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dc~isl-ture question. Is there objection? Hearing no objec—
tion, then the Convention will resolve itself into a Committee
of the Vhoie. Mr. Victor Rivers, would you take the Chair?

V. RIVERS: Mr. President, | would like to ask to be excused
p.g | have contents to make from the floor.

PRESIDE; IT EGAIT: Mr. Barr, would you take the Chair?-

FARR: Mr. President, | had hoped to be able to talk on the
floor on this. I feel quite strongly on this.

PSRATROVICH: Mr. President, the chairman can participate
in the discussion in the Committee of the Whole, so | don"t
sec why these capable men are refusing to take the Chair.

PRESIDEIT ZC-AM: The Chairman of course during the Committee
of the Whole could give the Chair to someone else if he so
desired. Mr. Riley, will you take the Chair?

RILEY: Obviously, Mr. President, | have little that 1 can
say.

COMMITTEE 0? THE WHOLE

CMAIRMAIT RILEY: The Committee will come to order. Being among
those who were late to arrive, | did not hear the motion for our
resolution as a Committee of the Whole, but J presume that the
order of business is as announced and the matcer before us is
discussion of the structure of the legislature as proposed, |
believe, by Mr. licCutcheon yesterday. The matter is now open
for discussion. Mr. Victor Rivers?

V. RIVERS: Mr. Chairman, 1in adding up the discussion of the
chairmen of the committees the other day, it seemed to me we
would have a long session unless we came to some conclusion in
this Committee of the Whole as to the time, limit of the debate.
Mow the questioning of this subject and bringing it up before
us at this time was for the purpose of determining an opinion -
nos for the matter of final debate. I move and ask unanimous
consent that we limit debate to ten minutes for each individu—
al member on this subject.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Rivers moves and asks unanimous consent
that w? limit debate to ten minutes for each individual memo
on this subject. Is there objection? Mr. Barr?

RARE: Mr. Chairman, 1 object for the moment for a point of
information. Does that mean that ten minutes at one time? If
a man has a chance at a second time, what then?

V. RIVERS: I had thought in adding up here that we have 55
members; if each uses ten minuses we have 550 minutes or ten



minutes less than ten hours. I thought if each member got a
chance to speak that ten minutes would be the maximum we could
allow. Some of them will not desire to speak that long.

BARR: Some will not speak at all, but 1 have great powers of
endurance myself.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Do you object, Mr. Barr?

HR: I do not object to limiting it to ten minutes each
time that a member speaks, but if it comes around to him the
second time 1 believe he should be able to speak again if he
wishes for another ten minutes.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Rivers, doe"s that constitute an objection
to your motion?

V. RIVERS: No, it constitutes no objection.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Without objection It Is so ordered. There
will be a ten minute limitation. Mr. Sundborg?-

SUNDBOEG: Mr. Chairman, are you going to appoint a time keeper?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I am going to ask the Clerk to give the Chair
a copy of the roll call and I shall undertake to keep track of
the time. Mr. McNees?

MCNEES: Mr. Chairman, will there be any yielding of time on
the part of one delegate to another?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I know of no reason why that cannot be allowed.
We have nothing in the rules on the subject. I would say

that each member has ten minutes allotted to him under the pro—
posal. Mr. Rivers?

V. RIVERS: Mr. Chairman, 1 would object to that If that is a
form of unanimous consent request on the grounds that we are
trying to limit the total time of debate here to some reason—
able figure. I think that if a member does not use his time,
does not have ten minutes of time to devote to the subject,

vie should not allow that time to go to someone else.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I would suggest in that event if the Chair
may, that the metter be clarified right now with a request for
unanimous consent or motion as in the case is necessary.

V. RIVERS: I ask unanimous consent that any member be limited
to speak not mere than ten minutes at this one time, she first
time "and his ten minutes if not used, not be transferable to
seme other member.

MINEALY : I second the motion.



CHAIRMAN RILEY: It has been moved and seconded that each mem—
ber be confined to ten minutes discussion and that his ten
minutes not be transferable to some other member, if not ex—
hausted by the one speaking. Mr. Kilcher?

KILCHER: Mr. Chairman, point of information only. This

ten minute time - if the first time - 1is that to be construed
that it is only one time if it is only three or four minutes,
or can the ten minutes be cut into two or threesmall parts?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Kilcher, as | construe the rule, 1if one
does not use-his full ten minutes the first time, he must

allow all others who wish to speak on an intermediate basis, to
speak before him on the same subject before he resumes.

KILCHER: Will the whole evening be one subject?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I suspect It will be one subject as indicated
by the call. You"ve heard the motion. Is there further dis—
cussion?

UNIDENTIFIED DELEGATE: Question.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: All in favor signify by saying "aye", all op-—
posed saying "no". The "ayes"™ have It. So ordered. You each
have ten minutes.

BUCKALEW: Mr. Chairman, if no one 1is going to speak, | re—
guest that we rise and report progress.

MCCUTCHEON: Mr. Chairman, the purpose of our discussion here
is to develop some of the thinking on the side of the pro—
ponents of unicameralism in showing the contrast between the
two types of legislatures. There has been a good deal of
condemnation in past years of the fashion in which our Terri—
torial Legislature has proceeded on the several subjects, and
there has been a good deal of thinking by people not well
acquainted with the legislative constitution as the way it Is
in effect currently, believing that in putting the total
membership of both the houses into one body the matter of the
affairs of" the state may be expedited and that an economy

may be there effected. There is considerable argument 1in
behalf of bicameralism predicated upon the historical aspects
of our legislative assemblies throughout the United States,

in England and in other countries. There have been a good
number of proposals for unicameralism In the United States
during the history of the United States, and It appears that
currently only one 1is functioning. Our particular committee
seems to"be of.two different opinions, and it is possible tint
some of the debate tonight may serve to strengthen either

side or convince either side that they are incorrect. Conse —
quently, I prefer, Mr. Chairman, to have someone take up the
cudgels in behalf of either side and get the wheels going
around.
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CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. McNealy.

MCNEALY: Mr. Chairman, In view of the fact that the matter of
ten minutes allocated to each delegate with possible chance of
twenty minutes, and with the thought in mind that 1 don"t

want to be here at the end of ten or twenty hours, 1 seise

this opportunity of being able to lead off and so have my
brethren, and possibly sisters, who can speak longer and more
fluently than 1, have the privilege to carry on their speaking
while 1 am enjoying much needed rest. To get down to the sub-—
ject, 1 don"t know whether — first 1 will back up. I want to
make my standing and my premise very clear. "1 am unalterably
opposed to the unicameral legislature. I don"t know whether
there Is any other delegate here who is from Nebraska. I was
born and raised in Nebraska and practiced lav; there a good
many years. I will have to say that J did not live too much
time under the unicameral system. In fact, it was only in
operation for a period of two years there before 1 came to
Alaska to make my home. However, | have been back to Nebraska,
I have exchanged correspondence with attorneys, politicians

of Nebraska, and this being a Committee of the Whole 1 feel
that I can safely say "Republican™ and "Democrat™ without any
fear of criticism, because that is one thing that we have very
admirably avoided in the meeting of the plenary sessions of
the Convention and even carried on by those two great states—
men yesterday who referred to greater statesmen in both politi—
cal parties. I believe we can more or less call a spade a
spade. One of the reasons 1 left Nebraska was that 1 was
probably one of the last Democrats who stayed in Nebraska,

and to have freedom and get out from under a one-party system,
I felt that a new, growing and progressive place such as Alaska
would hold some future, a place where a two-party ,ysten could
exist and continue In operation. Nebraska 1is, and 1 probably
don"t need to say this, Nebraska is a Republican state. The
chances of a Democrat being elected in Nebraska are even less
than that of the rich man mentioned in the Bible, getting into
heaven. In Nebraska the -unicameral system - there are objec—
tions to it there - on the whole it has worked and 1is working
very well. That much I am going to grant In iavor of the uni—
cameral legislature as far as Nebraska is concerned. There

my friends, we have a system whereby the Republicans, you have
practically a one-party system setup on the non-partisan basis,
for one thing. The second 1is that Nebraska has a stable popu-—
lation. "Stable™ Is hardly the word. It is not only stable
but they are ultra ultra conservative. The largest town 1in
Nebraska (1 may be off a little on my figures now as | am
probably using figures of ten or fifteen years ago),” the popu—
lation of Omaha (my hom-? town was south of Omaha where the few
L*.mocracts were still aale to congregate) was about 500,000

as against a state population of 3>000,000. That is not a

bad deal under a unicameral system. You compare the size of
Anchorage, or the greater Anchorage area witn the population of
Alaska and you will fina your percentagewise that the unicameral
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system o that basis Would not be as fair here as it is in the
?tate 0 ebr%sk There Y 3 gour sound and conservative
armers throughout the state and they see more or less eY e to
eKe, there s not a chance of ramroddrn% t rng through the
icameral fegislature In Nebraska beca se th Y are all as |
sard efore te ultra conservative typ rs on con-
ervattve measures that are gorn ge t r ugC n!)camer-
\s ture In Ne ras cn recollect o
camera ags when we trie 0%1 ome measures rou ha
were not S conserva Ve, nd hey are rettly at
Wh N Wﬁ sti] had some Sem an? ty ys
ebraska. Now | gornrd to cose o er e o
am gorn\g} 0 Sa some gs

u
e
even
m
who~serve er me In the (bu IS

te
&l
rpe of my eIIo gisl ors
5e 0 eJJresentatrve t 0in
0 hurt me a little to sa IS. - There are a number of Senhators
ere that served with r e | st V9rs ature, It _hurts me
h orn to have to sa a rnd for hose enators
ere Wer es when at o] t th W were wrong %n when
hought theg were Wronq why"t e?q ere Wrong ere Were other
time S ps r.flemen; whe at House 0 resen%
tives th ngs Were anrce ed’ throu?h bz ?rt In segment of the
mem era of the o&rse g Representativ of whnich Was one,
and ﬁ Wwe not ﬁ enate overt ere, Fch as | hate to say
this, had we net a a Senate there t% e House a
|| tle an Water gsome of hese B that We sent over to
the rEaey 3 t known there was a Senate ove r there,
very likely We Wou not have shqved some of fh se br s throu%h.
V\/e depen ed a abrge B on the Senate to kill them. | can se
— Is my time about

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Three minutes, Mr. McNealy.

MCNEALY: | can see Wherebg e unrcameral le a ure
same ideas and the same th uvrb les ent me n
House of ReJ)resen tives in Ich | serve t
on a H ber of measuyres, a unrcamera e rsl u ?<
Bam t grs lation there “th

Io he 58 ﬁ r

eo
rnsame othrn ?ta %)r s
or Madi

Unit d%

3

0

0

—

a erous proposrtlron
et w et Hamilton
the rcameral rn the e
Se ate and House o resenta ,
most 170 years In o r f der
ouse system — remem In t
the used to pour t e cof
ot alr ttle to cool it? W
t ¢ cotffee a a hot of tea, w
re nted i 1 House o epresent tives, —
ouswtéod ¥ ghe Saw- I ere heoFt”? It Iththnrteud
— little
off a Prttl bit and drrni It bqreve that m
shows that | think that VIE (?Ud é d thls ho
| Terriucry, we cou tan Ir tle' cooll

zcn'oogo

w S
QD D



can Te
CHAIRMAN RILEY: Is there furthur discussion? Mr. Marston?

weArReSTON Mr. Chairman, may | speak? How much time do we have

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Ten minutes sir.

Sen cidentally, .1 am not now nor do | inbend Lo be a
ﬁtﬁ ? rl rraI Senator.
y

rero[m
FhlEh Ry o i i e

out

am (oin
ystem, t Battern that has Uilt ag rF%
,%\merrca an n lue

rm

RSTON: | am the onI ant at comes fr e nard, Alaska,

0 1S 1IN th‘ onven rg peo represents; the
argest srnqe group P ? that came here
eea hin rngb kover he P ople who liv
e ﬁ t?OO omes at Turna arn e Sea. thinkin %
se o sly about the P_le fe an am here ﬁnd have 5@
rarz n uenﬁ ere gscher and some others and | have
clﬁred t at | would vote for the one- ouse S stem | don't
thin too. much influence on them, %d ? houeght ht
over here tonrgeht and thrs afternoon. 'T ose milies wno
|ve In m lopment, 36 expect me to (e Wrrte const(J

tU hn that wrl e acce a 0 the Unrée States ¢ ouH
ink that. is myfrr] 5t | we nee In H thin

Sid

to

i
dlo
rea

g HQdSh argument.
2o o 9

jea

)

0
o
| am goin throw m e
the two-house sygtemgthat has maée America ¢
u, Chairman.

N
OOPER; . Charrm n, appare
rdeas here, Ftho
re] [Ittle spee
ave been on the
parently rrght at th
[ would” like  to make
ry proud of |t

Pne would
rneral legislature,
i UP some de-

O—O'—"

ave been presented
0ints out economy and expedr(srous
ﬂ th% mentione conomy an
IS .be accomp ||?hed F the
o re ensive acts of legislation |
as has been pointed out, unrcameralrsm

tr? otﬁer ﬁ(nrrtrees(rtrag(fenem%ans %% wh rch0||I rg |
ave used to gain persona e rather t an

O(‘D
—
33
r—l-a—o-

jﬁ-’w



vote an Issue for the goqd of the T rrrtor¥ and their consti-
fuents. ,I for one Wou d|| to assume hat had a unicameral
use existe Jrérs th% same caliber o rePresentatrve
.referred t% a ove wo have been gresent In the legislature,
and could have found other und srr ble method s to flrther his
I her pu Rose at r en SF f the voters. Natfurally, a
brcamer use cannot gmat In the reported fast,’ economi
cal manner o Tr guse However for our ade-oc\d
Amerrcan custom and balances icameral [t)oce ure
IS far more esrrous Seco dly, u nrcamer Hil canﬂo grve the
representation desrred b he people a two-hous s?/]stem
th Iower house Wou Portroned fﬁr representafron 0
ﬁof |on a%g uarantees each and every election
trict go u tfon rnhore at least one reb)vresgnta-
thve In the ouser N ura|¥ at rep resenta Ive Would have
gne vo 0 enIar e on this, the election drstrrctf
Wouk 8 where necesaa ?q due to g(e er populatronq, multiple
ember dist rrcts hase the tot ulation. T ? Senate,
owever, by custom (a am not attem |n% to run for Senato[)
hn any Warr shape or orm a_more learned, Sedafe and responsr e
Wou %appor lonéd f [re resent?]tron y g ghrcal
are S os | )é urther, eograg) IC aB econ areas.
bodz ena e would then~be “re J)gnsr e not t an Im-
me late area, E pulation, but woll res gonsr Ie to
the terr itory o %e 3t large. The ?enate $ such
would be, in" e e t. a boarg of drrectorf( or the cor goratron
whrch n hrs Inst %nce the Stat% of Alaska. Lndrvr ual Fenate
members ngt e 50.a A to e ooncerged about mr[tor eqls-
ation u would be instead the ra\so,n etween the lower
ouse whnich is re EreBente by poPu atron and the government of
the State 0 []Ala a pased on ove -aI populatron onorrnrcs
and %eogran I rstrr,ct%. To sym arrze a %rea
concern -voliced ”h this odtu agarnst Wo-house ﬁ r(e
has been and IS based on_ the upBose com etence or
falth o the re Oresentatrves to’ be elected n?
Were to ueste ay by a most drstrng |hed entle an that the
Wor s oliticia olitics, governmeént”, are |nmosé cases
refe t]o or % ht of 3s sgnon mou of qraft an |ncomEe
tenc e The capa ||f|es of_éh elected rep esentatrve or
tor we ca nnot ontrol or guide. They are elected h Eeo{o
End rgh y S0, Rut g two-house ? stem do s.install”cneck
a ne gs not otherw |e obtarna o] in chec }/rll—
advised or unwanted egislation which would not benefr I
SWE ENEY Mr. Chairman, | would like to ask a question but not
be docked any time.

r(TZ]IéI),/hlFél\élAynFtrIel_rEalnegvnhout objection Mrs. Sweeney, the question

SWEENEY | do not think brca eralism has to (?e sold nd S0 |
came e P o(trn% to hea rcamera Ism sold,, here
Is no sales fal It | th r k we might just as vre11 adjourn



viqg

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I would cay that any motion is entertained that
is in order.

MCNEES: Mr. Chairman, may | answer the question and not be
docked any time?

C."LiliIMAN RILEY: Mr. McNees.

MCNEES: There are several proponents of unicameralism in the
crowd. I well know that. The only reason | am reserving my
comments at the present time is that | have had on committee
work, a preponderance of public time for the presentation of

the subject of unicameralism. I felt that it was better that

it come from the floor for the time being rather than by commit—
tee. I am prepared to go at any time. *

H. RIVERS: Mr. Chairman, Mr. McNees 1 believe is an able pro—
ponent of unicameralism and | subscribe to the old idea that
the one who advocates the proposition should have the affirma—
tive and also should have the rebuttal. I think to help this
Committee proceed that we would all we" come the argument of Mr.
McNees for unicameralism. Then 1 am willing to have him make
his rebuttal after 1 get through talking without being docked
any time.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: The opportunity is open to all.

IMZSRG: Mr. Chairman, as a result of the recommendations from
the Committee, | would like to hear from that Committee and
the ..embers of it.

HINCKEL: Well, 1 am a member of the Committee, and | came
here to learn. I never learned anything by listening to my—
self, and I did not intend to say anything, but from the study
I have made of the subject 1 feel unicameralism is the type
of house that 1 think will give us the best representation. [
come from a portion of Alaska that has never had any representa—
tion in the legislature, and there are a lot jf other parts that
never have either. To me, to devisea lower house that will
give us the representation we should have Territory-wide and
then also give us a Senatethat will also be a fair distribu—
tion throughout the Territory in any way so that the seats in
the Senate will not be monopolized by the big heavily popu—
lated centers, we will have a complete legislature of such size
that we cannot afford it in my opinion. The arguments they
have against the unicameral house, that is that they will
rush legislation through in the heat of the moment, so to
, and without sufficient judgment, | don®"t think it is
- I think if we only have one house that the people 1in
house will give more (lollborasion to the subject that they
discussing, and 1 think they will vote the way they feel
Mould and the way the people they rep- "ont e::pcct them
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the Senate 1is coins to kill the thins anyway. 1 am not a very
good speaker, and | can"t express myself too well, but | feel
real strongly about the subject, and probably on a different
kind of debate, where | could get up and speak in rebuttal

after somebody else talks, 1 could probably get up and say
something that might make sense. But for the time being 1
have said about all 1 can. I am for a unicameral house on the

basis that we will get a truer and better representation and
have a better legislature.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: The Chair 1is noting just three and one-half
minutes so you"ll have ample opportunity, Hr. Hinckel.

NOLAN: Mr. Chairman, 1 don"t think the people in the back are
aring what 1is going on.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: What is the situation as to the PA systen
in the gallery? |Is there any hookup?

SOUML3CEI3ING ENGINEER: We have seen nothing of the amplifier
— | believe it is over in the gymnasium as of yesterday, how-—
ever that 1is not our equipment and we have no control over it.

HELLEKTHAL: Might 1 suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we move our
tables up and permit the people that have visited us here this
evening to bring their chairs into the main body. It will

not offend my dignity.

LEE: May 1 move that we recess for five minutes so we can
move the chairs?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Lee asks unanimous consent without objection
for a five-minute recess for rearranging purposes. If there 1Is
no objection so ordered.

(People moved chairs In from gallery at this time.)

CHAIRMAN RILEY: The Committee will come to order. I might sug-—
gest that to simplify the audience®s hearing, the Chair certain—
ly has ro particular need to be addressed, except for recogni—
tion, and that the speaker, wherever he may stand, could per—
haps address the audience to maximum advantage and catch most

of those in the room from where he stands.

JOHNSON: Mr. Chairman, | doubt that we can do that because
of the transcribing. We will have to face the microphone.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Would it be the pleasure of the Committee
that the speaker step forward?

COMMITTEE: No.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: We will see how it goes from the rear of the
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room. Is there further discussion? Mr. Davis.
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Taking this into account, 1f you have a 20-member House or a
20-member Senate or 22-member Senate 1in Alaska, 1if you have
*a 30-or 37-member House that means that each house of the legis—
lature has to subdivide itself into a series of basic commit—
tees. They cannot get around that. They must study each bill,
they must analyse it fully. That means that 20 people may

have to spread themselves over 12, 14 or 15 committees, meaning
that very little attention can be paid to any piece of legis—
lation. In the unicameral legislature all the effort of all
legislators can be concentrated in the work of the same number
of committees that would be sufficient in one house of the two-
house legislature. You could have twice as much study for

each bill and probably much more thorough study since you would
not have duplication and multiplicity of membership as you

have in a two-house legislature, especially with a small number
of members. | don"t want to point to the Alaska Territorial
Legislature. We probably should get away and think in terms

of the state and the future rather than in thinking of what

we have had in the past, although we are used to it and some—
times have to drav; upon that as an example, but I am sorry to
say that the committee system certainly does not work in a small
legislature, as shown by what we have had during recent years.
What happens is that the committees do not have time to go

into the proposals, the members rush through bills, report

them out to the floor because they feel they do not have time
in committees to give them full consideration, therefore,

let"s throw them on the floor and give everybody a chance to
talk about them. That 1is exactly what happens. You talk and
talk and talk about various bills. They are amended time and
again and sent back and forth to second reading, and the result
is that the committee work is done on the floor of the legis—
lature. To me this kind of operation does not result in the
enactment of good legislation, and therefore 1 throw this out
as one of the aspects of unicameralism that | feel has much

to offer for the legislature of Alaska.

"CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Harris?

HARRIS: Mr. Chairman, | have not said too much at this Con—
vention so far because | was sent up here by a bunch of people
that told me, "Tommy, It is always best to stay quiet and let
people think you are a fool than to open your mouth and prove
it. 1 But 1 have heard a lot of talk tonight on the one-

party, two-party system. Alaska for the past two to three
sessions has been a one-party system, kind of a one-party at

a time, but vie still must keep a system of checks and balances.
Therefore, to my mind the two-house system has been more or
less tried and proven and 47 of the 43 states seem to like

the two-house system. In 1836, I believe, Virginia went from
the unicameral house to the bicameral house. Evidently they
had a reason. So since we have got something that we know

has worked pretty gord, 1 can®"t see much use 1in changing it.
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give equal geographic representation to all the states, and
that i1s in the form of two senators for each state, was that
the highly populated area could not absolutely control and
dominate the whole country without some check in behalf of the
less populated area. The United States Senate sometimes shows
as much liberality as the House of Representatives, at one

time showed a little more with regard to statehood for Alaska.
The Territory of Alaska, one-fifth as big as the United States,
is a diversity of economies and could be several states if you
want to look at it from the standpoint of size and also from
the standpoint of industries and diversity of activities.
Southeastern is as different with its forests and its fish

from the Fourth Division “with its mines and furs, as one state
would be from another. Then wWestward, the Alaska peninsula,

the Arctic, Nome, and the northern westward is so different that
very few people in Southeastern Alaska have ever been up to

see what it looks like. I used to be grateful when the First
Division had headquarters with the capital and all the brains
and all the influence used to "wag the whole dog around"™ and
practically run the Territory of Alaska. The only safeguard

"in those days was that you had a Senate with two senators from
the Second Division, two from the Fourth and two from the Third.
Now conceivably as the golden heart of Alaska might be the “great
power with the big build-up in the future, that would be "wag-—
ging the dog™, but 1 am not saying that it will. You have the
example of the Third Division that now outstrips by population
any other division by two at least, and you can visualize that
a one-house legislature with straight proportional representa—
tion would place at the present stage of history a preponder—
ance of strength in the hands of the Third Division, it is
conceivable that in the course of events the First, with its
forests and its development down there might again become strong—
ly preponderant over any other part of the Territory. But never—
theless, we are so widely scattered, we have such a diversity
of economies, there are so many people in the Second Division
that have never spent any time in the First and so many in the
First that have never spent any time in the Second or the Fourth
or the Third, that don"t know anything about the rest of the
country, that 1 hesitate to see a unicameral legislature based
entirely out of proportional representation. I feel that with
a country as big as Alaska that you should have one body with
equal geographic representation. I am not saying that we

would be sticking to the four divisions as we have known them,
but from the standpoint of economic areas based on widespread_
geographic locations, you would have something similar or
comparable to the "four divisions as far as districting for
senate representation 1is concerned, so that is the primary
reason for Alaska. Not withstanding all the good arguments

in favor of unicameralism which have been introduced by Mr.
KcNees, 1 favor the bicameral system for the State of Alaska.

HCNEES: Nr. Chairman, may |1 ask Hr. Rivers a question? Does
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of Alaska, our 55 Delegates to the Convention?

H. RIVERS: Yes, | do consider this group representative for the
purposes of writing a constitution. There is no great diver—
sity of policy to he considered. We are not appropriating

money or taking anything away from the taxpayers. We are not
trying to "slice the pie™ a little thinner for one group or
thicker for the other. I have every respect for J fine
widespread representation that exists in this body.

KILCHER: Point of information. If 1 am right, 1 am of the
impression that the public was also invited to take the stand
on"the 1issue tonight, or am 1 wrong?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I recall noting the story in the press, Mr.
Kilcher. I don"t know its source. I believe that if any mem—
ber wishes to call on the public that he may ask for the privi—
lege of the floor for that member of the public. Subject to
correcticn, why that"s the way | understand it.

KILCHER: In that spirit | would invite the public in general
to do so. I have no personal acquaintances among them tiiat 1
know would like to speak.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Earr.

EARR: Mr. Earr, this Committee of the Whole was called for

the purpose of airing the views of the different delegates.
This*matter of the one or two-house legislature 1is the business
of the Legislative Committee. Our different committees hold
public hearings and invite the public to take part, and | be—
lieve that is the time the public should state their views,
when the Legislative Committee holds a public hearing.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Doogan..

DOOC-AN: Mr. Chairman, |1 may have to be corrected, but if 1
recall correctly when Mr. McCutcheon, the Chairman of the Com—
mittee that asked for this public hearing, he stated that the
purpose was for the delegates and for the public to partici—
pate.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Egan.

EGAT: Mr. Chairman, 1in order to attempt to clear the situation,
I would put a motion on the floor and that would be that if
there 1is any member of the audience who would desire to be

heard before this Committee of the Whole on this question, that
he be granted the privilege of coming before us and stating his
opinions if he so desires. I would ask unanimous consent.

V. RIVERS: I would object temporarily until we have heard the
delegates express their opinions. I think we should not invite
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the public as a whole until after each member has had a chance
to say what he has to say on this subject.

EGAN: Fir. Chairman, that would be acceptable, waiting until
all the delegates who wish to speak on the subject have been
heard.

DOOGAN: Second the motion.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Doogan, would you withhold your second for
a moment? Is there further discussion from the membership?
Mr. Hurley?

HURLEY: Mr. Chairman, 1 rise to point out what appears to me e
to be an inconsistency (I may be. wrong here) on the part of

the people that support the unicameral legislature. I can"t
think of ar.y way of organizing a unicameral legislature without
by necessity diluting the area representation. I can see

where they will get area representation coupled with population
representation, but by nature 1 think it will reduce area rep-—
resentation over a two-house legislature. I wonder if those
people, while advocating that dilution, will also demand of

the United States Congress the seating of two Senators from
Alaska which 1is purely on a basis of area representation. If
they do, 1 think they would be inconsistent.

ARMSTRONG: I agree.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Is there further discussion from the delegates?
Mrs. Sweeney?

SNEENEY: Mr. Chairman, 1| would like to say a few words. In
connection with Mr. McKees®"s statement concerning the three
states which at one time had unicameral legislatures, he also
mentioned that at the present time Nebraska was the only state.
He failed to mention that Nebraska has a non-partisan legisla—
ture and attempts have been made at various time to return the
legislature to a bicameral system. You might be interested

to know, and 1 believe many of you do know, that there have

been attempts made tc have the unicameral system in Alaska.

