means of analysis
functioning very poorly. Author Trevor Armbustor visited the
Illinois General Assembly in 1965 while preparing an article for
the Satujtday Evening Post on state legislatures. ie had this to
say m  his secion on Illinois;

"In no state do so many of the body sores afflicting 
state government festor quite so appealing as they 
do m  Illinois’1^
In his book Legislative Polities in Illinois Gilbert Steiner 

discusses on of the most common of these body sores afflicting



state legislatures, the handicap of legislative sessions being 
limited by law:

"Controversial bills are passed at the end of the 
session without as extensive a scrutiny as they 
would receive at an earlier date and some 
legislators deliberately delay passina certain 
bills until the last possible moment. Passage 
of a bill in Illinois depends in part at least, 
on the sense of timing of its adherents. "15

Another major problem the General Assembly was forced to operate
under was a crippling lack of staff and information. Thomas
Anton makes reference to this difficulty in The Politics of
State Expenditures in,Illinois;

"Despite its formal authority of appropriations the 
1963 General Assembly was virtually powerless m  
the determination of state expenditures. Pressed 
for time, lacking usable information and without 
leadership interest in examining appropriations the 
legislature did nothing more than pass appropriation bills."16

Aside from time constraint and inadequate staffing the major 
problem faced by the pre-COOGA General Assembly was malapportion­
ment of its representatives. Though the 1870 Constitution required 
reapportionment it had not actually taken place between 1901 and 
1954. Prior to the 1955 reapportionment Cook County with over 
half the states population contained only nineteen of the fifty-
one legislative districts. These legislative districts ranged

17from 39,000 to 7000,000 in population.
The 1955 reapportionment did allocate the districts m  a more 

equitable manner but did not really change the composition of 
the General Assembly. It was not until the constitutionally 
mandated means of reaching a reapportionment plan failed in 1963 
that reapportionment truely "shook up" the membership of the
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As of 1981 the salary of members of the General Assembly 

was $28,000.29
Recommendation 17) Prohibit proxy voting in committee.

Proxy voting was not allowed under either the House or
3 0Sente rules of the 82nd General Assembly.J

Recommendation 19) A formal consent calendar shall be used in 

both house.
Formal consent calenders are to be used accordinu both the

j IHouse and Senate rules of the 32nd Goner i ! Assembly.
Hence , is can be asserturned by r he short summary of the 

recommendations of Citizens Conference are very similar to the 

recommendations of COOGA in both; substance and intent. These
recommendation could be just as easily arranged under the concepts
of separation of powers# federalism, and representative democracy 

as where the COOGA recommendations earlier in this paper. Also 
like the COOG& reconranendations the majority of these recommendations

have been carried out.
At this point it is now possible to identity i number of 

characteristics of the Illinois legislative reform movement of 

the m o  ' s and ICAO's. These character.! s t ics have become evident 
after study inn the environment m  which *ne re form movement ;ot 

started ir,_he process the movement took (ie. COOGA and the 

Citizens Conference recommendations), and "ho results >f this 

movement at unti l the late 1 9^') * s .
The first of these characteristics :s Cut this re term 

movement was primarily an internal movement rather than a move­
ment Load by forces outside the General Assemble. ornigh there 
was much criticism of the functionma of the * .Assembly .n
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the media and public opinion of the body was low, there 

still was no large scale campaign outside the legislature 

working for reform. This is in clear contrast to the 
"Cutback” movement of 1980. Though obviously reacting to 

outside pressures the reform movement was actual began and 

carried out, for the most part, by the pro-reform members of 

the General Assembly itself. The 1*64 at-large election served 
to set the stage for this movement by bringing into the 

legislature a large number of Mblue-rihbon" candidates.

The record characteristic of the reform movement that should 
be mentioned is that it was not the product of a single person 

or small group of persons but rather came about due to a 

consensus on the part of the General Assembly. Illinois, unlike 
California, did not have a Jesse Unruh to lead a reform crusade.

Harold Katz, though deserving of much praise for his original 
sponsorship of the COOGA bill and the subsequent chairing of 
that commission still must share the credit with many, many 

other individuals both inside and outside the General Assembly 
who worked for its reform throughout the 1960's and 1970's.
These reforms could not have been carried out without the 
support of the leaderships of both parties.

Another point to make about the legislative refor move­
ment m  Illinois was that it was strictly a evolutionary process 
and not a revolutionary one. Though most >f the eighty-seven 
recommendations of the COOGA commission were adopted they were 
not adopted as a whole but rather as has been thoughiy iiscussed 
in this paper, dealt with more or Less on an individual basis.



Though a large number of the COOGA recommendations were 
incorporated into the 1970 Constitution, the majority were 
enacted later on, incrementally. A likely reason for this 
is that the reform movement took the form of a gradually 
consensus and not a crusade.

The final characteristic of this process is that the 
reforms for all practical purposes affected primarily only the 
superstructure or procedures of the General Assembly and not 
its basic foundation or structure is Gove said in The Implications 
of Legislative Reform in Illinois:

The Commission did not explore any areas that 
the members felt were outside their jurisdictions 
and could better be left to other study commissions.
These areas included conflicts of interest, regulation 
of lobbyists and such controversial constitutional 
questions as apportionment unicameralism the 
size of the legislature and Illinois unique cumulative 
voting method of selecting House members.32

The members of the Commission, perhaps, felt that in order to
successfully deal with those areas which needed to be reformed 
immediately then it would be politically necessary to avoid 
such controversial issues as those mentioned above.

