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ﬁ large number of retorms have been carried out in the
Illinois General Assembly commencing with the COOGA cOmisaion
report in 1967 and continuing up until the present. Many
excellent studies invelving the backaround and nature of these
reforms have been published in this time period. None of
these has, however, managed to answer the gquestion 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 [ have looked at the reform
process in Illinois in a three step approach. Pirst of all I
have constructed an ideal model of a state legislative, onc¢ which
performs all of the functions its constituents require and e.pect
of it in the most efficient manner. 7o enable this to be done it
was necesgsary to develop a theory as to what the constituents
of state legislatures require and expect of these bodies.

The next step involved in the apprcach utilized in this paper
consisted of analyzing the manner in which the Illinois General
Assembly functioned before the bulk of these reforms were carried
nut 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 veriod
studied and the change >r lack of change i1n 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_q&thered dealing with ccrtain outpﬁts'éf the Gensral'_.
Asgembly which are numerically measureable. The Other]tool_uigd'
in analyzing change in the perforrance of this legislative con-
sistys of a series of three interviews conducted with three men
ﬁho were membars of the General Assembly during the time period
in guesticn 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
gstate 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
body of persons who make laws."l Though the average pecrson 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 legislativa form of
government. Though this system of self-rule has
gqiven us the oldest continuous form of jovernment
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
Jnited States. This perspective 1s founded upon three fundamental

concepts: representative democracy, federalism, and separation of




 _-pown:i, Though theic concepts have changed since their

_briqinql inclusion in the American political ideology nearly

two-hundred years agc 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

democractically elected body of representatives., Our helief 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 Proc¢ess in the United States

authors Malcolm Jewell and Samuel Patterson explain the
represantation aspect of legislatures as having three distinct
dimensions. The "authority" dimension of reprecentation refers
to the authorizing of a person by a group of persons to represent
them. In the case of state legislatures this authorization to
represent the people of the state (s jiven in the state con-
stitution and is carried out by electrons.3

Jewell and Patterson Jdefine the symbolic dimension of
representation as: “"When the characteristics and acts of one
person in a position of nower :n the soclety are 1n accord
with the desires oxpressed and unexpressed, ot the individual."
In application this refers to the Jdeuyree of similarity between
the legislators and thelr constituents, [+ also ~oncerns the

; _ 4
manner in which legislators are «lected and apportioned.



 The fingi dimension of representation mcnticned by Jewell
&ndfpaﬁterson is the instrumental diﬁension. This had to do
| ﬁith tha'actions of the representatives. In other words, this
means how people expect their representatives in their role as
a state repraesentative 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
tactor or must a representative once in office serve the interests
of the state as a whole.5

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 I0th century alone
gqone. through several trends »f nro-state decisions and several

trends of pro-nationa. daecisions,

In ‘he Sometimes GCowernments the Citizen's Conference on

State Leguslatures comes to the Jdefense of the principle of
federacism and the role >f the state leadislatures ire Iiven 1n
1t. TWC reasons are cited for maiantalninag the oroesent Lositlon
> the states 1 the system, First >f all, both >ur national
and Out state jovernments are so Jdesigned as to be unable to

functzon :correctly without the state iovernments functioning



dbrrectly. Secondly, it would take Qhat would amount to a
revoluﬁion to réorganiie this system.ﬁ
| The Sometimes Goverﬁments_also supplies a definition as
to the correct role of the states within the tedéral system:
"The atates, in short, ought to function under our
system as middlemen and mediators, as means of

avoiding both overcentralization and excessive
localization,"?

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
responsibiiity.

In addition to the responsibilities ot a state legiglature
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 Jdiscussed
here, that of separation of powers., This concept outlines the
relationship between the three traditional branches of jovernment
in the American political systoem:  oexecutives, leqgislative, and
axacutive, In theory thesce three branches ot 1overnment are
roughly equal in power and as such "check" .:ach other insure
none abuses its power. As is the care with the division of
rowers between the national and state overnments the livision
3t power within these three branches 15 not Jdefiniate but sfren
apnclear. Hence, as in federalism, the Jdoctrine of separations ot
DOWers requilres -:ach branch to perform i1ts Zunction in oHrder for

the »Hther branches to perform theilrs.




The powars of the state legislators vis a vis the state
exacutive branch has changed greatly since 1780. This process

is traced thoughly in The Sometimes Governments in which it is

oointed out that originally the state legislatures were the
predominante branch of state gJovernments. In the later half of
the 1%th century for a number of reasons a great deal of the
power of these leglslatures 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 iraining away f 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 pouwers,

The Great Deprassion and WWIT saw statoe ledislatures reach
their lowest point. The Jovernor became *+he Jdominant nolicy-
maker 1Ln state overnments ACross the nation. 10 the 1%0d's,
however, this process bedan ©o roverse itself.  This reverse was
mainly the result of a series >f Supreme Court Jases which
required state Legislatures o reapport:n faemselves. The

raason for this 1 slearly stated n The Jomerimes  Soounrnment s

e 4 -

"As lono as the state leqdislatures remarned malaprortioned
and senerally dominated by rural interests “here had been
livele 1muetus v roforming the loerislative Hrianization
and orgerations. "3

n
n




The state legislatures, hence, began the long orocess
of becoming, once awvain, truely wequal branches of state
government 1n the 1760's,1 process which continues today.