In 1975> House Joint Memorial No. 12 was introduced by Repre—
sentative Chris Hennlr.g. This was introduced on the 33rd

day and of course was sent to the Committee on Elections, Elec—
tion Returns, and Mileage. |Itwas reported out by the Commit—
tee the following day with a "do not pass™ with one of the com—
mittee members not concurring. It was placed on the calendar
then for a second reading. No one was interested enough 1in

that House Joint Memorial to_see that it was read or that action
was taken on it until 17 c 73hadelapsed. On the 51st day it
was read for the second time. The rules were suspended, 1it"

mms considered engrossed and was read for the third time and
the question was asked - "Shall the memorial pass?"” and It
failed. It failed by a narrow margin - 11 to 12 and one absent.
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Later in the day one of the representatives save notice of
reconsideration which was then taken up on the 52nd day, and
durins the night he was able to swing not only himself but
another to the other side, and so the memorial passed. How —
ever, it was so late in the session that the-Senate refused

to accept it on a vote of three to thirteen. That was 1in 1945.
In 19:"5, House Joint Memorial No. 4, also by Chris Henning,

was introduced on the 13th day. It went to committee and
reported out "do not pass"™, with three members of the commit—
tee, Stan HcCutcheon, Andrew Hope and Mr. Taylor returning it
"vrithout recommendation.” It went to second reading and was
brought, up for reading on the 19¢n day when there was a motion
made to lay it on the table which carried eleven to nine and
three absent. It was laid on the table. Absent at that time
were Stanley HcCutcheon, Mr. Taylor and Mr. Peterson, The
following cay the author moved to call the Memorial from the
table, and _the call was successful and then it was to be brought
up or. the 23rd of March for final consideration and second
reading but it was delayed and not brought up until the 29th.
At that time it was read the second time, the rules were sus—
pended, it was considered engrossed, read the third time and
the question asked, and it failed. Now a bring this out to
shew "you that in 25 it failed in the House. In 25 it failed
also, except that cn a reconsideration \ote it squeaked by.

IT someone were really interested in unicameral legislature it
seems to me that the author at least would have seen to it

that that memorial, since it had already come out of committee,
would have been read. It was on the calendar. It would have
been read and action would have been taken before it was too
late to be received in the Senate without the necessary vote
after the certain period when no bills or memorials could be
received. I think that the most important consideration on
this business of whether we are going to have a unicameral or
bicameral legislature is whether we can get the approval of

the citizens of Alaska and the members of Congress. Now Mr.
Fischer has told us that we have been elected by the people.

We are the people and that if we put in a unicameral system

or any other system, that should be all right. We should ac—
cept it then as all right, but if that 1is the case, why are

we* putting the lonstitution before the people for approval? |1
believe this is not just something that 1is up to us entirely.

I think we have to reckon with the fact that we must get approv-—
al of a unicameral legislature if that is what we put in the
constitution and there is a question in my mind whether you

can get that and whether you get it from the people of Alaska
and Congress too, | am not sure, but 1 think we should be very
careful. I feel very strongly about this, that we must have
the constitution so good and so easy to get an approval on

so that it will go through, and 1| hope that everyone will con—
sider the 1importance of that. I think that i1f we do not go

to Congress with some assurance that the unicameral legislature
is going to work in Alaska, then we will find ourselves waiting,
not to be the 49th state but the 50th state. The legislature
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CHAIRI-IAIl RILEY: Mr. Victor Rivers.

V. RIVERS: Mr. Chairman, | have listened with a good deal

interest to CShe unicameral comments.  When | came”to this C
ﬁntron not c%me here with any drrectron from the P
whom | neW In cur ome country, to ve deiegtconsrr]t]erat N to

unicameralism. SdW no 0ne I’Uﬂ on tIC In which the

came Put a{td strongly advocated that We should have a unrcam- .
era ? ture. | happen to know that there were three
a{eo le Tn the Terrrtory who advo ate unrcame{ahsm and Wo
can daAes %r delegates an three 0 hheseV\Beog
were defea eg are not ere vvr us tonrgC have
no mand te .that sa that we s ouI give dee onsideration or
%o to a Hn ameral ype of le %attrre as a member of the
tatehoo mrtteg as § c aﬂr g e at _beligver in
resemrngC t elega es a of the f t insofar as we
0SS o uld was™a strong a vgcate Qf the Idea that
ne best theor that We cou 0ssibl 9et and that that
then be presen to us In such that it was un-
|ase gresent the theor rrom both sr es of view, and we
ave con S0 with .U he Wor he PAS, They have presented Xou
q(?a vnas possiole a balanced %)rnron on"the questions that
Wou t thr ConventroE ng with that I' have been a
stron ocate, as you all n havrn with us the b it
eor eca cTr,t In"the wa rt)erson consultants. | want
eov ra é to kn? the theorist thinks is f]e
ﬁ [ then from t at point WT must take a hold
and y the xgerr nce, the practica i’iéf) Foa(ih ﬁnd t
touc hat e that | best or the peo% Alaska. Me
must a ev th e common sen e touch Yer e he ﬁnSW er to
the pr ms overnmep for ov eoge ere. ave heard
It s r on one of the ates that rf was not o r
Prob o a SW r to t]he eop or wWorgs to that effect,
n re s to W at We did ere ere their electe repre-
se{r |ve as suc We{e ﬁ peo e. Ho ever | Tee
di terent | fee ve are answera] fo the people,
and | 1 vre s ou come ua rt somethrng that vie know IS .
not onI r us arv] the best for and also satis-
factora/ an acce tanle to em. | just Wante to read a little
bit from th e comme ts of the PAS In therr”hﬁndbaok to us ?n .
this Sti h? nt e one rne they say, "The advocates of uni
cameralis can make, 8 er.at least, a very reasona I
case. , Want to, rﬁad uthis, %rmmarty now of the two tgpes
0 Ie%rs atu f are no inherent re s_ons W h either
so[t f Ieg ture cannot Worg satisfactorily. The theoreti-
ca cas f nrcame al body Is gom et on,Ilv one state
has adopte t no more aré likefy to in the near
tuture, un ss as a c ooses the unconven ror}]al but pot un-
Preceden‘e ﬁo raves Q serves, t e olprnrons of
he ﬁ)egne who tﬁ] noW vary Wi e% In tact he(v are
ofte ametr v] é{anﬁ)osrt Ia]rge aworrhy of pdlitical
screntrs 3 av erars‘n while” an overwhelming majority
0T persons with actu Legisiative experience are opposed to
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The next week if they haven't had their voice heard th% a
raise their voice agarn but that does nd compare to andling
the area of a séa be, 684,000 square

large as OursS WO
miles, one-thir he area of t(he whole Unite 3t€tes |t
seems to me We mus ave this ad rtrona check an aance of
wo house system In order to g rfroBer voice from the
ecoe in t ore remote areas, fee re that the People
espouse this matter of a uHrcamera house are ﬁrnce
eI cer arn b that they are one%t It says here that the
Bractrca n politics realize t at t e two ouse § ste
serv s e Am ercan s¥stem ecause |n
our peo e e a differen o t rn rn
re net e ryving, a ressr en rgetrc Hat w
ave In the n ed Sta in many , st that should
e true |n t ater, orcrn atr n t oug,therr
overnment on't pass as man th e don't seem to
ave as many yrsts knowr S a act t at our govern-
ment —
CHAIRMAN RILEY: I'm sorry Mr. Rivers, | don't like to b[eak
rn on you ut th stenotypist is having a little difticulty.
gwe cal lve-minuté recess while the machine cools off
your trme stands still?
RECESS

CHAIRMAN RILEY: The Convention will come to order. On recess-

r arr asked that unanrmo#rs consent be allowed Mr. Rivers
to extend] IS time two minutes the Interruption f trend
of thought. Without objection, was there an o Jectron

V. FISCHER: | would like t obéect or the sake %f sayrng this
has given Mr. Rivers more chancé to think. (Laughter)” | with-
draw™my objection.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Is there objection? Without objections, so
ordered

RIVERS: | want to saé then | have watched this Territory
R are or statehoqd and in my smal have been a part n
r pre are for stateho % for man ars | want
sa * r(e th after the bvge e ressro the 303 A
f in rr crrcumstances had elected Tonly rmond o
r he

ce and his HSI move, Of course, was

0

mrnrstrat n to et a rarse in the rrce of ll

i fe H thh bl | i “attyre

That™ca e u t ecame t th a

eogrr strate |c and a e ense ro ram

? SIZt hg (ftr mt tlher ecrorrlnrn | and at
t " ecameevrenc())rIoe d morle evident we. shoud ave a

we evelope economy unctronrng normally in order to have’



unctioning normall that We sh ave a $ overnment
and as far Pack as *37 we talke a out such
Rrepai or rt An under the two-house r ature W rc
members in the Senate and 24 In the H ouse It Was
ﬁrhar%”gtd" ardorlrzlrrnset Lgme4%b0|lalloweevce[1“t%nde\rvetlhg eﬁgrsr%ent
tr)\rhrbghc heaﬁth e instituted ang estab rshed ?t (h
o
Inde
0
|
3
r

%he best defense. It seemed only Io?]rcal to g t such an economy
€g

e
ot have a evenue 3 Under our %zstem ov? ﬂ
tion we passed a firm revende |gram ave no onde
tedness, ~We have money In th teasury We are h%
r Thoge thrngs have all been done’ with our two=holse
cand | for one want to sa ha r has Worke
ully in the Territory of Alaska 0 Wan to con%ede
re are areas n Whrc there s ould be etter deo rapn
tation. [ think that Is one 0 o utres here
er proporthonrn rn the a ter of representation rn
ature when 5@ S constit Eron Ig
want to ea %ou a arH thoug one ine here, but befor do. |
Want 0 say that im this C nstrtutronal Conventr n and |n this
constrt ron We draft, we ave mﬂt hours ymanY
gv% man Erh [s rnves e on trips
rgrtg rbn 88 earl efore congress. ave at stake here
ome 0 f. taxpayers' moneg %Wan to see Us come up
ch a con%rtutron Ich 1s ace #Ja le, not only to the (oeople
Alaska, but also to. the m%m erso o |gress | want f]
read line to you again whic d e; "An overwhelm-
g marorré Pers ns wit actua tlve experrence
étﬁ to | (heanrnge the unic meJaI Iegrs a]ture)
ov rememper that if those men are ot%)ose to If, t racti-
cal men With practrca experience, se aFe the men Wo are

ghway pao!
was to he the nueleus of the state po rce as
s %members o{”one of the con ressrona hearings

Sla

N

2

e
L
aehe

A

eu
that
:
?h sIO

f
sen
[
le
{ r
to s
Ut

S

f e et e e e b e S
Want to S y aga elie eth e people here .area
°”F% teve the te smcer%sedv et parels) BoCAMEReE
1S, Uup to us ah d bel reve at rt we did not ado t a Dica eraI
e NE! ure that w Woud be ty of a gre error in |
pe and .| "wi W{ harg

g]ne tCO%anFGW'?OmWOr % (5 ?

[t the sablrshment 0
eral Iegr t(ure or the two-

rcarE
ouse sz ste rh of re resenta ron e
v her

cause rn for an area thrs % , e tr] n% portation and
ommunr atrons are apf to b g g t e Dest system

t has also proven t0 De, o [ energetic,
ast movrng ard- us |Hg American peo t nk has a|30
proven to est tor thé states, or t ere Woul no

states using It today. (Applause)

CHATRNAN RILEY: Wr. Fisoher,



V. FISCHER: Mr. Chairman, 1| would like to have permission to
clarify a statement | previously made. Apparently it is bein
misunderstood or misinterpreted. n
CHAIRMAN RILEY: You may proceed, Mr. Fischer.

V. FISCHER: I said before that among other things that we,

the 55 delegates are the people. I did not mean in the least
to imply that since we are the people that we are above the
people, that we are not answerable to the people. What"lI

meant to say Is that we should not put ourselves in a separ—
ate category from the 200,000 Alaskans who sent us here.

They are as intelligent as we are. IT something makes sense
to us, will make sense to them, and therefore, we should
not keep talking about them as something apart from us, some—
thing a group that we aren®"t sure will understand what we are
talking about. In other words, what 1| meant to say was that as
representatives, we reflect the thinking of Alaska. Certainly
what we come up with is subject to a referendum approval.

There 1is no question about that, and certainly we are answer-
able to"the people.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Miss Awes.

AWES: I would like to make Just a few remarks prompted by
statements made this evening.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: You may proceed.

AWES: We just had read to us the portion of the summary of

the considerations of the two methods of two types of legisla—
tures. I would like to fill out the picture by reading the
last two sentences of that summary. "Alaska®"s relatively

small population and the economy and simplicity of the uni—
cameral legislature seem to argue in the favor of a single
house. On the other hand, the apparent satisfaction with the
two-house system in the Territorial legislature makes any de—
parture from tradition difficult.” That.again places the final
argument in favor of the two-house system on the basis of tra-—
dition. It seems to me that most arguments in favor of the
two-house system so end. Nov: I am not opposed to tradition as
tradition. However, 1 do not think we should follow it

blindly but ever so often we should reconsider tradition 1in

the light of present-day conditions. I did not run on the
platform of the unicameral legislature. However, 1 did run

on the platform that this body should seriously consider the
unicameral legislature before deciding on which form It should
adopt. As you can see, | was not defeated by running on that
platform. There has been much talk tonight as to what the
people want and putting In what the people want. I agree that
we are here a3 representatives of the people, but | believe

the people elected us to draft the best possible constitution/.
We have an opportunity that Alaskans have probably never had
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HINCKEL: | have already spoken." May | speak again.

CHAIRMAN RILEY:  You have not used v %rr time, Mr. Hinckel.
| believe you have several minutes fe ft
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g are sufficient to convrnc fs l; Wa\ robab
ien adequatel Bresented

"t convince the people,

HINCKEL: | stated pefore' | am on the Legrs ative mmrttee
and | ran for this bﬁd y not o 3“)artrcu ar pat m o one
tyé) ouse or the other, but ell th po e
uld t ﬁo see the ot the besi\tiy con trtu that
we Were ab%to Wit or them n hrnk ha t s Mrss
Awes more anly stated ] well In oth er words | concur with most
the t rn $° she sar | think there are some things we
have for 0t en on the apportionment. Know éhat from attend-
In the ommrte eetr s | not on | attende our own meet-
Ings but aten f the 0t her meetings, that i
quite p ossr to a(ﬂoor n the Iegri]ature sd we will have
better represen a srnql ouse than W_?_ could hope
to have with both. Tha rs ereﬁ mv opinion. The main
thrnog | Wantgd to .sa hen | got g tmtrme was the consti-
tuti ust be writtén for on typ of house or the oéher and
tne C mmittee in drscussrng it fellt that the time to decjde
t at was Heg It IS m[y .opinion that a lot gf the state eﬁrs
a_to]res, ad | been rng on tnem | would have gone alo
It thméustexac the” way the la reuse tocane
ecause they alrea]d ad ever ttHn e
the experts: that have writ en a t d ata tha has been sub
mitted, both for our own n for the Hawaji constrtutron, ey
all tell us that the one-house svls m IS h be t but usualy
0 bagk to the same ﬁnswer t at rsi Awes s — that it
tradition that ave e other in aregorng to
ave W? houses W now 1S trgne we' ﬁ to kgewrt e-
caus% If we write a consttut %r one ouse ang then attempt
to change to two, we are orng tho ave to ave a constrtquon
al convention and rewrrte th e H make.it work and
vlr]ce versa. It we write ﬁ or t e two an t en want tﬂ
change to a one hecause of a sudden everyb g else thinks
ht Letter too an thev all start Cér rng, ear gorn to
ave to tear ourselve aP art an g r again.
It was. the concensus opinlon In th ommr e that those
are t rnos we ou ht to frn o ut now so as to st Wastrnﬁ time
hnq rn naI the committees. at 1s the
reas n that rave s 3 In favor . of rt as poorllv as | paye
done, but that was my idea rn working for |t that [ think It
should be. co nsrdere ver to u ly, and |T we aregorneg to
consider it at all, now the tr e'to do It and not latér on.
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CHAIRMAN RILEY: IT the Chair may make an observation, Mr.
Hinckel. 1 thin* "our point is well taken in that it repre—
sents the thinki < of the body in resolving itself into a
Committee of the V/hole because of the inter-relationship of

the two questions. Is there further discussion? Mrs.
Hermann?
HERMANN : I just wanted to add a little historical footnote

to the remarks that Mrs. Sweeney made about the efforts to
secure a referendum on the matter of a unicameral legislature.
I am a little older than Mrs. Sweeney and I have probably

been watching legislatures a little longer, but way back
yonder in the "20"s there were t\ o attempts made to pass a
referendum providing for a unicameral legislature. There was
also a bill introduced to provide for a unicameral legisla—
ture, and it was killed in the House, not in the Senate, but
in the House. Both of the bills providing for referenda on
the matter -- one in one session and one the next session,
were likewise killed, and it is my recollection that they were
killed in the House and not in the Senate, so that the legis—
lature of Alaska itself has written a considerable volume of
history in regard to the -unicameral legislature. I think Mr.
Fischer®s statement of comparison with the value of committee
work as applied to this Convention is probably a little bit
premature.* His suggestion that it is working so well hers might
also have a foosnote in a day or two when some cf these com—
mittee reports are turned loose on the floor. I hope he will
nos have a rude awakening at that time. There is little to
say as far as | am concerned in regard to the merits of uni—
cameral or bicameral houses. I think the time to say it is on
the floor when we finally are going to vote on this measure,
but I do think that it is advisable that everybody here stand
up and be counted cn how they stand on the matter at the present
time, so that the committees may have some idea on what sort
of report to bring out in regard to that particular angle of
their*work, and 1 am perfectly willing to tell the world here
and now and next week also, that 1 favor the bicameral system.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Egan - if 1 may correct the Chair and
recognise Mr. Earr. While 1 had recognized Mr. Barr earlier,
no.time was charged against him.

BARR: Mr. Chairman, | yield to Mr. Egan for the time being.
CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Egan.

EGAN: Mr. Chairman, 1 know that each delegate who is in favor
of the unicameral system is absolutely sincere. I have talked
to every one of those people who have spoken on that subject
so far, and it has occurred to me and been my observation in
my conversations with those delegates that one of their chief
worries and one of their chief reasons for being for the" uni—
cameral system is that there has been a fear in their minds



because of the past situation that has existed in Alaska. Now,
I am absolutely certain that we are coming out of this Conven—
tion and are Going to write into the constitution that comes
out of this Convention, an apportionment feature in the consti—
tution that will be accepted by, if not all the delegates, by
almost all the delegates in the Convention and will be adopted
into the constitution that it will be as fair an apportion—
ment as is humanly possible to come up with at this time. [
would like to point out that in Alaska the trouble has been,
and 1 think the trouble that has caused most of these fears

and most of the support for the unicameral system has been

that we have not even had a bicameral system of legislative
apportionment in Alaska. V/e have had a running-wild system,
you might say, both in the makeup of the Territorial Senate

and the makeup of the Territorial House. Our citizens here
have not had she opportunity to view,so far as their Terri—
torial government 1is concerned, a bicameral system of legisla—
tive bodies in action, and 1 feel very strongly, personally
that at this time it would be unwise to adopt the unicameral
form of government. We know that our United States has be—
come the freest, the fairest and the greatest nation on earth
under the bicameral system, and | hope that this Convention
will continue that form cf legislative government.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Barr.

BARR: Mr. Chairman, 1| would ask the Chair to give me a warn—
ing about a minute before my time 1is up, as | don T want to
leave a though- or a participle dangling in mid-air. I will
submk t to you that the ideal system for a legislature is the
unicameral or one-house legislature, and that is juss exactly
what 1is wrong with 1it. It 1s an ideal. It is backed by
theorists who have never had any experience in the practical
applications cf their theories. The unicameral system would
work very well if human beings ceased to be human, if every
voter got out and voted and every voter was aware of what he
was voting for and acquainted with the candidates and if every
elected man that was a member of that legislature were a
statesman, then it would work, tut unfortunately human beings
are human. Mow, 1 would like to give you a couple of illus—
trations of why we should have two houses. You have heard

many times that our American system of government 1is based on
checks and balances. It is in our present legislature. There
are three forms of government to serve as a check on each
other, and we have courts for that purpose - we even have
auditors, examiners and erasers on lead pencils for that reason.
Nov; in the past 1 have served in the legislature, and 1 have
seen the time 1 was very thankful we had two houses. I will
give you tv;o examples. The first cr.e most of you are acquainted
with, so I v/il- not go ir.so details on that. That was she time
the House passed a so-called "luxury tax"™ which in effect
really was a sales tax. It was passed bv a large majority In
the House. They thought it was a good tax and they were
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Congress of the United States. There Is a reason for it be—
cause they can do their business better. They are not afraid
of what you think of them for what they do. They are afraid
testimony might come up that will hurt some outsider and I have
seen that happen in committee right here. VJhen we were talk-—
ing about former governors, things were said about former gov-—
ernors that brought up points that we wanted to bring out to
clinch an aiOament. That could not be done In the public.
We are operating under a republican form of government. The
people delegate their authority to members of the legislature
and they trust those members of the legislature to do their
business for them and do it the best way possible, which some—
times should not be open to the public. It is said that
the State of Nebraska, the one state that has a unicameral
legislature which works very well". I am not well acquainted
with Nebraska. Very likely it does, but a state more unlike
Alaska could not have been pointed out. The geography is
different, the terrain is different, the people are differ—
ent. We have different races up here, different industries,
most of the people in Nebraska are farmers or cattle raisers.
They are all very conservative and while every Alaskan that |1
ever met was a distinct individual. Also it was brought up
that it works in Canada and Europe. Well, it probably does.
Our forefathers came to this country to get away from the
European system of government. Don*"t let us import it to
Alaska. Nov; it was said also that the closer relationship
could be had between the governor and a unicameral legislature.
I believe that is so, especially if the governor was trying to
control ,hem and also perhaps if the governor was of the
opposite political faith then the majority of the legislature
there would be more wrangling, more confusion and less
done. A one-house legislature also might be more easily con—
trolled by a special interest group or lobbyists. It would be
very difficult"to control two houses. Nov;, when we are granted
statehood, wo are going to launch our snip of state on her
maiden voyage - an untried ship with an untried crew. What
system of navigation shall we use? Shall we try the old tried
and true system that has steered 47 states through these past
years or shall we try a new system advanced by theorists that
has no system of checks and balances and one in which we would
not know where we are going? I don"t believe that the people
of Alaska would want to try that. It is too early in the game
when we are starting our state, and we want everything to work
and work properly.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Peratrovlch.

PERATROVICH: Mr. Chairman, what 1 have to say will be very
brief, but | want to get up, as Mrs. Hermann suggested, to be
counted. I have expressed my view to quite a number of dele—
gates here upon my arrival. Much to my surprise this has been
a primary question in this Convention, and I am glad we gath—
ered here tonigns to try to arrive at some conclusions and with
that thought in mind I wish to offer my conclusions tonight.
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I gather from what has been %aid here, the primary concern 1is

the true representation of all areas,and I can sympathise

with Mr. Hinckel, because | ammoreor less representing people
of this type. However, 1 made It very plain when |1 v/as ap—
proached on this topic that 1 would never obstruct any con—
structive move. I am here to see that if | can contribute,

in my own little way, todrawup a constitution acceptable to
the people of the Territory. I might add, friends, that |
worked mighty hard for statehood of Alaska and I°m still
plugging. My area is limited, but there are voters there too.

They are very much concerned, and I think it is only fair that
they should have a voice in the state of Alaska, and 1 am

very much encouraged after I listened to two or three speakers
here tonight. Perhaps there will be reapportionment. 1 think
that is the solution. Mymind has been open on this thing and

It is just about made uptonight. <I1f that angle is thrashed

out, I am sure they will forget about everything else. We
will go back to the two-house system. That is all 1 have to
offer,

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. White.

WHITE: Mr. Chairman, 1 am on the fence on this proposition, so
as not to frustrate the team who are checking off one side or

the other, 1| lean toward bicameralism, but | have the feeling
that a much better case can be made by more people for uni—
cameralism than has been made tonight. I have just jotted down

a few notes here that 1 would like to go over at random with a
preface that | am not the one to make the case for unicameral —
ism. I don"t know enough about It. But in the two examples
given by Mr. Earr, as to the legislature, it seems to me, the
one in regard to the placer mining bill and the other the lux—
ury tax, it seems to me it could be argued equally well that if
there had been a one-house legislature in those two instances
It would net have come to pass. I have heard that argued be-
fore here by people who were in the legislature at the time

and particularly*in the case of the luxury tax - that that
v/as designed to jar something loose from the other house.

That makes sense to me. In the other case of a bill slipping
through with a mistake in it, 1 think it might be argued
equally well that if you had the one-house legislature, it
would tend to make that one house considerably more careful

in what it does than would be “€he case with the two-house

legislature. Each member would be well aware his action Is
final and not subject to revision or review by another house,
In that same vein 1 think It is equally logical to argue that

when you give a person, properly qualified, additional res-
ponsibilitios you generally get a better performance, a better-
gualified person running for the office or applying for the
job. V/e have heard a good deal on the subject of representa—
tion. I don"t know how you can get better representation than
you would have in a one-house legislature. The point has been
brought uo that the lower house in a two-house legislature 1Is
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Mr. Buckalew.
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CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Collins.

COLLINS: Mr. Chairman, 1 have sat here and listened with a great
deal of interest to the statements pro and con for the one-
house and tv:o-house legislature. Personally, I am in favor of
a two-house legislature, and Delegate Barr brought to my
attention a happening in favor of-the two-house. I had pre—
sented a heald Lbill in *45, ten years ago, and In that it

had to do with the pollution of the streams of Alaska. It -
was a health bill, and we passed it, not thinking, not realiz—
ing the danger that might happen to the mining industry
throughout the Territory of Alaska. After that bill had passed
the Senate and went to the House, my attention v/as drawn to
that dangerous provision in that bill, had it passed. I im—
mediately contacted the committee in the House and presented
the fact that if they did not amend that bill to protect the
mining industry of the Territory of Alaska, SO percent of all
the mines in the Territory of Alaska would be shut down. It
gave us that time to reconsider that, brought to our attention.
It was inadvertently on the part of the drafters of that bill
that it would affect one industry in Alaska. Mr. Earr brought
that to my attention. I had forgotten it. Now, the question
of one-house or two-house. We have i1f we pass the one-house
proposition and have that in our constitution and present that
to the Territory of Alaska for the voters to ratify, v/e have
two hurdles to make. We have got to make that hurdle and then
that bill of the constitution is sent on to the Congress of
the United States. One. state in the United States is prac-—
ticing the cr.e-house proposition. Each state 1is given two
Senators throughout the states. What will they think of us If
ws present this constitution to the Congress cf the United
States? Will we make that hurdle? Can we sell our constitu—
tion under those conditions? Those gentlemen in Congress of
the United States have been practicing under the proposition

of the old tradition of a two-house legislature. Shall v/e
break that strong thread of tradition with admission of our
constitution for the coming state of Alaska? | say no, and |

am very much in favor of a two-house legislature.”
CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Nolan.

NOLAN: Mr. Chairman, 1 am for the bicameral system. Now you
have just heard an argument by Delegate Buckalew that it would
probably be easier to control lobbyists under a one-house sys-—

tem. I have served in both houses over quite a few years, and
if Mr. Buckalew had been down there a few years ago he would
have seen a lobbyist passing notes in the House. Now 1 have

found in my terms in the. House and the Senate, that there has
never been a time that she lobbyists have been able to control
both houses.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Stewart.
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STE". ART: Mr. Chairman, 1 am in a position to mak. .: ehservF.-
or zvo or that myself. I have attended nearly every
session of the legislature since the first and often. Session

after session | have seen measures that were for the benefit
of the people as a whole pass through the House with a heavy
majority, come up to the Senate, which in the earlier days

had eight members, two of those members were employees of one
large mining company, one of them their chief attorney. If
these two men alone with one other could persuade a fourth
person to join them, they would kill any beneficial legisla—
tion for the benefit of the whole people by producing a tie.

I have seen that happen over and over again. I don t lenov; that
the unicameral system is the cure for that. It ma®- be that
with better representation from all the districts those

things can be controlled, but the history of the past I think
demonstrates that something should be done to eliminate

than, r.ct control it but eliminate it. It may be that with
the representation of the apportionment being provided in a
way that will give representation from all districts in a
fairer way. It may be also that having more frequent sessions
of she legislature so that measures originating "at one ses—
sion cannot be passed on finally but held over between two
sessions, and thereby giving a chance for the people to ex—
press themselves on what has gone on in the first"session.
That may help, but anything we can do to eliminate the painful
effects of the lobbying I have seen in the legislature ever
since | have been here, 1 am for.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Ralph Rivers.

R. RIVERS: Mr. Stewart, did not that situation improve when
they enlarged the Senate to 16 members?

STUART: To a degree.

R. RIVERS: Do you think that if we had a larger Senate so that
not such a small group of people could cause a tie, that that
would minimise the lobby effect?

STEV"ART: It might improve it, | wouldn® say that it would
eliminate it. I think to eliminate it, some means should be
provided whereby the people throughout the Territory, maybe
that 3 possible now with the communications the way they are,
let the people know what is going on in those halls, the way
we who live in Juneau and attend the legislature observe.

R. RIVERS: I would like to observe, Mr. Chairman, that one of
the historic reasons for increasing the Territorial Senate was
that that closcknit group of eight men could kill any measure
coming up from the House was the reason for increasing the
Territorial Senate to 10 members.

