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John Alexander, Springfield, Illinois, September 18, 1987.
Kimberly A. Hoffmann, Interviewer.

Q: What do you feel were the major specific achievements of the 1970
Constitution?

A: Well, that's a good question, Kim. I suppose relaxing the
amnd:mtprocessmsoneofthenmtinportant If I had to cite one
thing, it would probably be that. I think we opened the door for more
amendments in the future. In my opinion, you know, the lifeblood of
the constitution is the ease with which it can be amended and made
adaptable to the times in the future. The federal constitution is a
good example of what we were talking about. White male property
owners providing the basis of our federal democracy and how that
document has survived and we've expanded the electorate. Two hundred
years under that constitution. I would think probably the ability to
amend the state constitution would be the major achievement.

Q: Issuewise, what do you think are the important achievements?

A: I suppose the granting of some hame rule authority to cities was
important. I think probably, at the time I didn't realize how
important the public initiative possibility to a new Legislative
Article would be. I think that was a very significant change
eliminating cumlative voting in multi-member districts. In fact, I
thinkanargmnentcmldbemadethatthatwaspmbablyamre
signifcant institutional reform than any institutional reform made by
thecmwmition. So, I think that was an important development in the
constitution.

Q: What about shortcomings?

A: T think there were many. And I think we are hearing that at our
little reconvening., I think there have been a lot of problens where
the state has failed to implement the desire of the writers and the
drafters of the constitution. We were talking state funding and
public education and how the state has not fulfilled its cbligation to
assume primary responsibility to finance the publ:Lc schools, I think
that would be at the top of my list of disappointments. And I'm
hearing all kinds of others. I think of a little more minor nature,
but I think there have been . . .

Q: For instance,
A: Oh, the Bill of Rights, How the Human Rights Commission hasn't

worked to implement the so-called exparded rights of the new
constitution. The failure to fully fund the judiciary. Primarily, I
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think, I won't say it was a conscious effort on the part of the
legislanmeorthecmmts,minsmwaysmﬂinmmgards,mey
failed to implement the meaning of the constitution.

Q: From today's perspective, what changes in the constitution do you
think are desirable or necessary?

A: Oh, T think wholesale changes are needed and I think they were
needed in 1970. We didn't provide the voters an opportunity to look
at them. I hold a minority viewpoint that the new 1970 Constitution
is basically the 1870 Constitution in disguise. The new constitution
is not that different fram the 1870 Constitution. I think the basic
framework of Illinois govermment in its entirety is not very solid. I
think the state has declined in importance as a state since 1970 in
many ways. If we had to rate the states on a totem pole then and now,
I think in 1970 people thought of Illinois right up there after New
York and California as an important state in the United States. I
think today, seventeen years later, I think pecple would probably not
rate Illinois as highly as important of a state now as it was then for
a variety of reasons. Some of which may be traced to the
constitution.

Q: What could be done to rectify that?

A: Oh, I think a lot of things from my point of view. I think there
are too many statewide elected officials for one thing. I don't think
Illinois in the executive branch, speaks with the single powerful
voice, a strong governor as does the executive branch of other states.

Q: You would like to see those constitutional officers appointed?

A: Well, I think administrative officers should be appointed and
basically we are electing administrative officers. We are electing
pecple to administer the driver's license law. We call him the
secretary of state, but basically he is not a policymaker, he simply
passes out license plates according to the law. And I think an

could be made that you don't elect administrative officers,
you elect policymakers. We didn't really come to grips with the whole
subject of a divided executive branch at the convention.

Q: Do you think that was controversial during the convention?

A: Oh, yes. And I think the theory at the convention was, "Iet's not
put together a very controversial document because the voters might
reject it. Iet's put together something that the voters will accept.”
So, a lot of the controversial items of the day were not put before
the public for their approval or disapproval.

Q: There were more issues on the side of that?

A: Yes, there were more issues on the side. They were deemed to be
too controversial by the majority of delegates to be included in the
package. I think that was wrong on our part to separately submit some
items that probably, had they been inserted in the main package, it

would have still carried. We wanted to separate anything thought to
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be controversial from the noncontroversial for the most part in the
main package.

Q: Do you think they would have passed?

A: Oh, I think so. I think socme of the member districts had that
been included in the document whether than voted on separately
probably could have passed in 1970 rather than by citizen initiative
some five or ten years later.

Q: If the election were held today, would you vote to call a new
convention?