It is only once they have Jdone s0, <¢an state ‘overnments be
considered to be functioning correctly in reference to the
doctrine of separation of powers.

According to the broad ocutline so far laid dewn is this
paper an ideal legislature 1s one which fulfills its duties in
reference to the doctrines of representative Jldemocracy, federalism,
and separation of powers. [n order to compare the Illinois
General Assembly to this i1deal it 1s first necessary to break
this model down intc a series of more specific reguirements of
a legislature. In deoing so this paper makes use of the require-
ments set down in two studies. ©One of these is the Citizens

Conference on State Lengislatures' "The Sometimes Governments”

which has already been extensively Jquoted. The other study 1s

that of the "Committee on the Jraanizatior f the jeneral Assembly

(COOGA) Report" dealing specifically with Illinois.

The Citizens Conference conducted a study of all £1fty state

legislatures. The result of this study was The Sometimes

Governments published in 1971, The Jitizens Conference iivided

the criteria whi~h they used in rankina the £ifty state learislature
into rive Jateaories to which they aprlied =he acronym TATIR., This
acronmy 1s taken from the five 2ateaorios @0 ritarsa wnich owers
functioral:ity, accountability, intormedness, odependence, ind
raopresentativeness., These [i1ve cdatedories have peoen rearran-red

and drouped LNto the “nree rundamenta; conceprs uased 1no thils

pwaper or analyzina the I[llinois jeneral Assempiy.
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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 leugislature 1n the
federal system and in the separation of powers among the three
branches of state government. The final cateqgory, independence,
relates specifically to the doctrine of separation of powers,
the relationship between the state legislaturce and the governor.

The accountability of a state leqgqislature in the terms used
by the Citizens Conference refers to the deqree of control over
legislators and their decisions which thelr 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 i1t be comprehensible to the
public. This comprehensibility requires, at least in most cases,
single member Jdistricts. It also requires rthat the leaders ot
the legislature are responsive and representative >t Los membership,
It is also recommended that the oHverall sice of the leailslature
and the number of standing committaees within @t be <ept Jdown to
dA manadeable laeavel. The rules and procedures >f the legqislature
need to be explicilt, onstant and well xnown., The conference

"

stronagly favor "antriimbo srovisions® s srevent Hills from dis-
appeariniy Lnto a committee never to Le aeard trom oagain,  Finally,
comprehensibility requires that the tlow 9f leagislation throuash 2
body follow a standard and requlated orocedure.

A record Jriteria ynder accountablilty 1s that the ledise

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 ot the public. The Conference further
emphasized the need to regulate and to »pen to public monitoring
the activitias 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 1s the :nternal accountability of a legislature.
By this it 1s meant that the authority of a ilerdislature must not
be overly centralized within the hands of a fow 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 13 not unreasonably limited. [t 1s further
recommended by the conference that legislators salaries be
reasonable which also relates to how oven the opportunity for
leaislative office .s.

An additional series of criteria for a ledislature +o de
representative relates to the 2ffectiveness of (ts members. This
involves the ability of individual members -o ictually accomplish

something. For this to be possible 1t is necessary for a legislature
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not to be overly complex, large, or controlled by the
leadership. It is also necessuary 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
functionability of a legislature falls under both the American
political system's principles of federnalism and of separation of
power because in order for a state leqislature to be upholding
its rasponsibilities vis a vis 2ither 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 legisglature 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 1{s whether or not the
leadership and members of the legislature have adequate staffing.
The physical facilities of the leagislature are also important to
its functionality. These i1nclude in addition to meetinq chambers)
adequate offices for =ach member, committee facilities, facilities
for staff and facilities for support aagencies. The size and
committee structure Hnce acain need mentionina, The oprocedures
for the orderina of the flow of legislatiure 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
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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 1s necessary for a truely informed
legislature. The process of obtaining an adeguately 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 1t be capable of pretforming fiscal review of
the activities of the axecutive aaencies of the state and that
the fiscal offects of legislation be known to -“he legislators
prior to their consideration Ot it,

The last of the five cateagories >t criteria which the
Citizens Conference used in its study was that of independence.
The criteria 1n <his area relate clear!y to the doctrine of
separation of powers. Independence as the Jonference used L«
also involves the Jegree in which laeaislators are ‘dependent
apon lobbyists and other non=-governmental authorities.

In order to meet the Citizens Jonference definition of

independence, a legislature had to meet five conditions. First
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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 gcvernment 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 1ncluded 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
reated the Illinois .eneral Assembly the third best state
legiglature 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 i1s know as the COOGA report an acronym
steming from its author the Commission On the Oraanization of the
General Assembly.