CHATRNW AN RILEY: Rro Johanson,



H5<!

h-
rvatron IS aperfectly go answer Mr, tewart's objections
.o? rcamer%l %ystem %n the groun Eat It IS e :srfy
contro ed by lob IStB" ertarnl with the qu es a
Po{ner Prory)ortro mént_being. once settl ﬂ by thi
=veer ersoh \|Nr$ Aalrggkfoytnd thre arrS\rveerr sgntS

?/ep rafredﬁypr Fav P

atl amunqual or of th
was rn the House when n 1945 *

wereF ore us y &ayo [ Ht memorra

inct a?arns 0se projects a
r dwrl substantiat that an
fe

thrn [

eel 1.0 tly today-, or | fe

[ |rs al>{ tﬁeyarguments ﬁere onrgﬁat
rques -

h he

rati

n

JOHNSON: M. Pre?d nt, it seems to tha Mr. River%' 0
a
o

Q_r—l-r—i-
SO <<

t’l\y after hav-
r. McNees
unrcame(mJ f stem would st Brovrde us with
cks an nces and ne says
at we wouId have the su reme cou
tion. However, not pol uﬁ that the
es, not OB wrée eﬁrs ation, but only o
islation. E es] that, every once In-awnile
CUru can make a mrstake In addition, he arques
eck cf the veto wer have seen many, tJ Eh eto
overrrd N sIatu and when’ it e over-
n y two ouses wrth two- thdr s vote In each house,
rn stan r%a on it cou e overridden in one house.
et o ch ssrd alances he talks about do not seem to be
He mad e seme reference, or rather comBarrsoH t%
s stem with our courts. We ever f IS
, h gess a_fair hearrng, oes of like r
N alppea T at 1s exactg/ the same asr enate.
na h pyoeas to the suRr me court. ouse ger
1Tl that is not Eroper and the aJJep Ehl aken t
and vr e versa don't belie ere rs an comparr-
ween t e unh eral ystem and the cqurt syste
T re erencet t at ma countr}eshae the unrcam-
system He did hmentron the name asrngle country
t ould tr de for t nrtenl] %es of Amerita, and he
E) re erence P IS bicamera séstem was as

ec
&6
her: wa U -
tltsr g check us
ry

ﬁom
=<
Yo
-
D
@
CD(QC
O(D

fact tha
uf it, 1logl ca? rocer&ure et It seems to me th at
5. not a very tenupus ar umegt ec use if bicameral
1S such an rllggrcal proce ure, the ited State
rica actrn un er that system for or o ears could
ave reach rhs resent srtron economrc o rtrca
h

B—H

ste

g litary strengt amu erab ose e unic

a sstemy 9bgir ve that | eareé arh w
e t constrtutr n_ that we
hou § |

cn'—"('DQ.)Docn'—"

Rgovﬁe who sent us here to write
rite 1t on the basl3 that v/as T t out In the'federa
Constitution so many years ago so wise

CHAIRMAN RILEY:  Mr. McNees?

MCNEES: Mr. Chairman, | don't |ike to hear myself misquoted as
| have tv/0 or three times tonight. | amcoing to pass over

by men



most of them but this latest one | am coins to have to take
ug A orns to quote drrect)( as | quted before. | re-

rre ver% losely to m notes onight ‘due t the time limita-
tron t as politically, Pu ed on.me here,’ Hrg quotation,
Mr Jo nson, v:as this: IT the Ieu ture excee d'its consti-
tutior.a| auth%rrty In the enactmen lav;, 1t vrould be
5@ 3SI e K the supreme coury. | r% n t sag 8 au%reme court
oul Roth po hte measurel&ea or a ha

t make r no one else vrould

o:

ave a er point. | would
desire the flopor right now.

CHAIRMAN RILEY:  You may have the floor, Mr. McKees.

MCKEES. Thank y rrre Whrte asked a guestron awhile
ago about 8ontro t rn q% Ing | one house e hslature

comloare amera Hrs lature, ere are
S|X nts % t which the | o rst can gar rz effective control
In the two ouse system., rst P ointgd thatf out rather
%raPhrcaI bv and sgent a little trme on It, the con erence
cmir.ittee Where m ugarn on ro| We know sessron a ter
session of the Iegr %t re where ere rs th co s
over who IS o e.speaj er of th e use. oes
battLe taki IL B a eyrng or ost 50 t
Sh) don n ﬁhe | grsts don't hae eir hands In
that. on [0l o he election e ea er rs] an rm ortant
oJnt. contro f the Senate at , hic Stewart
ornted here awhile a 0, or b con fth House the
arger nd the nard t onet contro org down
bass , an con tro he speaker of the”H use or the
gre S| of rcer of the enate he might be In a |oosrtron as
Iob rst to name tho tv.ro members to that Fon er ence com
mitte e ert er hhe use o Senate. If he o r¥r named
os tvro e vrould have cont ro the copfe ence committee.
That | hrnk 1S the rmno ortant Born nha ere Is ﬁat We
h ve con erence com ittee s% d In between tvro ouses where
ever t ing 1S out 0 s% t an ere ?u can get at o vro
or three man to m Inta ver e ctrve contro
were to make a re ut a |t ouI thr there 15 a com
mittee known the mmrttee o te o er nment made U of
a very fine |rs of the to olitical scien rsts states
Ln our natr n t da¥, argd t 0Se _men reri g 178, e
eauty of the t e X of the unrcamera stem too fee
people Of (Jask sent. us ﬁ to rw) esent them | knew
W en*l ookh 0 hrs ss% | was re resﬁntrng a min-
0rif roup but I believe that mrnorrty ﬂro P S ould ﬂave
a Il be heard, | got ﬁveru good garing tonight — andl
aﬂr ver}/npe%s ed with it. hat dur h % the course  of
ese anz 1SCUS shons e hav% ad, Ihere ae een ﬁome of ,
You won over bui there have Dbeen a lot more of ave  modi-
e uour* thinking.  During the course of the | st 20 yearsor
better, par;, .viotins the growth or the rnterest t e Informa-
tron SC to of the unicameralistic theo r{ thought has
been a .*ouo thus | think 1s to be reckoned with, and that is






457

that If it went the other way you would do likew® e. (Applause)

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Walsh.

WALSH: Mr. Chairman, |1 v/ant to compliment my colleague from
the Second Division, Mr. McNees, for the very able, earnest,
and efficient manner in which he presented his case for unicam-
eralsim. I know that Mr. McNees has put a lot of time and
research into that subject.. He has studied it. I have talked
with him prior to tonight many times,and | have great admira—
tion for the amount of work and the intelligent approach that
he has made to present his case here tonight. I think he did
an excellent job. I regret, however, that 1 cannot agree with
him for a unicameral legislature. I an not going to bring 1in
the State of Nebraska, or Zam not going to take up any time of
the members here .and go into details. I look to our Federal
Constitution, and from there I take my views. It has withstood
the test of time. It has gone past 150 yearsand today it is
respected the world over as the greatest form of government
known to man. We have, of course, 4-7states to counteract the
one lone State of Nebraska. That hasbeen gone over by other
people. I rise here principally on the statement made by Mrs.
Hermann that 1 think v:ie should stand up and be counted. [

want to be counted for bicameralism.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Londborg.

LOND3ORG: Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to say a few words at

this time. I don"t wish to condemn unicameralism as such. In
theory it may be good. I have not had a chance to study it
through and through. I would like to say that as far as

Alaska Is concerned, 1 believe it is just good for the theorists.
I had a chance to observe unicameralism to a small degree,

having been raised in the State of Nebraska. I had the privi-»
lege of seeing it come into effect. I remember in high school

v/e were very much interested in it, and as wenoted this morn—
ing the interest in this one school grade here inFairbanks 1in
our Convention, e took a similar Interest In our little part

of Nebraska and had a chance to see it come into effect; and al —

so see it operate. I attended a few sessions sitting in the
gallery at Lincoln when 1 lived there. 0One argument that Te
have heard over and over again, not just here but elsewhere,
is that it works in Nebraska; I believe it v/as adopted there

to simplify the government and also to give representation.
However, they were able to sell it to the Nebraskans or

Nebraska adopted it because at that time, 1in the 1930°s,

Nebraska v/as largely a rural population. According to Mr.

McNealy who 1is also from Nebraska, he said that the largest

city according to proportion would be about 10 percent of the
total population. Now that is not too bad a proportion, city
versus rural population, taking your largest city, but now

due to the larger farms, many of the farmers moving to the cities,
etc., Omaha has grown and the rural areas have declined in
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and the Senate be sent to us. We did not get a chance to
read through then all, but it stimulated some good interest
among the students. I think that should be done all over

to create an interest among the students so .that when they

grow up they vrill take an interest in their government and then
the men and women in legislature will vote for the people and
not for the lobbyists, because they will know the people are
watching them. As far as tradition is concerned, 1 don
particularly like tradition as such. I. like to start out on
something new. Yet I will never forget the advice that was
given to me once. "Be not the last to leave the old nor the
first to try the new."™ 1%low it is true that we would not be

the first in one sense of the word, as Nebraska now has uni —
cameral legislature but we would be -the first state to start
with unicameralism in the last 150 years. I don @ believe we
dare take such a gamble as to put unicameralism into the consti—
tution tha- we will operate under when we first become a state.

CHAIPJLAN RILEY: Is there further comment? Mr. Robertson?

RCZZET5GY: Nr. Chairman, | would like to announce 1| am strongly
for bicameralism. I doubt if it is necessary to state so be—
cause 1 have introduced two proposals to this Convention based
upon the bicameral system, but I would like to emphasize one
thing. Views have been expressed by so many which accord with

but 1 would like to emphasize the fact that |
don"t think we should discard the nearly 42 or 43 years of
experience in the two-house system in Alaska. Ye don"t want
to "iscard she experience that our government Is based on a
two-party system and we don®t want to risk the chance that
Congress will say that those Alaskans are simply trying to
experiment in a new kind of legislation. Therefore, 1 hope
this Conversion adopts the bicameral system

CEAIR::;:: RILEY: Is there further discussion? I-Ir. Armstrong.

ARIISTRILG: Mr. Riley, I think I can make this very brief.

I vrould want to be counted for the bicameral system because |
believe that this constitution will correct any error that

has been perpetrated on the people of Alaska under our Terri—
torial form of government. \VJe will have adequate representa—
tion, we will provide for an annual meeting where we will not
have all these log jams Which have cluttered up the halls and
wastebaskets of Juneau. I did not come hero feeling that |1
had any mandate to change the form of government under which
we are" to operate. I believe that we would have a terrific
job in the 120 days to educate the public to a change of form.
I doubt that we would have the acceptance of the right kind

of publicity from press, radio and TV that would be necessary

in this type of an endeavor. I am also aware too that we have
people from every state in die Union who have coine into the
family of Alaska. I do not believe that we can at this time

afford to confuse them by this type of change, and | would add



this one other word - that | have been in the halls of the
legislature of Juneau, and | can say personally that | have
been blessed bo see the checks and balances that have been
made available there to the people of Alaska. So you know
exactly how 1 stand and how I will vote when this comes out

of the committee. I hope we won"t tarry many days before this
does come for final action.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Metcalf?

METCALF: I want to make a few brief remarks along the line

Mr. Londborg has made. I am for the bicameral legislature,
though I came to this meeting tonight with an open mind. The
meeting® has been very educational. I certainly sympathize

with folks that are in favor of a“unicameral legislature. There
are abuses there. There certainly are but 1 believe could

be corrected with the system of reapportionment and whereby

the people out in the rural areas will have more active inter—
est in government affairs. There is one other angle that has
not been mentioned in adjusting this system of checks and
balances. IT ve become a state or after we set up this consti—
tution we would also have the initiative, referendum, amend—
ments and revision clauses plus the recall which will give the
common man Tfurther checks and balances cn his legislature.

I mention this because 1 don"t believe it has been mentioned
before.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Cross.

CROSS: Mr. Chairman, we came here to build a constitution.
This constitution has two basic requirements - eone is that it
must be workable, the other that it must be acceptable. |
believe Alaska could work a constitution with either form of

legislature. I doubt very much that we could sell one with
any but a two-house legislature. I am for the two-house legis—
lature.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Rosswog.

ROSSVJOG: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say just a few words.

I have not served in the legislature but | have served on city
councils and quite a few other boards, and 1 am in favor of a
two-house system. I know at times on these boards vie would

have been glad to have some other check so that we would not

have had to reverse ourselves. There is another thing that 1
think I am concerned about is the distribution of our representa—
tion, but | am sure that this Convention and the committees

can work out distribution of representation so the areas

are represented.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Sundborg.

3UNLBORG: Mr. Chairman, we have heard this evening thus far
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two houses of the legislature why is it not good to have three
houses, to make it even more certain that no bad legislation
will get through, or four and let"s be perfect. I believe that
responsibility is the thing and that responsibility will be
developed by placing the responsibility upon a number of
people, whether that may be a one-house legislature or in a
two-house legislature. There would be no five percent luxury
tax passed by a one-house Alaska legislature if we had had

a unicameral system, at the last session. I am convinced of
that. I was close to it and watched what happened. I think
that there is no argument either in tradition. The reason we
have a two-house legislature 1in our national government, 1in

our Congress, 1is because there was need of a compromise. There
never would have been a nation, there never would have been a
Congress, or Constitution 1f we had not been able to have one
house which would be based upon representation of people ana
the other that would be based upon areas. /e would not have
had a nation. How this matter of lobbyists of which Kr. Stewart
spoke so feelingly. I can speak feelingly of that too. It

was mentioned here a few minutes ago that one of the members
who has had long legislative experience has never seen a lobby

control both houses. A lobby doesn®"t have to control both
houses. It has to control only one house, it doesn"t even have
to control a whole house. When we have a situation such as we

have in Alaska at the present time where perhaps the execu—
tive is on a different side of the fence from the preponderant
feeling of expression in a legislature and something comes up
on a measure so override a veto, all that the lobby has had

to do ar.d all that the lobby had to do in the last session of
our legislature was control just five members and no piece of
legislation which the governor opposed could ever get through
that legislature, although there were 40 members there, the
lobby that could control five members (and believe me they did)
can stop it. It was mentioned here too that somebody once

saw a lobbyist pass a note to a member of the House. of
course, that happens all the time. *+t would happen in a one-
house legislature. But what 1is the real meaning of that? In
order to control a house, even if the house were only, as large
as that of our Alaska at present, the lobby would have to
control 13 members. ITf we had a_ lobby trying to control this
body, it would have to control 28 members, vastly more diffi—
cult than controlling a little group even if we doubled the
size of our present Senate, the lobby would still only have to
control 10 members.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I*m sorry Mr. Sundborg but your time 1is past.
Mr. Buckalew?

BUCKALEW: If there Is no further discussion, | move that we
report progress.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Mr. Buckalcv; has made the motion that the Com-—
mittee rise and report progress.
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HARRIS: Point of order, did the motion come before the house
that the visitors would be allowed to speak?

CHAIRMAN RILEY: That was discussed a few minutes ago. We
will hare two minutes of recess. The Convention is at recess.

RECESS -
CHAIRMAN RILEY: The Committee will come to order. Mr. Doogan?

DOOGAN: Mr. Chairman, 1 think that most of the Committee, all
of the Convention delegates who want to be heard have been

heard from. I would like to move and ask unanimous consent that
if there is anybody in the gallery that wishes to be heard,

that they be granted the privilege.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Without objection It is ordered that anyone 1in
the audience who wishes to comment on the subjectunderdiscus—
sion this evening may step forward and do so.

DR. HUGH RATE: I feel that this group should be represented

and if others are too timid to do so, | shall pass a few re—
marks. We have heard the pros and cons of this debate. If

I were to judge the debate 1 would say on the basis of brilliant
presentation, the pros resolved that the unicameral system be
adopted, would have won. Cn the basis cf solid argument, |

feel that the negative side would have won. We have had a
classic example of how, if this house were evenly divided,

one brilliant speaker mithe change the whole complexion of the
house and a measure be passed, and that would be"your unicamer —
al system. Is could be, and if that one brilliant speaker,
which does nos exist here, happened to be under the thumb of

a lobbyist you might have a law that you did nos want. 1

wans to remark also that if this body thinks that the peo- le of
Alaska are r.cs watching you, you are missaken. We expect you

to come up wish something grod, and we believe you will do so,,
and the attentiveness of your audience | think proves that point
It might be a good idea to take a straw vote among the audience.
That Is all, sir.

DOOGAN: Mr. Chairman, may 1 ask that the people that speak
from the audience state their name for the benefit of those
people who are not from Fairbanks and where they are from.
That was Dr, Hugh Fate.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Are there others who care to address any re—
marks?

MR. KOPONNEN: My name is Nell Koponnen. I am a homesteader
on Chena Ridge and an electrician by trade, an unsuccesful
candidate for the last election and I stuck my neck out on the
unicameral issue. Nobody knows me very well. I don"t belong

to any party, |1 don"t belong to any lodges, | don"t have much
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Kodiak ana home.

CKAIEMAIl kitey:  Thank you Mr. Koponnen. Is there other com

rr.ont? Mr. Barr?

BARK: I vrould suggest that the public here be informed t?at
their remarks are being taped probably will be broadcast [I0OM

a radio station. In any case if they are groping for words,
they will at least look at a dictionary and use some words that
arc in the dictionary instead O? something that 1 don"t [€CO0(Q-
nise as English.

CHATRNW U RILEY: s there forther ctomment from the &0 diente!



iss Stuart!?

*ALICE STUART: I am also a defeated candidate. I cot 2016
votes at large. I also don"t "belong to either political party
nor dc | belong to an;: civic or fraternal groups. However .
I thought we should have a good constitution that should be
based on fundamental American principles. One book that |
have read that has been of great interest to me 1is The
Federalist. 1 haven®"t readit .11 but parts that | have read.,
I enjoyed. There 1is one | wou * like to refer you all to and
that 1is No. 62, credited to either Hamilton or Madison. In
it is refers to ". . . inquiring into the purposes which are
to be answered by the senate and in order to ascertain these,
it will be necessary to review the inconvenience " You
will find that many of these reasons, | think there are five
or six of them, will apply equally to the State of Alaska and
| think you would all, 1if you haven®"t read The Federalist No,
will find it of greac interest. It is in favor of tne two-
house systenm.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: Thank you, Miss Stuart.

CONSTANCE GRIFFITH: I am one of the three that lost In spite
of sticking my neck out for unicamerallegislature but 1

don*"t think in all fairnessit is fair to say that was the
reason | lost. It seems to me that the three points that have
teen advanced against unicameral legislature - the embarrass—
ment of a member of the House or the Senate because something
passed that he was sorry he voted on, I would say that in the
unicameral legislature, you would take more time and that

would save the groping around, the running back and forth and
the embarrassment, and that that would perhaps make much better
legislation because a bill would not have to be rushed through
the other house. In taking more time, then people would have

a chance to get their views to the one house and the delibera—
tions would be more gratifying to all concerned. The other

two things are ratification and tradition. Nov; the tradition
of our government in having a two-house legislature Is be—
cause we have states and then the government. /e don"t have
anything comparable to states in a state that needs repre—
sentation In*a separate house, so | don"t see that purpose 1is
served and that tradition needs to be so clung to in this
particular instance. As far as ratification, | think the
people trust you and are willing to go along with anything that
you at the Constitutional Convention devise for us to ratify,
and 1 don"t think you need to be afraid if you really think
this thing through and come out with either unicameral legis—
lature cr bicameral legislature, 1 am pretty sure the people

of Alaska are going to get behind you and will ratify anything
you do. Thank you very much.

CHATRWAN RILEY: Thank you, Wiss 6 orifftith,



UNIDENTIFIED MAN: It has impressed me tonight how many people
have said v;a must sell the constitution to the people of Alaska,
and sell it to Congress, but somehow that smacks of something
small to me. Maybe that 1is wrong, but all the great theories
that have come from history have been something new, something
different, and the,T have not always been Impractical, because
they haven®t been cione before but quite often the thing that
turned out to be the most practical as well as the most Inspira—
tional for most people. I think a lot of people came to Alaska
because they felt the United States was not completely God"s
country, that it “wasn"t perfect, but no country is. Maybe

it's strong but strength isn"t everything. I love Alaska be—
cause | feel that there is so much wrong up here, but there Is
still so"much that can be done and so much future and that

we need to have the courage to step forward and that v/e need
not rely and say that we must do everything because it Is

done in the states and always has been done in the states.

That doesn"t make it perfect. I know people that have the
courage to believe in theories if they feel that the theories
are right and good, 1 :ause | think most of the progress 1in

the United States originally and throughout history has been
through people having the courage of their convictions.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: If there are no further comments from the
audience, the Chair would entertain a motion to rise.

V. RIVERS: Mr. Chairman, | make a motion and ask unanimous
consent that the Committee of the Whole now rise and report
progress.

CHAIRMAN RILEY: I might state first that the bus has been
called and should be here in a matter of about 15 minutes.
Without objection the Committee shall rise and report progress.
So ordered.

RECESS

PRESIDENT EGAN: The Convention will come to order. Is there
any business to come before us at this time?

RILEY: Mr. President, your Committee of the Whole has met,
risen, and reports progress.

PRESIDENT? EGAN: Mr. Riley reports that the Committee of the

Whole has risen and reports progress. Is there other business
to come before the Convention?

HELLE®.ITHAL: Mr. Chairman, |1 move the meeting be adjourned until
9 o"clock tomorrow morning.

PRESIDENT? EGAN: Mr. Hellenthal moves and asks unanimous con—
sent that the Convention stand adjourned until 9 a.m. tomorrow.
Is there objection? Hearing no objection it is so ordered.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Terry Gardiner, Chairman
House Judiciary Committee

FROM: Stuart C. H
Legislative unsel

SUBJECT: Proposed constitutional amendments establishing a
unicameral legislature: IIJR 1 (Bradner, et al) and

SJR 1 (Rader, et al)

Article 11 (Legislature)

The initial section of the measures amending article 1l replace
the existing two-house legislature consisting of a 20-member
Senate and flO~member House of Representatives with a 61-member
single-house, or unicameral, legislature whose members are
designated "senators".

Qualifications for membership are redefined by setting a uniform
minimum age of 21 years and by deleting from the second section of
article 11 the 25 yearsof age requirement presently in force for
members of the Senate. (At least one Incumbent House member is
under 25.) No change 13 made in the three-year state;, one-year
election district residence required in the present constitution.

./Section 3 in SJR"Iprovldes for a uniform staggered four-year term
for legislators, 31 of whom would be elected in gubernatorial
election years, 30 in presidential election years; I1IJR 1, how—
ever, proposes that 31 be elected in presidential election years,

in gubernatorial election years.

Under the proposed section 10, in SJR 1, the governor retains the
powerJto, adjoum the legislature where there 1is disagreement over
adjournmenTT! IFhat power 1is customary in a two-house legislative
system; it may not be necessary under a unicameral structure

(HIJR 1 simply repeals this section), but its retention 1is thought
wise 1in the event there is substantial disagreement among the
membership. Certification to the governor probably would require
more than a handfull of members, and there is no reason to believe
that a wilful minority could prevent adjournment because an adjourn—
ment sine die resolution still requires a majority of the membership®s
approval.
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There is no substantive change in section 12 other than to remove
references to a two-house body and replace it with single-house
terminology.

In a two-house legislature the second house serves as a kind of
"filter” for the legislation emanating from the house of origin.
That process is eliminated in a unicameral legislature. Thus,
there is a need to build in some other device to ensure that
legislation will be enacted in deliberate manner. Section 14(b)
provides that final passage of a bill may not occur until five
calendar days after its introduction have elapsed and until vhe
bill has appeared on the daily legislative calendar at least one
day. An exception is made for urgency bills - those designed to
meet some emergency, such as an Anchorage-type earthquake or a
Fairbanks-type flood, that demands immediate legislative action

to provide for relief. However, in SJR 1, a three-fourths vote 1is
required to permit action earlier than the five da.viL. and an urgency
bill must set forth the facts constituting the necessity for im-—
mediate legislative action. That statement plus the bill itself
each must be passed by a separate two-thirds vote. No urgency bill
may create or abolish an office, modify its salary, term or duties,
grant a franchise, special privilege, or create any vested right or
interest. In IIJR 1, both steps require a two-thirds vote, and an
urgency bill may not levy a tax.

Sections 15,16 and 18 are amended solely to remove references to
two-house legislative action and replace them with single-house
nomenclature.

In the Impeachment provisions, section 20, there is one change.
Under the existing provisions, impeachment originates in the Senate
and the trial is in the House (the reverse of the procedure 1in the
U. S. Congress); impeachment 1is brought by a two-thirds vote of the
senators, with judgment requiring a two-thirds vote In the House
following trial by that body. SJR 1 provides forimpeachment
brought by resolution (rather than on motion) by a ma.iorltv voteof
the legislature, but judgment requires a two-thirds vote, thus
ensuring that some greater number of "&mbers be persuaded to take
so significant a political step th >uld remove an officeholder.
HJR 1, however, provides for a two Js vote both for impeachment
and judgme ; (or conviction).

Article VI (begj latlve Districting)

The elimination of a two-house legislature in favor of a uni-—
cameral system necessitates changes in the procedure for the state ™
system of legislative districting. Moreover,gggAlaska Supreme
Court®s decision in Egan v. Hammond, 502 P.2d (Alaska, 1972),



has rendered significant language in the existing article VI void
because it was declared unconstitutional under the Equal Protec—
tion Clause of the l14th Amendment to the U. S. Constitution.

In addition to deleting language 1in existing article VI (sections 4,
5 and 7) providing for separate, different bases for representation
in the Senate and in contrast to the House, made obsolete by earlier
court decisions requiring "one man, one vote"™ as the representation
base in both houses of a state legislature (Reynolds v. Sims, 377
U.S. 533 (1964); Wade v. Nolan, 414 P.2d 0689 (Alaska, 1966)), this

proposal makes a major change in article VI: a shift of the legis—
lative representation base from civilian population to registered
voters. The Alaska Supreme Court, in Egan v. Hammond, held that

civilian population as the basis for redistricting was unconstitu—
tional because it discriminated against the state ™ military popula—
tion on account of its employment. However, the court recognized

that many, if not most, of the military personnel stationed 1in

Alaska (about 10 per cent of the state"s total population) well

might vote elsewhere and their inclusion in the population base for
representation in the legislature seriously couli distort a distric—
ting scheme. Consequently, the court authoiized the use of registered
voters or a special state census of residents or citizens. Inasmuch
"as the latter would be both costly (because special arrangements

would have to be made with the U. S. Bureau of the Census to count
state residents or citizens and the state would be charged for that
extra service) and time-consuming and in all likelihood probably

would produce about the same results as would registered voter totals,
the use of registered voters Is recommended, provided that the state®s
voter registration laws are revised so that the "purge™ of registered
voters no longer resident in the state or precinct and who have not
voted at a primary or general election occurs more frequently than
once every four years (as at present) to ensure that the total

number of registered voters accurately reflects their proportion to
the state®s total population.

Use of registered voters for redistricting rather than population as
reported in the decennial federal census, was authorized by the

U. S. Supreme Court for use in Hawaii where, as in Alaska, there Is

a substantial concentration of military personnel in proportion to
the state®"s total population and In Vermont where the ratio of
students to total population 1is very high. Thus each legislator
would represent, as nearly as possible, an equal nuinbc-r of registered
voters.

No substantive change is made 1in present language requiring that
districts be formed of "compact and contiguous territory”™ and
contain "as nearly as practicable, a relatively integrated socio—
economic area." "



The measure does make one other important substantive change: it
prohibits the abrogation of a legislator > four-year term as the
result of redistricting. Legislative terms are set in article 11,
not in article VI. However, the Alaska Supreme Court ruled 1in
Egan v. Hammond that the governor ™ power to cut short senatorial
terms of office was one that was ™Mncidental to his general re—
apportionment powers."” 51 P.2d 856, 87*1. If the governor is able
to shorten a legislator 3 term every 10 years following redistric—
ting, the value of continuity achieved by the staggered four-year
term is all but destroyed. Moreover, as a practical matter the most
significant shift in representation occurred following the original
"one man, one vote" decisions of the United States and Alaska Supreme
Courts. The governor decided to redistrict the state in 1965* He
eliminated the regional senatorial districts and departed from the
general geographic or area orientation for Senate representation.
From 1965 on, normal population growth in Alaska probably will not
produce shifts in the population growth pattern so dramatic ts to
warrant premature termination of a legislator = tenure in office 1in
order to effect a change in political boundaries that will reflect
shifts in population (or registered voter) growth patterns. Under
the Alaska Supreme Court ™ concept of gubernatorial redistricting
authority, it would be possible for all 61 legislators, under the
‘=::unicameril proposal, to turn over at one election every decade
following redistricting. It is doubtful that that result was in—
tended by the framers of the Alaska Constitution. Despite the
court™ concern for "unrepresented" ai®as following redistricting,
if legislator terms were not truncated, those areas potentially
without representation would be small and then only for temporary
periods not exceeding two years. Practically speaking, it is doubtful
if any area of the state would go unheard. Such a discrepancy pales
in significance alongside the value of some degree of continuity
provided by the maintenance of a system of staggered, four-year terms.