Having now completed an overview of Legislative reform m  
the Illinois General Assembly from the mid-I960's until the 
Late 1970's the next and final stage of this paper will consist 
of an evaluation of the correlation between these reforms and 
any measurable change m  the performance of the General Assembly, 
As has already been stated this will involve the analysis of a 
number of statistical measures as well as interviews with three 
Legislators who were in the General Assembly durina the reform
process.



For this paper I conducted interviews with three state 
legislators who had served in the General Assembly during the 
time period covered by this paper, the 1960 * s and 1970's,
The fact that all three of those interviewed were Democratic 
members of the House of Representatives stems from a number of 
conditions. First of all, due to the two months I spent as a 
page on the Democratic side of the aisle I am familiar with 
a large number of Democratic Representatives and, hence, was 
met with much more cooperation on that side of the aisle. 
Secondly, because I was only able to spend one weekday in 
Springfield to conduct the interviews, time was a large con­
straint. I did talk to one republican representative who 
was willing to be interviewed, but was occupied during session 
and had committee meetings immediately after session making us 
unable to meet. This time constraint problem was also largely 
responsible thee limitation upon interview subjects to members 
of the house only and not looking towards the Senate or Staff, 

The final factor limiting the material to interviews was 
simply that there are no longer a large number of current 
members of thee House who have served in that body since the 
mid 1960's. There are presently only eight representatives 
now members of the Eighty-third General Assembly (1983-1985) 
who were members of the Seventy-fifth General Assembly (1967- 
1969). It was, of course, during the seventy-fifth General 
Assembly that the COOGA Commission issued its report (1967).
Of these eight two were interviewed for this paper, 
Representatives John Mati^evich of North Chicago and Daniel
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Pierce of Highland Park. The third interview was conducted 
with former Representative Harold Katz, the original sponsor 
of COOGA and its prime initiator.

Prior to the conducting of the three interviews five 
questions were formulated. These were the followings

(1) Do you think that the legislative reforms which took 
place in the General Assembly during the 1960’s and 1970r s 
had a significant effect on the performance of the General 
Assembly? Why?

This goes to the heart of what the final section of this 
paper was trying to determine. The next three questions asked 
were basically follow caps on this first question.

(2) Do you think that the performance of the General 
Assembly is better now than it was prior to the enactment of this 
reforms? Why?

This question was asked to allow the subject being interviewed 
to express a clear opinion as to whether or not the General Assembly 
has improved in performance and to allow the subject to expand 
on his answer given in question no. 1.

(3) Which of the reforms of the 1960’s and 1970’s do you 
feel was the most important? Why?

This was meant both to get an opinion as to which was the 
most important reform as well as to allow the subject being 
interviewed a change to discuss that specific reform,

(4) What io you feel was the most important factor in
encouraging the reform process in the General Assembly.



-31-

The pre-COOGA environment was discussed earlier in this 
paper along with some of the factors which encouraged the 
initiation of the reform process. The main factor discussed 
earlier was the large number of pro-reform legislators elected 
in the 1964 at-large House election.

(5) What is the most important reform which you feel has yet 
to be accomplished? Why?

The answer to this question can be interpreted as what the 
person being interviewed believes the reforms of the 1960's and 
1970's failed to accomplish. It also serves as an indiction as 
to where this person would place the emphasis as far as legis­
lative reform.

An attempt was made to keep these questions both brief and 
concise due to the fact that these persons were being interviewed
at their jobs. Though only five questions were asked these 
questions were designed to provide sufficient responses to enable 
their use in analyzing the performance of the General Assembly.

The first interview was with Representative .John Matijevich 
from North Chicago and it took place, as did the other two 
interviews, on April 14, 1983. The interview with Rep. Matijevich
was conducted on the House riot;, while the House was in session.
Matijevich was first elected to the General Assembly in 1966 and 
spent two terms as chairman u  the House Appropriations Committee.

In reference to the first question Matiqevich said that he 
felt the quality of the lenerai Assembly had improved as a result 
of the reforms of the 1960's and 1970*3. He felt that these 
reforms resulted in more public imput. He specifically mentioned



the changes which now require public notice before committee 
meetings whereas prior to this there was little public 
knowledge of what committees were doing. Matijevich used the 
term democraticization to describe these reforms. He also 
felt that the quality of legislators had improved not just 
the quality of the legislature itself.

Matijevich added that he did feel the performance of the 
General Assembly had improved. He said that though an outsider 
observing it would probably describe it as chaotic it is in 
his words "much, much better". He related to me how as a 
freshman legislator he had heard stories of the days before the 
reforms began which took place about the time of of his first 
term giving to me a highly negative picture of those times.

Representative Matijevich believed the most significant 
reform of this era was the elimination of proxy voting in 
committee which he said had been a serious problem when it 
was allowed. He described how frustrating it was to sit in 
on a Senate Committee hearing a bill of his prior to the 
Senate's following the lead of the House and abolishing proxy 
voting. Another reform which he felt very important was the new 
requirements that committee chairman must uve any member of 
the public who wishes to be heard on a particular, within 
reason, such as opportunity.