The legislation 2stablishing zhe COOGA Commissions was introduced

in the General Assembly by Representative Harold Katz,a North Shore
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attorney. Katz's proposal met little or no opposition as the
establishment of such commissions to study various state problems
are fairly common. 1In contrast to many such commissions,
however, the members of the Katz Commission who were appointed

by the leaders of the General Assembly and included public members
as well as legislators were both well jJualified 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 afficient uses of manpower
and facilities, [and] to study the operation of the legislature
service aqencies.9

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 Procadures

and Techniques, Modernizing Legislative Publications, Realizing
the Potential of Committees and Commi.sions, Improving Tools for
an Improved Legislature, and the Appropriations Process. The
report ccntained 2ighty=-seven spoec.ific recommendations which
provided for in some cases constitutional or statutory changes
and in others merely changes 1n the leagislatures' rules or in

the leaders actions. The Ccommission nurposetully avoided certain
very difficult areas. Among these werc the 1juestion of conflicts
ot interest and the reaulation >f lobbvists as well as a number
2f feontroversial constitational Juestlcns such as reapvarsionment,
the size of the leagislatur: and comulative vot;nq.lo

Rather than Jdealing with the recommendat.ons as a whole the

General Assembly +ook action =n them 1ncrementally 21ther 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.ll

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 cenacted. This resulted mainly from
the importance of the promise of committoc chairmanship to
supporters of a legislator attempting t¢ be =2iccted the leader
of his house., For all practical vurvmoses "he number of standing
committes in both the House and 1n the Senate¢ actuax. increased
substantially in number in the sessions following the issueance
of the COOGA Commissions chort.lz

At the time of the commission the idea of a1 professional
staff was a rather new idea. After a glow start, hownver,
staffing became establigshed in the deneral Assemb!y at the ond
of the 1960's. ">

The pre=COOGA eneral Assembly was by any means »f analysis
functioning very noorly., Author Trevor Armbustor visited the

illinois General Assembly in (49€5 while vreparing an article for

rhie saturday Evening Pest oan state leagislatures. it ohad this o

say i1n his secion on lilinois:
"In no state do so many of the body sores afflicting
state aqovernment festor -Juite 50 appealing as they
do 1n Illinois"ld

In his book Lauislat:ive Polities in Illinois Gilbert Steiner

discusses on of the most common of these body sores atflicting




state legislatures, the handicap of legislative sessions beirng

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 un%ti1l the last possible moment., Passaqge

of a bill in Illinois Jdepends .n part at least,
on the sense of timing of its adherents,"l5

Another major problem the Generai 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 in

the determination of state expenditures. Pressed
for time, lacking usable information and without
leddership interest in examining appropriations the
legislature did nothing more than pass appropriation

bills."16

Aaide from time constraint and inadequate staffing the major
problem faced by the pre~COOGA General Assembly was malapportion-
ment of its representatives. Though the !879 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 Jdistricts. These legislative districts ranged
from 39,000 to 7000,0N00 in population.17

The 1955 reapportionment did allocate the Jistricts 1n a more
aguitable manner but did not really chanae the composition of
the Seneral 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 1381 the salary of members of the General Assembly

was $28,000.%°

Recommendation 17) Prohibit zroxy votinag in commlittes:,

Proxy voting was not allowed under either the House or

7
Ser.ite rules of the 82nd General Assen'd)l','.’0

Recommendation 19) A formal consent calendar shall be used in

both house.

Pormal consent calenders ara to be nsed according both the
House and Jenate rules >4 »he d2nd Gener o Rssumbly.El

Hence, is <an be assertained by +he shorts summary of *he
recommendat tons of Jitizens Donfoerence ara very similar to the
rocommendations >f COOGA 1n both substance ind intent, These
recommendation could be just as casily arranged under the concepts
2f separation of power ., federalism, and representative democracy
as where the COOGA recommendations earlier in this paper. Also
like the COOGA reccrmmendations the marority nf these recommendations
have been carried out.

At this point i1t 1s now possible * o identity y number of
sharacteristics of the [1)inois leaislative reform movement of
ehe 1un0's and 1975, These tharactueristics have become ovident
after studyinag the anvironment 1o which e Telorm movement (ot
started 1, Jhe process the movement took {12, JOOGA ind the
Jitizens Jonference recommendations), and the rasuits of thls

LS T T
.,\",' e

movemenlt 1o ant.. *he late

"he Sirst of ehese charactorist.os s “hat =his refoarm

movement was primarily an internal o onovement rather shan i moves=
ment Lead by forces outside the Jeneral Assemb: . nough thera

was much c¢riticism of the funct.oninag of the ssembly 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 1s i1n clear contrast to the
"Cutback" movement of 198C. Though obviously reacting to
outside pressures the reform movement was actual began and
carried cout, for the most part, by the pro=-reform members »f
the General Assembly itselr. The 1744 at-large olection served
to set the stage for this moevement by bringlna (nto the
lagislature a lar7e number 2f "blue=ribben" candidates.,

The record characteristic 2f the reform movement that should
be mentioned 1s that 1t was not the zroduct of a single person
or small jroup of persons but rather came about {ue to a
consensus on the part 2f 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
sther individuals both 1nside and outside the Seneral Assembly
who worked for 1ts reform throuchout the 1960's ind 1970's,
These roforms could not have beon farried osut without *he
support >f the leaderships Ht both narties,

Another point to make about the leaislative refor move=-
ment tn [ilinols was that 1t was strictiy a ovolutionary orocess
and not a revolutionary o2ne.  Thouah most 8 she o lahtyesoven
recommendations of the J00GA commission were adopted haev were
not adopted as a whole but rather as has bDeen thoudghly ii1scussed

in this paper, dealt with more or .ess on an tndividual 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 c¢haracteristic »f this process is that the
reforms for all practical purposes affected primarily only the
superstructure or procedures 2f the Jjeneral Assembly and not

1ts basic foundation or structure s Gove said {n 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, requlation
of lobbyists and such controversial constitutional
guestions as apportinnment unhicameralism 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 %0 be reformed
tmmediately then 1t would be politically necessary to avoid
such controversial Lssues 1s those mentioned above.