In Groh v. Egan, the Court reaffirmed the view it had taken 1in

Egan v. Hammond (502 P.2d at 873-7*1) that the governor, exercising
his general redistricting powers, had the discretionary authority to
order mid-term elections, thus abrogating the four-year terms to
which four Anchorage senators had been elected in 1972. 526 P.2d
863, 880-81. The Court conceded, however, that had it had the
original decision to make, 1t might have been persuaded by reasons
advanced by the California Supreme Court to permit the four Anchorage
senators involved to conclude their terms; nevertheless, the Court
asserted there was a rational basis for permitting truncation of
senatorial terms. Compare Groh v. Egan, loc. clt., with Legislature
v. Reinecke, 516 P.2d b, 11-12 (Cal., 1973). Th short, the effect

of proposed sec. 1(d) of article VI, in SJR 1 (it appears as sec. 2(b)
in HJR 1) is to nullify the Alaska Supreme Court ™ decision in Egan
v. Hammond and Groh v. Egan with respect to gubernatorial power to
abrogate senatorial terms at the time of redistricting.
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In the revised article VI the governor retains the power to redis—
trict the legislature, assisted by an advisory board he appoints.
There 1is no substantive change from the existing constitution 1in
sections 2, 3 or *L

In proposed section 5 some additional modifications are recommended.
When the Alaska Constitution v/as drafted in 1955j the decision of
the U. S. Supreme Court in Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962), still
was seven years distant. Thus, the state > "founding fathers™ could
not have known that judicial review of legislative redistricting
would be authorized. To correct that omission, express provision
for judicial review of r>prfiaimigxing is included along with the
existing authority for a voter to compel gubernatorial performance
of redistricting duties or to correct a redistricting error. Im—
portantly, this measure also shifts original jurisdiction in re—
districting litigation from the superior court to the supreme court,
following the example of Oregon. Ore. Const, art. 1V, sec! BT~tcf),
(3)(b). The requirement that proceedings commence in the superior
court is time-consuming and unproductive. In these redistricting
cases, the facts rarely are in dispute: the population of the state,
of a given subdivision, the geographic/topographic configuration of
the state, its social and economic characteristics, etc. If "facts"
must be developed, a special master can be appointed, as v/as done
with such salutary effect for the first time in the state"s history
in Egan v. Hammond.

What is at issue is the application of the law to the facts, and
that, in any event, 1is peculiarly an appellate function. Appeals 1in
this type of a dispute are almost Inevitable. Thus, 1in order to
telescope drawn-out proceedings that might otherwise result in a
decision so close to an election as to make its administration
impossible or nearly so, it seems advisable to allow proceedings to
be brought before the supreme court at the outset. This seems
especially wise when litigation, such as this type of proceeding,
Involves the co-equal branches of the state government.

Further, the measure repeals article XIV which created the initial
election districts. Their boundaries have been recast signifi—
cantly both in 1965 and in 1972. Consequently, today, they are of
little more than historic interest and legally the district des—
criptions are without force or effect. Thus, the language describing
them is superfluous and should be removed from the constitution as
obsolete material.

The final suction of the resolution, section 5, sets out transi—
tional provisions required to shift from bicameralism to uni—
cameralism:

First, assuming voter approval of a one-house legislature in 1976,
those legislators elected at the 1976 general election plus

senators holding over from the 1977~ election would sit during the
initial session of the tenth Alaska Legislature as a two-house body,
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but during the second session as a unicameral legislature. During
the first session (1977), the legislature would be required to
make those preparations enabling it to meet as a unicameral body
during the second session (1978), e.g., provide a chamber large
enough to accommodate the 61 members en bloc, conduct a study of
required rules changes, etc.

Second, the governor would be obliged to convene a redistricting
advisory board and redistrict the state to accommodate a 6l-member
unicameral legislature preparatory to the 1978 elections. At

that election, under SJR 1, those 10 members of the Senate elected
in 1976 would hold over until the normal expiration of their term
in 1980, 30 members would be elected to four-year terms, and 241
others to two-year terms (until 1980, then four-year terms there—
after). (Under HJR 1, at the 1978 election, 31 members would be
elected to four-year terms, and 20 others to two-year terms, until
1980, and then 30 members to four-year terms thereafter.) Which
legislators would be assigned four-year and which two-year terms
would be determined by the governor®s redistricting plan on this
occasion only.

SCH/1b

cc: Senator John Rader



ARTICLE VI

Legislative Apportionment

Proposed Article VI " Existing Article VI
Sec. 1(a) of both SJR 1 and HJR 1 change the Sec. 1

term "election” district to "legislative"

district.

Sec. 1(b) ofboth SJR1 and HJR | changes the Sec. 3

base for redistricting from "civilian" popula—
tion to registered voters.

Sec. 1(c) ofboth SJR1 and HJR 1 Sec. 6.

Sec. 1(d) ofSJR 1 No comparable provision.
Sec. 2(b) ofHJR 1

These provisions prohibit gubernatorial

truncation of senatorial terms of office

as a result of redistricting.

Sec. 2 of SJR 1 Sec. 3
Sec. 2(a) of HIJR 1
nL
Sec. 3(a) of both SJR ] and HJR 1 Sec. 8
1

Sec. 3(b) of both SJR 1 and HJR 1 Sec. 9

Sec. 4 of both SJR 1 and HJR 1 Sec. 10
Sec* 5 of both SJR 1 and HJR 1 shift original Sec. 11

jurisdiction in redistricting litigation from
the superior court to the supreme court.



ARTICLE VI

Legislative Apportionment

Existing Article VI

Proposed Article VI

Election SECTION 1. Members of the house of repre- SJR 1 ?nd H‘JB 1'_ Se? Sec. 1(a). The te_rra }
Districts sentatives shall be elected by the qualified voters of "election” district is changed to "legislative"
the respective election districts. Until reapportion— district.
ment, election districts and the number of repre—
sentatives to be elected from each district shall be
as set forth in Section 1 of Article XI1V.
Senate SECTION 2. Members of the senate shall be SJR 1 and H..R 1: See Sec. 1(a)
Districts elected by the qualified voters of the respective

senate districts. Senate districts shall be as set forth
in Section 2 of Article X1V, subject to changes
authorized in this article.

Reapportionmont SECTION 3. The governor shall reapportion the
of Houso

Method

house of representatives immediately following the
official reporting of each decennial census of the
United States. Reapportionment shall be based
upon civilian population within each election
district as reported by the census.

SECTION 4. Reapportionment shall be by the
methods of equal proportions, except that each
election district having the major fraction of the
quotient obtained by dividing total civilian popula—

SJR 1: See Sec. 1(b) and 2.

HIJR 1: See Sec. 1(b) and 2(a)

The base for redistricting is changed from
"civilian" population to registered voters.

SJR 1 and HJR 1: No comparable provision;
deleted as obsolete. Representation no longer
apportioned among fixed geographical units since

Reynolds v. Sims and Wade v. Nolan as the original
election districts based on the judicial divisions
created Inherently unequal districts.

tion by forty shall have one representative.



Existing Article VI

Combining
Districts

Redistricting

Modification
of Senate
Districts

rtoapportionment
Board

SECTION 5. Should the total civilian population
within any election district fall below one-half of
the quotient, the district shall be attached to an
election district within its senate district, and the
reapportionment for the new district shall be deter—
mined as provided in Section 4 of this article.

SECTION 6. The governor may further redistrict
by changing the size and area of election districts,
subject to the limitations of this article. Each new
district so created shall be formed of contiguous
and compact territory containing as nearly as
practicable a relatively integrated socio-economic
area. Each shall contain a population at least equal
to the quotient obtained by dividing the total
civilian population by forty. Consideration may be
given to local government boundaries. Drainage
and other geographic features shall be used in
describing boundaries wherever possible.

SECTION 7. The senate districts, described in
Section 2 of Article X1V, may be modified to
reflect mhanges in election districts. A district,
although modified, shall retain its total number of
senators and itsapproximate perimeter.

SECTION 8. The governor shall appoint a re-

apportionment board to act in an advisory capacity

to him. It shall consist of five members, none of

whom may be public employees or officials. At

least one member each shall be appointed from the

Southeastern, Southcentral, Central and North—
western Senate Districts. Appointments shall be

made without regards lo political affiliation. Board

members shall be compensated.

Proposed Article VI

SJR 1 and HJR 1: No comparable provision;
deleted as obsolete.for same reasons stated
as to existing sec. 4, above.

SJR 1 and HJR 1: See Secs. 1(b) and (c). The
first sentence of the existing sec. 6 IS unneces—
sary as the gist of it is in the above cited sec—
tions as well as in Sec. 2 and 2(a) of SJR 1 and
HJR 1, respectively.

SJR 1 and HJR 1: No comparable provision;
deleted as obsolete for same reasons stated
as r.o existing sec. 4, above.

SJR 1 and HJR 1: See Sec. 3(a)-



Organization

Existing Article VI

SECTION 9. The board shall elect one of its
members chairman and may employ temporary
assistants. Concurrence of three members is re—
quired for a ruling or determination, but a les- r
number may conduct hearings or otherwise act for
the board.

Reapportionment SECTION 10. Within ninety days following the

Plan and
Proclamation

Enforcement

official reporting of each decennial census, the
board shall submit to the governor a plan for
reapportionment and redistricting as provided in
this article. Within ninety days after receipt of the
plan, the governor shall issue a proclamation of
- ereapportionment and redistricting. An accompany —
ing* statement shall explain any change from the
plan of the board. The reapportionment and re—
districting shall be effective for the election of
members of the legislature until after the official
reporting of the next decennial census.
..
i t=- . »

SECTION 11. Any nualified voter may apply to
the superior court to compel the governor, by
mandamus or otherwise, to perform his reappor—
tionment duties or to correct any error in re—
districting or reapportionment. Application to
compel the governor to perform his reapportion—
ment duties must be filed within thirty days of the
expiration of either of the two ninety-day periods
specified in this article. Application to compel
correction of any error in redistricting or reappor—
tionment must be filed within thirty days follow—
ing the proclamation. Original jurisdiction in these
matters is hereby vested in the superior court. On
appeal, the cause shall be reviewed by the supreme
court upon the law and the facts.

Existing Article XIV

Proposed Article VI

SJR 1 and HJR 1: See Sec. 3(b)

SJR 1 and HJR 1: See Sec. 4

SJR 1 and HJR 1: See Sec, 5. Jurisdiction
shifted from Superior to Supreme Court.

SJR 1 and HJR 1: Repealed as obsolete.
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February 6, 1975

Mr. Terry Gardiner

Chairman, Judiciary Committee
House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Terry:

Attached is an excerpt from my manuscript on the Alaska constitutional
convention dealing with the unicameralism debate. As you will note, my
tally indicated that of those who spoke out on the issue, bicameralism was
favored by 25 to 2, even though no formal vote was ever taken. The endless
arguments in favor of the bicameral system, as reported in the Proceedings,
are summarized in the middle paragraph on attached page 87.

Upon returning to Fairbanks, 1 looked at my files and found a haphazard
collection of tidbits dealing with the unicameral issue. Rather than pass—
ing these on to you, | suggest you pursue the obtaining of information
through the National Municipal League. In case you are not able to locate
the address, here it is: Mr. William N. Cassella, Jr., Executive Director,
National Municipal League, 47 East 68th Street, New York, New York 10021.

Should you have a hearing on the proposed constitutional amendment to estab—
lish a unicameral legislature, | would be glad to testify, timing permitting.
While 1 was very lukewarm on this issue in 1955-56, 1 am now firmly convinced
that Alaska world gain much by switching to a unicameral system, both in terms
of legislative operations and a better system of representing the people.

IT there is any ready way, 1| would greatly appreciate being kept informed of
developments on this issue.

Best personal regards.

Sin

Victor Fischer, Director
Institute of Social, Economic
and Government Research

VF:jd
cc: Mike Bradner
Attachment Bill Parker

PLEASE REPLY BY AIRMAIL
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Unicameralism versus Bicameralism

From the beginning, the Committee on the Legislative Branch
devoted considerable time to discussing the relative merits of the
unicameral legislative structure. The PAS report gave little back—
ground information, primarily pointing out that:

Alaska’s relatively small population and the economy and simplicity of the
unicameral legislature seem to argue in favor of the single house. On the
other hand, the apparent satisfaction with the' two-house system in the
Territorial Legislature makes any departure from tradition difficult.3

In addition, a preconvention poll of delegates indicated a widespread
acceptance of the existing bicameral structure."1

Committee members decided that the first question they must
resolve was that of the bicameral =unicameral legislature, since the
number of legislative chambers would determine other structural and
procedural characteristics. Therefore, they decided to obtain the
views of all delegates and, if possible, the public. To accomplish this
at an early stage, the committee put the question of the unicameral
versus the bicameral legislature to the entire convention.

When the proposal for a full-dress discussion of legislative struc- <
turc was brought before the convention, delegates were not only
ready to debate the issues, but some even wanted specific action to
follow the discussion. Much of the preliminary discussion revolved
around the procedure to be followed in determining delegates pre—
ferences, particularly whether there should be a poll of delegates at
the end of the Committee of the Whole session. Despite the interest
and enthusiasm, however, the convention took no action to require a
Vote or poll on unicameralism.5 A three-and-one-half-hour night
session, to which the public had been invited, proved that no formal
expressic.: was necessary.

Debate clearly revealed that a majority of delegates favored
unicameralism. Expressions of individual opinions by thirty-one of
the fifty-five delegates indicated that only two delegates (Jack
Hinckel of Kodiak and John McNees of Nome) firmly favored the
unicameral legislature; twenty-five firmly favored bicameralism; and

3PAS, “Legislative Structure and Apportionment,” Constitutional Studies, p.4.
~Fairbanks Daily Xews-Miner, November 7, 1955.

Masha Constitutional Convention Proceedings (Juneau: Alaska Legislative
Council, March 1%5), pp. .'177-390.
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four delegates ra
commit:::::." then
delegates who h:
who spoke on the issue favored bicameralism.

Delegate McNees made the case for a one-house legislature. He
described how the traditional two-house- system was an outgrowth of
democracy"s progress against royal power and argued that members
of the two-house system were now elected by the same class of
people and were given the same legislative authority, without regard
to wealth and property. He pointed out that itwas not necessary to
have two houses for purposes of checking each other: checks would
exist with unicameralism. Laws could be set aside by the court if the
legislature exceeded its constitutional authority: the governor could
exercise his veto; and the people could, under the referendum pro—
visions, nullify any law passed by the one-house legislature. Under
the referendum provisions, McNees listed a series of merits claimed
for the unicameral system:

1. A single chamber operates more efficiently than two and is able
to more thoroughly consider proposed legislation. By adopting
suitable rules of procedure and establishing an effective com—
mittee system, it can ensure that every measure is carefully
reviewed before? it is acted upon, with adequate safeguards to
prevent hasty action and ti ns avoid the serious illsof the closing
rush that pertains in many states.

2. The unicameral legislature does away with jealousy, friction, and
rivalry between two houses and eliminates the need for confer—
ence committees.

3. A single house permits legislative responsibility to be definitely
fixed and facilitates the development of essential leadership.

4. The unicameral legislature results in substantial savings through a
reduction in the number of members and size of legislative staff.

5. Membership in a single chamber carries greater prestige, dignity,
and greater opportunity for public service and hence attracts
more distinguished, outstanding, and representative citizens.

6. A single-chamber law-making body reduces the power of special

interest groups and lobbyists to defeat needed legislation, and at

cThe Committee of the Whole discussion of unicameralism and bicameralism is
covered in I'roccecdings, pp. -119-i67.



STRUCTURE OF GOVERNMENT S7

the same time makes 1i: easier for groups of citizens who arc
interested in pending legislation to openly and aboveboard
present their recommendations to the legislature. It facilitates
public reporting of legislative activity, thus serving to increase the
public confidence in the legislative body.

7. The single house permits closer and more effective relationships
between the governor and executive departments and the legis—
lature.

McNees also pointed out that Nebraska was not the only
political subdivision with a unicameral legislature: “fiany nations
operate with single legislative bodies,”” he said. He described the
extensive attempts at legislative reform among the states, with a
consistent pattern of support of unicameral proposals by popu—
lation-based houses of representatives and their defeat in area-
oriented senates.

Aside from these and other unicameral arguments set forth by
McNees and Jack Hinckel, as well as a few equivocal statements by
several others, most delegates favored a two-house legislature.

Arguments favoring the bicameral system claimed that itwould
retain a system that has been proved in most states, preserve an
effective system of checks and balances and a more deliberative pro-
cess, and assure more representation for different groups. Further,
proponents voiced f ar that Congress (which had to approve the state
constitution) would not look with favor upon a unicameral legis—
lature, and they raised the spectre that Alaska voters also might not
go along with a change from the traditional system.

Convention President Egan, who favored the prevailing system,
argued that Alaskans had no: experienced a true bicameral system of
legislative apportionment. He stated:

We have had a running-wild system ... both in the makeup of the Terri-

torial Senate and the makeup of the Territorial House. Our citizens here

have not had the opportunity to view ... a bicameral system of legislative

bodies in action, and | feel very strongly, personally, that at this time it
would be unwise to adopt the unicameral form of government.”

Others, such as delegate Frank Barr of Fairbanks, referred to the
unicameral legislature as an “qdeal””system, but dismissed it as not
practical or desirable for the future state. Seaborn Buckalew pointed
out that delegates had not addressed themselves to a bicameral versus
unicameral question during the election and stated:

. .if we went ahead and adopted a unicameral house, we will be taking

TIbid., p. 446.
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the voters of Alaska by surprise ... I thir.k it will put an additional burden
on the ratification of the constitution.13

Juneau delegates Dora Sweeney and Mildred Hermann advised
the convention of previous attempts in the Alaska territorial legis—
lature to bring the unicameral question before popular referendum.
On two occasions, first in the 1930 3 and th»n in the 19-10 3, bills or
resolutions were introduced providing for * unicameral legislature.
Both times the proposals failed, although a memorial to Congress
favoring unicameralism was approved by the house in 1945.

The first “great debate””of the convention ended with the floor
being opened to the public. Four visitors, spoke, two for uni—
cameralism and two for bicameralism.

Given the overwhelming support for a two-house structure
among the delegates, the issue was never again seriously raised before
the convention. However, in several subsequent debates, accusations
were made that vestiges of the unicameral scheme were being incor—
porated in the constitution. Thus, in the debate on the executive
article, there were complaints about the provision for confirmation
of gubernatorial appointments by joint session of the legislature,
rather than by the senate or by each house separately.9 The legis—
lative proposal similarly incorporated a unicameral feature in regard
to veto considerations. Upon the veto of a bill by the governor, both
houses of the legislature would sit as one body to reconsider the
passage of the vetoed hill. The entire legislature could then override a
veto by a two-thirds vote on regular bills and a three-fourths vote on
money bills. (The proposal also provided that any bill vetoed by the
governor and not overridden by those rc uired majorities could be
submitted to popular referendum by a simple majority of all legis—
lators sitting as one body. Also, the governor was to be authorized to
submit to referendum any bill failing passage by the legislature,
either in its original form or with any amendments considered by the
legislature that he could designate.)

During subsequent floor consideration, joint house-senate
action on gubernatorial vetoes became rn issue of prime controversy;
indeed, it was the chief reason six delegates later gave for voting
against Final approval of the entire legislative article. Chairman
McCutcheon explained the committee 3 stand:

... From past experience we felt that the authority of the senate should
be diluted to a certain extent by requiring that the vetoes of the governor
shall be heard in both houses and that it shall require the vote of both
houses sitting as one body to override the veto of the governor, the theory

8Ibid., p. 451.
*1bid., pp. 2179-2180.
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being that with a ;*ra.e it required so fo*vt >su-tain the : -wi-rv r.
that it ga-e an ov : strong executive arm more power and au:hs>r.:y
than he shouid h.ave.-m

Others, however, argued that such joint action eliminated a
basic aspect of checks and balances in democratic government,
putting decision making on vetoed bills in the hands of the more
populist hause of representatives. Thus. Maurice Johnson of Fair—
banks stated:

1 have always felt that when the veto message was acted upon by each
house separately, as 1 believe it should be, that it afforded an additional
check and balance that very frequently was the only protection that a
minority could have in a legislature which was overbalanced, one way or
another by one political party or the other.11

A similar position was held by Frank Barr, also of Fairbanks:

| disagree on adopting a unicameral process in acting on a veto when a bill
is returned by the governor. We have gone on record here fora bicameral
legislature by a large majority, and then we become inconsistent and turn
right around and provide for the unicameral process in acting on the
veto. 12

Recent problems in the territorial legislature gave rise to the
proposed unicameral approach to vetoes. During the legislative ses—
sion earlier in 1955, a bill dealing with procedures for appointments
requiring legislative confirmation was passed by the house by
twenty-one to three and approved in the senate by a two-thirds
margin. When the governor vetoed the appointment bill, the house
overrode the veto by the same twenty-one to three vote. In the
senate, however, the legislation failed to get the necessary two-thirds
majority, and the governor 3 veto was sustained. The issue had been
highly charged politically, the legislature then being overwhelmingly
Democratic while the governor was a Republican, and the resulting
political controversy was reilected in the proposed constitutional
provision.

Just before the convention vote on the issue of veto overrides, a
delegate inquired:

How many states have provisions for veto where both houses meet jointly,
such as proposals before us?

McCutcheon 3 response “Nebraska””’was met by a peal of laughter
from the delegates, who then proceeded to reject on a tie vote the
amendment to have each house act separately on vetoed bills.13 An

10k, . 1731-32.
.Hibid., p. 31%.
12/64/., p. 3184.
13ka)., p. 1735.
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attempt to rai.-e the is.-ue arain during third reading; v-us vet- l1down
by a more substantial marttin.- ;

Impeachmc-nt procedures raised once more the question o: how
the houses of the legislature were to function. The Legislative Com —
mittee had recommended that impeachment originate in the senate
and trial be conducted by the house of representatives, a reversal of
roles in Congress. Motions were made to reverse these roles, to
authorize either house to initiate impeachment with trial by the
other, and to have the proceedings carried out by a joint session of
the legislature. The proposed changes were rejected, in pan because
many members did not care enough about these procedural aspects
to override the committee that had worked on the article for many
weeks.

Committee Proposals

With the question of basic legislative structure resolved, the
Committee on the Legislative Branch proceeded with itswork and in
two weeks submitted Committee Proposal No. 5, Legislative Powers
and Duties. The proposed article provided fora senate of twenty and
house of forty members. Senators were to be at least twenty-five
years old, two-year residents of Alaska, and one-year residents of
their district. Minimum age of house members was set at twenty-one
years, with the same residence requirement. The committee proposed
that the legislature convene each year, with no limit on the length of
session. Each legislator was to receive an annual salary, with the
presiding officers of the two houses authorized to receive an addi—
tional amount. Committee chairman Steve McCutcheon of Anchor—
age explained the salary provisions:

Most states have not paid legislators respectable salaries and the citizens
have often been disappointed when the legislators were not respectable
cither. The salaries will not automatically produce good legislators: rather
they make their selection possible. Poor salaries tend to produce two types
of legislators—those who have private means aad who are, consequently,
likely to be upper class in their attitudes, and those who are on the payroll
of an outside interest and who are sent to the legislature to vote as that
interest desires.15

Provisions were also made for a legislative council and other
interim committees, prohibition of local and special acts, adoption of
uniform rules, impeachment proceedings, freedom of religion, dis—
claimer of rights to land of Alaska Natives as required by

u_lbid., p. 3117.
AFairbanks Duily Xcws-Mincr, 19 December 1955.



February 11, 1975

Victor Fischer, Director
Institute of Social, Economic
and Government Research
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Vic,

Thank you for your letter of February finand the information
which was attached.

I am writing to inform you cf a public hearing on the
proposal to form a unicameral legislature which has been
scheduled for February 20 in Juneau. Your testimony at
this hearing would be most welcome.

If the 20th isn ™ convenient for you, pleaBe let me know
when you Al next be in Juneau and I"1l schedule a special

meeting.

Sincerely,

Terry Gardiner
Representative



February 25, 1975

Victor Fischer, Director
Institute of Social, Economic
and Government Research
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Ak. 99701

Dear Vic,

Sorry you were not able to testify at our last public hearing.
I"m not sure whether we will still have hhe Unicameral
resolution in our committee on March 3. If we do, we

would certainly like to have you testify.

It seems that more and more opposition towards the concept

of a unicameral legislature is coming from the Senate side.
It appears doubtful as to whether the resolution would even
receive a floor vote in the Senate. In that case those of

us who favor the concept would at least like to get it before
the entire House and have a full debate on the topic.

Sincerely,

Terry Gardiner
Representative



University of Alaska

FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701

February 18, 1975

Representative Terry Gardiner
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Terry:

Thanks for the invitation to testify at the February 20 hearing on the
proposal for a unicameral legislature. Unfortunately, 1 cannot be there.

I expect to be in Juneau March 3-5, and could probably make myself available
that Monday afternoon or Tuesday morning. | am not sure whether all might
not have been quite well said by then. Will leave to you whether a personal
appearance might be worthwhile. If there are any specific questions that I
could deal with, 1 would certainly be glad to do that.

Best personal regards.

Sincere!

Victor Fischer, Director
Institute of Social, Economic
and Government Research

VF: jd

PLEASE REPLY BY AIRMAIL
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clear that the legislative has all of the balance of the power.

One, | suppose, example, Delegate Mathias, would make it
definitely clear that the legislature does have the power to per-
form investigation into the branch of thejudiciary with respect
to the matter of impeachment. I think this would clear up for
all time the problem of the Cusack case. It’s a matter that isa
basic, fundamental principle that is stated in other constitu-
tions, anu we feel that because of the confusion of our lllinois
courts, that it should be placed in ours, since we do take out so
many sections and we take them out only because of the theory
set forth and the basic principle set forth in that line.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Mr. Parkhurst?

MR. PARKHURST: Thank you, Mr. President. We’ve
got another section of the constitution forthcoming that this
might affect and might conflict with, and that’s the local gov-
ernment article. Mr. President, it seems to me that what we
arc trying to do basically in the local government article is re-
verse dear old Dillon's rule which is the idea that the state is
the sovereign and that all local governments arc merely crea-
tures of the state. In our article, as you know, having read it by
now, we try to give some autonomy in the name of home rule
to local governmental entities.

Now this sentence that wc arc talking about that’s affected
by the Knuppcl amendment, it seems to me, would simply re-
state in the constitution Dillon’s rule, because it would simply
say that the General Assembly has all the power of the stale.
That would cancel out effectively in this paragraph what we
are going to try to do in the home rule article—in the local
government article—and give some of the power to the local
governments. So | believe that this would be a very dangerous
thing to have in the constitution if you believe in the concept of
reversing Dillon’s rule; and for that reason, among the others
that have been stated here, which primarily boil down to the
fact that this doesn’t say anything anyway, 1 think that wc
should be very careful about this and not put in with the left
hand what we arc going to try to take out later with the right
hand.

PRESIDENT WITWER:
debate? Mr. Fay?

MR. FAY: | would like to ask Delegate Lewis if it is not
true that the problem you refer to raise by the Cusack case
you handled in the article on impeachment, making it clear
that the legislature docs have the power to investigate in
connection with impeachment.

MR. LEWIS: lam sorry, Delegate Fay. I didn’t hear—

MR. FAY: Don’t.you clear that up in the section on
impeachment? The Cusack problem?

MR. LEWIS: Yes, wc do try to take care of it there.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Thank you. Arc you ready
now? If you are, would you like to speak in summation, Mr.
Lewis, for the committee. If not, Mr. Knuppel?

MR. LEWIS: Mr. President, since | have just spoken, |
don’t think that | can add anything to what I’ve said.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Thank you. Mr. Knuppcl?

MR. KNUPPEL: | think the debate made it abundantly
dear that these words add nothing to our constitution and may
be a Pandora’s Box with respect to the general government,
the bill of rights, the separation of powers clause, and there-
fore the amendment should be allowed.