Representative Matijevich felt that the most important 
factor encouraging the beginning of the reform process was the 
bad public image of the General Assembly common it the time.
He also mentioned the motivation provided by the work of



Harold Katz as well as the motivation provided by such outside 

persons as Professor Gove of the University of Illinois,

The huge number of bills being introduced in the General 

Assembly was the most important significant area which needs 

reform today according to Mati]evich. He placed part of the 
blame for the recent surge in bill volume on the Cutback 

Amendment which, he feels had the result of having most bills 

now come from special interest groups rather than legislators.
He described how these special interest irouos now sometimes 

come to legislators and say: ’’introduce this”. Mati'evich

said he would like to gather all the legislators and ail the 
lobbyists into one room and say to them: "We've got a problem.”

He felt the General Assembly should be a problem solver, not 
just a bill factory and that it should be discussing problems, 
not reacting to them.

fcy second interview was with Representative Daniel Pierce 
of Highland Park who was first elected in the at-larae House 

election of 19*6 4. He was interviewed: in his Springfield office. 

Representative Pierce agreed with Representative «atijevich in 
saying that the legislative ret arms of the 1960' s and ! 970's nad
a significant impact on the General Assembly. The specific
reforms he mentioned as havinq important affects were the
providing c) r star f ing, the ipgradina of the rules of the Ge
Assembly, ~ind the el inunation of proxy voting in committee.

■resentative Pierce thought that the Performance of the 
General Assembly was better than it hag been before these reforms 
He described the General Assembly as being* more professional andmore
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less dominated by a few individuals as the leadership formerly 
had done.

As far as which reforms Representative Pierce thought were 
the most important he mentioned the elimination of proxy voting 
in committee, the requirements that amendments must be distri­
buted prior to being voted on, and the stricter rules now 
applying to conference committee reports.

The factor which Representative Pierce believed was the most 
important in initiating the reform process in the General Assembly 
was the 1964 at-large election in which he was first elected.
He emphasized how this election brought a large number of new 
people into the General Assembly who were truely interested in 
reforming that body such as Harold Katz. He also mentioned 
Adlai Stevenson as being elected at this time.

Representative Pierce believes that the centralization of 
the staff under the control of the leadership is the most 
important area of present General Assembly practice which needs 
to be reformed. Though each committee is theoretically to have 
its own staff in his opinion, these staffers are overly utilized 
by the leadership at the expense of their committees.

In summation Representative Pierce pointed out some of the 
striking differences between the General Assembly of today and 
the General Assembly of his first term. At that time there were 
no officers for representatives and representatives shared telephones 
as well as a secretarial pool. Accordino to Representative Pierce 
if you believe in state government you have got to believe in 
the value of these reforms.



Representative Pierce also mentioned one change now taking 
place in the General Assembly that can be attributed in part to 
a number of this reforms, this being the movement towards 
full-time versus part-time legislators. Though he believes ^hat 
this movement was in someways good he also feels that in that it 
was removing the General Assembly from its close ties to the 
people it could also be preceived as negative.

The final interview was with former Representative Harold 
Katz. His role in the COOGA Commission was discussed at length 
earlier in this paper. Mr. Katz retired from the General Assembly 
after serving from 1964 till 1982. My interview with him was 
conducted by phone to his Chicago law office.

Mr. Katz agreed with Representative Pierce and Matijevich 
in saying that the reforms of the 1960 * s/1970 * s had a significant 
impact on the performance of the General Assembly. He pointed 
out two specific areas in which these affects have been especially 
felt. The first of these was with the establishment of legislative 
staffs. Mr. Katz felt that prior to this movement the General Assembly 
was unable to deal effectively with such complex issues as mass 
transit and higher education.

The second group of reforms emphasized by Katz were those 
in the area he referred to as due process. To use Mr. Katz's 
words there is less "razzie dazzle" now then before. In other 
words everything is done more out in the open, the set proce­
dures of the General Assembly are known and followed on a 
regulat basis, it is simply more democratic. This interpretation 
of what Katz refers to as due process would include the bulk of



large election of the entire Illinois House of r t ^entatives.
The election brought about three factors ir. make up

of the General Assembly which set the stage for the r* norms 

of the COOGA Commission and the other reforms which took place. 

These three factors were an unusually high percentage ji seats

General Assembly. This failure did so by fore: * 1964 at-
18

held by one party due to the large victory mari 

an ususually high percentaae of new members, iwi
; aa large number of pro-reform members.

or the Democrats,
le -Meetion of

The first two of the three ma ; u f » hi : i n* Genera I

Assembly prior to d'JOGA which were unm.-c* -nsa r i ly limited sessions 

and inadequate staffing and >ther sources of information can be 

considered to equally be faiiures m  terms >r the political 
concepts of separation of powers and of federalism.

In order to fulfill its assigned position as an equal to

the executive branch m  the state govornme ► Vne eaislature

must obviously be an independent entity 
own work schedule. Clearly,it could not 
constitutionally required to be strictly 

A similar case can be made tor the

able to determine its 
do so lone as it was 

a part-time body. 

necessitv af adeguate
staffing and informational resources as a pre-requisite to 
Legislative branch equality with the executive branch. Without

S11"1ch resources legislators will be* total*y lependent on the aoencies

and officials :>f the executive oranch for the infor ma11 on necessary'

f or lawmaking. This could be at be s t class! fled as dp 'bra.riches

■ j government.

i ''his argument .need only be. carried, a step. : art her to. say 
that without a state legislature fulfilling its correct function



— ± r —

within its own government due to the above e n t o n e d  handicaps, 
then the state government as a whole can n function correctly 
within our federal system. This relates to the very heart of 
the theory of federalism because its component is that the 

national government can not perform its correct role unless the

state governments are performing theirs.