Having now completed in verview >f leaislative refoirm in
the (llinolis General Assembly from the mid-i260's until the
late 1970's the next and final stage of this paper will consist
cf an evaluation »f the correlation between these reforms and
iy measurable change i1n the rerformance of the -jeneral Assembly,
As has already been stated this will involve the analysis ofF a
number of statistical measures as well 1s interviews with three
.egislators who were i1n the General Assembly durinag the reform

Process.



-29-

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 197Q'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 ccooperation on that side of the aisle.
Secondly, because [ was only able to spend one wenkday in
Springfield to conduct the i1nterviews, time was a larqe con-
straint, [ did talk to one republican representative who

was willing to be interviewed, but was occupiled during session
and had committee meetings i1mmediately 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 lookinag 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 servnd in that body since the
mid 1960's., There are presently only 21:ht representatives
now members of the Eighty~-third General Assembly {1983-1985)
who were members »f the Seventy-fifth deneral Assembly (1967-
L3169, It was, »f course, Jduring the seventy-7ifth General
Assembly that the COOGA Commission issued its raport (1967),
Jf these 1a1ht two were interviewed for this naper,

Representatives John Matitevich 2f Nor<h Chicaco and Raniel
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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 following:

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

This goes to the heart of what the final section of this
paper was trying to determine. The next threce jJuestions asked
were basically follow caps on this first jJuesticn,

(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 guestion 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 subiject to expand
on his answer given in .Juestion no. 1.

(3} Which of the retforms of the 1960's and 1970's do you
feel was the most important? Why?

This was meant both to et an opinion as to which was the
most 1mportant reform as well as to allow the subrect being
interviewed a change 0o discuss that specific reform.

(4) What 1o you feel was the most important factor in

encouraging the retorm process 1n the Seneral Assembly.
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The pre-COQGA 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
ecarlier 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 Juestion can be interpreted as what the
person being interviewed belicves the reforms of the 1960's and
1970's failed to accomplish. [t also serves as an 1ndiction as
to where this person would place the amphasis as far as legis-
lative reform.

An attempt was made to keep these juestions 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 Matizevich

from North Chicago and it +-owok nlace, as lid the other two

interviews, »n April 14, 1983, The interview with Rep. Mati‘evich
was conducted i the House Ylou. while “he !fouse was in session.
Matilevich was first elected to the Seneral Assembly in 1966 and

spent two terms as chairman !f the House Approaprrations Ccommittee,

In reference %o the first juestion Matitevich said that he
felt the guality »f the jeneral Assembly had improved as a result
of the reforms of the 1960's and 1970's. ile felt that these

reforms resulted in more public i1mput. He specifically mentioned



T e -

the changes which now require public notice before committee
meetings whereas prior to this there was litile public
knowledge of what committees were doing. Matijevich used the
term democraticization to describe these reforms. He also
felt that the gquality 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 1t as chaotic 1t 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 iIn
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 %he new
requirements that committee chairman must jive any member of
the public who wishes to be heard on a particular, within
reason, such as opportunity.

Representative Matijevich felt that the mest imnortant
factor encouraging the beginning of the reform rrocess was *he
bad public 1mage of the tieneral Assembly commor it the time.

He also mentioned the motivation provided by the work of



Harold Katz as well as the motivation provided by such nutside
persons as Professor Gove of the University of Illinois.

The huge number of bills being i1ntroduced in the “jeneral
Assembly was the most important significant area which needs
reform today according to Matilevich, 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 aroups rather than legislators.

-

He described how these speclal i1nterest I1roups now sometimes
come to leailslators and say: "intrnduce -his". Mati:evich

said he would like to jather all the leisiat.rs and all the
lobbylsts 1nto one room and say to them: “"We've g0t 1 problem.”
He feit the General Assembly should be a oroplem sciver, not
just a bill factory and that 1t should be Ziscussinag problems,
not reacting to them.

My second interview was with Representat.ve Daniel Pierce
of Highland Park who was first 2lected i1n the at~larae House
2lection of 1964, He was interviewed Lo ~.s Sprinagfield sffice.
Representative ?2lerce agreed with Representative Matijevich !
saying that the legislative ro: o rms 7 “he 2360's and '970's nad
a4 significant impact on the Seneral Assembly.  The specific

reforms he mentioned as havina important affocts ~ere *he

providing »r starfina, rhe aparadinag -f the rules 5f the eneral
Assembly, and the oliminat:ion »f roxy wntin: in JOmMmlttec.
Representative Pierce thought *hat the rarformance 2f the

Jeneral Assembly was better than .t haa been befsre these roforms

He described the General Assembly as beln: more grofessional and
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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 comnittee, 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 larqge 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 1s theoretically to have
its own staff in his opinion, these staffers are overly utilized
by the leadership at the expense of thelr committees.