Thank you. Any further

ILLINOIS CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION

As has already been pointed out by Mr. Fay’s gin
rebuttal to Mr. Lewis, we have taken care of the Cu
in another part of the legislative article. This article s.u
legislative power,” and defines what it is—* legislatiw \j
is vested”—and then it goes on down, and it sccnw n V’
add something more by saying, “the General Assetnl. j
have all power.” This would be additional judicial p..v. j
develops, | assume—other powers that would normal:. »
the executive branch, and so forth—so it creates cum *
court action. It will promulgate litigation over what u -i
and what the effect of it is, because if it is in there it mm d
something; but, really, | don’t think it is intended n. J
anything, and I would ask the delegates tojoin wit),
striking it. Thank you.

PRESIDENT WITWER: All right, we are nou . 1
Knuppcl’s motion. Those who would favor the adopt*. e
will please say aye. Those opposed, nay. | guess it iscan

Now any further amendments? Any further amcndmi
section 1? Mr. Knuppel?

MR. KNUPPEL: | have an amendment which pi
—and | am joined in it by Robert Canfield, Betty Il
and William Fogal—which proposes a unicameral Irm |
with imt more than 177 members and by striking the
section and substituting. Now if this is out of order at tin n
until there arc further amendments in the perfection i .s
than substitution, | would be happy to stand aside if tlusr
other amendments.

MR. LEWIS: Mr. President, | think it would berm »
appropriate and in order at this time. | think it would «
good time to have it.

MR. KNUPPEL: It reads as follows—the clerk will t
it.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Just a minute, please. L> »
any minority proposal on section | of this report?

M R. KNUPPEL: There isa minority proposal.

MR. LEWIS: There is, Mr. President, but solely
the number which we would not need to get to, and asi r
the committee is concerned it would waive any further p< j
tion until the matter of unicameral, bicameral, and parli.u 4
tary form arc decided.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Well, the point is, there .
minority proposal the thrust of which is adverse to the It",
tive establishment?

MR. LEWIS: No.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Itisonly on number?

MR. LEWIS: Itisonly on number.

PRESIDENT WITWER: Then it would seem appr-
ate at this time to receive this amendment. It is in the n.m "
a substitute, and we will go ahead. Will you read the u<i
mcent, please?

CLERK: Amend section 1 by striking the entire w u
and substituting, in lieu thereof, the following: “Lcgid
power is vested in a singlc-housc General Assembly "I
more than 177 members.”

PRESIDENT WITWER: s it seconded? Mr. Can:
seconds. Would you like to proceed with it? Mr. Alex.r.c
will you kindly take the gavel ?

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER:
pel, will you proceed?

Delegate Kr
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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF JULY 16, 1970

JR.-KNUPPEL: Yes. Mr. Ch airman and ladies and
cincn of this Convention, this proposal, in my opinion,
“nis one of the threshold questions—one of the truly great
.hold questions—of the Constitutional Convention. The
,ion here is whether you want a two-house General As-
Jvor a single-body General Assembly.
»a the last 100 years the people of the State of Illinois and
,cr the United States have watched the legislative branch
icrnment atrophy ir. its effectiveness with relation to the
jal and executive branches of government. We have all
ossed the fact that the Supreme Court of the United States
»ther courts have taken onto themselves legislative func-
,in the discharge of their duties which rightfully belong to
Jatc legislatures. This is one of the factors that we have
fin contact with here in this twentieth century, is the dc-
mnd eclipse of the legislative branch of government as a
partner in a tripartite form of government.
Sow in reference to the legislative article, comparative in-
:iation will lead you to the debates of the 1870 Constitu-
.and | would commend to your reading commencing at
this is not paged, but it is following the unicameralism,
utwo-thirds of the way back in your tx>ok. it is an intcr-
'sand a very informative article on the history of bicamcr-
gislaturcs as opposed to unicameral legislatures,
ante to this Convention totally dedicated to a bicameral
mlaturc. | campaigned o1l this and came to the committee
porting it. 1 listened for four months to the testimony that
brought before the Legislative Committee by tlk. various
1niters of the legislature, cx-mcmbers of the legislature and
‘cral Assembly, and by professors from all over the United
cs. The longer 1 listened, | came to the conclusion that
rc were no effective recommendations that would upgrade
status of our legislative branch of government except—
cpt—that of a unicameral body, where a proposition would
ichbatcd once. It would Ik- decided. It would make the legis-
irra stronger branch of government in relation to the other
branches of government. It would make the legislative
*css more visible.
méwere told that there should be two-body houses for the
eon that bad bills sometimes got through one house. No-
v—no legislator—explained how this happened. We were
*by one legislator that he gets a note from somebody else
n his area that says, “Don’t ask me why, but a bad bill got
eugh the house. Kill it in the senate,” or vice versa. The
pic are entitled to more than this. The people are entitled
<qeffective legislature in the state of Illinois.
'i«w, | submit that just abolishing cumulative voting,
withstanding all of the newspaper editorials we have been
hng, will not correct the situation wc witnessed here in Il-
Isthis year where twice—where twice the General Asscm-
has adjourned without effectively dealing with the prob-
' of the people of the state of Illinois; and it would not rcai-
jvc mattered if those people in those houses had been clcct-
nthe first instance from single-member districts or elected,
hey are, by cumulative voting, regardless of what the news-
-*rs may have said. The only way that wc can abrogate the
puics which arise between the two houses is to abolish one
>om
W , I realize that probably there is not enough strength in

this Convention to carry a unicameral form of government;
but | submit to you that we will take and considcrthis prob-
lem again, either as an amendment to our constitution or in
some other manner within the next twenty years, because as
the total number of bills introduced into the house and senate
increase from 2,000 to 4,000 to 6,000, it seems ridiculous that
wc should grind these bills through two sets of committees,
two houses, and then resolve the differences in a conference
committee.

Now many of the witnesses who testified before the Legisla-
tive Committee praised the conference committee. One person
even said that he liked a bicameral house because of the great
effect of the conference committee; and, when asked, he
couldn’t really explain what the conference committee was.
I'll tell you what (he conference committee is. It’s a unicamer-
al body created out of the two houses to solve the inadequacies
of the bicameral system.

Now a single-house legislature would increase the prestige
of its members—would make more visible and understandable
to the people of our state the legislation which comes before
our General Assembly. | have proposed some sixteen or seven-
teen different improvements that would be created by the
adoption of a unicameral body. It would provide for a united
rather than a diffused representation of each district in legisla-
tive matters. The way it is now, the senators blame the repre-
sentatives—the bill was killed in the house or vice versa—it
was killed in the senate. It would fix responsibility.

Apportionment would be simplified. This is one of the real
tragedies, and this is why unicameralism is getting a second
look. It used to be that there was a reason for two houses. One
represented geography, the other represented people, and
there is a reason for it in the federal form of government be-
cause each state has two senators, chosen on the basis of geog-
raphy, anti it was formed fro 11 thirteen sovereign nations who
gave up some of their pow ., and they made a contract, and
this is the way they made a contract.

But in a state all power derives from the state, and under
the concept of one man-one vote, there is no longer the rea-
son for geographic representation. The reason now is to repre-
sent one man, and he doesn’t need to be represented in two dif-
ferent houses. | submit that if two houses are better than one,
then why not three or lour? And if this is true, why not two
Constitutional Convention bodies here? Possibly some of the
differences we have might be resolved by a second body—have
a higher and lower house.

There are cities larger than many states which today oper-
ate with city councils composed of a single house. Nowhere in
the history of the world has there been bodies where one had
the veto power over the other designed to serve exactly the
same function. Now in England the House of Lords was elect-
ed in a different manner, designed (0 represent different inter-
ests and to act differently. The same was true in Italy and in
every other history of the world. But wc some way got off on
the wrong foot for the one man -one vote concept wl .n wc
followed the federal system. Now, if wc could still elect the
senate on a geographic basis, and the House on a one rnan-
one vote concept, there would be some reason for retaining
bicameralism.

One house will climate deadlocks resulting from rivalry



SIXTH ILLINOIS CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION

between the houses which we have witnessed this year. It will
attract better'candidates because of increased prestige and visi-
bility. The buck-passing between the houses will stop, and
responsibility will be squarely placed on that one legislative
body. The legislators will be less readily corrupted, because
public visibility will be focused upon the single chamber. The
actual practice has failed to demonstrate that the two-house
chamber acts as a check upon unwise legislation because both
houses frequently pass bills which lire quite similar with only
a little bit of difference and the two bills go to the governor for
his acceptance or rejection. This happens in a number of cases
in each session of the legislature.

.Since fewer members would be involved, fewer bills would
be introduced. Thus those bills that are introduced would
make it possible for legislators to give them more and fuller
consideration. It would avoid simultaneous introduction of
bills in two separate houses and,the vast expense that goes
with grinding 4,0000r 5,000 bills through each house.

One house would result in a substantial savings in tax mon-
ey to the taxpayers. A study done in Michigan pointed out that
each member of the General Assembly cost the people of the
state an estimated 5192,000 per year. Stop and think what
100 unnecessary legislators in our two-house chamber is cost-
ing the people of the state of Illinois over the next 100 years.
You must consider these things, because wc arc here to deal
with concepts that will go into our constitution to last in per-
petuity—we hope.

The space provided for the smaller legislative body would
provide office and service area necessary—so vitally necessary.
Our General Assembly presently is badly understaffed. It
would provide space to give them offices and assistants. It
would eliminate competition between the houses for legislative
recognition; allow proper use of checks and balances between
the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government.
Instead of the two houses acting as checks and balances upon
each other, they would act as a proper check and balance on
the executive and judicial branches of government. It would
avoid duplicative enactments requiring gubernatorial review
and veto, and would avoid wasted effort in reconsideration of
identical bills and proposals by two houses.

I submit, ladies and gentlemen of this Convention, regard-
less of whether or not you adopt this proposal, it belongs in the
debates of this Convention for the purposes of history, for po-
litical researches and otherwise, because | say that the unica-
meral legislative body is the way of the future. Every province
in Canda now had adopted a unicameral system. And | thank
you for your time and attention.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Dele-
gate Knuppel. Before we proceed, | would like to inform you
that we are proud to have with us today Mrs. Kathryn Mc-
Pherson of Downers Grove, and Mr. and Mrs. Edward Zitka
of Hinsdale, Delegates Kinney and Pcccarclli inform the
Chair. We are glad to have you with us and our other guests
as well. Wc are happy to welcome you to this session of the
Sixth Illinois Constitutional Convention. Delegate Canfield,
and then Delegate Friedrich.

MR. CANFIELD: Mr. President and members of this
Convention, | hope that those of you who are here will think
seriously of what Mr. Knuppel said. | think very often, as we

find today, that he is very close to the feeling and the un4r-
standing of the people of this state. Now | haven’t been on 9
floor for nearly two weeks for anything, and | would likf .
touch upon this forjust a little bit, because I think probabb
while we may not win, we probably may accomplish a err.
deal, and | hope you do give us your vote on it.

But | think Mr. Knuppel has hit the core when he has
certained that the people of this state already have accepted iv
fact that the legislature is too large, too cumbersome, and
confused; and they want a change. They want a decrease *
number. They want a decrease in the kind of confusion tL
wc have just witnessed.

The people of Chicago are properly concerned that tl.r
have been neglected by the legislature; but it is so hard r>
tach responsibility to a two-house body of varying sizes f<-
overlapping and confusing districts, and as a result of i
confusion | think that the people of our state arc demand:-;
simplification in government, and | think every one of us k>
that they were for the reduction of duplication in governm~.e

The duplication which we have in the legislature of i!
state is purely traditional. As far as | can determine there n ¢
reasonable basis for it. | think Mr. Knuppcl hit the thing n.-
square on the head. It would be exactly as sensible to have i
Constitutional Conventions in session at the same time. |-
think there is any reasonable distinction between the w»
How utterly illogical it would be, how unhappy wc would
if we had another body, we’ll say three times as large as @ m
one wc have here, passing upon what we do after wee*
through here. Wc wouldn’t be through for years at thatt -
but yet that’s the procedure that goes through the legisl,itr*
and that’s why you have the consternation on the front |uc
of our newspapers day after day—saying that the house
the senate agreed, and one day they say the house and the
ate disagreed, and the next day they say they have disagtr*
and finally they all pack up and go home. | have been thn m
the process; | know it. And we arc paying for it.

Now, | am sure that this Convention will fail the people
this state if it doesn’t do something about the duplication. "
confusion, and the oversize of our legislative bodies. \Nr
say that the people are not aware of it, but you can’t tan
your constituents any day on the street without knnwir;
whether it isa CTA bus or whatever it is, that we know
the legislature is costing the state, and | would say that'h;r
cent of that could be eliminated if you had one sound hodv
would face up to the problems.

Now the idea of shifting responsibility between the h*
and the senate has grown to be a very serious thing in'
state, probably more serious today than it has ever hern
fore. The idea of having two houses in the legislature is -
an attempt to copy the federal system without any rhu>*
escason for doing it.

With one man-one vote there is absolutely no reason
for having two houses of the legislature. It is purely d|
tion. It is purely running over the same track twice "id
different groups of people. It is duplication, as | say h
duplication existed at any other level of government—">
government, county government, or state—any other h-f
any other municipality—we would cut it out so quickly =
Convention that it would make your head swim. But
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eolerate it purely because it is traditional, purely because
«c've got some people in there who may oppose us if we go to
j one-house system.

I long ago learned never to vote for anything because some-
{sidy might oppose me one way or the other. The only qucs-
non is—is the cause good or bad. As soon as you start voting
mthe public’s rights on the side that will give you, you think,
he most votes, or the least opposition—you arc failing the
people who sent you there. And | hope that no one will vote
. this simply because they think the people who arc involved
nthe legislature, either as members or associates, will oppose
m—because probably they will. But that is going to happen on
oery issue.

Now, in conclusion, 1would say that all the problems that
vc arc having here regarding the General Assembly could
»f|| and properly be cured. Our problem of cumulative voting
would go out the window if we got down to one solid, sensible
house of reasonable size. The legislature in Illinois has always
licen much larger than most of the other states, and it is truly
much larger than comparable states today. What wc should do
isget down to one house. Wc¢ wouldn’t have to worry about
tinglc-mcembcr districts, cumulative districts, coterminous dis-
iricts, overlapping districts—all those problems would he
cured by simply facing up tb what the people want. They want
removal of duplication. They want efficiency. They want re-
sponsibility attached to where it should be.

You can go over this thing for weeks and weeks, and the
unly reason that wc have the two-house system in any state is
because that state has copied the federal system, which is en-
tirely different, has no relation to state government, and per-
haps wc would shock the tradition of some people if we
ihangc. If we are afraid to move away from the traditional and
ihe past in an area like this, we will have failed the people of
ihis state for the future.

I agree with Mr. Knuppel. 1believe he is close to the peo-
ple. 1 believe he is giving them what they want, and | hope he
wants it too, because | know he is a good student of this prob-
lem And | hope that wc can have the courage to look into this
thing, not as somebody who is trying to protect a few people in
the house or the senate, not on the theory that duplication is
good in government, but on the theory that duplication is bad,
it’s expensive, and it’s confusing. And | hope that this body
"ill consider this thing seriously, for 1 don’t think that there is
«ne valid reason for maintaining two cumbersome, large hous-
esof the legislature in this state; and | a.n convinc.il that Mr.
Knuppel—if he docs not win on this today—will win on this
inthe future. Thank you.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER:
gate Canfield. Delegate Friedrich?

MR. FRIEDRICH: Mr. President and delegates, the
only reason | can think of being for this is, if you are for the
1870 Constitution, this might be one way of getting it, that is,
put this section in here.

| was about to suggest that if Delegate Knuppel became
‘icnator Knuppel and served a little while over there, he might
think differently about this, until Senator Canfield, who has
wrved time over there, supported it.

I will say this, the theory, 1think, on the two-house thing—
and this is being a little facetious—but there is a theory, which

Thank you, Dele-
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I agree with most of the time, that anything that slows down
the process of legislation is probably good for the people, and
certainly the two houses do that.

As for having a second house around here, there arc days
when | think that might be a good idea, too, but | doubt at this
time if we can get that adopted.

1 want to talk a little bit about the conference committee,
because Delegate Knuppcl belittled that process. 1 had the
priv ilege for four years of appointing the senate members to
these conference committees and serving on a number of them,
and 1can say that that serves a very useful function in the pro-
cess of legislation in getting together and getting some com-
promises which we don’t seem to be able to get around here.
But those conference committees are a very valuable part, and
there arc times when even they do not agree and a second con-
ference committee is appointed with different members; and
they do nave to be changed in the second round on matters of
reapportiornhcnt, for example, which arc some of the most dif-
ficult things that the legislature has to do. They invariably end
up in conference committee, and | have appointed the mem-
bers and also served on it. | think that is an important argu-
ment for the two-house system.

Now, it was said that nothing was ever developed in the
committee which indicated that one house killed the bad bills
of the other. Well, 1 can tell you that the senate killed a lot of
bad house bills, and even once in a while the house killed a bad
senate bill. That’s not quite so frequent, but it does happen. |
want to tell you one case that happened, and this is what can
happen. Representative Norman Shade, who is a good friend
of mine, when he first came down to Springfield introduced
a very bad bill, in my opinion. It had to do with mechanic’s
liens. Well, Norm Shade was a fine guy and everybody liked
him, and nobody ever said anything about the bill. They stood
up and told what a great guy Norm Shade was. The bill came
out of the house with a unanimous vote. That’s not uncommon
for a new member to have that kind of treatment on a bill. It
got over to the Senate Committee on Judiciary. It had a short
hearing in which Senator Grocn told what a great guy Norm
Shade was. It got exactly two votes, which is exactly what it
should have gotten in the house. Thai’s one of the finest exam-
ples I know of a second housing killing a bad bill that tame
from the first.

I think any of you who observe the legislative process here
in Illinois, and in the federal level for that matter, knows it
was by design of the writers of the original Constitution that
there be two separate houses and for two very good reasons.
The first house—the lower house—was supposed to l« 'rrv
responsive to the people. They were kept at two-year terms
even at the national level—and | know that congressmen hair
to run every two years—they are literally running all the time
As soon as they are elected they almost have to announce their
intentions to run again. The same thing is true here. 1In'
ate, with a four-year term, has a great deal more stabilits It |
had a choice, | would have the senate on an area basis, but
that’s out. But it still has the clement of more stability than the
house because of the smaller number, the longer terms, and
the fewer members that turn over between sessions. | think it
would be a tremendous mistake for Illinois to go to a oiir-
house legislature.
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VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Dele-
gate Friedrich. Arc there others who wish to speak before wc
ask Delegate Lewis to speak for the committee and then Dele-
gate Knuppcl to close the debate?

MR. LEWIS: Mr. Vice-President, | did not intend to
speak for the committee, but only to speak.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Excuse me, then
why don’t you go ahead? | believe Delegate Kenney wants to
speak as well. So Delegate Lewis, you are recognized at this
time.

MR. LEWIS: Well, | merely, as chairman of the commit-
tee, wanted to applaud the effort made by Delegates Fogal and
Canfield, who certainly made very excellent presentations to
our committee that were highly impressive and certainly
swayed our feelings considerably. | think that the committee
felt, on balance, that at this time there was not a sufficient
ground swell for a change of this kind, either in the press or in
the public, that wc could possibly risk the sale of this with the
entire package, without a considerable lot more groundwork
being made.

We do not discount the possibility that some time in the fu-
ture the public might determine that this would he the way
that they would prefer to go; but as of the present time, we
remember the testimony of one of the witnesses who stated
that he thought the unicameral system was a system whose
future was well behind it. It isone that is a difficult matter to
assess because of the lack of experimentation with it in the
United States. Wc did have a witness from the state of Nebras-
ka, Mr. Sorenson, who was the lieutenant-governor of the
state of Nebraska who certainly testified as to how it works
there, and yet the majority of the committee was unable to re-
late the experience there to the vastly different state of Illinois.
For that reason | do want to express our appreciation to the
two delegates who made the proposal originally and to Dele-
gate Knuppcl for his rather historical presentation here today.
W ith that | will defer then to the summation by our vice-
chairman.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vyou,
Chairman Lewis. The Chair now recognizes Delegate David
Kenney.

MR. KENNEV: Thank you, Mr. Vice-President. As one
who favors Mr. Knuppcl's amendment, | would like to offer
you certain information relating to the number of hills intro-
duced in the General Assembly in recent years, and the effect
of the bicameral system upon the effective lull load. Due to the
rapidly increasing complexity of sucial, economic, political,
and other affairs of a state so populous and technologically in-
clined as the state of Illinois, the number of hills introduced in
the last decade in the General Assembly has increased very
rapidly. I think I can illustrate this quite readily.

In 1945, the number of bills introduced in both houses was
approximately 1,500. Twenty years later it had slightly more
than doubled to, in 1965, approximately 3,600 bills intio-
duccd. Then in the sessions of 1967-68—and the General A ;-
sembly met in both of those years—the number ol bills intr< -
duccd was over 5,000. So we had, you see, an increase of about
40 percent from '65 to '67, and in '69—and of course the pre-
sent General Assembly has not yet adjourned sine die—in '69,
the first six months, the number was over 4,200. | am sure
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there have been a great many more in meetings of the Genr:
Assembly since that time. My point is that the number of |,

introduced is rising very rapidly, the curve is going up \f.
rapidly.

And let me point out an aspect of bicameralism that is r
often given attention. It multiplies the actual number of |,
introduced because, of course, in a bicameral system the sen
must consider bills approved by the house, and the house .
consider hills approved by the senate, in addition to the inn
introductions. And thus if we take the year 1965, in the (ic-
eral Assembly of that year, there were 3,590 bills introdwr
The effective gross bill load was 6,266 liecause of this fact if
the bills passed in one house then had to be considered bv i;
other. So as the actual number of bills goes sharply upw.u
the effective or gross hill load goes to even higher levels; amil
would certainly agree with Mr. Knuppel that if we don't
this time give serious consideration to unicameralism
adopt it, wc arc going to he forced by gross hill load within t!
next few years to return to this extremely vital subject. And I
certainly urge your support of Mr. Knuppcl's amendntrr,
Thank you.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Drk
gate Kenney. Were there others who wish to speak? Dclcg.n
Howard?

MRS. HOWARD: Ican't add much to what hashr*--
said by the other delegates in favor of unicameralism. |do I>
that the difficulties that we have in evaluating unicamcrali> ¢
rise from the fact that Nebraska is the only state that does hr»
it. 1lowcver, 1would beg any of you that arc interested in ¢
government to closely examine the structure in Nebraska, for
think their experiment there does demonstrate that unicaim’
alismcan run with efficiency. It is free from logjams,u
deadlocks and recurrent crises as we have in our bicamcr
legislature.

And also if you will do some of the reading of some of t!f
publications on good government, | think you will find in
book written by Dr. Snyder, one of the foremost scholars «
state and local government, that he strongly recommends.«
strongly feels that in our modern day a unicameral Icgisl.no *
is a necessity. The National Municipal League in their Mi™.
State Constitution does recommend it, and also someone ir*
tinned today about the public perhaps not being ready for d
I would like to call your attention to an editorial which &
peared in the Peoria Journal Star on October 4 of last year
which they said, “Tradition is probably the greatest anil™"
strength of the two-house system.” | personally feel that r
time is here t >abolish the duplication which we have inal
cr.mcral legis,aturc, but like the other speakers and prop
ncnts of unicameralism, 1do not expect you to be ready I'
today.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Dri’
gate Howard. The Chair now recognizes Father Lawlor.
then we will ask Vice-Chairman Reuin and Delegate Knopf
to conclude the debate.

FATHER LAWLOR: Mr. Vice-President, fellow <if
gates, | wish somebody would explain to me the reason lor ¢
houses when we are using the same basis on which to <f
them. They arc going to do exactly the same work. It
like a total duplication to me. The same people arc electingl!
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lin,r individuals and then asking each one to come up with

dilation for the common good, and | don’t see any real check
, lulance in this. It just seems to be extra work, extra staff,
»tra salaries. We need more seats, more accommodations,
,nl they are a burden on each other’s back because what one
<Si the other has to do over again. It doesn’t seem reason-

| don’t think the same reasons arc there that wc have in the
etuicnce of the United States Senate and the House of Rcprc-
zntdtives. The Senate represents states, the Representatives,
»plcj and | think that the time has come when maybe a sin-
tc house would tiesl serve our needs, and | am utterly sur-
mised that more of you are not debating this issue because
sere is a lot of experience here, and those who know the facts,
luish you would somehow bring thcpi out and justify why

mwant two to do the work that one can do.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Fa-
eer Lawlor. And now—excuse me— Delegate Helen Kinney?

MRS. H. KINNEY: Even though its time has not come
~rhaps, there is some merit in considering this proposal. |
w8idd simply like to supplement what my friend and scatmatc
IIf. Kenney has said. There have been occasions in the Crimi-
«jlCode when in the same section, covering the same subject
Tuner, there has been a house bill number so and so, a senate
«ill number so and so, txxh have been adopted, and then to
xtcrminc what the law actually is, one must compare the bills
'm inconsistencies and de‘ermine from the effective date of
ost bills which one is con rolling. | think there have been
«fry meritorious arguments made lor giving this'scrious con-
ulcration. 'Thank you.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Dclec-
tnt Kinney. And now, Vice-Chairman Reum, will you sum-
rarize for the committee?

MRS. REUM: Mr. Vice-President and distinguished
"egates, | would ’ike to repeat that Illinois has always had a
‘«an.cral legislature and it lias beer, well accepted by the pco-
;If of the state. | repeat again, it should he given a further
yportunity to prove its merits under one man-one vote.

Hie arguments for a bicameral legislature rest upon these
“portant premises: (1) two houses provide a technical review
#4tend to minimize 'arclcss legislation; (2) a second house
provides a check on nasty legislation and on legislation
ffoniptcd by popular passion.

Atwo-house system permits “graduation™ from the lower
$‘use to the upper and thereby aids in developing a group of
npcrienccd and capable *gislators; fifty percent of the sena-
\Karc six-termers, and in the house 30 percent are six-term-

Abicameral legislature is more difficult to corrupt than a
bicameral legislature, and with a bicameral system one
*'uld expect a larger legislature and the citizens might feel
*M this would increase the possibility that they would know
erocone in the legislature. 'They can always find some mcm-
*r in the house that might agree with their philosophy as
*<dnst the member in the senate, or vice versa. As one of the
r'mbers of an important organization in this state testified,

felt that they had two chances to approach legislators,
“*dthey felt that this was very significant.
<>j would like to also add that the people arc guaranteed

an opportunity to organize and oppose legislation during the
period before enactment by the second house. Wc have felt
that this is so important that wc have also included in the con-
stitution that there shall be adequate public notiye for commit-
tee hearings, so that the public has an opportunity to contact
their legislators, and they have the time.

A bicameral system permits the defeat of undesirable but
popular legislation where outright opposition to the legislation
would be politically dangerous.

I might respond that the majority of the committee has rec-
ommended a reduction in the size of the legislature and that
this would be a considerable savings of money right off the bat,
and would involve saving at least 51,200,000.

I might respond to the fact that Nebraska has a unicameral
legislature. | might suggest, ladies and gentlemen, that Ne-
braska has nonpartisan elections and is a state much smaller
than ours—a much simpler society as compared with our
complex problems of the rural and with the metropolitan and
urban problems that we have.

And finally I would like to quote, with reference to the con-
ference committee, recently in one of the metropolitan newspa-
pers the President of the United States was quoted as saying—
was referred to by Mr. William McGaffin of the Washington
Bureau who kind of editorialized in this first sentence that

The President was on solid ground last week
when he reminded his television interviewers of the
importance of the Housc-Senatc Conference Com-
mittee in the United States legislative system. He
said that although the public may not think it is very
important, it is probably the most important legisla-
tive entity that we have in our government.

For these reasons the committee recommends the retention
of a bicameral legislature. Thank you.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you, Vice-
Chairman Reum. And now Delegate Knuppcl, you have a
maximum of five minutes in which to summarize your posi-
tion.

MR. KNUPPEL:
fore I finish.

First I’ll address myself, ladies and gentlemen of this Con-
vention, to the remarks made in opposition to a unicameral
body, and we’ll start with the pioposition of what a wonderful
thing the conference committee is, Somelxuly said | criticized
it. 1didn’t. | praised it. It is a unicameral Ix>dy. The confer-
ence committee is a unicameral body, and it is the only way.
You’ve got to go to a unicameral body to resolve the differences
—the inadequacies which arise by reason of a bicameral
house. Now it is suggested, and therefore this is not an argu-
ment at all in favor of bicameralism, but rather an argument
in favor of unicameralism, because you’d have your conference
committee in the single house which then would exist.

Now something was said that this could slow down legisla-
tion. This can also be done by rules, by delaying second read-
ings. | say that this is no argument for a bicameral as opposed
to a unicameral I ousc. An argument was made that they
thought so mu'h ol this bicameral system that they were going
to post notices of it ¢ meetings. 1°d suggest that in the confu-
sion which exists in our General Assembly they have to post
notices, and maybe they’d only have to post half as many if

If you will let me know a minute be-
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they had a unicameral house. It is suggested that the senate
kills bad bills. 1 thought that was the function of the governor
to veto bad bills. I didn’t think that the senate had to do the
duties of an already overpowerful executive branch of govern-
ment in our state.

