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Joseph V. Rachunas, Springfield, Illinois, September 18, 1987.
Marilyn Huff, Interviewer.

Q: Would you tell me what you think are the major specific
achievements of the 1970 Constitution?

A: At the time of being on the Judiciary Committee, at the time I
thought one of the major ones was the rewrite of the Judicial Article,
the impeachment of judges. I was hoping that the Judicial Inquiry
Board would have much more impact. Over the years, it seems like the

Court has gobbled it up again and it was not intended that the
Supreme Court rule the Judicial Inquiry Board. I say this because I'm
the prime sponsor for it. It just galls me that we tried to get the
court system out of monitoring themselves. It ended up right back in
our hands again, only maybe a little higher rather than the way it was
before.

Annual sessions, I thought was a major achievement; however, working
in state govermment I now find that anmual sessions are probably
needed for laws and etc., but I think the legislators can probably
change this without a constitutional change. Rather than doing a
budget for each agency each year, if they did budgets every two years,
maybe came in with supplemental budgets on the off year or something
to that effect, because a tremendous amount of pecple that are working
are on just budgets., I mean, our department has got two hundred and
twenty pecple in the general office. I venture to say that, probably,
a good eighty to ninety people out of that are working on budgets,
They just finished one. They get a one~-month respite and then they
are back to developing another budget.

Q: Which department are you in now?

A: Department of Mental Health. It just seems like we never know
whether we've got the money to play with to develop additional
programs. Are we losing money? Do we have to cutback on scme of the
programs and services? So, I think that the anmual sessions are great
because, you know, God knows that laws have to be changed. Something
new might come up that has to be taken care of. But, a budget is a
budget. That's money. That happens day in and day ocut, you know, and
I know that an agency has to play games and not know what kind of
money they are having from year to year. Back in the old days before
the annual sessions, you had a budget for two years, and you lived
with that. Sure, you may run short and you go in for a supplemental
budget. So, I think that is a drawback. Those are really the two
areas that I think I've, you know, had more involvement with over the
past years.
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Q: Do you see other shortcomings in the 1970 Constitution?

A: I'm not an attorney, so therefore, I don't live with the
constitution as some of the attorneys do. Based on same of the
comments that Mike Madigan said, the speaker of the senate, president
pro tem of the senate, I guess there is a lot more that is going on
that I'm not aware of as far as the constitution is concerned. I
don't have to deal with it, you know. T live by it but I don't have
to deal with it. So, I really can't give you a good answer on that.

Qs Giventhepassageoftvmtyyears, if you could make changes in
what you did, what would you do today?

A: Well, I'd have to go back to the Judicial Inquiry Board amd take
it out of the hands of judges once again. Well, I guess that was my
first love, so to speak, so that is really the one that I have been
kind of watching. Personally, I think that the constitution in itself
is still a very viable document. I don't see any major changes. I'm
sure that there is a wording here or there that might be able to
clarify some of the situations that maybe are pending before scme
judicial body to find out if it is constitutional or not. But, I
can't see any major changes that I would like to see.

Q: So, if the vote were held today to call a new convention . . .

A: I'd vote no. Although, I wouldn't mind going and being ancther
delegate to a convention. The experience was just fantastic.

Q: In retrospect, how do you feel about the mandatory twenty-year
reconsideration provision?

A: T think it is good and I think it should be maintained. Ncbody
saidthatmhadacxystalballarﬂnobodysaldthatwecmldlook
into the future. As it was pointed out, the 1870 Constitution just
couldn't hold up in today's day. God knows what it is going to be

twenty years from now with technology and everything that is happening
so fast. There has to be review.

Q: Talkaba.rttheovexallemeriezne What were the things that you
fomximoetsatlsfymgarﬂwhatwerethethmgsthatymfamdless
satisfying about being a delegate at the convention?