In summation Representative Pierce pointed out some of the
striking differences between the General Asgembly of today and
the General Assembly of his first term. At that time there were
no officers for representatives and revresentatives shared telephones
as weil as a secretarial pool. Accordinag to Representative Pierce
1f vou believe in state 1overnment vou have ot 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 ihat
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 cculd alsc 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 Jeneral Assembly
after s2rving 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 Jeneral Assembly
was unable to deal effectively with such complex issues as mass
transit and higher education.

The second group of reforms emphasized by Kat:z were those
in the area he referred to as due nrocess, Tn use Mr, Katz's
words there 1s less "razzle dazzle" now then hetore. In other
words everything :s done more » >ut in the open, the set proce-
dures of the General Assembly are known ind followed on a
regulat basis, it 1s simply more Jdemocratic. This interpretation

of what Katz refers to as due process would include the bulk of
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General Assembly. This failure did so by forc: - . 1964 at-
large election of the entire Illinois House of ! *:xscntatives.la
The election brouaht about three factors o Tk up
of the General Assembly which set the stage fnr =he r. .orms
of the COOGA Commission and the other reforms which took place,
These three factors were an unusually hish percentaae .t seats
held by one party due to the large victory mariin ! Yoe oemocrats,
an ususually high vercentauge >f new members;, wnd tne lectaon ol
a large number of pro-reform mcmbura.:q
The first two Of vhe fhroe ma or @robiems Al ievin: “he deneral
Assembly prior to JCoanN which were nnecossarsoy Limited sessions
and inadequate staffing and H>ther scurces Hf aformation san be
considered to equally be taiiures n -orms 0 oche political
concepts of separation of powers and -t foederal.ism,
In order to fulfill 1ts assigned position as an «qual to
the executive branch in the state jovernme:t the leaisiature
must obviously be an independent ontity able o detormine o
awn work schedule. Claearly, it could net i 30 lonag a5 (% was

Cctiy a1 nart=time body.

»

constitutionally required o e otr
A similar case an be made tor the necrssity of adeaate

statiing and informat:ional resources 18 1 ore-rogquisite to

legislative branch equality with the executive branch., Without

3uch resources .eaqislators will be foinl;y iependent on the »iencies

and officials of the executive odranch for -he wnformation necassary

for Lawmaking., This 2ould bLe at best clagsifioed 1s ) brancnes

> § rovernment.

This argument need onpiy be carried 1 stoep artier to say

that without a state legislature fulfilling its correct function




Dl " St

within its own government due to the above ~n* ‘oned handicaps,
~hen the state government as a whole can 1 function correctly
within our federal system. This relates to the very heart of
the theory o2f federalism because 1ts component 1s that the
na.ional Jovernment can not perform its correct role unless the
state governments are performing theirs.

The final problem, the malapportionment of the General
Assambly prior to 1965 is clearly a ross violation of the
entire theory of representative democracy. When you have a
situation where the very bastis of this theory (s baeinag rqnored
as was the case in much of the U,8. rncluding Illinnls before
the aarly 1Y96d's 1t would seem to have been juest:onable 1t
the theory of representative lemocracy was astil! a livina part
of the American political philosophy as »outlined earlier in
this paper.

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

rn the early 1960's reaf:irmed this theory and forced the
reapportionment of state legislatures 1.0 acros: the nation.
The principle of nne man~one vote 7 the Reynolds case was
directly applied to the Illinois leaislature with the rase Ot

gJermano v. Xerner which forced 1 new reavportionment ot the

: - =0
GJeneral Assembly in 193653,

In summation the rra~C20GA Jerneral Assembly as the resul:’
Jf several mator problems mentioned tere and other not so mentioned
was 4 leairslature in clear and fladrant iis unct:.on with the itdeal
model legirslature formulated carl:er in this raper, [n the

mid=1960's forces both inside and Hutside «he generat Assembly

k]

began to move this vody towards the model lcailslature of this
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.per. 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 leyglislators,

The 1964 at-large election served as the spark which set
0ff the legislature reform movement in Illinois. It did so
because, as was stated earlier, a larqe member of the newly
alected legislators were the so called "blue ribbon" or pro-

reform leagislators., In his Implications of Legislative Reform

rn [llinois Samuel Gove Jdescribes +he situation faced by these

new blue ribbon members of the Heneral Assembly aus they “ook
office in 1965,

"Surrounded as they were by criticism from both
winside and outside the legislature, the new

members of the 1965 General Assembly could nct

help but be aware of the deficiencies of their
institution. Due to the constant increase in the
number of bills intrcduced in the General Assembly,
the end of gsession "logiam" was becoming a serious
and universally deplored problem. EIven less pro-
jressive members were acutely aware that inadequate
consideration was iven to bills because of lack »f
time. Many members were oapenly crit:ical of the

n'l

functioning »of the ommittees.”-

The outcome ~f ~hese feelings was the COOGA :ommission,
(Durinag the interview section H»t my rasearch Rep. Plerce arranged
for me to talk to former Rep. Xatz on =he p;hone, Prior to jiving
the phone over to me he iokinly referred to the commission as
being called CDOGA when he agreed with it and Katz when we did not).
House b1.l 163 introduced by Rerresentative Harold Kat: and cosponsorad

by a larce number of other representatives provided for th

2stablishment of this commission. The D1li :tsel! attracted
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neither much opposition or attention and was signed into law
by Governor Kerner on May 29, 1965.22

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 ycars later in the 1970 Constitution.