Also Chairman Lewis spoke apparently in opposition to it,
but I will quote and paraphrase what Mr. Lewis said in the
committee. He served as a good chairman and took no position
in the violent debate and close cross-examination which oc-
curred with respect to every withess who appeared before that
committee and advocated bicameralism. At the conclusion of
the whole thing Mr. Lewis leaned back in his chair, and |
thmk these arc his exact words: “ I’ve not been impressed by
the arguments of those who npj)cared here favoring bicameral-
ism. 1 nevertheless will support it.”

Also the only argument—the only argument of Mrs. Reum,
the only argument of any other mcipber on this floor is that it
is traditional. Now that is the poorest argument. Farmers
planted corn in forty-inch rows so the horses could walk be-
tween. And after they stopped using horses, they continued to
plant it in forty-inch rows for twenty years because it was tra-
ditional; and all of a sudden the modern farmers have discov-
ered that thirty-inch rows arc far more productive and most of
them are going to thirty-inch rows, and the farmers in this
Convention know that. | can sec no reason why wc should be
tied to tradition.

Another thing | would say is, Mrs. Reum suggested, “Let’s
let it prove itself.” If we don’t give it a chance to prove itself
here or in some other state, how can it prove itself? Where will
it prove itself? | ask her, if they don’t give it a chance to prove
itself any place but Nebraska where it has proved itself emi-
nently well, then how can it [trove itself? And | suggest that
the comparison of Illinr is with Nebraska is unfair to the uni-
cameral system, because Nebraska could funcion much better
under a bicameral system than we do because it is smaller and
less complex. The unicameral body is designed to solve prob-
lems of a complex society as exists in large cities where they
have adopted it.

Now | ask you, please, delegates of this Convention, raise
up your eyes unto the future. Give the people of this state the
representation which they arc entitled to, and as Abraham
Lincoln stood only a few feet from where | stand 100 years ago
and said that "a house divided within itself cannot long en-
dure,” | submit to you that the people of the state of Illinois
cannot long endure the inadequacies of a bicameral system in
the complex society —the horizons of the nuclear and the
atomic age in which wc live—and the cost annually of S19,-
200,000 that’s caused by continuing a bicameral system. | say
again, raise up thine eyes and follow and go with me into that
area of better government where the legislature has been
raised up to a full partnership with the judicial and the execu-
tive branches of government. Thank you.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER:
gate Knuppel.

MR. KNUPPEL: | want a division, please, on it.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: You want a
division? There has been a request for a division on the Knup-
pel amendment which would strike section 1 and provide, in
lieu thereof, “Legislative power is vested in a single-house

Thank you, Dele-
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General Assembly of not more than 177 members.” oM
You have heard the request for the division. Are there filjr
who join the request? There are. Mr. Clerk, will you count
the hands? Those who favor the Knuppel amendment will tn.
dicatc by raising a hand. Will you lower them? Now, tin,,,
who are opposed will indicate by the same sign. On this qur-
tion the yeas are eighteen; the nays are sixty-live. The tin<
has not yet come for unicameralism, John. Delegate Knupprl ¢
MR. KNUPPEL: | want to thank those who voted with M
me. That’s a lot better than the single member who stood hen g
100 years ago alone. Thank you. (Applause) I->/)
VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: John, as some- 4‘1"
what of a history buff, 1 would like to ask you more about thit -
Lincoln speech given 100 years ago. According to my calcula-
tions, he had been in his grave for five years. (Laughter)
Arc there other amendments to Section 1? Delegate I)a\ni
Kenney? =
MR. KENNEY: Mr. Vice-President, | have one relating Iﬂie_
to the number of legislative districts, but I believe by agree- _;
ment it was to follow Mr. Pcccarclli’s amendment. Is this mi \rn
the case, Mr. Lewis? 1inr
VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: The chairman
indicates that is the case. 1<in
MR. LEWIS: That iscorrect, and I think we would ,,;
move on to Tony Pcccarclli. | L
VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Before I call nr (8
Delegate Pcccarclli, | think you would be glad to know tic *p:
the wife of our good friend and colleague, Delegate Sam Mir- 'y
tin, is in the gallery today. She is with a group of women frm m
the Iroquois County Republican Women’s Federation am 'k

their president, Mrs. Mary Bricker. We arc glad to have \uu
with us. (Applause)
Now, Delegate Pcccarclli? j
MR. PECCARELLI: |If the clerk would read the amend’
mcent, please.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Mr. Clerk, will |
you read the Pcccarclli amendment? jl‘-.l
CLERK: Amendment to section 1of the Legislate.’'
Committee Proposal No 1 11
Amend Section 1 by striking lines 1through 6 on
page 9 and substituting, i;. lieu thereof, all the lines

on pages | through 12 of the dissent to Committee
on the Legislative Article’s majority report and pro-
posed substitute of entire majority report of the
Committee on the Legislative Article submitted by
Anthony M. Peccarelli onJuly 7, 1970, which is
incorporated herein by reference and made a part
hereof, which proposes a complete revision of the
legislative article to provide a modified parliamenta-
ry system.

MR. PECCARELLI: Mr.
tion.

VICE-PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: You have hr-" r
the motion. Is there a second? Seconded by Delegate Per':
Now, Delegate Peccarelli, will you proceed with 1
explanation?

MR. PECCARELLI: Thank you Mr. Vice-Prcsidr"
fellow delegates, you do not have all of the language attaik’
to this one page of my proposed amendment before you at!

President, | move its ad-r



For a
One-Mouse Legislature
By Jess Unruh

The heavy double doors arc locked and barred. A
burly scrgcant-at-arnis gently, but with authority,
refuses entrance to everyone. Even senators and
assemblymen cannot pass. Occasionally the doors
will be opened by the sergeant and through the cigar
smoke a quick look will reveal six men. Shirt-
slceved, tics loosened, they reflect the same harmless
goodwill you can sec four nights a week in any

of a dozen rooms in the Senator Hotel when a poker
or blackjack game is in progress.

Hut there is nothing harmless about the meeting
going on behind the barred doors. And the slakes
arc far higher than the crisp hundred dollar bills
that change hands between lobbyist and legislator in
friendly poker games.

before the six men come out of the walnut-
panelled room they will have passed judgment on
life and death matters for many of California's 20
million residents and will have spent nearly 7 billion
tax dollars collected from the citizenry.

There arc no rules—except those decided on by
the conferees. No reporter is inside the room to
report the proceedings. There is no requirement that
the report on their deliberations be rendered by a
certain time. And there will in all likelihood be very
little time for other legislators or the public to do
more than skim the document which will finally
he produced.

All of the work 1aboriously put into a budget bill
for nine months by thousands of civil servants,
administrators and legislators means absolutely
nothing if it does not meet the approval of the six
tribunes in that room.

IInsis a free conference of ilie California legisla-
ture. Scary, you say? Should be changed and cleaned
np? | he press ought to be allowed in? Perhaps. But,
Ivforc condemning the six legislators and the in-
stitutions they represent, let's take another look.

b " Unruh, "One House l.eiuslature Advocated by Unruh,"
Mionul Gvic Reiew May, 1971, pp. 253-258, 270.
*cPrintcd by permission of the publisher.

The three senators and three assemblymen who
will spend over a billion dollars each are doing what
comes naturally in today’s legislature. They are
reconciling the differences between the decisions
made in each of the two houses. It is a process which
has been going on for decades in 49 states and will
continue as long as the two-house or bicameral legis-
lature exists.

State legislatures under the bicameral system arc
costly and inefficient anachronisms which thwart
the popular will, cater to private interests, and
hobble responsible decision making, until they are
no longer responsive to the needs of the people they
are supposed to serve.

This hick of accountability to the people is not a
problem unique to our slate legislatures, but is
permeating every level of our government. We see it
at work in our monolithic bureaucratic a* icies
which have almost become governments u io them-
selves; wc see it in our costly and iniquitous system
of justice; wc sec it in the wasted education of our
youth. And wc feel it in the growing hostility and
frustration of a large number of our citizens. In-
deed, it may he that this frustration is the only tl ing
that will “bring us together."”

If we look at Ihe militant student protesting the
Vietnam war or irrelevance in liis classroom, and at
the middle-ineomc suburbanite venting bis ire on
local school bond requests, wc see they have at least
one thing in common: They are both enraged at
the inability of government to deal effectively with
what they see as the principal problems that con-
front them.

In response to these growing complaints, some
attempts arc being made at governmental reform.
President Nixon and others arc now talking seri-
ously about reforming the federal executive and
bringing the states into parity with lhe federal gov-
ernment through revenue sharing and block grants.

| predict that their efforts will have little effect
on improving the quality and responsiveness of state
government unless slate institutions themselves arc
drastically revised. And basic to that restructuring is
the overhauling of that institution which will have
to pass upon the revision of every other state agency
—the state legislature.

The most far-reaching reform, the most drastic
step we could lake toward making our state govern-
ments more responsive, more honest, more efficient
and more economical is the introduction of the
unicameral or onc-housc legislature.

No matter how much we concert ourselves with
upgrndi tg the legislative process, we zll fail unless
unicameralism is made central to the present efforts
to reform and modernize stale legislatures. 1 believe
in increased salaries, better facilities and profcs-
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sional staff. But they are not enough. These reforms
in themselves only make a more efficient horse and
buggy. The bicameral legislature stil! remains almost
hopelessly outmoded, only perpetuated by tradition
and special interests.

Even Hie original rationale for the two-house
legislature, to guarantee some representation of
people as well as of property, has been removed by
recent Supreme Court decisions guaranteeing equal
representation. Under the oiic man, one vote rulings
first enunciated in Baker v. Carr, representation of
people has finally become paramount over the
representation of geographic areas.. ..

if efficiency and representativeness stand to gain
under unicameralism, the special interest groups
which now dominate our bicameral legislative proc-
ess stand to lose a great deal. «

Consider just one special interest—the liquor in-
dustry. In California the wholesale liquor distribu-
tors have succeeded in building into our laws pro-
tective measures such as state-guaranteed collection
of accounts from retailers. To kill any reform legis-
lation dealing with the liquor industry and preserve
this economic sanctuary, all the liquor lobbyists have
to do is woo and win it majority of one committee
in either house of Hie state legislature. This may
mean only three men. Elimination of bicameralism
would increase the possibility ol repealing this
grossly unfair legislation.

Almost every stale has its privileged industries or
groups which thrive under the protection that un-
wieldy, unresponsive legislatures afford them. The
power of these groups over the government should
be curbed, but cannot be as long as the mat./
obstacles to reform arc compounded by a bicameral
legislature. It is clear that basic reform cannot hap-
pen in slate legislatures which were designed to
afford maximum protection to those who need it
least.

If Hie clandestine “poker game" of the free con-
ference and the "legislative black jack” of special
interests now witnessed under our bicameral sys-
tem do not offer reason enough to consider uni-
cameralism, let us look al the problems from a point
of reference wc etui all understand—in terms of
money and economy.

Today there is a renewed interest in making legis-
latures equal partners in the governmental process.
And, as we have indicated, there is probably 110
more important step to be taken in making our
feder.:! system work belter. To upgrade legislatures
is, however, an expensive proposition. For many
years legislative budgets have been neglected. Most
legislatures are still woefully underpaid, under-
staffed and licking in such basic necessities as office

100 Stole Legislatures

space, clerical help and even telephone allowance.
Some legislatures will have to build expensive new
buildings to house a significantly enlarged staff.
Taxpayers are not likely to look with favor on the
drastic increases in spending that will be necessary
to achieve these reforms under the present, in-
efficient bicameral system.

But most legislatures, particularly those in the
larger states, could give themselves the tools neces-
sary for proper decision making without significant
budgetary increase by eliminating one house. Not
only would this greatly decrease the number of
legislators, offices, telephones and secretaries that
must be paid for directly, it would also permit a
reduction in staff and spending by those public and
private agencies which must deal with the legislature.

To illustrate, let’s use again the annual stale bud-
get and follow its tortuous course through the Cali-
fornia legislature, a body universally conceded to lie
the best in H'c nation. The budget is introduced in
the same form in both bouses. It is then sent to Hie
finance committee of each house. There it consumes
most of the time of 25 to 30 per cent of the mem-
bers of each house for from four to live months,
sometimes more. It also consumes the bulk of the
time of the highest-paid Assembly and Senate staff
employees.

But, this is only the visible and expected part of
the iceberg. It also draws the major part of the
staff time of the top people in the governor’s Depart-
ment of Finance—scurrying back and forth between
the Assembly Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee. Each executive depart-
ment whose budget is being scrutinized also sends
representatives to these two committees and their
many subcommittees. Lobbyists and interested citi-
zens’ groups also have to cover both houses. All of
these people will he paid either directly by lhe tax-
payers or indirectly by lhe tax write-off.

But :dl this is really shadowboxing because, as
wc have seen, the budget is finally written by three
senators and three assemblymen in a free confer-
ence committee, and the product of their labors and
decisions may bear little relationship to the budget
passed by either house.

The days (sometimes weeks) of labor that these
six members contribute again require the attendance
of top staff people of the Legislative Analyst’s office
and the Department of Finance.

It is just as bad with other legislation. A school
finance bill must be sent first to the education com-
mittee of Hie house in which it was introduced, then
to its finance committee, then to the floor and then,
if the bill passes, the whole maddening process is
repeated again in the other house, 1 his requires



representatives of executive agencies, legislative staff
and affected interests to appear at every repetitive
step of the way. And, again, the final bill may well
be written in a so-called free conference committee
of six members to resolve the disputes between the
houses, or to do whatever else comes into their
minds.

Or there can be yet another level of committee
operation in this mess—the joint committee, which
is almost beyond ..yonc's control and often costs
much more than it's worth in productive output.
The joint committee has the added advantage—to
everyone but the people—of allowing legislators to
avoid politically difficult problems by banishing
them to the limbo of a powerless joint committee.
The need for these committees would be totally
eliminated if there were a one-house legisla-
ture.

In those states, such as California, which have
already done much to modernize their procedures
and abilities, unicameralism should bring no less
than a -10 per cent reduction in the costs of the
legislature and of those groups which must work
directly with it. lit California, about $20 million
could be saved annually. The savings would be far
more, if you consider future capital construction
costs connected with increased staffing and legisla-
tive upgrading tinder the bicameral system.

Hut 1 do not suggest merely a penny-pinching
approach to federalism. What | am really concerned
with is responsible decision-making power at the
slate level. Two-house legislatures neutralize Ihe
force of the legislature in state government. Gov-
ernors can, and do, arrange alignments of one house
against the other over pieces of legislation and pro-
grams. This kind of whipsaw technique can ensure
the defeat of legislation even though it may be sup-
ported by the majority of legislators. Also, most
of the more vicious logrolling and logjamming in the
legislative process comes about between the two
houses.

The California State Senate Finance Committee
for years has had a practice of holding all Assembly
bills until the last few days of the session to keep a
bargaining lever over members of the lower house.
Without that excuse, the chairman of a one-house
finance committee would be hard put to hold all
appropriation measures until the last 10 days.

In my opinion, the committee system provides
opportunity enough for governors and special in-
terest groups to exert pressure on legislatures. When
one house is pitted against the other, a serious
power vacuum is created—a vacuum that outsiders
arc all too eager to fill. With only one house, how-
ever, the legislature would more nearly match the

unified structure of the ¢ eculivc branch and, there-
fore, be a more worthy competitor.

When a smart governor plays one house against
the other the public can rarely identify where the
responsibility for dr" at of legislation lies. The
public can rarely detect the real culprit.

Let me say parenthetically that the press might
do a much better and more thorough job covering
the legislative process, and pinpointing responsi-
bility, if there were, for example, only one-third as
many committees functioning.

Specifically, what legislators desperately need
today is visibility. Visibility promotes competence
in, and attracts talent to, the legislative arena. It is
also lhe best deterrent to corruption.

What the public needs is to be able to fix respon-
sibility. 1 do not believe that we can expect the
public lo support state government until it can be
seen who is responsible for what is happening or not
happening in Mate government.

Hut consider the citizen’s problem. lie currently
has a representative or an assemblyman and a state
senator. They may well be in diiect disagreement
about a measure the. voter is interested in. Whose
word does he lake as to what has happened lo his
interests? And who is really “representing” his point
of view? Under bicameralism the assemblyman can
say, “Well, we passed that hill but ihe Senate de-
feated it," or vice versa. Under unicameralism,
responsibility to one’s constituency cannot be so
lightly evaded.

Unicameralism may also offer the best hope for
our tripartite system to survive ax a democratic
form of government. If slate legislatures arc to play
a significant role in twentieth-century American
government, such basic kinds ol reforms must be
implemented, and within (lie very near future. If
this docs not occur, | doubt rather seriously that
legislatures or state governments in general will he
an effective instrument of the people’s will. The
states (and certainly slate legislatures) will simply
be bypassed in favor of a federal government which
iS N0 more responsive.

Hut, single-house legislatures will only happen if
people understand how wasteful and unresponsive
the two-house legislature has become.

When your legislature is in session take a close
look at its operations. How much time is spent on
interhouse squabbles that should be spent on policy
deliberations? Are committees in one house passing
out bad bills so that the other house will have to
take the heat for killing them? Is the Senate stalling
bills from the oilier house as leverage to get its own
bills through? Are they creating unwieldy joint com-
mittees in an attempt to gel around the problems
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of two houses and begetting Frankenstein's monsters
as a result?

Ask yourself these questions abuiit your legisla-
ture. Is there intcrhouse bill highjacking and name
calling? Who speaks with authority on questions
involving major legislation? Where would testimony
on such legislation gel the fairest hearing? Can you
identify exactly who killed the legislation you felt
to be important? Arc the lobbyists playing oil one
house against the other so that legislation on which
both houses basically agree goes down the tubes? Is
the governor doing the same?

15y now you can ask the rest of the questions your-
self. The answers should leave you with a clearer
understanding of why a lot of people in this nation
have concluded that the system cannot produce
answers anymore. These people are proposing solu-
tions of their ov a: burn the whole country down
and start over; abolish the stales; drop out.

If the slates arc the critical link in the federal
system, state government should have solutions too.
If the federal system is worth saving, people at the
state level are going lo have lo give it a lot of help.
In every stale constitution 1 have ever seen, the legis-
lative article precedes the executive. | take this to
mean that the drafters believed in the importance
of a strong and responsive legislature. If the con-
stitution has to be amended to make the legislature
unicameral, then the people will have to carry the
ball. Few politicians can be expected to abolish
their own jobs.

We are constantly told, today, that government
should he more businesslike in its conduct. Legisla-
tures can be likened in tin- governmental structure
to boards of directors in a corporate structure. No
business has two boards of directors with equal
power; under such a structure llieie could he no
direct accountability lo the stockholders. We should
be able to expect at least as good an organization
from the public corporations which spend $70
billion of our money every year. It’s time we got
down to business with one board of directors lor our
state governments.

Or wc could abolish it all and let the six men in
the free conference committee run the whole thing.
That would at least be more cflicicnl—and more
honest—than what we have today.
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Bicameral Legislatures
Are Effective

By Frank E. Morack, Jr.

The proponents of unicameralism have catalogued
its merits with a persuasive marshalling of virtues.
They assert that the single bodied legislature:

1. Saves time and expense.

2. Guards against hastily enacted and ill-considered
legislation.

3. Eliminates the evils of the committee system
and the dictatorship of the conference or steering
committee.

d. Reduces total legislative costs and permits in-
creases in legislators’ salaries so that more qual-
ified legislators may lie procured.

5. Facilitates the non-partisan election of legisla-
tors.

The worth of these assertions can he measured
only in terms of the function of a legislature in our
modern society. The choices involved relate not lo
the form of a particular system of legislative organi-
zation but rather to the capacities of any system to
realize the social and economic objectives of democ-
racy.

In brief, society expects of a legislative body:

First. An adequate and accurate representation of
the electorate in matters legislative.

Second, A capacity to enact accurate and effective
legislation based on reliable research and reflecting
practical experience.

Third. A facility for the expeditious enactment into
law of the wishes of the community when the desires
of the community are crystallized and the com-
munity is ready for action.

Fontih. The ability lo retard legislative enactments
when community policy is not yet crystallized and
when inaction is more protective of sound commu-
nity growth than is premature legislative experi-
mentation.

Frank E. Itornck, Jr., "tlicninciat Legislatures Arc Effec-

tive,” Stale GoarmEt, April, 1941, pp. 79-80, 90.

Reprinted by permission of the publisher.



Bicameral assemblies have long been criticized
for their “unrepresentative” character. It is true that
the l.istoric origins of bicameralism stem from a
desire to give prcfc.cnce to propertied and tilled
classes. It is also true that this basis of representation
has been discarded in American legislatures and
legislators arc selected by al! electors without quali-
fications based upon economic status. The apparent
irrational consequences of continuing a bicameral
legislature with a unitary basis of representation is
the foundation of the unicamcraiists’ argument. Hut
a system of representation founded on area will
remain just as arbitrary in a unicameral legislature.
And the practicality or desirability of formal in-
terest group representation certainly is not now
worthy of consideration.

Economic representation by lobbyists

Furthermore, Hie failure of the American legisla-
ture to secure adequate interest group representation
isntorc apparent llian real. Such representation,
today, is informally achieved through lobbyists and
representatives of farm bureaus, trade associations,
labor unions, temperance organizations, and the
multitude of interests that have found legislative
representation desirable, The informality of this
representation is its chief virtue. Within the frame-
work of an orderly two parly system, highly spe-
cialized interests may make their influences fell.
Ami no matter what the popular superstition may
be, legislators and lobbyists know that influence
must come from integrity and ability,

With the growing formalization of legislative
committee procedure, the lobbyist must work more
and more, as lhe lawyer, in open court, relying on
his special knowledge and skill. To lie sure he
icprescnls his client—Inn that, indeed, is democracy.

In an ever increasing measure interest group
representatives have demonstrated their capacity
for these responsibilities. We have, in fact. today,

a type of interest group representation which could
he no more effectively achieved under the uni-
cameral system.

The proponents of the unicameral system assert
that it will attract more qualified men to the legis-
lature. Thcte is little assurance, however, that a
change in legislate i uni will have more than
temporary significance in improving the caliber of
legislators, Nor indeed is there any certainty that

the caliber of legislators should or need he improved.

In spite of the over-emphasis on the deficiencies of
legislative bodies the competence of legislators
compares favorably with that of judicial and admin-
istrative officials. It is true that misfits find their

"ay to legislatures as they do lo positions of respon-

sibility in other walks of life. But in a 'cgislatuic
these individuals seldom if ever have significant in-
fluence in the enactment or rejection of legislative
proposals. Legislative leadership, hi (lie main, is 011
a high level.

Legislative procedure

Even with competent legislative personnel many
critics assett that the bicameral procedure prevents
fair and expeditious consideration of legislation.
This argument is unconvincing. On the one hand
unicamcraiists contend that existing procedure clogs
and delays the efficient consideration of legislation
and on the other hand they assert that legislation
may lie rushed through the legislature and enacted
without the safeguards of deliberation. Even if true
these are not exclusively the consequence of the
bicameral system. Procedure must rely on human
integrity and judgment.

Criticisms directed at clumsy procedure fre-
quently overlook ttic cause »;..!  'ideation for such
procedure. Without dcsiiing to defend some of the
archaic constitutional limitations such as the tinve-
reading rule and certain voting procedures, justifica-
tion of many deterrents to action may well he
defended on the grounds of their deliberative effect.
In oilier words when legislatures tire unable to agree
on proposals they frequently reflect the uncertainty
of the society which they represent and the result-
ing inaction may best accord with the wishes of the
electorate. On the other hand when controversies
over policy have been settled in a given community
the obstacles to rapid legislative enactment fre-
quently are dissipated. Many informal devices pro-
mote tins result.

With a single parly in control of the legislature,
the party caucus provides ready means for agree-
ment on procedure and on enactment. The governor
likewise in many instances provides the legislative
leadership. Me may sponsor specific legislation, sub-
mit administration hills, and through his office, in-
sure their adoption. The legislature itself, by joint
committees or by the joint meeting of lhe com-
mittees of the two houses, can and often docs reduce
the time for committee hearings and irons out the
minor controversies so that final enactment is a
speedy and formal process. Where solid public in-
terest supports a particular legislative program, the
bicameral system accomplishes Ihe expedition of
unicameral procedure so that tie Iticlo unicameral-
ism is achieved.

The unicameralis'. will still respond that although
the bicameral system can achieve the efficiency of
the unicameral system its legislative product is still
unconsidered, unsupported by reliable data, and
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poorly draflcd. Often these charges arc true, but
the question remains whether the creation of a uni-
cameral legislature will improve the product. Im-
provement can be achieved only through adequate
legislative research and competent draftsmanship.
These requirements arc unaffected by the form of
legislative organizational structure.

Within the framework of the bicameral system
great improvement lias already been made. The ac-
tive and able research organizations maintained by
the Kansas and Illinois Legislative Councils and the
code revision commissions of several Stales have
made outstanding contributions to the improvement
of the content and form of legislation. The con-
tinuation of this improvement will depend, however,
not so much on the change of legislative form as it
will upon the increase in funds and personnel for
those legislative agencies which have already
demonstrated their capacity in improving the legis-
lative process.

Legislative costs insignificant

Perhaps the reader will feel that if Ihe unicameral
and bicameral systems are so similar in operation,
tint on lhe ground of expense alone lhe unicameral
method should be adopted. An analysis of slate
budgets provides the answer. |.egislators' salaries or
even legislators’ salaries plus the legislative per-
quisites ate 'o.small a proportion of the total state
budget that an elimination of fifty per cent of the
elected representatives would not change the pro-
portion of slate expenditures lor the legislative
department a single percentage point.

Though generally considered a controversy of
form Ihe imicninernl-hicnn.iral debate involves a
fundamental issue of political philosophy. It raises
a question of the flexibility of legislative action in
terms cf legislative responsibility to the electorate.

The streamlining o( deliberation is obviously at-
tractive in a world winch places high value upon
action. It is not accidental that the democratic in-
fluences of thceaily Greek civilization and the
democratic movements of the later Itllli and 19th
centuries paralleled philosophical movements which
found importance in idealism rather than in realism,
which placed greater value in contemplation than
in action. Conversely the pragmatic and realistic
schools of .the early 20th century consciously aban-
doned much of the moral and ethical nature of man
for pure mechanism or Watsonian psychology.

The challenge o( actlonlom

In the realm of politics, although the forms remain
unchanged, innumerable straws in the wind in-
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dicate the effect of a machine age o1 the thinking
and acting habits of the people. Even ihe bitterness
of a political campaign has not produced great
editorial writers or outstanding commentators; news
print moves to larger type and shorter stories, from
word to picture, and from printed word to radio
voice. The forum fights an uphill battle to regain

the position of the town meeting. Men have become
accustomed to delegate tasks to others, to institu-
tions, to machines. They want their answers ready
made and so a philosophy of action challenges, in
the realm of ethics and politics, the philosophy of
deliberation. And it challenges a double-bodied
legislature as an extravagance and a monstrosity. In-
deed, the philosophies of those wc consider not quite
respectable challenge even the existence of any
legislative or deliberative body. Action is lhe pass-
word. Jlliiz is the fashion.

The usefulness of joint legislative committees and
the party caucus have already been elaborated as a
means of unicameral action within the framework
of the bicameral system. Unicameral action is neces-
sarily the result of single leadership. It occurs in
the American legislative scene only when there is 1
general unification of political and social objectives
which have insured a political parly a dominant
position on the political scene. It seems to me that
this is the outstanding advantage of a tie facto uni-
cameralism-—it is not a permanent or fixed way of
life for the Stale and its people. When there is un-
certainly and doubt, the additional brakes that a
second house of a legisJatuit can provide is both
necessary and desirable, in order that legislative
action docs not 11111 ahead of popular acceptance.
When popular demand has unified o011 a particular
social program so that whatever opposition develops
cannot be described in terms of goncial uncertainty,
machinery is then available in the framework of our
present bicameral organization lo speed the achieve-
ment of the objectives without an application of
brakes by the second house. This ability to accelerate
or brake the speed of government should not be
abandoned quickly for a vehicle huill on horse-
power and without brakes.

To a great many persons a legislature is a rather re-
mote body "passing lav/s" by means o! some formal-
ized procedures about which they have involuntarily
read al some lime in lhe past. Inthe next selection
Diehard L. Ntubetgor, late United Slates Senator from
Oregon rid a “rmcr member of the Oregon state
senate, brings a legislature to life (or us with his
highly readable first-term Impressions of legislators,
constituents, and the legislative process.
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Nebraska now has had ils unicameral legislature for thirty years.