A: Well, I had not been a political student or politically motivated
J.nanyway,shape or form. The entire experience of the
constitutional convention, I thought as a whole, was something that I
will probably never forget. One of my bad experiences, if you want to
call it that, was that in the very beginning--because I was one of two
Republicans that was elected out of the city of Chicago, which means I
beat the "Daley machine.”" Well, in the beginning, the very first week
or months that we met down here, the downstaters which were
predominately Republican figured I'm from Chicago, so I'm a Democrat.
The Chicago Democrats knew I was Republican. So, I was never invited
to any caucuses, you know, (laughter) and I finally had to go around
and corner somebody and say, "Hey, look, you know, I want to
participate and I really, you know, want to become a menber of this
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delegation here." So, I guess that was a bad experience as far as the
beginning is concerned, but afterwards, I got into it. I guess not
being a student of law or the constitution, I had a lot of catching up
to do. Being on the Judiciary Committee was the last thing I thought
I was going to be on not being an attorney. So, when I did do same
studying for the campaign and whatnot, the Judicial Article which just
recently had been rewritten at that time anyway, I kind of pushed that
one aside, and I didn't even bother really looking at it. And then
when I found out I was on the Judiciary Committee, I had a lot of
catching up to do. So, scurrying around and trying to do a quick
study on what happened and what the Judicial Article is all about.
Well, of course, at that time, there were scandals. So, the
appointment of judges was a big issue or the election of judges. I
started ocut wanting all of the judges to be elected, but I think the
record will show that I kind of vacillated between both. I think, I
reached a campromise between electing and appointing several judges.
And, in good conscience, I felt as though I represented the pecple
that elected ne.

The good times, of course, are the--this may sound funny to you--but
those were the sessions that we worked in. I mean, fighting things
out in committee for hours and hours on end, and then in defending
those positions in the preliminary sessions, I found those very
enjoyable. Frustrating at times, but very enjoyable. I really loved
the process. I don't know if I have answered your question.

Q: Yes, absolutely!

A: One of the other things that disturbed me as far as the convention
was concerned is the makeup of the delegates. I, honestly and
personally, felt that there were too attorneys and same of the
legislators--there were several of them there——-and I honestly think
that, possibly, the attorneys more so than the legislators were trying
to perpetuate something for their own. I have dealt with attorneys in
private i and it seems like you can't get a consensus. I think
attorneys somet just go off the deep end too much. I think what
they needed is probably somebody with the ear to the ground and get
the feeling of humanism rather than what the law is and what they
would like it to see and how the constitution can change, whatever ‘
they see were the problems. A very necessary evil, but I think it was
probably just weighted too much on one side. Being on the Judiciary
Committee and not being an attorney, I think I sponsored probably as
many if not more amendments to the Judicial Article than some of the
attorneys did. But, I think I hopefully used common sense,

End of Tape One, Side One
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Edward J. Rosewell, Springfield, Illinois, September 18, 1987.
Timothy J. Jones, Interviewer.

Q: You served on which committee?

A: I served on two comittees. I served on General Goverrment and
Style, Drafting and Sukmission.

Q: In your opinicn, what were the major specific achievements of the
1970 Constitution?

A: Well, I think, what we really did was take us ocut of an
agriculturalaocmtyazﬂputusinanurbansocmtyarﬂmdethe
constitution more flexible, more modern for people to be able to
operate with. I think that was the most important thing. I would
havelﬂcedtohaveseenushavelessverblageinltandmlmethe
national constitution in generalities. But, we did go into it and
axguedforammberofnmthsrealmportmwtpoMsthatIthmght

were necessary. When we got through, I was very pleased with the
constitution. Since being an elected official, however, I find a
couple problems that we sure can remedy-—in fact, one of them was one
that I did get changed. Hopefully, there may be a couple of others.
But, generally, I think it was a very good constitution.

Q: Wwhat are the major shortcomings in the document?