Of the eighty-seven recommendations of the COUGA Commission
thirteen were either resolved or acted upon in scme manner by
the 1970 Constitution as can be determined by studying the
excellent review of action taken on the origjinal COOGA Report

{1967) recommendations which 1s contained in the COOGA Commissions

1977 vpdate 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 {(federaiism).

Recommendation no. ! which was implemented by the 1970
Constitution called for annua! sessions :f the General Assembly
unlimited either in lenoth 2or sublect matter. This, clearlw
serves to expcand the functions of the leaislative branch vis 2
vis the governor as well as to expand the scope of the matters
dealt with by *he General Assembly vis a sis the natignal
jovernment. Recommendation no. . srovided for the presidinag
officers of both houses of the General Assembly to Le able =0

zall into special session that body which s <clearly of the

same lntent as recommendation ne, 1.




«20-

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 oncq
igain a method of attempting to expand the power of state
government and give to it afreer hand within its sphere of
operations., This provision was also included in the 1970
Constitution as was the suggestion in recommendaticn no. 3
that the allowances for legislators mileage and other cexpenses
be removed from the constitution so that they sould be henceforth
set by lLaw. This serves the opurpose of 1ncreasina the indepen-
Jdence of the General Assembly obviously fitting into the concept
of separation of power as does recommendation nc. b which
when incorporated into the 1970 Constitution qave 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 purpocse
of this was to allow the public access to the new laws prior to
their taking effect a function ot representative democracy. A
very important action of the constitution relating to separation
2t powers and contained :n recommendation no. 12 spells out a
time table for gqubernatorial review of bills followinag their
vassage. This clearly resulted in an increase of legislative
nower in relation to the authority of the rovernor.

In addition to the thirteen COOGA recommendations resolved
1n the (970 Constitution an additional sixty more were acted
apon in some manner by non-constitutional methods as 2f the 1977

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
powers, federalism, and represcntative democracy.2

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 COUGA 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.24

There are an equally large gqroup 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 lona run, by increasing the capabilities
of the General Assembly have an «ffect on the national state
Jovernmental relationship.

Another large category of these reforms relate to juestions

involving membership. Examples of these are recommendation
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nos. 58 and 59 which provided for individual offices and more
secretarial assistance for legislators. Two additional reforms
involve changes affecting bills. Ine 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.25

All of these reforms had an atfect 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 jovernment
which became evident after 1929 was the i1ncreasing 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 ar . taking place in Illincis
and all over the nation in order to attempt to swing the balance
back toward the states.

The final category in which the original CO0OGCA recommendations
which were acted upon prior to CCOGA 1977 update report are those
which relate to the concept of representative democracy. They
involve both maior applications of these concept which are making
the legislature more representative and accessible to Lts
constituents and making the legislature more open and internally
democratic.

Of the reforms that tall i1nto the lat+ter application these
dealt primarily with reforms of the committece system., By far

the most important of there was the adoption of COOCA racom=-

mendation nc. 48 which prohibited the use Hf Droxy votina 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 lanquish indefinately
: . s

1in Committee,

Many other COOGA 1nitiated reforms relate to making the
General Assembly more democratic externally. Some I thesc
involved commitrtees such as requliring public not:ice prior to
commlttee hearings ané requlrinag that “he tommitcee chailrman
provide an opportunity for listimony from al: jroups Wishina to
J1ve testimony. Addit:ona: steps taken whioh made the Seneral
Assembly more representat:ve and/or accessiblo cncluded nrovisions
“or making available =3 the public and media conies of new laws
As soon as possible. Anrother CTOOGA inspired reform provides €nr
che annual and timely printing of <he rules of the session.
Additional space was also allocated to news medlia personnel
covering the General Assembly reflecting the fact that .1n our
modern soclety iccess by <he 2lectronic mediy *o she actions ot
the leqgislature has become <he most lmportant methe 2f access to
the political system for <he averaae Ccitizen.

After locking it the legisiative reforms made wn Illinois
which were i1nitilatez by the I00GA Jommission 1n detail and
studying the intent behind these reforms it becomes 2vident that
these reforms were not meraly i number H: "hand-ai1d" responses
to particular malfunctions oI »Hur l:2agislatures but rather a series
of actions designed o croduce a sbecific resul:z. The desired

result was tc strengtnen the Generail Assembiv and the methods »f

-
-

attempting this were to make that body more nearly the egual i
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the executive branch, to increase 1ts capabilities to perform
1ts function which also automatically, increases *he capabilities
of state jovernment as a whole and finally to make it more
democratic internally and more reproesentative and responsive
extremely.