The following article underlines that it has met the test of lime

at home. It points also to renewed interest in unicameralism

elsewhere, following adoption of the one-man, one-vole standard

of legislative apportionment. If the unicameral idea spreads

henceforth,the author concludes, Nebraskans will applaud. Dr.

Sillig, xoho gives us the paper, isAssistant Professor of Political

Science at the University of Nebraska.

Unicam eralism

y

by Robert. F. Sillig

It iias now been thirty years since the unicam—
eral legislature in Nebraska was instituted. Iy
the passage of an initialed constitutional
amendment, after a spirited campaign led by
United Stales Senator George W. Norris, the
voters in the State abolished its iwo-housc leg—
islature.l

Thus, Nebraska became the sole State in
modern times to adopt the single house ar—
rangement for its state legislature.*

UPDATING THE UNICAMERAL

In the years since 1930 the unicameral lias
periodically adapted itself to meet the chang—
ing legislative needs of the State. In the field of

‘The amendment passed with a comfortable margin
(2BG.0S6-ttt3.157.). Inieiesiingly, a strikingly new slate capi-
tol with two legislative chambers bad just been completed,
after a decade of construction. The members of the uni-
cameral now meet in (lie more spacious chamber which bad
been designed for the lower house; what had been expected
to be the upper chamber is utilized for committee healings
and other public affairs. The members, however, have re-
tained the more picsligious title of "Senator.”

«for more comprehensive historical surveys consult Adam
C. Uicckenridge, Ore House for TV\D, Washington, D.C.,
Public Affairs Press. 1957; and James C. Olson, HStOfy of
Nebraska University of Nebraska Picss, 1955, Chapter 24.
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rcapporiionment, die original foriy-Threc seats
were never altered until 1903, despite repeated
efforts by metropolitan interests. At that time
thenumber was increased to forty-nine and die
scats were reallocated. The combined popttla-
tion-arca formula used in this reapportion-
ment had earlier been approved by the voters,
but it failed to satisfy the constitutional stan—
dards which were being enunciated by the
United States Supreme Court (Baker v. Carr,
Reynolds v. Sims) during the years 1962-04.
As a result, a second rcapporiionmcnt was con—
cluded in 1965, substantially on a population
basis. This measure then won the approval of
the federal district court.

The salaries of the legislators have been
raised frnu 81,744 a biennium three decades
ago to 82,400 a year. This puts Nebraska near
the middle of the States so far as legislative
salaries arc concerned.

A recent change in internal procedures has
improved the operation of the unicameral. It
came after certain legislative members voiced
dissatisfaction with the method by which com —
mittee assignments were made and committee
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UNICAMERALISM IN NEBRASKA "1

part spread public support for a return lo partisan favor of a single house. The league had re—
Ntoa legislative elections. The movement issparked ceived inquiries or noted favorable news arti—
.The chiefly by official leaders in the parties. The sit— cles in more than fifteen States.8
liitical ting legislators are, for the most part, unenthu- In the spring of 19GG the American Assem—
lessive siastic about, changing the system. Evidently bly, a group of eminent public and private
ical nonpartisanship carries with it certain advan— civic leaders who gather periodically to study
Tiove- tages, real or imagined, as far as the incumbent public affairs and report their findings, sug—
apply legislators are concerned.7- gested that States consider the possibility of
lIC 15 The nearest any proposal for reverting .0  adopting the unicameral arrangement. How —
ich partisan elections lias conic to being decided ever, the nonpartisan feature of the Nebraska
metal by the voters was in 1001, when an initiative unicameral was not acceptable to the Assem—
icPro- drive to have a constitutional amendment bly. These influential community leaders im—
|-nwas placed on the ballot was momentarily success— plied that a single-house legislature might now
in- ful. However, the Nebraska Supreme Court be especially suited for smaller Stales where
ruled the proposed amendment off the ballot legislative operations might be burdensome.
good because of certain irregularities which oc- And they incicalcd that recent court decisions
enow curred during the signature collection phase of had removed one of the historical justifications
lexisi- the petition process. Informed opinion at the for bicameral legislatures in any Slate. Thus
But time was divided as to the probable outcome they felt that the present was an opportune
of tin popular vote, with perhaps most ob- time for States to weigh the possible benefits of
servers predicting defeat for the amendment. adopting the in icamcial system.
The decision of the Court ended the specula— Perhaps the unicameral device ismore ap—
tion, and no organized effort lias since been propriate for smaller Stales, which may have
made lo reconsider the question. To sum— fewer and less intense div isive elements within
marize, a unicameral system which isnonparti— their borders. Rut this is a conjecture, diffi—
san evidently iswhat the people, as well as the cult either todispr m: or verify. In any event it
legislators, prefer for the Nebraska legislature. isworth noting Hu.i Guam and the Virgin Is—
cct of lands have unicameral legislatures. Virtually
than FURTHER. SUPPORT all American cities use the unicameral princi—
i lead- The National Municipal League has been ple in their city councils. The same is true of
time the most influential civic organization to lake most Canadian Provinces. Some of the cities
ISald- up the principle of unicameralism and advo— determine public policies for millions of di—
Jon of cate its adoption. The N ML has consistently verse constituents and hundreds of opposing
re- supported the idea in numerous versions of its interest groups— whit h indicates lhat size alone
sclec* Model Stale Constitution, lii fact, the lcagr : is not an absolute fact > in determining the
talc’s may claim ameasure of credit for the Nebraska  character of legislative institutions.
act u- unicameral since its recommendation of the In Nebraska, the unicameral enjoys over—
witle- singlc-housc system in the Model predates the whelming support from the public, leading
laitisn adoption in Nchiaska. Officials of the league newspapers, interest groups and the Stale"s po —
parly give assistance and dvicc to those seeking in— litical leaders.” A rehearing on the system in
ff”};‘:r formation on the subject. The N M L reported any other interested State undoubtedly would
" nisn in 19G1 that various influential newspapers- appeal to informed Nebraskans, who find
It#lpltlol?s including the New York Times, Kansas City themselves somewhat perplexed because the
kmuna- Star, Milwaukee Sentinel and St. Louis Post- innovation has not yet spread cl" vhcrc. Per—
jStees

P Dispatch— had carried articles or editorials in haps the rcapportionmcnt revolution will lead
indirectly lo a renascence of unicameralism.

et at., ‘Jn tlic 1063 session of the unicameral the Senators voted

19Q0; 31 to 8 against proposing a constitutional ar.cmImeni which ,\’alio)ir.l Civic ReVIBN, LIIT (Seple liber, 1901), p. -110.

dltﬁ would have allowed (lie people to voic on the question ot ‘See jack VS. Koil;crs, "One House tor HO Years," |bid.,
returning to partisan legislative elections. XXXXVI1 (July, 195?), pp. SOS-SH.
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injudicious to ignore them, since requests have
come from sources in more than half of the
Stales for information regarding the operation
of the single house.

The inquiring parties receive virtually stan—
dard reports from Nebraska political observers
and practitioners. Typical repliesmake itclear
that the unicameral has not fully satisfied
either its most enthusiastic supporters or its
avowed opponents. They indicate, however,
that, the system has met the lestof time and that
its future course seems solidly established." 7In
fact, on one recent occasion jl took considera—
ble searching lo find a Nebraskan willing and
able lo speak against the system . ter a consti—
tutional convention inanother Stale requested
that equal time he filled by a spokesman op—
posed to the unicameral.

THE NONPARTISAN UNICAMERAL

A reputed drawback of the Nebraska uni—
cameral is the nonpartisan election of itsmcm-
bers. Itshould be emphasized ibatalthough the
nonpolitical feature of the system was a part of
the original reform, there isno compelling rea—
son why these two features should be consid—
ered a single package in oilier Stales. Each is
independent of the other, and each can stand
or fall on mtsrelative merits, ft just so happened
that the Progressive movement of the early
1900 3was strongest in the Plains and Western
Stales. One plank in the platform of the Pro—
gressives of that era was nonpartisanship. The
distaste of many Progressive reformer; of the
past for political parlies, whether Republican
or Democratic, iswell known. This dislike be —
came translated into action which weakened
party lines throughout the W stern Stales. Re —
sults are evident even today in the large
amount of ticket-splittingwhich occurs in gen—
eral elections. It isalsoevident in the use of the
open prin ry, which dccniphasizcs formal
narty affiliation in the making of party nomi —
nations in a number of these States.

Nebraska in this sense is typical or the West;

‘The laic I'rofcssor Shumate, a longtime advocate of uni-
cameralism, staled that it is now considered to he an aC

cayied pait o( the political tradition of the State. See Roger
Shumate, "The Nebraska Unicameral Legislature,” UVUcni

Political Quarterly, v (september, 1952), pp. 501-12.

its parties often seem to be for the most part
personal gatherings temporarily attached »o a
particular candidate for a single election. The
relative weakness, or flexibility, of the political
parties remains as a legacy of the Progressive
era in Nebraska. In rc'rospcct., itseems logical
that when and where the ogressivc move —
ment was especially sticcessi itwould apply
the principle of nonpartisanship to state as
well a:; local elections.0 The campaign which
culminated in the adoption of the unicameral
in Nebraska wasclosely identifiedwith the Pro—
gressive movement, and when die question was
put to a vote the nonpartisan feature was in—
cluded.

The Progressive forces have since lost a good
deal of their political influence; the) are now
chiellyworking with in lhe confines of the exist—
ing political parties in the Western States. But
many of their accomplishments have endured,
and Nebraska®s nonpartisan unicameral isone
of them. However, the unicameral approach
and nonpartisanship need not be considered a
single innovation. In many Slates it undoubt—
edlywould be futile toadvocate a system which
included the nonpartisan election of legis—
lators.

Within Nebraska the nonpartisan aspect of-
the legislature has been attacked more than
the unicameral feature. Most Republican lead—
ers and many Democrats have for some time
supported efforts to change the state constitu—
tion to eliminate the nonpartisan election of
legislators. This, if accomplished, would re—
store the parties to a formal role in the selec—
tion process, as was the case in the Stale3
earlier bicameral system. Itwould not be accu—
rate to assume, however, that there is wide-

'Minnesota is tin; only oilier Stale with a nonpartisan
legislature. In California, the practice of nos-tiling in patty
primaries, during tin: time it was allowed, brought a meas-
ure of nonpartisanship to its politics. And for a Inief span
county ollicials in that State wcie elected in nnup.uiis.m
races. The wide open or “blanket" ptimary in Washington,
which pctmits votias to participate in both putty p.timaiies
simultaneously, has had a itnnp.ntis.in effect on nomina-
tions. These, of course, ate all Mains and Western States.
For more comprehensive descriptions of their elettoial pr.se-
tices,see G. Thrudoic Milan, Politics in Mnnesota, univer-
sity of Minnesota i'tess, IPfiO; Winston W. Crouch, cl at,
Cdlifomia Government anil Politics, I'rcntico-Uall, Iftio:
and Daniel Ogden and Hugh Hone, II'fli/imgfmt POlitiCS,
New York University |'tess, 1PGO.
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chairmen selected. The solution that grew out
of this largely revolved around giving a greater
voice in the selection process to tlie members
from populous Douglas County (Omaha).

In an attempt to bring a greater measure of
competence to legislative decision-making, the
unicameral now utilizes professional aid and
advice in two major policy areas, fiscal matters
and higher education; on occasions it has con—
tracted with private experts on a fee basis todo
the research involved, and recently itprovided
its standing budget committee with a perma—
nent professional-clerical staff. These newer
services supplement the important activities of
the long-established Legislative Council and
Statutory Revisor's office. In the regular
11)55 session, the members considerably in—
creased the role of the Speaker. In the past this
office bad been largely honorary; the Lieuten—
ant-Governor is the presiding officer. Hence —
forth, the Speaker will more than likely func—
tion asa floor leader in the unicameral.

These periodic modifications over the years
have done much to keep the Nebraska legisla—
ture responsive to changing political condi—
tions. Human institutions everywhere require
this kind of updating, and the single-house leg—
islative chamber isno exception.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS ELSEWHERE

Recently, the unicameral system lias been
receiving renewed interest in a number of
States outside Nebraska. This no doubt lias
been stimulated by the "one-man, one-vote" rc-
apporlionment revolution touched off by the
federal courts. The new rcapportionment stan—
dard, which requires that seats in both houses
of stale legislatures he distributed on a popula—
tion basis, has eliminated for them the so-called
“Tederal™ plan of apportioning one house on a
population formula and tlie other on some
combination of population and area. This has
had the effect of pushing the unicameral ap—
proach up to the forefront as a feasible political
institution which States can well consider.

Until this time, only those political reform—
ers who viewed things through rose-colored
glasses were confident about the future of uni—
cameralism. In thirty years not a single Stale
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had followed the. pathway Nebraska had
opened.3 In the last few years, discussion of the
unicameral principle has enjoyed a rebirth.
Perhaps the most thorough consideration of
the single-house system has conic in the States
of Rhode Island, Connecticut and New Jersey.
Constitutional review conventions in these
Slates have provided arenas for reexamination
and possible overhaul of entire political sys—
tems. Professional observers from these States
and Nebraska exchanged viewpoints and visits.
In the end, none adopted unicameralism, al—
though significant support for it existed in all
of them. For example, in Rhode Island, Gov —
ernor John Il. Chafcc and Former Governor
Dennis J. Roberts, (who presided over the con—
vention), along with numerous civic and eco-
nomic interest groups, were instrumental in
having the question considered by the conven—
tion delegates. It was ultimately voted down.1

ASSESSING THE UNICAMERAL

Nebraska officials, as well as other interested
citizens who are associated with or inConned
about the operation of the unicameral, have
received numerous inquiries about it in recent
months. The Governor, Lieutenant-Governor
and Legislative Clerk have made anumber of
trips lodi(Cerent States (includingTexas, New
Jersey and Rhode Island) toexplain why they
support the system and believe it to be of con—
siderable worth. Their remarks typically in—
clude the favorable judgments that the ti-
cameral is open, deliberative, representative,
direct and economical. It would be presump—
tuous toclaim that these isolated inquiries and
speaking engagements represent "real” move —
ments toward unicameralism. Itwould also be

<Alaska probably tame nearer than any oilier Slate to
adopting ilie unicameral system. When the “Empire ot the
Norill" was drafting is fust constitution, various political
advisors suggested adoption of a siuy,ie-huusc legislatiiie.
This pioposal Revived a favorable hc.itin” in the constitu-
tional convention. Tradition rather than innovation, how-
ever, rnnicd the day, and the delegates approved a hi-
camcral body. Some delegates went appiehonsive about the
reception Clongrcss might give the statehood application if
a unicameral system were part of the package. 'wsm John
Dehorn, "Charter for the Last i'lontiei," X<uiaunl Civic
Review, X. XXXT (April, 1(156), pp. 155-63.

‘“Kiiodc Island Convention Defeat for Unicameralism,”™
Ibid.,, 1.v (May, 1066), pp. 263-1.



Drive for Unicameralism

Needs National Support
by Lloyd B. Qmtlulil*

PJpEN’ years ago the United States Supreme Court pulled the last of the
— rational underpinnings from the bicameral legislative system in its Rey-
nolds v. Sims edict of one man, one vote. By requiring both houses of state
legislatures to use only population as the basis for apportionment, the court
deprived advocates of their historical defense of the two-house assembly.

Readily perceiving this, the unicamcraiists who survived three decades of
drought were exuberant. The decision brought new adherents to their cause.
Article.-. appeared in national publications. Prominent newspapers, among
them the Si. l.ouis Pas!-Disp:ilch and the New York Times, editorialized in
favor of unicameralism.

The Reynolds case did more than renew the spirit of unicameralism. It
afforded new opportunities for implementation by forcing a number of states
to call constitutional conventions to bring state apportionment provisions
within Supreme Court guidelines. While some of these conventions were
limited lo rcapportiomncnl, others were not and considered wholesale revision
of sta.j constitutions.

W ithout tftie tion, the decade following Reynolds appeared " ’c the
golden opportunity for unicameralism. But the decade that oner! with
glowing optimism cIn.-cd with another dismal scorecard: no gains made; no
victories in sir lit. It is obviously lime for realistic reassessment of the game
plan. Why hasn't the unicameral scored new gains? It must be concluded
that either the proposal is wanting or the politics of (lie controversy frustrates
adoption.

It is not possible to concede that the unicameral is basically defective in
d minn anil therefore not a ration.;! alternative to the two-house system.
Kxti-mivc research and analysis have demonstrated the viability of the uni-
cameral system, ft has worked well in Nebraska. Failure to adopt it cannot be
ascribed to lack of merit. The only logi al conclusion is that failure emanates
from the politics that governs the decision makers who must act to implement
unicameralism. We can no longer maintain the pretense that politics is a
minor element in securing this reform lor state assemblies, and until we
come to grips with this fact.,, no ground will be gained in the next decade
either.

It is imperative that unicameralists address this primary fact: adoption of

_eltoyd 1. om.tinhl is professor of political science and director of the Bureau of
fjovi;rurirul A:.i:;., 1j.bvrsiiy ol North ljakota, He ij the National C.vic iinvaw
cori'c..;>ontl.'iil for th.it state.

S26



1974] UNICAMERALISM 527

the system fails to gain fruition because it challenges the power of state
legislators who are the principal initiators of the constitutional revision
required to secure its adoption.

Legally, as well as theoretically, legislatures are regarded as the people in
session. Consequently, it was probably inevitable that they would be awarded
custody of the peoples document, the state constitution. As a part of this
guardianship, legislatures were given primary responsibility for proposing
constitutional amendments for acceptance or rejection by the people. If they
perceive no need to amend the constitution they propose no changes. And
because legislatures are the only perennially active source of proposals for
constitutional amendments in most states they hold a virtual monopoly on
revision in those jurisdictions. Without their leave nothing can be done.

Since legislatures are parties to the constitutional issues involving the
separation of powers, they are not disinterested representatives of the people
on a significant number of issues. Unicameralism is one of tho.-e issues. Their
guardianship gives them a strategic opportunity for vetoing the unicameral
proposal anfi there is little evidence to suggest that they will achieve any
degree of objectivity on that issue.—Their political interests are too crucial.

To substantiate this charge we need only turn to the sordid history of
legislative malapportionment that forced federal courts to enter the political
thicket in the first place. Before Reynolds v. Sims most legislative assemblies
were responsible for redrawing districts after each decennial census. Defying
their own state constitutions in many cases they refused to reapportion. It
was only after decades of stubborn legislative resistance that the federal
courts reluctantly acted on this historically political question.

Why didn’t state legislatures comply with constitutional directives? After
considerable analysis, scholars of government agree that, principles of fairness
and equality notwithstanding, internal politics simply paralyzed legi.-.lative
initiative. Alteration of legislative district boundaries to conform to shifting
population patterns would have resulted in losses tr. certain legislators, power
blocs and political parties. The politics of such a task was so overwhelming
that, even after Reynolds, federal courts were required to review rcapporlion-
menl plans in every state to see that constitutional principles were imple-
mented.

If the politics of legislative reapportionment inhibited action for decades,
then how much more serious the politics involved in legislative adoption of a
proposed amendment to state constitutions calling for the abolition of one
house? In most states a change of this magnitude surpasses that required for
redistricting. By virtue of this intense interest, legislative assemblies are
inherently hostile to the unicameral proposal. It. is more than a mere passive
hostility—it is unrelenting aggression sharpened by the instinct for political
survival.

With this antagonism prevailing, most states, for all practical purposes,
will never be given the opportunity to consider changing their bicameral
legislative systems. In states where legislatures control the flow of con-
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siitutional amendments to the people, the only alternative is to wait until a
convention is called. Unfortunately, such conventions are infrequent because
interest is low and procedures difficult. In most states, legislatures must
initiate the procedure by placing a convention call on the ballot. Historically,
legislatures have not been enthusiastic about calling these uncontrollable
bodies as they tend to meddle with legislative prerogatives. As a result they
place the call only with the advent of insurmountable problems or great
pressure. (In recent years, several state constitutional conventions wisely
seized their opportunity to provide for automatic mechanisms for calling
future conventions.)

But even after the people have approved a convention call and cle ’gates
have been elected victory for unicameralists is not in sight. Legislators and
legislative influences often pervade convention proceedings. By and large,
legislator-delegatcs secure strategic committee appointments and spend much
of their time defending existing legislative practices. As the proceedings of
conventions attest in state after state, proposals to alter the legislative
institution ienite the opposition of legislator-delegatcs. In the Rhode Island
convention which ran from 1964 lo 1963 legislator-delegatcs spent long hours
working to keep a unicameral proposal from being submitted to the people
even though some observers believed it would have been approved in a
public referendum. The North Dakota convention did get a unicameral pro-
posal submitted as an alternate proposal only because a large bloc of delegates
felt the pec.pie should be given the opportunity to decide the issue even though
they themselves did not support it. In Montana, state officeholders were
proven ed from serving in the convention. With the absence of this interest
group the Montana convention was able to gel the proposition on the ballot
as an optional measure. These are exceptions. By and large, convention ex-
perience:' throughout the country suggest anything but. an easy route for
unican. ". lists.

In nil fairness it must be observed that legislators are not unanimous in
tiieir opposition to the unicameral system. But generally the opposition is
unyielding. In <wA:- to elude the legislative roadblock 16 states devised the
initiative petition procedure for proposing constitutional amendments. Of the
aite.rnatives available to unicnmeralisls this appears to hold '.he most promise.
But it l:a its pitfalls which must he weighed realistically. The difficulties are
directly related to a second major point regarding adoption of the unicameral:
because it will not result in particular benefit for any interest group there are
very few resources available to secure its adoption.

To uni<:.litrralb.fs who have been engaged in the verbal wars over the
merits . si demerit:; of their legislative proposal, this second obstacle is ironic.
Bicnmeialisis attack the unicameral as conducive to high-pressure lobbying,
since fewer legislators would be more accessible to interest groups. If this
were true, special interest groups would be leading the parade for a one-housc
legislature, and pouring money and manpower into the campaign ior its
adoption.. But they are not, which should say something for the system.
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The openness of the unicameral system is adverse to the machinations of
special interests. Simplifying the system and making the legislators more
visible would obviously frustrate the inter-house manipulation that has long
been a boon for lobbyists. Because interest groups have nothing to gain and
everything to lose under unicameralism, they have no interest in underwriting
the cost of securing its adoption. This if true for every phase of the effort,
whether it is securing legislative or convention approval, obtaining signatures
on initiative petitions, or financing a public information campaign.

Where, then, can resources be obtained? While all citizens would benefit
from a change to unicameralism, that gain is not significant enough (in their
perception) to warrant monetary contributions or volunteer services. This
being the case, unicameralism has been forced to rely on a small band of
civic-minded citizens for its sustenance. As a consequence, manpower and
money have been available in only limited quantities.

This lack of support has starved the movement. Without money to prepare
informational material for citizens, legislators or delegates, and without money
to pay minimal lobbying expenses at legislative sessions or conventions, uni-
cameralists have been unable to overcome politically motivated resistance
with a full explanation of their proposition. Similarly, this lack of resources
has prevented the printing and circulation of petitions to secure the thousands
of signatures required to circumvent legislatures and conventions. The most
recent attempt at initiating the unicameral proposal in California during the
spring of 1974 collapsed when resources dried up.

Even if it were possible to get the proposition on the ballot, the resources
would not be available to complete the task. Where it was necessary to finance
communications with only a hundred people in tL.r legislature or convention,
once the measure is on the ballot it becomes necessary to inform hundreds of
thousands of voters. The cost of reaching the electorate with sufficient infor-
mation is nothing short of staggering. While the media are often willing to
provide free time or space for opposing viewpoints as a public service, cash
is still needed to make the campaign effective. A typical modern mass media
campaign requires thousands of dollars for television, radio and newspaper
advertising. Public solicitations for this effort usually cost more than they
collect.

The unsuccessful attempts to secure adoption of the unicameral system in
North Dakota and Montana are indicative of the problems involved. In
North Dakota, attempts to obtain funds through mail solicitations failed.
At the same time, strong opposition developed against the proposed con-
stitution, requiring unicameral proponents to divert their efforts toward saving
the main document. A parallel situation developed in Montana witer. the
courts deprived the pro-constitution forces of their state educational funds.
As a consequence the unicameral proposal was defeated in both states. In
North Dakota the vote was 107,643 to 64,073; in Montana it was .'22,425
to 95,259. Even though decisive, these two 1972 defeats cannot be con-
sidered a unicameral Waterloo. In neither state was the unicameral concept
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given full exposure to the people so they could render an informed judgment
on the basis of a fair comparison of the two legislative systems. In fact,
observers in both states were amazed at the amount of support for unicameral-
ism reflected at the polls.

A course of action must be developed t0 overcome the political resistance
of legislative interests and to provide sufficient resources 10 inform the
electorate of the advantages of unicameralism. The opposition of legislators
can be overcome through a continuous educational program conducted by
pennar.vnt organizations at the state level. An educational Program will,
hopefully, convince some legislators that the unicameral is in fact a sub-
stantial improvement over ihe two-house, buck-passing system. For those
legislators v.ho put political considerations ahead of unicameralism, the
educational campaign will serve to create an enlightened citizenry that will
demand legislative reform. If enough citizens can be rallied to the cause of
unicameralism, their presence in legislative constituencies will force legislators
to support reform.

With the recent national scandals the public has begun demanding reforms
to assure the people that government is responsive and accountable. State
and national legislative bodies have been flooded with corrective proposals,
such as full disclosure of financial interests, restrictions on conflicts of interest,
and open bearings and meetings. The temper of the time offers a unique
opportunity for rallying citizen support for a more accountable, responsive
legislative system in state governments. If launched in the near future, uni-
cameralism could wcli become one of the reforms of tiiis era.

To overcome else chronic shortfall of resources a national pooling of talent
and money must be organized to support the unicameral drive in states offer-
ing the best opportunities for adoption. Experience has fully demonstrated
that the resources of unicamcraiists are too diffused for any one state tc
mount an effective campaign. A national organization for the unicameral
could draw the resources together from supporters in all states to be applied
in effective campaigns in selected states. While it is true that such a system
would shift resources away from some states, it new victory in one state, at
this time could result in a major breakthrough for any number of states.
Such a gain would make the investment worthwhile as it would surely result
in new interest and support.

Heightened citizen interest and support are the currency that will give
unicameralism the political muscle it needs to overcome the political resistance
that lias waylaid it through the decades. Only through the adoption of
deliberate steps to solidify this interest and support will unicameralism be
translated from vision to reality in state governments.
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Legislative Structures and Powers

Those who prefer the now traditional biennial session demur on most
of the above points. They hold that the virtues of the annual session have
been greatly exaggerated, that its flaws have not been understood. In the
first place, there arc already enough laws. Annual sessions inevitably will
lead to the persistent advocacy of new legislation and to the adoption of
meretricious policies; biennial sessions constitute a safeguard against precipi-
tate and unseemly legislative action. Stability of policy is itself a mark of
an orderly and effective legislature. Proponents of the biennial system also
argue that yearly meetings of the legislature will contribute lo legislative
harassment of the administration and its agencies; although an annual
session may help lo put life back into the legislature, it might be expected to
diminish administrative efficiency. The biennial system affords legislators
more time lo renew relations with constituents, to mend political fences, and
to campaign for reduction. The interval between sessions also may be put
to good advantage by individual legislators and interim study commissions,
since there is never sufficient time during a session to study proposed legis-
lation.

There is, finally, the matter of cost. Annual sessions inevitably lead
to a spiraliitg of legislative costs, for the legislators and other assembly per-
sonnel arc brought together twice as often. Other costs will become inflated,
and perhaps legislative salaries will be increased. Moreover, new programs
and new appropriations arc likely to result; more expensive government is
a natural consequence of annual sessions.

Advocates of annual sessions reject the argument of excessive expense
in operating the legislature, pointing out that although state expenditures
have climbed rapidly in recent decades, the percentage of legislative costs to
the total budget is much smaller today than it was in the past. A study of
the period 1927-32 revealed that legislative costs came to less than 1 percent
of the total budget; follow-up investigations in 19-18 and 1903 have shown
a decrease in the proportion of fund illocalcd to legislative, operations.24
Given the magnitude of state governm. nt today, this view holds, there is no
good reason lo hope for economies simply by cutting legislative costs.

Unicameral or liicantcral Legislature.?

Familiar ai d conventional political arrangements, no less than familiar
and conventional ideas, have an extraordinary capacity for perpetuating
themselves. Such is the ease of bicameralism.