The final problem, the malapportionment of the General 

Assembly prior to 1965 is clearly a gross violation of the 
entire theory of representative democracy. When you have a 

situation where the very basis of this theory is being ignored 
as was the case in much of the U.S. including Illinois before 

the early 1960‘s it would seem to have been questionable if 
the theory of representative democracy was still a living part 

of the American political philosophy as outlined earlier in 

this paper.
Reynolds v. Sims and a series of other Supreme Court cases 

in the early 1960*s reaffirmed this theory and forced the 
reapportionment of state legislatures *:i across the nation.

The principle of one man-one vote ' i the Reynolds case was 
directly applied to the Illinois legislature with the case of 
Germane v. Kerner which forced a new reacportionment or the 

General Assembly in 1965.

In summation 

of several mayor p 

was a 1 ec i s l a tor e 
model -legislature 
mid-1960 * s forces 

began to move this

the p r e - C 00(1.A "I e n e r a 1 Assembly as thei resui t

rob iems mentioned her*-* and other not so muntooned

in clear and flagrant iismncr ion /with the ideal

formulated carl ior m this paper. In the

both inside and aut sid;e the General Assembly

body towards the mode i legislature of this
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piper. These outside forces included the U.S. Supreme Court 
and various other groups such as academics. The inside forces 
consisted of the emerging group of pro-reform legislators,

The 1964 at-large election served as the spark which set 
off the legislature reform movement in Illinois. It did so 
because, as was stated earlier, a large member of the newly 
elected legislators were the so called "blue ribbon" or pro­
reform legislators, In his Implications of Legislative Reform 
in Illinois Samuel Gove describes ^he situation faced by these 
new blue ribbon members of the General Assembly as they took 
office in 1965.

"Surrounded as they were by criticism from both 
inside and outside the legislature, the new 
members of the 1965 General Assembly could not 
help but be aware of the deficiencies of their 
institution. Due to the constant increase in the 
number of bills introduced in the General Assembly, 
the end of session "logjam" was becoming a serious 
and universally deplored problem. Even less pro­
gressive members were acutely aware that inadequate 
consideration was given to bills because of lack of 
time. Many members were openly critical of the 
functioning of the committees,"^!

The outcome of these feelings was the COOGA Commission.
(Dunna the interview section >t my research Rep. Pierce arranged 
for me to talk to former Rep, Katz on the phone. Prior to giving 
the phone over to me he jokinly referred to the commission as 
being called COOGA when he agreed with it and Katz when we did not) , 
House bill 163 introduced by Representative.Harold Katz and cosponsors 
by a large number of other representatives provided for the 
establishment of this commission. The bill, itself attracted



neither much opposition or attention and was signed into law
2*?by Governor Kerner on May 29, 1965, *

Unlike the many other commissions created with little 
noticed by the General Assembly the COOGA Commission, un- 
expectly did have some success in initiating actual legislative 
reform. Many of its recommendations were actual carried out 
several years later in the 1970 Constitution.

Of the eighty-seven recommendations of the COOGA Commission 
thirteen were either resolved or acted upon in acme manner by 
the 1970 Constitution as can be determined by studying the 
excellent review of action taken on the original COOGA Report 
(1967) recommendations which is contained in the COOGA Commissions 
1977 update COOGA: Ten Years Later. Most of these recommendations
relate to the role of the General Assembly in state government. 
(Separations of powers) or have the intent of expanding the powers 
of and professionalization of the General Assembly within the 
functions of state government (federalism).

Recommendation no. 1 which was implemented by the 1970 
Constitution called for annual sessions >t the General Assembly 
unlimited either in lenath or subject matter. This, clearIv 
serves to exoand the functions of the ieaisiative branch vis a 
vis the governor as well as to expand the scope of the matters 
dealt with by the General Assembly vis a /is the national 
jovernment. Recommendation no. 2 provided for the presidina 
of fleers of both ..houses 'of the General Assembly to be. able .to. 
call into special session that body which is clearly of the 
same intent as recommendation no. 1.
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The suggestion that the constitutional debt limitations 
be increased to a more realistic level was contained recom­
mendation no. 5 of the original COOGA Report. This is once 
again a method of attempting to expand the power of state 
government and give to it a freer hand within its sphere of 
operations. This provision was also included in the 1970 
Constitution as was the suggestion in recommendation no. 3 
that the allowances for legislators mileage and other expenses 
be removed from the constitution so that they could be henceforth 
set by law. This serves the purpose of increasing the indepen­
dence of the General Assembly obviously fitting into the concept 
of separation of power as does recommendation no. 6 which 
when incorporated into the 1970 Constitution gave the legislature 
more power over state contracts#

This Constitution does provide for a later effective date
for new laws as suggested in recommendation no. 11. The purpose
of this was to allow the public access to the new laws prior to% *
their taking effect a function of representative democracy. A 
very important action of the constitution relating to separation 
of powers and contained in recommendation no. 12 spells out a 
time table for gubernatorial review of bills following their 
passage. This clearly resulted in an increase of legislative 
power in relation to the authority of the taverner.