A: Well, as T said, one very good thing is the fact that you could
amend it, btrtunfarttmtelythepmcess of amending is a little tight.
Ithuﬁcthatlsaprnblemthatwearegomgtohavatoface.
Unfortunately, being an elected official, I have a couple of problems
mmhatnenzleandafewotherttums. But, by and large, I think the
home rule section was good. Itcertainlywasgoodforcmrcmmty,the
county of Cock. It could be very good, I think, for other counties if
they use it, but I've noticed and found that most of the counties have
not really gone into that general form of goverrment, which I think
will help them in the future. And, Ithuﬂcthattheyamgomgto
have to face up to it. Ymcan'tmtyourheadmthesarﬂtoolong
It finally kills you. Ithuﬂcthatwhatwillhammisthatmrearﬂ
more, the other agencies, goverrmental counties arocund
the state of Ill mwillbegmtorealizeasthlngschangethatthey
aregomgtohavetogomtothmgshkehmemleandthmgsthat
are spelled out in the constitution they have not faced, as yet.

Q: From today's perspective, what changes in the constitution are
desirable in your ocpinion?
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A: Well, a couple of problems I had, as an elected official, is that
they changed the fee collection in the constitution, which causes a
problem because I collect for all the tawing bodies in the county. I
have a one thousand one hundred and forty-one taxing bodies, eight
hundred and fifty-nine which are always current and the others come in
now as they can. Oneofthetlu.ngsthatlttaughtmmtlmfacttlmt
Ihavetoccmeupmthalloftlmcollectlmsa:ﬂdlstnmumarﬂ
everything. 'nmotherta)dmagmxcies,itdoem'tcostapamyfor
them to do this. So, it's really hampered the rest of the county when
they can go get this benefit and there is no charge to them
whatsoever. And, so then what happens, is that it is passed on to the
tamayexsardthetaxmg\mits theagemiesaregettingthemterest
on the money and everything. That's a real problem. Of course, it
wentmtobeaSupmmeertcase That causes problems. But,
generally,theather tions, as I said, same of the things in home
rule, I would very def talythirﬂcthatinacamtyaslargeasour
county, that I don't think that they should be able to tamper with
elected officials. I feel very strongly that they should be working
with them and not against them. That is a problem that I think that a
lotofthecommtieswﬂlhavetnface. But those are things that can
eventually be changed. At least there is a flexibility there to do

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

A: No. I would just vote for it as things pop up. For example, one
of the changes that we made, or one of the things that we handled is
that I handled-—comes under the county treasurer's office exofficio
county collector. Wegottheconstltutimchargedarﬂpeoplehadten
years for delinguencies of property and we cut it down to five years.
Well, there is a problem there because especially in a large county
likeminewhemthepeoplewaremilknmtheproperties,ﬂmywemmt
payingthelrtawesandthat and we were sort of stymied because we
couldn't change it. We finally went to amendment, which luckily we
hadblpartlsansupportandltpassedvery,verystmngly. That was
mxeofﬂlethurgsthatwed)angedwhichwasrathexludcy
Unfortunately, as I said, in the amendatory process, there is a
problem, the fact that it had to be so tight to get thethingpassed
There should be a little leniency in being able to amend the
constitution.

Q: From today's perspective, do you feel the provision for a
twenty-year reconsideration was a wise idea?

A: Oh, definitely. I think it should always be locked at. I mean,
thecmstibatlonlsscmethlrglike you knew, even like our federal
constitution. It is samething that you have to keep up with the
society because society changes. I mean, we have seen that. We've
seen what happened in Illinois itself. Moving fram an agriculture
into a very highly sophisticated and technical type of operation, what
we are doing right now. If you don't have the ability to look and see
if you need change, you know, you may hamstring pecple in the future.
I don't think that is good. Now, I was very much for that.
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Q: ILet's look at the conmvention itself, what would you say were the
high points of the convention?

A: Oh, there were quite a few high points. One of the things I felt
very bad about, I sort of liked the aunmilative voting system. I'm
very sorry to see that change. The election of judges, of course, I
still feel very strong about the election of judges and they didn't
push any of that. In the constitution itself, the federal cuestion
has changed the voting rights for the pecple. I was for the
eighteen-year-old vote., That changed by federal constitution, not by
our local constitution. Those were sort of the highlights that really
went on. One of the things I think is very, very important that we
hitupon,buthasmtbeenheldisthepohrtofedmatim. I think it
is so important. I think one of the things we said in the
constitution was the primary responsibility of the state of Illinois
was for education, and unfortunately, we are falling very, very far
behind on that. We voted on the constitutional floor. One of the
things we didn't get was the full funding by the state. That didn't
happen at all. In fact, the state is nowhere near full funding, which
is hurting a considerable amount of the children of the state of
Illinois. That's got to be rectified., ‘Those are some of the things
that I saw and felt strong about.