A: T would. Sure, I think pecple should have a frequent opportunity
to update their state charter. I don't have the feeling that we were
anointed by God to write a sacred document that should never be
reviewed. I think people should look at the charter occasionaly and
there are pecple in the state who's qualified or more qualified than
we were as a group of 116 delegates to write samething as good or
better.

Q: What do you think the voters would say today?

A: T don't think the voters are ready for a convention. I don't
think they understand that. Although we have a relatively new
document, it's not a very modern cne. I think they feel like the job
was done in 1970 and we probably don't need to take a look at it yet.

Q: Do you think there are issues that are explosive encugh today that
would change that around?

A: No. None that I see on the horizon. That doesn't mean that a
major crisis or two couldn't develop in the next six or nine months
and have a pretty big bearing on the vote to call a convention
in--when would that be? November of 1988, I believe.

Q: No, I think that is the time. Then do you think that the
-year reconsideration provision was a good idea? Where you for
it at the time?

A: Yes, I sure was.
Q: Do you think it should be more or less?

A: I think that's about right. And I imagine twenty years from now
there will probably be more sentiment to take a lock at the
constitution than there is today.

Q: What are your most satisfying moments of the 1970 Convention?

A: Well, that's a good question. I don't know that there's any
single satisfying memory. I would say on the whole, probably my
single memory would be the disappointment of the convention to provide
more far-reaching changes for the public.
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Q: And you're from this area. 'Iheggrin;field area. Did your
constituents contact you on this or did you feel like you were on your
own? What were the issues that were important to your constituency?

A: Idm'thmthatﬂxeremm%woorthmorfwrissues
important to my constituency. I my constituency like all the
others basically said, "It's been a hundred years since we had a
charce to vote or something to replace this constitution." Excuse me.
In 1920 there was a convention that it didn't produce a very
satisfying document, and it was rejected. So, let me amend that to
say that for fifty years the people hadn't had a chance to vote on a
new document and they were ready for the opportunity. I think what
they were telling me and telling a hurxired and fifteen other people
was, "Clean up this so-called horse and buggy constitution that's
holding Illinois back and give us samething modern and up-to-date,
samething we can use to grow."

Q: You were on three committees?

A: Yes, really I was just kind of a troubleshooter for the president.
He assigned each of the vice presidents to work with and serve as kind
of a liaison with two or three comittees. So, I didn't spend full
time with any one of those three. I went from one or the other
depending on, you know, the issues of the day.

Q¢ What do you feel were the finest things to come out of those
camittees? Education?

A: Oh, I think in terms of the Education Article, the challenge to
the state which they have not met to provide the primary funding for
schools was burning., Probably one of my big disappointments was that
they have not done it.

Q: Suffrage?

A: I don't recall anything extremely significant to tell you the
truth on the Suffrage Comittee. I'm not saying we didn't do some
minor things, but I would say nothing major happened.

Q: How about any others?

A: I think the Iegislative Comittee more than anything else failed
to take a good hard look at the legislature. Again, there were scme
nminor things done like making the house and senate seats co-terminus.
That was important. But we didn't really give the public a chance to
vote on smaller legislature. We had one of the largest in the nation
at the time. We didn't have the nerve to put elimination of
cmulative voting, which no cne understood at the time, in the main
package. We shuffled that off to the side where it failed.

Q: Did you have ideas before the convention started about how you
were going to line up insofar as sectional differences,
differences, preconceived notions about what would happen?
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A: No, I don't think anybody really had any experience with
constitution drafting. It was a new experience with all of ug. I
came in with a lot of ideas. I had been an instructor who taught

for two years prior to the convention. I worked on the
staff of the legislature for a year. I certainly came with some
pmcorwelvednotionsabmtthlrgsIthoughtneededbobedcne, but I
didn't come with any preconceived notiong about how partisan the
convention would be or how bitter the rivalries might be up state,
down state, big city, small city, whatever.

Q: What are your least satisfying memories?

A: Well, I hate to be so simple, but I would say my least satisfying
memory is the entire document.

Q: You didn't sign it?

A: Oh, I signed it. I signed it which at the time was an indication
that I had been in attendance and participated in the drafting of the
document. At the time I signed it, I knew that I was going to approve
its ratification. But I think we blew a golden opportunity. I think
wehadaoncemallfetmechancetoreallygetsmmgmfmarm
reform to Illinois state goverrment and we missed the chance.