In addition to the thirteen COOGA recommendations resolved 
in the 1970 Constitution an additional sixty more were acted 
upon in some manner by non-constitutional methods as of the 197” 
COOGA: Ten Years Later report. That left a remaining fourteen
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which had yet to be implemented. Of these sixty upon which 
non-constitutional action was taken their extents can be
divided fairly equally into the headings of separation of

23powers, federalism, and representative democracy.
Many of the COOGA recommendations dealt directly with 

the concept of separation of powers, as the suggestion of 
recommendation no. 76, since made law, that the governor must 
submit to the General Assembly his budget by a specific date. 
Though only partially adopted recommendations no. 78 provided 
that all major appropriation bills which are made to conform 
to the Governor's budget be Identified as doing so. Both of 
these measures served to make the legislature a more nearly 
equal partner of the executive branch in state policy-making. 
Several other recommendations of COOGA are in this same view 
designed specifically to strengthen the role of the General 
Assembly in the appropriations process. For the most part these 
recommendations (nos. 80, 81 and 82) were also only partially 
implemented.^

There are an equally large group of the original COOGA 
recommendations that were acted upon by the General Assembly 
which fall into the category of affecting the federal system. 
Many of this reforms were seemingly minor proceedural changes 
made with the goal of making the legislature more efficient 
which, however, in the long run, bv increasing the capabilities 
of the General Assembly have an effect on the national state 
governmental relationship.

Another large category of these reforms' relate to questions 
involving membership. Examples of these are recommendation



nos, 58 and 59 which provided for individual offices and more 
secretarial assistance for legislators. Two additional reforms 
involve changes affecting hills. One of these called for the 
utilization of computers to assist in keeping track of and in 
processing bills. The such reform required the inclusion 
of a Legislative Reference Bureau synopses with each bill.^

All of these reforms had an affect on our federal system 
of government. One of the main reasons for the tilting of the 
governmental balance of power in favor of the national government 
which became evident after 1929 was the increasing complexities 
of the demands put upon our governments. State governments did 
not have the capabilities to deal with these problems so a 
resulting shift in the balance took place. The reforms of the 
types mentioned above took place and arc taking place in Illinois 
and all over the nation in order to attempt to swing the balance 
back toward the states.

The final category in which the original COOGA recommendations 
which were acted upon prior to COOGA 197? update report are those 
which relate to the concept of representative democracy. They 
involve both major applications of these concept which are making 
the legislature more representative and accessible to its 
constituents and making the legislature more open and internally 
democratic.

Of the reforms that fall into the latter application these 
dealt primarily with reforms of the committee system. By far 
the most important of there was the adoption of COOGA recom­
mendation no. 48 which prohibited the use of proxy voting in
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in committee. Also adopted in part were COOGA recommendations
requiring that a bill be heard in within sixty days of being
introduced and that no bill be allowed to languish indef inately

26m  Committee.
Many other COOGA initiated reforms relate to making the 

General Assembly more democratic externally. Some of these 
involved committees such as requiring public notice prior to 
committee hearings and requiring that the committee chairman 
provide an opportunity for 1istimony from all groups wishing to 
give testimony. Additional steps taken which made the General 
Assembly more representative and/o* accessible included provisions 
tor making available to the public and media conies of new laws 
as soon as possible. Another COOGA inspired reform provides for 
the annual and timely printing of the rules of the session. 
Additional space also allocated to news media personnel 
covering the General Assembly reflecting the fact that in our 
modern society access bv the electronic media to the actions of 
the legislature has become the most important methc of access to 
the political system for the average citizen.

After looking at the legislative reforms made m  Illinois 
which were initiated by the COOGA Commission in detail and 
studying the intent behind these reforms it becomes evident that 
these reforms were not merely a number of “hand-aid* responses 
to particular mlfutctians of :>ur ■legislatures but rather a series 
of actions designed to produce a specific'- result...the desired 
result was to strengthen the General Assembly and the methods of 
attempting, this were to make that body more nearly the equal if



the executive branch, to increase its capabilities to perform 
its function which also automatically, increases the capabilities 
of state government as a whole and finally to make it more 
democratic internally and more representative and responsive 
extremely.

As an addition measure of the Legislative reform movement
in Illinois the Citizens Conference's The Sometimes Goverment can 
be once again utilized. It has already been noted that the 
Citizens Conference ranked the General Assembly is the third 
best state legislature in the nations in ♦-.he 1971 study. In its 
section on Illinois noted was the pro :roi > made in reform since 
the 1964 election and the formation of * %* oGA Commission.
The changes as included in the 1970 'crrc .*u* ;on ire mentioned 
as well. Special merit is given to the General. Assembly cap­
abilities in the areas of professional staffing, access of the 
media and abilities for unlimited sessions. The final cart of
the Conferences report on the Conora i Assemt1y 
recommendations which were uven to each state 
Illinois twenty-one recommendations were :iven

Slated d 
n -.he case

Of these twentv-one recommendat ions manv -over I an the eiahtv** * * *r

seven recommendations of COOGA and is is -he cast* with the COCOA 

r e coiitioenda t i on s must have been resolved either cor s 1 1 tut ion a 1 :>r
by chanaes m  the rules of tne General Assembly. What red lew: i.

a.'summary of the ■ more important of the twenty-one. recommendat ion: 
their current, states.

ion 1) Reduce the overall size of the 1 eatslature.
There should be 100 or fewer members in the house and a combined 
size of both house between LOO and 150,
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The Cutback Amendment reduced the size of the House 
from 177 members down to 11. for a combined total of 177. 
Recommendation 5) Reduce the number of committees to between 
ten and fifteen in each house, parallel in jurisdiction.