Q: At the convention itself, among the delegates was there a good
working relationship? Did you sense any rift between the northern
part of the state, downstate area . . .

A: We had argued it, so there was no doubt about that. We got into
quite a few arguments. But, by and large, I would really have to say,
even in retrospect, that the delegates that were elected were very,

very intelligent peocple who I thought did a very ocutstanding job. And
spent time, worked hard, argued points. It was a very democratic, you
know, type of operation. I was very pleased. I was very pleased what
we dealt with. As I look backwards, I wish I had had, at that time,

the training that I have had since then, because I think I could give
more now to the work of the convention. I worked very hard on it, but
I think I have had a little more experience now and I could really get
in and argue a little more for same points that I should have done at
that time. But, I think, everybody has to . . .

Q: Were there any low points dur the convention and times that you
felt that the process was too politicized and you lost focus on what

wasitibeing created, the document itself, were more worried about the

political . . .

A: You always have highs and lows. I don't care what you are doing.
If you are in the state legislature, if you are in my office, or
anything else, you have highs and lows. I think, generally, we got
through what we wanted to get through. I think that is the ultimate
test of anything. It's not what happens day by day because, you know,
that doesn't make any difference. It's what the final conclusion is.
I think the final conclusion was very successful.

Q: You have touched on some of the side issues, such as
eighteen-year-old voting, the method of selection of judges and so
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forth. The one you didn't touch on was the death penalty. Would you
like to talk about that?

A: Well, I think very strongly that we should have a death penalty.
At that time, I was against the death penalty. But, when I see same
of the things that have happened, and when I see circumstances, I
think the death penalty should be used sparingly. It should be used
in certain circumstances. Just recently--I have quite a few friends
who are j now sitting on the criminal court of Cook County. I
saw scme . It was actually terrible where they cut off the
woman's harxd, they dragged her body and they raped her, did everything
inhuman to the person that you could. I feel that those kind of
peocple, who are doing something like that, they should have gotten the
death penalty. They knew what they were doing. They absolutely
didn't care at all and pecple like that, I think, should have the
death penalty. Cases like that, in extreme cases. Not just to use
it, but to use it in cases where people absolutely have no respect for
another person's individuality or themselves as a person.

Q: Did you see the 1970 Constitution as a model state constitution?

A: Well, I think it was put together very well. I think

worked very, very hard on it. I think it is a good constitution.
Yes, I would say it is a good constitution for other peocple in other
states; but, I think, more importantly, it was facing a lot of the
issues that we had to face here in Illinois. I think that we focused
on that more than thinking of it as a general constitution for all of
the other states. It was mostly for the state of Illinois and we
faced the issues that we were trying to face as people from the state.

Q: One of the provisions that-—it's been quite popular of the
constitution is the abolition of the personal property taxes. Would
you like to talk about that?

A: Well, inasmuch as the personal property tax comes into my office,
and I'm the fellow who collects it. Yes, I'm very glad to see
personal property tax going out. I thought it was a very unfair tax.
I was against it from the very begimming. Some of the pecple kid me
and say, "Well, lock at it, you are losing jobs. You know, it's
patronage." I think it is a good thing because it was an unfair tax.
Itismtaneguitabletax. It was never meant to be. In fact, I
still am fighting cases in the courts on it. I still have the small
number of pecple the division handles. So, trying to clean that mess
up. Yes, I felt that was an excellent thing to be done. It should
have been eliminated because it is an unfair tax. The whole idea of
taxation should be fair and someday I would like to get in about the
property tax, too, because that is another phase that I think should
be marketable.

Q: One of the major provisions of the constitution was the Bill of
Rights, women's rights, the rights of the handicapped. Do you feel
like discussing it?

A: Oh, I feel very strongly about that., When you take away any of
these rights, you take the idea of freedom away. I'm very, very

































































































































































