Q: Any final words about the convention or the constitution itself
and its future?

A: Well, I think the time will come when the citizens will take
ancther look, but I don't think that time is in the foreseeable
future, unfortxmately. I think Illinois has, as I said, declined in
mportanceasaatate. I think there's been a big failure on the part
of state goverrment to provide leadership during that period of
decline for a variety of reasons. I think that pecple in Illinois
shouldbetterrecognlze iftheremalmkbetwemthepaxtlsanand
polltical arena in Illinois and to anticuated structure of g‘overm\ent
in Illinois to solve the problems that desperately needs solving.

Q: You talked about the structural problems before. Do you want to
go into that a little bit?

A: Well, again, I think the notion that a split executive is a
pmblem. And the legislature has been revised in large part by the
citizen's initiative. But I think having lived out of Illimis for
the first time ever in my memory, where as a young boy prior to the
age of six, I was on the west coast. But for the first time in my
memory, I've been in a state where I could look at ancother state.
I've been in Colorado a few years and I think Colorado politics is
Cleaner, less partisan, more modern, more streamlined, more of "let's
pull together for the good of the state and grow." I think Illincis
terds to get bogged down in not problem solving, but partisan finger
pointing as compared to Colorado, for example.

Q: Are there changes that could be made in the constitution that
would alleviate those problems?
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A: Yes, I think we need to again. I know I'm being repetitious, but
I think we need to eliminate political bases for partisanship.
Secretary of state, we don't need a secretary of state. I'm not
pointing fingers at the current occupant of that office. Jim
happens to be a friend ard well qualified to do what he's doing, but I
don't believe we need state goverrment to try and speak with five or
six voices in the executive branch all arguing about what the balance
of the fund is and "We talked to the governor and we've got a hundred
million dollars, the auditor says we've got a hundred and fifty and
samebody else says another figure." There are too many people trying
to explain what's going on in Illinois and I think the legislature is
too bogged down in partisan politics. Not that there aren't
Republicans and Democrats in every state, but in Illinois, there's a
lot more bitterness, I think, between the two parties than maybe is
true in some states.

Q: Thank you. It's been a good interview.
A: Thank you.

End of Side One, Tape One
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mine and what's yours is mine." That's not the way it ocught to work,
but they got to the place now where they think they are so insulated
ard isolated, but I don't think we did a good encugh job of spelling
out same of things there.

I think the Revenue Article, probably is better than it was. I think
we constitutionalized the income tax and fixed the formula, not the
rate. I think the fixed rate as opposed to a graduated rate was the
way to go. That came up this morning in our comittee. Of course,
the of education. Said, "There's that little word, primary.
So, we'll have the primary responsibility." Well, you may have the
primary responsibility raising your kids. That doesn't mean you don't
turn them over to the teacher part of the time. Or to your mother
part of the time or samething else. But you have the primary
responsibility. That doesn't mean you have to be there 50 percent of
the time or 60 percent of the time or 30 percent of the time,
primarily, in my opinion. But, anyway, those were matters of
interpretation and unfortunately the court does the interpretation.

Q: If there was a vote today to call a new convention, how would you
vote?

A: No. I did on the last one.

Q: What about the twenty-year mandatory reconsideration provision?
How do you feel about that now?

A: I don't find too much fault with it. I think if I were going to
do anything, I'd make it a little longer, twenty-five or

because the legislature can do it without this. I think that's just
when conventions are dangerous. God help us, if we ever have ancther
federal constitutional convention. This last cne and all good pecple
who had a lot of people show and got elected, and the public didn't
pay them much attention. We got pecple who had no background in
govermment whatsoever. It was difficult to work with some of them
because when you try to explain samething, "Well, you, but . . ." So,
I think it's dangerous because you never know who's going to show up.
Now, of course, the pecple can reject the product. Well, getting back
to your question, I will say this, the legislature is kind of
dilatory, I think, in proposing amendments and I was active in
proposing some along with Mike Madigan on the amendatory veto and, of
course, I came within one vote one time of changing the statutes of
new schools. It is difficult even to get things through, but that's
the way to do it in my opinion unless we get scmething more wrong than
we have now.

Q: Are there quickly some highlights of your experience as a delegate
that you'd like to share either good or bad?

A: I can tell you same funny things.

Q: Okay, tell me furmy things. Haven't heard nearly encugh funny
stories today.
















