The Handbook of the Eight-Second General Assembly lists 
twenty-one Senate committees and twenty-three House committees. 
They were not parallel in jurisdiction.
Recommendation 6) Provide single-member districts.

The 1980 Cutback Amendment accompiished this as well. 
Recommendation “*) Provide private, individual office space for 
every member of the legislature.

This has been done.
Recommendation 9) Provide an electric roll call recorder for the 
Senate.

This has been done.
Recommendation 1Q) Require committees to issue reports describing
and explaining the committees action on bills.

According to The Handbook the 82nd leneral Assembly the 
rules of the House require the clerk of each committee to file 
with the clerk of the House. A "Committee History", a "Committee 
Action Report", and a "Record of Committee Witness" on bill
or resolution considered by the committee

The Senate required similar records

Recommendation 14) Establish a Washimt^n :) f f: c o f 'O' r leu is la t ion

jtf lor states should be m  tne $20,000 /

ini



the many changes in the regulations of the General Assembly 
which# taken together# have made it more democratic and open.

As far as what initiated the reforms which he is so 
closely related with Katz's initial response was that he did 
not know. He went on to say that legislative reform was a 
national movement during the 1960's and early 19T0's but he 
still felt that it was impossible to determine how and why 
that process spread to Illinois at the specific time that 
it did.

When asked what he felt was the most important legislative 
reform yet to be made Katz again referred to due process♦ Due 
process# he said# especially in the area of committees has 
"a long way to go". Specifically# he mentioned the right of 
the people to be heard in committee hearings. Some other 
reforms Hr. Katz mentioned as being needed and yet to be acted 
upon involved what he referred to as "eleventh hour" conference 
committee reports and the continued use of "shell bills" or 
bills whose details are filled in at a later time. Also# Katz 
felt that the amendatory veto presented a siimricant due 
process problem.

Because of the special position of Haroi : Katz in the 
history of legislative reform in Illinois in addition to the 
five questions asked of the other two interview subjects I 
also asked Katz if he thought the ..COOGA Commission which he 
chaired had been successful. Katz sa id  that re thought COOGA 
had accomplished a great deal, but that .reforming the General 
Assembly was a "never ending strugale."



In summary of the interviews all three subjects agreed 
that the reforms of the 1960*8 and 1970*s had a significant 
impact on the performance of the General Assembly and all three 
felt that the performance of the General Assembly was better 
now than before these reforms had been made.

In discussing the reforms they thought to be the most 
important all three mentioned reforms relating to committees 
first. Primary among these was the elimination of proxy voting 
in committee and more openness to public input both of which 
would surely fall within Harold Katz's definition of due process.

On the question of what initiated this process the three, 
however, seemed to divide with Matijevich stressing the bad 
image of the General Assembly, Pierce the 1964 at-large House 
election, and Katz saying he was unsure, the final question also 
resulted in three different responses as to what needs yet to be 
done in the way of legislative reform. Matijevich feels something 
must be done about the volume of bills. Pierce feels the same 
about the tendency of centralized control of the staff, and Katz 
again calling for additional reform in the area of due process. 
This can be interpreted as indicating two different areas of 
emphasis. Pierce and Matijevich emphasized reforms which relate 
directly to the output of the General Assembly and Katz 
emphasizing reforming the procedures of the General Assembly*

The clear conclusion then to be drawn, then, from the three 
legislators interviewed is that the reforms of the 1960's and 
1970's did succeed in improving the performance of the perfor­
mance of the General Assembly at least in the manner utilized 
by these three men in evaluating this performance.



The last point brings into question the fact that since 
all three of those interviewed were of such similiar backgrounds 
<ie. suburban Democrats) perhaps that way in which they evaluate 
the performance of the General Assembly does not accurately 
reflect the views of the body as a whole. To this I have two 
responses. First of all I feel that the isuue of legislative 
reform is largely, but admittedly not entirely, cuts across 
pariisan and regional conflicts. Secondly, due to the limitations 
mentioned earlier, the three legislators interviewed were the 
best "cross section" of the current members of the General Assembly 
who had been members in 1967 avallabia to me.

The next section of this paper is an attempt to analysis the
results of the Illinois legislative reform movement through the
use of relevant statistics. Though such an analysis, obviously,
is made to obtain an objective consideration of legislative
performance it can not claim to be totally so. From the very
beginning, in the choice of what statistics are considered relevant,
subjectiveness enters into the analysis. The four sets of
statistics I have chosen as measures of the performance of the
General Assembly: ar-* the number of bills introduced into the
General Assembly, the day spent in session by the General Assembly,

*the work load of the committee and the rates of bill passages.
The number of bil's introduced into the General Assembly 

can serve as a measure of the demands placed upon that body from 
the outside political environment. Without a measure of the 
level of these demands over the time we are studying, it is 
impossible to analysis the change in the performance over time.

‘tables AT END



The second statistical measure the number of days spent 
in session is an excellent way of operationalising the reaction 
of the General Assembly to any changes in the demands being 
placed upon it. It also demonstrates to what degree the General 
Assembly is utilizing its greater control over its own life, one 
of the idost significant reforms.

The workload of the committee includes both statistics on 
the percentage of bills referred to cononittee and the percentage 
of bills reported favorably. These statistics provide a measure 
of the degree in which the General Assembly Committees are pro­
forming their functions of screening and studying bills am intent 
which many of the reforms hoped to bring about.