As an addit.ion measure ! the leagislative reform movement

1n [iilinois the Citizens Jonfoerence's The Somet.mes Soverment can

De once again atilized., Tt has already seen notod that the
Jitizens Conference ranked the deneral Assombly s “he *hiird
best state leqislarure n the nati:ns .n +he 0370 seady,  In s
;ection dn Iliitnows noted was the ororo 0 oade tn roroHrm o since
the 1964 clection and the toHrmarsion Hf »: oA Jrmmission,

The -hanges 1s included 1n the 19770 n ¢ ¢+ n ire mentioned
as well. Special merit 1s Jiven 2o ‘he Seneril Assombly cap-
abilities in the areas of professional stat:ring, access of the
media and abilities for unlimited sessions. The final zars of
the Confercnces report Hn the Senerac Assemb o onslstoed 8 103

recommendat ions which wers iven *9 oacn star.. Tor e rase o

-

[l1l:n01s twenty=-one racommendat.ons wern 1iven,

€ these twenhty=-one recommendatiodns nany over! i sne 21 inty-
seven racommendations 2 JO0GA and 18 13 “N¢ Cadse witho o ches D000
recommendations must have deen resolved 21ther c-orsticutional »or
v chanages 1n the rulas 3t ‘e Jenerar Assembly.  wWhat o) w: s
31 summary 2f the more Lmpor<int >f the cwent . =on: racommendations
and their current states.

Recommendation 1) Reduce the overall size > *he .oagrsiature.

There should pe 100 o2r rewer members i %he House thid 1 2ombinoed

si1ze of poth house vetween 100 and 135Q.
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The Cutback Amendment reduced the size of the House

R AU P

from 177 members down to IL' for a combined total of 177.

Recommendation 3) Reduce the number of committees to bhetween

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 Jdistricts,

The 1980 Cutback Amendment accomplished this as well.

Recommendation 7) Provide private, :(ndividual office space for

avery member Sf the leaislature,
This has been 1donce.

Recommendation 9) Provide an electric roll rall recorder for the

senate.
This has been done.

Recommendation l0) Require committees to issue reports describing

and axplaining the committees act:on 1 bhills.

According <o The Handbook ~f the 32nd jcneral Assembly the

rules >f the House requir2 the clerk »f cach committee to file
with the clerk »>f the House. A "Committee History", 1 "Committee

Act:on Report", and a "Record >f “ommittee wWitness” on adeh bili

)"’
or resolution considered by the committce.”

. L 23
The 3Senate regquired similar records,

Recommendatxon_i4) Establish a Washingt-n D.,.0. 8.0 for _aagiglation.

This nad no+< peen done.

Recommendation .5) Ingrease leagrsiative tomrensas ton which n the

CF2er atates should be in tne $20,300 ~., 7270, .07 ranae,
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the many changes in the regulations of the General Assembly
which, tazken 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 legisglative reform was a
national movement during the 1960's and early 1970'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 Xatz 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 Mr. Katz mentioned as being needed and yet tc 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 *.:me. Also, Katz
felt that the amendatory veto presented a sini:icant due
orocess problem,

Because of the special position of Harol: Katz 1n the
history ot legislative reform in Tllinois in oddition to the
five questions asked of the other two interviaw subjects I
also asked Katz if he “hought the COOGA Comm:.;s:on wiich he
chaired had been successful. Katz said that ..« =houaht COOGA
had accomplished a great deal, but that reform:n: +he General

Assembly was a "never ending strugale,"



In summary of the interviews all three subjects agreed
that the reforms »f the 19€¢0's 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 refovms they thought to be the most
important all three mentioned reforms relatin§ to committees
firgt., 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 emphas’ized 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 evaliuating 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. Pirst of all I feel that the is.ue of legislative
reform is largely, but admittedly not entirely, cuts across
parlisan 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 available 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 t0o obtain an objective consideration of legislative
performance it can not c¢laim to be totally so. From the very
beginning, in thechoice 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 an< 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
‘evel nf 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 operationalizing the reaction
of the General Assembly to any changes in the demands being
placed upon it. It also demonstrates to what degree the General
Asgembly is utilizing its greater control over its own life, one
of the uost significant reforms.

The workload of the committee includes both statistics on
the percentage of bills referred to committee and the percentage
of bills reported favorably. These statistics provide a measure
of the degree in which the General Assembly Committees ar= 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
pa3sed should reflect an increased deqgree 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 | .3 the
substantial increase in bill introductions from 74th General
Assembly (1965) till the 77th General Assembly (1971-72). 1If

the number of bills introduced in the 74th General Assembly is

Pae ol
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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 fall and even-year sessions of the
General Assembly. In the 74th General Assembly (1965) 100%
of the bil.s were introduced from January to June of the odd
year. During the 75th Ceneral Assembly 84% of the introductions
waere made in this period. The 76th General Assembly (1969-70)
introduced 78% of its bills durirgy 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 retorms.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 tn the 74th General Assembly the days spent in
session in 19613 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 ejual to lll. 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




Ehe.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
200t more over 1963 for day swent in prefunctory session,

Table 3 appears to support the hypothesis that the General
Aéaembly increased ité 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 House
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 1371,

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 Tabie {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 %-he
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 197! which are so far out
of proportion to the other percentages +hey can not be used

in the analysis without further information. The fact that
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_'thero 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,%3

In other words though the percentages involved are roughly
equivalent the actual amount of work done by the General
Assembly is much greatar due to the almost doubling of bills
introduced. The fact that approximately the same percentage
of bills are being "screened out" would seem to indicate that
as much consideration was given to each bill in 1961 as it was
in 1971. 1In order to do this, the General Assembly most have
substantially increased its capacity.