The final statistic is that of the percentage of bills 
introduced which are eventual passed by both houses of the 
General Assembly. This is a measure of the performance of the 
state legislature in the sense that a small percentage of bills 
passed should reflect an increased degree of consideration of 
the issues involved which is a clear method of determining an 
improvement in performance.

All of these statistics were taken from An Introduction to 
the General Assembly by Samuel Gove and Richard Carlson and 
cover the years 1965-1971 during which a large proportion of 
the reforms discussed in this paper were put into effect.

The first point of interest revealed by Table 1 is the 
substantial increase in bill introductions from 74th General 
Assembly (1965) till the 77th General Assembly (1971-72). If 
the number of bills introduced in the 74th General Assembly is



fixed at 100 then the number of bills introduced in the 75th 
General Assembly (1967-68) becomes equal to 141, the number of 
bills introduced in the 76th General Assembly (1969-70) 150, 
and the bills introductions of the 77th General Assembly 
(1971-72) 176. However, of important note is that a large 
proportion of this increase of bill introductions was not 
made in the traditional pre-reform January-June odd year sessions 
but in the post-reform fail and even-year sessions of the 
General Assembly. In the 74th General Assembly (1965) 100% 
of the bills were introduced from January to June of the odd
year. During the 75th General Assembly 34% of the introductions
were made in this period. The 76th General Assembly (1969-70) 
introduced 78% of its bills during this time and the 77th General
Assembly (1971-72) 76% of its introductions. What these figures
seem to be saying is that in the late 1960's and early 1970's 
the General Assembly expanded its working time as allowed by the
new reforms to meet increased demands being put upon it is the 
form of bill introductions.

The statistics given in Table 2 clearly reinforce this 
hypothesis. Since little in the way of legislative reforms 
took place prior to the 74th General Assembly the days spent in 
session in 1963 can be used as a base equal to 100. Using this 
method the days spent in regular session by the House if the 
77th General Assembly (1971-72) are equal to 111. The days 
spent by the House in perfunetory session in which routine 
business such as bill introductions are performed becomes 2900. 
The corresponding figures for the Senate are even larger. In
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the case of regular days in session the 1971-72 figure is 218
relative to 1963 and an increase up to a figure of 200 an even 
200% more over 1963 for day spent in prefunctory session.

Table 3 appears to support the hypothesis that the General 
Assembly increased its work effort to keep up with the increasing 
demands being put upon it. The committee in both the Senate 
and the House dealt with (had referred to them) a larger number 
of bills each year from 1963 on. Once again using 1963 as a 
base year equal to 100 the increases in bills heard by (louse 
committees rose to 118 in 1965, 149 in 1967, 176 in 1969, and
200 in 1971. The corresponding figures for the Senate committees 
were 110 in 1965, 163 in 1967, 165 in 1969, and 176 in 1971.

As far as the percentage of bills introduced referred to 
committee and the percentage of bill referred to committee 
reported favorably there is no discernable one directional 
pattern over time. There is, however, a clear pattern on a year 
by year basis between the two houses.

The information in Table 4 dealing with bill passage does 
not on the surface seem to be helpful in determining the 
performance of the General Assembly. This is because for the 
figures of the percentage of bills failing to obtain passage 
in their chamber of origin there would not appear to be significant 
change in the ten years being compared. The same can be said in 
reference to the percentage of bills failing in the record chamber 
with the exception of the figures for 1971 which are so far out 
of proportion to the other percentages they can not be used 
in the analysis without further information. The fact that



there is little change in these percentages, however, is of 
interest. The number of bills introduced into the General 
Assembly increased from 2,680 in 1961 to 5,084 in 1971.33 
In other words though the percentages involved are roughly 
equivalent the actual amount of work done by the General 
Assembly is much greater due to the almost doubling of bills 
introduced. The fact that approximately the same percentage 
of bills are being "screened out1* would seem to indicate that 
as much consideration was given to each bill in 1961 as it was 
in 1971. in order to do this, the General Assembly most have 
substantially increased its capacity.

in summarizing the statistical analysis utilized in this 
paper it is first necessary to point out that the manner in 
which the statistics used were applied £->llow a cause and 
affect relationship. The cause was looked at as what initiated 
the change in the performance of the General Assembly in a 
statistical sense. This was determined to be the increased 
demands placed upon the legislative body measured statistically 
in terms of the numbers of bills introduced over time. The 
affects looked at were days in session,committee workloads, and 
bill passage rates.

This statistical analysis indicates that the performance 
of the General Assembly did improve in the time period studied. 
The demands on the General Assembly increased in number of bills 
introduced and correspondingly the General Assembly increased the 
number of days in session to meet that increased demand. The 
performance of the body also improved in terms of committee
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m e a s u r e s  p e r f o r m a n c e  i s  a c c e p t e d  a s  b o t h  a c c u r a t e  an d  a p p l i c a b l e .

T h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  how t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b ly  

s h o u ld  b e  m e a s u re d  o b v i o u s l y  m u st b e  a n s w e re d  b e f o r e  t h e  
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p o i n t .  M ore s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h i s  c a n  b e  d o n e  b y  l o o k i n g  a t  t h e  

l e g i s l a t i o n  p r o d u c e d  b y  a  l e g i s l a t u r e  i n  t h e  t e r m s  o f  lo w  s u c -  
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IlSIi
l a t u r e  h a s  r e a c t e d  i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e s e  p r o b l e m s ,  in I l l i n o i s
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e x a m p le s  o f  s u c h  I m p o r t a n t  s o c i a l  p r o b le m s  c o u l d  b e  t h e  

m e t r o p o l i t a n  C h ic a g o  m a s s  t r a n s i t  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  s h o r t  f a l l s  

f a c i n g  t h e  s t a t e  b u d g e t  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  r e c e s s i o n ,  a n d  t h e  

d i f f i c u l t  q u e s t i o n s  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  s t o r a g e  o f  t o x i c  w a s t e .

I n  t h i s  p a p e r  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b ly  h a s  

n o t  b e e n  s t u d y i n g  in  s u c h  a  s u b s t a n t i v e  m a n n e r , b u t  i n s t e a d  i n  

a  p r o c e d u r a l  m a n n e r , a  p r o c e d u r a l  m e th o d  o f  s t u d y i n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e  r e f e r s  t o  l o o k i n g  a t  t h e  p r o c e d u r e s  e m p lo y e d  in  

p r o d u c i n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  o u t p u t s .  T h i s  i s  c l e a r l y  t h e  p r i m a r y  

m e th o d  u s e d  i n  t h i s  p a p e r  s i n c e  b o th  t h e  s t a t i s t i c s  t h a t  w e re  

u s e d  a n d  t h e  i n t e r v i e w s  r e l a t e d ,  f o r  t h e  m o s t p a r t  t o  t h e  w ay  

i n  w h ic h  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y 's  p r o c e d u r e s  h ad  c h a n g e d . T h e s e  

i n c l u d e d  s u c h  f a c t o r s  a s  p r o x y  v o t i n g  i n  c o m m i t t e e ,  d a y s  i n  

s e s s i o n ,  s t a f f i n g ,  d u e  p r o c e s s ,  an d  b i l l  p a s s a g e  r a t e s .  A l l  

o f  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  a p p l y  o n l y  t o  t h e  m e th o d s  o f  p r o d u c i n g  t h e  

l e g i s l a t i v e  o u t p u t s  a n d  n o t  t o  t h e  s u b s t a n c e  o f  t h e  o u t p u t s  

t h e m s e l v e s .

I n  ju d g in g  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  a  l e g i s l a t u r e  s u b s t a n t i v e l y  

o n e  n e e d  o n l y  lo o k  a t  how s u c c e s s f u l  i t  h a s  b e e n  a  s o l v i n g  

c e r t a i n  s o c i a l  p r o b le m s , i n  u s i n g  t h e  p r o c e d u r a l  m e th o d ,

b o t f e y e r ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  w ork  fro m  a  s a t  o f  g i v e n s  a s  t o  

w h i t  procedures a r e  t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  p o s i t i v e  a n d  w h ic h  a r e  

t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  n e g a t i v e l y ,  i n  t h i s  p a p e r ,  t h e s e  g i v e n s  w e r e  

d raw n  fro m  t h e  t h r e e  c o n c e p t s  o f  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  p o w e r s ,  f e d e r a l i s m

a p d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  d e m o c r a c y .

T h ou gh  s t u d y i n g  p e r f o r m a n c e  in  a  s u b s t a n t i v e  m e th o d  w o u ld  

o n  i t s  f a c e  a p p e a r  m o re  a c c u r a t e ,  o b j e c t i v e ,  an d  a p p l i c a b l e  th a n



doing so by looking only at procedures the substantive method 
has a hha^er of seriousdrawbacks. these result from the fact
that social, ethnic, partisan, economics, and cultural differences 
affect not only what a given person would believe to be the
most important social problcims which need to be studied, but 
also affect the point at which an individual would call the 
performance of a legislature successful* For these reasons a 
substantive analysis of the performance of the General Assembly 
would be an extremely difficult task and why a procedural 
analysis has been used in this paper.

As has already been stated both the statistics gathered and 
the interview data supports the hypothesis that the legislative
reforms of the 19^h,s and lino’s did improve the performance of 
the General Assembly, in a procedural sense. One is, however, 
unable, due to the limitations of the data used in this paper 
such as the rather narrow background these interviewed and 
the sometimes indecisive nature of the statistics* to claim 
that this evidence can be claimed to be conclusive evidence of 
this hypothesis.

This paper began with pointing out that no work studying 
State legislatures has yet been able to reach a definite cor­
relation between legislative reform and legislative performance. 
As has been just concluded neither does this paper m  an 
exclusive sense. This paper has, however, accomplished three 
tasks. A model of a state legislature based upon a triad of 
fundamental political concepts was constructed in the first 
section ’of this paper to better understand how the legislature;



in practice relates to the ideal legislature desired by its 
constituents. In the second part of this paper the reform 
process in Illinois during the 1960's and.1970's was reviewed 
and analyzed in the context of the model constructed in the 
first part of the paper. Finally, in the third section, the 
performance of the Illinois General Assembly was analyzed and 
how its performance was affected by the above mentioned reform 
process was studied. Alst. in the final part of this paper was 
presented two methods of analyzing the performance of state 
legislatures.

In conclusion, the History of legislative reform in 
Illinois serves as an excellent example for better understanding 
of state legislature reform across the nation when looked at 
m  the context of nation-wide political concepts as this paper 
did.
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