In summariziag the s*atistical analysis utilized in this
paper it is fivst necessary to point out that the manner in
which the statistics used were applied “nllow 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 tc be the increased
demands placed upon the legislative body measured statistically
in terms of the numbers »f 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
intrcduced and correspondingly the General Assembly increased the 'fé
number of days in session o meet that increased demand. The

performance of the body also improved in terms of committee

3




"';-poiat. ‘More specifically this can be done by looking at thc
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workloads and bill message rates. Though neither increased

markedly in new terms, but the increased performance is

measurable in the sense that the same levels of outputs in

percentages were maintained for vastly increased lavels of

inpﬁt;; Hence, like the intq:view data the statistical

data supports the hypothesis that the performance ot the

General Aiilﬂbly-hal inprbvnd provided the way in which it

measures performance is accepted as both accurate and appli&ahle.
The gquestion of how the performance of the General Assembly

- should be measured obviously must be answered before the

quoltioned of whether that performance has improved or not can

be truely decided. There are several ways of looking at the

performance of the General Assembly or any legislative body.

One of these is in a procedural way which is the ptiucry means

‘employed in ‘this paper. The other method of judinq thic pcr-'

| vfomnm u in o subotaasivo way.

| uaaauriaq eh- puttotaanco of a lcqislatu:e subataneivaly

cntails studying its ontputs an coapa:zaon to a given rctgraaec

:'logislation ptodncod by a leginlature in the terms of lov suc-

-:s,etggtul it is 1n mnttinq the qoals ineeaﬁnd 2@: 1:.~ ror tha

:*jﬁnﬁlt pl:t; thn ciqniticaat 1eq$alation of a statc 109*‘1“““

?n_g{nn;ists at aztnnpta to solvc tba major preblem: tacinq th& 906910 

ot the seato._ The performance of a s:ate leqislatute. it tallou:,

';gﬁean be éntctnin-ﬂ by selecting a nunbnr of ugcial p:ahlana céé%f}“iigﬂ

 3,;igidﬁ:ad to b. og pgin, iupcrtancg and ctudyinq now thair lcqia- ;; 5;



'eﬁtﬂpléi of such important social problems could be the
matropolitan Chicago mass transit situation, the short falls
facing the state budget as a result of the recession, and the
difficult questions surrounding the storage of toxic waste.

In this paper the performance of the Géneral Assembly has
not bsen studying in such a substantive manner, but instead in
a'prac.dnrul manner. A procedural method of studying leqialatiﬁh
‘performance refers to looking at the procedures employed in
§roducinq legislative ocutputs. This is cioariy the primary
method used in this paper since both the statistics that were
used'and the interviews related, for the most part to the way
in which the General Assembly's procedures had changed. These
inledpd such factors as proxy voting in coﬁnittoo. days in
session, staffing, due process, and bill passage rates. All
otfehtuQ'tjétors apply odly to the methods of producing the
legislative oatputn and not to the spbitance of the outputs

|  thcnso1v.s. o
In judqinq the pcrtormuncc at leqialature substantively

- ona need only look at how successtul it has baen a solving

,Qartain social prnhlcns. In using the procedural mnthod.

- __”ft. it is nee.;aary to work from a set of givens as to
"7;,vh;t pzognda:ns nre to be con:idarcd positive and which are f |
:_ffita be cancidancd naaaeivaly. In this paper, these 91“‘“' vere
::  'dtawn trom tha three concepts of seplrﬂtloﬂ of powers. tgdorali;m AA
:f';jnad :cprssnatativc d-uac:acy. | | | |
o Thangh ltudyinq partoraance xn a suhltantive mathad would B o
than

"*nn it ‘tace appqar mo:e a¢cutate. cbitﬂtiV'r s “Pplic“bl‘




doing so by lookinq only at procedures the substantive method
has a number of serious drawbacks. These result from the fact
that social, SCH&IE, partisan, economics, and cultural differences
affect not only what a given person would believe to be the

most important social problems 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 éxtremely 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€1's and 1970's did improve the performance of
the General Assembly, in a procedural sense. One is, however,
‘unable, due to_ﬁhe'limitations of the data uSed in this_paper
 such as the ?ather'narrow background thése interviewéd and |
:he sométimes inéecisive nature of the statistics, to ¢laim
that thid avidence éan be claimed to be conclusive evidence of
this hypothesis.

This paper began with pointing out that no work studying
{thge_iéqisiatutes_basfyet been abie to reaCh-a'definite,cor-
'*_;eiétibn-béﬁween.léqislative'retorﬁ ahdllegiilative perform&nce;;
1,Aé has been just'concludéd neither doces this paper in an
_ e#cldsive,Senae. This paper has; howete;, accomplished three
'_Eééks;fza m&del of.a'state ieqialathre basﬂd upbn.a :ri5d'of-:
fundamental polztxcal concepts was construuted 1n the f*rsc

}fg’* ion of thls paper ta better und&rstané haw the leg;slature
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ln practice relates to the ideal legislature desired by its
constituents. In the second part of this paper the reform
process in Iliinois 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 Genera!. Assembly was analyzed and
how its periormance was affected by the above mentioned reform
nrocess was studied. Alsc in the tinal part of this saper was
presented two methods »f analyzinag the performance of state
legislatures.

In conclusion, the nistory Hf lemislative raform in
fliinois serves as an axcellent example for betrer understanding
3t state leqgislature reform across the nation when looked at

in the context of nation-wide political concepts as this paper

did.
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