COLONIAL X *ILKILNCK

The earliest colonial legislatures, developing out of stockholders’ meetings,
were unicameral in form. Deputies elected by the freemen of the townsand the
appointed assistants of the colonial governors sal together in a single house.
Conflict between these two groups was doubtless inevitable, leading to plans

24 Belle Zeller, ed., American State legislatures (New York: Thomas VY.
Crowell Company, tO9M), p. 93; 'I'ne New Jersey Legislature (New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University, Bagletoe. Institute of Politics, 1963), pp. 52A -53A.
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Legislatures and Legislators in the Political System

lor the creation of two chambers. First to adopt the bicameral form was the
Massachusetts Bay Colony, when, in 144, “following an acrid dispute
between magistrates and Deputies over the case of Goody Sherman and her
stray sow, the General Court separated into two co-equal Houses, the House
of Assistants and the House of Deputies.’’2s Many other colonies followed
Massachusetts’ lead, though the flight from unicameralism was not complete
until the state of Vermont switched lo a two-house legislature in 183(i. Part
of the stimulus to bicameralism in the states had come from the formation
of a national legislature of two houses, replacing the single house under the
Articles of Confederation.

TIIE ARGUMENT OVER VIRTUES

It is diflicult to account for the acceptance of the bicameral idea today other
than to note, as we have earlier, popular reluctance lo abandon old moor-
ings. Of the fifty stales, only Nebraska, in 1934, has adopted the plan for
a one-house legislature. Moreover, save in a few academic and reform cir-
cles, the debate over unicameralism vs. bicameralism is no longer very lively.
Nevertheless, it may be useful to sketch briefly the principal claims made
for each.

Bicameralism, its proponents have argued, “prevents hasty and careless
legislation,” “serves as a check against popular passions and impulses,”
"provides protection against corruption and the control of the legislature by
special interest lobbies,” “permits the use of a different basis of representa-
tion in the two houses,” and represents "the traditional American form of
legislature.” 20

On the whole, the arguments made by bicameralists have not been
found convincing.27 As much as anything, they appear to be rooted in a
distrust of the legislature and the representative function. No evidence exists
to suggest that bicameral legislatures prevent the passage of hasty and
undesirable legislation—the principal claim marie for the arrangement. In
fact, an extraordinary number of bills move from one house to the other
in the final days of the session, when the pressure of time often precludes
anything more than superficial examination. Moreover, if the same party
controls both houses, and a party matter is involved, the check supposedly
given in the second house is unlikely to amount to much. Numerous studies
have shown that a majority of the bills that clear one house go through the

25 Manual for the Massachusetts Constitutional Convention of 1917, p. 7, a*
quoted in Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report < the Special Commission an
Legislative System and Procedure, senate Report no. 90, January 1, 1943 (Boston:
Wright & Bolter Printing Co., 1943), p. 94.

26 zeller, Oji. Cit,, pp. 31-Mi € passim

27 For an article which supports the “braking” function of Bicameralism, see
Frank Is. llorack, Jr., “Bicameral Legislatures Arc Isflcctive," State GO\HT‘I'TEFIL XU
(April 1941), 79-00, 9f>. But also see JelJon A. F.menhiscr, "Sober Second Thought
in the Utah Legislature: Toward a Theory of Inter-Chamber Relations,” (Manu-
script, Utah State University, 19t>5). This study finds slight evidence that the second
chamber gives "sober second thought” to hills that have already passed the other
house. Rather, what docs emerge is that hills which pass both houses often have
two things in common: early introduction and overwhelming passage in the initial
chamber.
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Legislative Structures and Powers

other without amendment, and far more bills are lost in the house of origin
than in the second chamber. Finally, it is well to remember that the legisla-
ture has numerous other built-in safeguards against hasty and impulsive
action—including intricate rules of procedure and an elaborate committee
system. And in the background is the governor’s veto power.

The other virtues claimed for bicameralism are hardly more impressive.
Arc lobbyists more powerful in a unicameral than in a bicameral legislature,
their “corrupting” influence more pervasive in one house than in two?
a' '—ugh there is no way of proving this point one way or another, we
ha\. die argument of one authority, Roger V. Shumate, that lobbyists
“will be less influential in a small body in which responsibility of individual
members for passing or defeating bills can be more definitely fixed than
under a system in which responsibility can be shunted bacl and forth from
one house to lhe other... .”zt On this score, it should a o lie recognized
that, since lobbyists often seek to block legislation rather than to advance it,
bicameralism may afford' new opportunities for defeating proposals.

The claim concerning the representative value of bicameralism requites
a comment or two. Al one time, slate senators were chosen on a basis
different from that of stab representatives, with the upper house designed
lo represent an elite of property owners, the lower house to represent popula-
tion. With one house “conservative" and the other "radical,” a natural
check, one upon another, would he present. In point of fact, it has been
a long time, since this concept held any significance. Today, senators and
representatives are selected in the same way in all states. The qualifications
for the stale senate may differ from those of the house, and the senate, term
of office is usually longer than the house term, but the voters in all eases
arc the same. Moreover, the contention is spurious that any legislator today
simply represents a district or area; rather he represents a heterogeneous
grouping of voters, some of whom have augmented their power by member-
ship in organized groups (including parties) whose constituencies extend far
beyond the local legislative district.

The. final assertion in support of bicameralism—that it is "American”
and traditional while unicameralism is “foreign" and radical— needs little
comment. Its fundamental Haw is that it is simply nonsense, plausible only
lo those who know nothing of colonial political organization or those who
believe the Founding Fathers fashioned a political system without benefit
of a glance al British or other European experience and theory.

Much of the literature concerned with legislative structure in the stales
comes down heavily on the side of unicameralism.2 A survey of the ease

|

28 “The Nebraska Unicameral Legislature,” VA&Stern Political Quarterly, v
(September 1932), 510.

28 There arc a number of books and articles on the issue of bicameralism vs.
unicameralism: C. A. lireckenridge, Qe House for Two (Washington: I'ublic Affairs
Press, 1950); Daniel Il. Carroll, 'The Unicameral Legislature in Permaut (surlington:
University of Vermont Press, 1933); Mona Fletcher, "Bicameralism as Illustrated
by the Nineteenth General Assembly of Ohio,” ATErican Political Science Review
XXX11 (February 19311), (10-115; Jack \V. Rodgers, "One House for 20 Years,"
Rational Municipal Review, xi.vi (uly 1957), 33(1-42, 347; John P. Senning,
Tre OneHowse Legi’latue (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1937)
and "Unicameralism Passes Test,” National Municipal Review, x x x 111 (3uly 1944),
00-65; Charles W. shull, ATerican BExperience with Unicanmeral Legislatures

55
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Legislatures and Legislators in the Political System

for this arrangement includes the claims that a single chamber “carries
greater prestige... and hence attracts more outstanding and representative
citizens,” “is able to give more thorough consideration lo proposed legislation
than two chambers,” eliminates “the jealousy, friction, and rivalry between
the two houses,” “facilitates the development of essential leadership...bv
concentrating such leadership in one place,” “permits closer and more
effective relations between the governor and the executive departments and
the legislature,” "reduces the power of special interest groups,” “does away
with the need for conference committees,” "facilitates public reporting of
the work of the legislature,” reduces the cost of the legislature, and increases
the possibility for fixing responsibility for legislative action.30

Notwithstanding the attractiveness of these assertions, for the most
part their validity must be assumed; the “efficiency” of unicameralism, like
the .“Americanism” of bicameralism, is a difficult item to gauge. A fairly
recent attempt to canvass the experience of the Nebraska legislature, for
three decades the unicameral model, arrives al these conclusions: it has led
to some saving in salary payments for legislators and in general legislative
expense, to lengthened legislative sessions, to the introduction of fewer bills
but the enactment of substantially more, to a decrease in the number of
special sessions, to a more deliberate mode of procedure, and lo an increase
in the tenure of legislators. No evidence was found that unicameralism
leads to the passage of hasty and ill-considered legislation. Whether legis-
lators in the unicameral scheme are superior in talent, intellect, and moral
caliber cannot be p.oved, not can it be verified that the quality of legisla-
tion enacted by the "unicameral™ is better than that enacted under the
earlier bicameral legislatures. In sum, the unicameral experiment in Nebraska
“has not fulfilled either the most optimistic hopes of its friends or the most
pessimistic fears of its opponents. On the whole, however, it has given a good
account of itself."a

Legislative Scheduling: The "Tog Jain” in the States

The typical legislature operates at a bewildering pace in the closing
days of the session, few things are more common in the course of legislative
affairs, especially in the states, than the last-minute rush to wind up busi-
ness for another year or another biennium, it is not unusual to find as many

as 50 percent of all bills passed during a session receiving final approval in
the last week before adjournment.

(Detroit: bureau of Government Research, 1937); O. Douglas Weeks, TWO Iegsln
tire Houses i One? (Dallas, Texas: Arnold ITmndaliou Sliuies, 193fl); Charles
Il. llagan, "The bicameral Principle in State Legislatures," Joumal & Public Lawy
no. 2 (1962), 310--'1?; Donald Jansen, "The House Nebraska built," //nr/'rr'r '\/@
ZINE, November 1964, pp. 121-30; Talbot D'Alcmberte and Charles G. l'ishimrue.
Jr., "The Unicameral Legislature,” University o I-lotiita Law Keview, xvi1 (winter
1964), 355-67; Demitrios M. Moschos and David L. Katsky, "Unicameralism and
bicameralism: History and Tradition,” Poston University Law lleview, x1.v (spring
19G5), 250-70.

30 Zeller, op. €it, pp. 57-58.

3l Shumate, "The Nebraska Unicameral Legislature,” 504-12.
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House Judiciary Committee
January 27, 1975

HIJR 1 - Unicameral Legislature

The meeting was called to order at 1:3~ by Chairman Gardiner,
Members present: Gardiner, Brown, Cotton, Parr, Bradley, and
Pink.

Representatives Parker and Bradner, sponsors of HJR 1, gave
presentations on the merits of the bill and fielded questions.

Rep. Parker gave a brief history of the bicameral legislature
to the time of the "one man, one vote,"™ decision. Since this
time state legislators represent the same constituents. He
stressed that the unicameral legislature would do away with
the free conference committees powers, shorten sessions, and
eliminate the unnecessary check within the legislative branch
which does not exist in the other two branches of government.
In response to a question from Rep. Parr, Rep. Parkes™ explained
that although either house can reject the report of a free
conference committee, it is rarely done since such committee
reports are made in a bunch at the end of the session.

Rep. Fink questioned the time restrictions on passing a bill
as contained in HJR 1 a» well as the redistricting procedures.
He suggested that redistricting be done on the basis of
substantial population change Instead of every ten years.
Perhaps the minimum percentage Increase should be stipulated.

Rep. Brown questioned that any of these changes should be made
to the Constitution but bo the statutes.

Rep. Parker expressed the opinion that rural representatives
would be on a more equal footing in a unicameral legislature.
He said that the power of committee chairmen would Increase
due to fewer committees but decrease as a result of loss of
"bargaining status."” It would force committee members to
accept responsibility for their actions. Mr. Fink added that
chairman power would depend on the number of referrals given
a bill.

Rep. Bradner expressed the following: The situation in Alaska
is different Jtram other states due to our streamlined judiciary
and powerful executive. A unicameral system would allow the

public to fix responsibility, would xImlt chairmen®s power,

would eliminate passing the buck to the other house and the
guessing game of whether a bill would par , would be an advantage
to rural areas since smaller districts would allow more personal
representation, would eliminate personality clique power 1in

the Senate, would lend Itself to either single member districts
or plurality districts, and would provide stability due to longer
terms.



House Judiciary Committee
January 27, 1975
page 2

Rep. Brown urged restrictions on the number of clays required
to pass a bill as a guarantee of civil rights against quick,
arbitrary change. Mr. Bradner explained that at present the
free conference committee has virtually no restrictions on
changing a bill or time constraints. Mr. Brown expressed the
hope that there won? J be some other way of limiting the power
of the free confercommittee. He suggested that the
language "in final form" be added to the bill when stipulating
time restrictions. Mr. Bradner explained that at present,
bills can be amended on the floor and passed the same day.

The question was raised concerning when reapportionment for
such a unicameral body would be done. It was suggested that
some time after the expiration of the terms of present
legislators but before the construction of the new capltol
be considered and stipulated in the bill.

The committee udjourned at 2:70 p.m.



House Judiciary Committee
February 6, 1975

HIJR 1 - Unicameral Legislature

Senator John Rader,- sponsor of SJR 1, testified that the House
and Senate versions are very similar. HJR 1 contains no section
on adjournment. He stated that since there is no longer a
historical basis for two houses due to the one man, one vote
decision, it is merely an "historical accident” that our
legislatures have continued to be bicameral. He explained

that the bills have been designed so that the transition

occurs 1in 1978, the second sr of the 10th Legislature.

This would allow for no inexperienced legislators.

Rep. Fink asked if it would perhaps be wise tw have the bill
go into effect in 1980, after the new capitol building was
built, Senator Rader replied that the cost of remodeling

the present physical chamber should not be a consideration

in voting on the bill. Mr. Fink stated that he was opposed
to reapportionment on the basis of registered voters rather
than census. Stu Hall of Legislative Affairs stated that
although numbers of registered voters have been more accurate
than census data, problems still exist.

Senator Rader stated that the body"s size - 61 - had been chosen
to allow more equal representation to sparcely populated areas.

Rep. Specking brought up the question of the numbers of
"displaced™ voters as a result of the Pipeline. Senator
Rader stated that he was agreeable to either method of
apportionment. Rep. Brown mentioned the possibility that
this committee amend the bill to allow for apportionment by
population.

In response to a question by Rep. Parr, Senator Rader stated
that it v/as better to be able to seperate the accuser in an
impeachment case from those who tried the case. However,

we haven™t used the impeachment procedures effectively in

the past and the absence of this separation of function under
the unicameral system isn"t a major problem.

Rep. Brown suggested that the bill be amended to assure

adequate time for deliberation. An emergency action would
require nearly unanimous consent. Mr, Rader reminded the

body of the present pov/crs of free conference to pass what is,
in fact, sometimes brand new legislation in a matter of minutes.
In a unicameral system reports could be amended on the floor.

Mr. Fink asked about the proposed amendment to state that
reapportionment would take place every ten year? or "whenever
a substantial population change occurs.”™ Senator Rader stated
that in drafting the bill they tried to change as little as
possible of substance. If the bill passed and was approved

by the voters, another amendment on reapportionment could

be drawn up later.



House Judiciary
February 6, 1975
page 2

In response to a question from Rep. Parr, Senator Rader
stated that the committee chairman®s power would probablv
be greater under a unicameral system but since there wouid
be more committees, areas of jurisdiction would be more

narrow. The whole system would be more open and the
number of people with power to stop legislation would be
limited. Rep. Specking stated that we need rules changes

not a whole new system.

Rep. Gardiner asked the committee how they wanted to handle
this piece of legislation. AlIl members present indicated
that they wished to pass it out of committee after amended.
Rep. Gardiner stated that announcements would be made to
the press of a public hearing to be held in about three
weeks. In the mean time, amendments would be drawn up and
considered.

HB 55 - SB 53

The proposed statement of intent v/as approved by the committee
on a voice vote. Rep. Brown moved and asked unanimous consent
that House CS for SB 53 be passed out of committee. There
being no objections, the motion passed.

HB 6

Rep. Fink suggested an amendment to change the language to
general recklessness or negligence and delete the reference
to smoking materialsl The committee asked that research be
done into the present statutes on negligence. The title too
would have to be amended.



House Judiciary Committee
February 20, 1975

HIJR 1 Unicameral

The meeting was called to order at 1:40 p.m. by Chairman
Gardiner. AlIl members were prosent.

Senator Terry Miller testified that he had an alternative
to the proposed unicameral legislature which he would

like to offer to the committee and which he proposes

to have drafted. He proposed reapportionment so that

House and Senate districts represent different peoples
while still in compliance with one man, one vote. He
proposed that the Senate be made up of members representing
regional socio-economic groups, that they be elected at
large and that they fill designated seats. The Horse

would be made up of members from single member districts.
IT the bicameral system could be further reformed through
rules changes, he sees no need to go to a unicameral system.

Senator Joe Orslnl endorsed Senator Miller®s proposal
with the exception of designated seats.

Both senators then answered general committee questions.



House Judiciary Committee
February 28, 1975

The meeting was called to order at 1:40 by Chairman Gardiner.
All members were present except Mr. Brown.

HIJR 1 Unicameral

Mr. Fink moved in Section 5 that a reapportionment take place

in 1979 and that the first unicameral legislature sit in 1981.
Mark all the other necessary changes to the section. Amendment 1
passed.

Write 1in provisions for use of figures updated past 1970 census.
Stu Hall will draw up language. Amendment 2 passed.

Mr. Fink moved that reapportionment be done on the basis of
population, not registered voters. Make all necessary changes.
Amendment 3 passed.

Page 2, line 17 - 29 insert Senate (b) language. Require 3/4
to consider emergency legislation and 2/3 to pass. Amendment 4
passed.

Mr. Gardiner moved that on page 2, .line 29 the House language
on ability to levy a tax be inserted into the Senate (b) language
adopted by Amendment 4. Amendment 5 passed.

Page 5, lines 5 and 6 There must bo a representative from each
recognized political party in the state. Amendment 6 passed.

page 3s line 24, Mr. Specking moved that there must be 3/4 vote
to convict in impeachment. Amendment 7 passed.

Mr. Cotton moved that it require a majority vote to bring up
impeachment. Amendment 8 passed.

Mr. Specking moved that on page 5s line 14: that the redistricting
plan of the advisory committee be made public simultaneously with
submission. Amendment 9 passed.

Mr. Bradley moved that CS HJR 1 pass out of committee. Mr.
Specking objected. On vote, the bill was passed out with a
do pass.
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February 5* 1975

Mr. Willalm Lassella
Executive Director
National Municipal League
Carl H. Pforcheimer Bldg.
47 East 68th

New York, New York 10021

Dear Mr. Lassella:

The Alaska State Legislature presently has under consideration
a proposal to adopt a unicameral legislative system. Professor
Victor Fisher of the University of Alaska has referred me to
you as a possible source of information on unicameralism.

I would very much appreciate receiving any Information you

may have on this subject. Since our legislative session Is
short, your prompt reply would be appreciated.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Paddy Moriarty
House Judiciary Committee



State of Alaska
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GENERAL ELECTION
November 5, 1974

SOUTHEASTERN
Governor-Lleutenant Governor U. S. Senator U. S. Representative
Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Boucher Thomas Peppler Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting (R) (AIP) (D) (R) (D) (R)
District 1
Cupo Pole 43 21 21 1 28 12 14 27
Clover Pass 120 56 50 10 55 59 49 68
Coffman Cove 34 22 11 P 19 13 14 18
Craig 114 49 54 5 63 44 56 51
El Capital! 29 21 7 9 17 11 12 16
llydnbnrg 94 68 24 2 78 10 74 16
Ilydcr (Absentee)
Ketcliikan 41 211 143 49 4 162 32 137 60
Ketchikan *2 288 169 99 5 191 74 147 122
Ketchikan 43 278 140 107 5 141 100 104 146
Ketchikan 44 205 106 89 7 109 89 72 131
Ketchikan 45 193 105 81 6 116 70 76 114
Ketchikan 4t 300 155 133 6 155 131 104 191
Ketchikan 47 327 177 133 9 171 134 109 209
Ketchikan 4k 357 193 137 13 220 109 144 200
Klowuck 69 52 13 3 58 10 49 20
Metlakalla 309 225 71 6 254 41 160 141
Mountain Point 170 77 69 *5 84 72 53 111
Mu.l Hay 236 82 132 14 126 96 83 146
~Myers Chuck 25 4 14 6 4 20 9 13
Kaukati 31 7 11 2 17 10 12 18
Pemmck-Gravinn 32 i5 16 1 15 16 8 23
Point Baker 31 10 16 5 26 4 15 Ib
Saxmau (Itcvilla) 223 141 68 10 137 80 100 119
Thorne Hay 110 62 34 10 84 22 39 66
Tuxnkan 1 0 1 1 6 3 4 6
Twelve Milo Arm (Absentee)
Wacker 111 52 42 12 46 57 34 1i9
Ward C'ovo 169 71 91 2 77 79 50 111
Whale lasa 29 19 10 vV 21 8 15 i-1
SUBTOTAL %4149 ' 2260 1583 160 2480 1406 174 3 1
Unentee 463 210 235 6 251 193 195 250
Questioned 59 38 7 69 35 50 53
DISTRICT 1 TOTALS 4612 2529 1856 173 2800 1634 1'IHH 2545
District 2
Anginal 124 99 21 1 105 12 86 11
I'unter Hay (At)suntoo)
(iustavtiB 49 11 28 5 28 13 22 21
Ilooimh 228 100 35 0 179 36 161 47
Knko 142 94 40 1 1 47 74 60
Petersburg H 320 148 174 2 19’ 120 97 222
Petersburg #2 264 180 71 7 174 71 98 154
Rowan Hay 40 19 0] 7 16 22 17 20
Scow Hay 306 49 45 5 50 14 35 60
Stlklne 226 98 93 20 122 88 87 124
Ten ikee Springs 45 34 7 1 28 12 24 17
Wrangell hi 180 90 76 4 101 71 611 105
Wrangell 112 227 120 92 2 135 78 90 121
Zarcmbo (Absentee)
SUHTOTAL 1959 1127 693 55 1219 am my 962
Absentee 254 122 120 3 138 100 108 133
Questioned 29 15 3 24 21 22 25
DISTRICT 2 TOTALS 2213 1278 828 61 1381 730 991 1140



SOUTHEASTERN

Governor-Lieutenant Governor U. S. Senator U. S. Representative
Number Of Egan- Hammond- Voglor-

Election District Per3ons Boucher Thomas Peppier Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting (D) (R) (ATP) (D) (R) (D) (R)
District 3

Elfin Cove 4 14 3 9 10 8

Halibut Point Z-z 173 4 263 107 141

Jamestown Bay 91 155 5 15) RR 103

Lislanski (Pelican) 33 % 4 40 0] 22

Mt. Kdgccumbe 137 3 166 51 136

Port Alexunder 0 9 4 7 8

Hodman Bay Z— 10 0 25 6 23

Sitka PI m 76 1 153 41 ill

Sitka #2 11)3 189 2 248 114 164

Sitka *3 197 163 5 226 138 160

Sitka P4 173 108 P, 1 7 105

Yakulat 64 23 2 & ]% 71

Yakutal Airport __ 25 27 1 _ 13 £0 10

SUBTOTAL 126H 1063 34 1556 700

Absentee 109 141 3 145 95 12.

(jnoationud 33 28 a 51 7 32

OISTKICT 3 TOTALS 1410 1232 37 1752 802 1233 1392
District 4

Alike Hay 569 242 290 ].8 % 259 (14 314
Chitknl 43 0| 2 34 24 28 37
Diiui'laa 41 274 138 120 109 107 156
Douitlaa 42 266 151 105 3 ]]IB 84 124

Ilainen 216 12. 65 15 105 91 71 179
Juneau 41 224 167 41 171 34 154

Juneau 42 295 174 107 190 70 167 ]ﬁ)
Juneau 43 276 159 92 172 78 129 131
Juneau 44 299 171 103 191 71 162 111
Juneau 49 207 143 37 18 41 (0% &
Juneau 46 % 170 103 4 ]& ]]2 137 1 14
Juneau 47 85 220 142 10 198 153 160 21
Juneau 4 331 219 97 219 97 1117 135
Juneau Airport 432 230 170 2 159 163 245
Klukwan 67 50 3 11 42 D 40 2
Lemon Crook 630 367 235 it) Mil 241 270 142
Lower Mendenhall 500 260 199 14 262 189 197 274
Lynn Canal 227 90 130 1)3 99 95 125
Nurlh NuuuLinh 257 ]5 157 85 124 126
Port Clillkoot 119 61 46 65 43 40 72
Ssalmon Creek 144 N 53 68 6 52 84
Sheep Creek 52 19 31 1 78 :ﬂl 23 27
Nkaijway 267 181 79 5 169 tilt 107 155
Upper Mendenhall 676 368 283 o 346 280 6L 399
SUBTOTAL 7064 3960 2659 I"S‘l 3994 *2490 ifl4 3634
Ahnenteu 988 511 432 16 531 386 465 484
0 vienlioned 98 82 4 125 59 114 73

UISTTBCT 4 TOTALS 8052 4569 3173 178 4650 2935 1693 4191



SOUTHCENTRAL

Number Of
Election District Persons
and Precinct Voting
District 5
Hear Creek 134
Cooper Landing 74
Copper Center 78
Cordova 503
Kynk 75
Cilemmllen 200
Hope 39
Kenny Lake 107
Moose Pass 77
Seward *1 216
Seward #2 296
Tnl Itlck 12
Vaider 616
Whittier 54
SIIL'TOTAL 2550
Absentee 325
QucMiuncd
DISTRICT 5 TOTALS 21)75
District 6
Big Lake 148
llutte 485
ICska Sutton 87
Houston 75
Matanuaka 687
Palmer 498
Sheep Mountain 52
Sutulim 114
lolkcotim 126
WaMlla 667
Willow 144
SUBTOTAL 3083
Abacuten 368
ipi.-tioned
DISTRICT li TOTALS J451
Dli.tnel 7
Anchorage 44 350
Anchorage #6 500
Anchorage 48 303
Anchorage 411 411
Anchorage 412 619
Anchorage 813 429
Anchorage 814 457
Anchorage 815 327
Anchorage r.ti 305
Anchorage 817 317
Anchorage *19 410
Anchorage *28 283
Anchorage *21 294
Anchorage *25 463
Anchorage 838 406
SIdtTOTAL 5874
Alc ollee unci
. . 477
thieat foiled
DISTRICT 7 TOTALS 6151

Governor-Lieutenant Governor

Egan- Hanunsnd- Vogler-
Boucher Thomas Peppler
(R) (AIP)
56 68 7
23 39 6
54 20 1
280 213 4
30 33 9
82 136 24
7 28 2
25 44 20
23 40 5
121 82 6
136 142 12
4 5 1
336 154 17
30 17 4
1207 1029 109
134 153 17
90 58 9
1431 1240 135
59 64 12
162 242 46
49 30 n
31 29 15
256 308 58
224 223 30
11 34 5
30 54 19
22 90 12
256 310 65
45 84 i
1145 1468 2u>
145 194 1
37 60 It.
1327 1722 304
154 147 24
235 205 16
129 144 9
169 187 18
265 235 25
211 162 20
257 149 15
150 107 9
130 116 21
134 137 9
209 123 17
154 87 13
122 107 10
165 228 20
17B 140 __ 16
26511 2274 242
469 464 41
3127 2738 28 1

U. s.

Gr(B)vel

80
31
44
245
32
66
14
31
24
129
172

304
35
1215
153
107

1475

60
169
50
43
234
224
11
52
63
301
60
1267
155
41

1463

185
252
156
201
320
269
275
185
149
184
243
209
172
207
221
3228

397

3625

Senator

Lewis

(R)

45
36
26
223
28
178
23
55
46
68
94

193
17
)034
150
55

1239

76
255
35
30
357
233
38
50
55
311
___B1
1521
170

1754

141
212
129
160
227
121
138
100
137
115
107
50
87
227
146
2097

200

uU.

S. Representative

Hensley Young
(W) ®

63 69
26 14
40 33
199 292
21 43
53 187
14 23
33 56
22 54
96 109
101 187
5 5
212 294
20 32
905 1428
125 178
09 74
1119 1680
18 92
130 322
41 41
30 44
172 449
149 131
15 34
38 6B
41 79
286 343
45 __93
998 11196
132 212
39 70
1169 2178
151 184
203 262
131 155
184 202
277 298
219 182
237 187
182 107
115 180
163 145
209 142
192 65
150 112
196 247
111 197
2790 'Yoos
361 116
1151 31101



SOUTHCENTRAL

Governor-Lieutenant Governor U. S. Senator U. S. Representative
Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-

Election District Per_sons Boucher Thomas Peppier Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting (D) (R) (AIP) (D) (R) @ (R)
District 8

Anchorage #27 495 228 169 23 290 133 265 181
Ancliorage #28 485 233 166 29 279 161 239 206
Anchorage #29 457 207 207 22 242 185 195 243
Anchorage #31 216 80 102 15 101 89 77 121
Anchorage #34 237 96 109 7 121 99 86 135
Gr Anch Boro #139 498 224 211 26 275 177 239 234
Or Ancn Horn #1142 528 243 209 36 281 209 193 310
Gr Anch Horo #143 496 203 225 39 236 220 201 271
Gr Anch Boro #144 593 229 286 47 253 301 226 344
Gr Anch Boro #147 667 220 339 43 250 309 256 367
Gr Anch Boro #148 669 242 306 50 276 321 236 373
Gr Anch Born #149 376 141 176 21 150 188 126 211
Gr Anch Boro #I15(1 444 176 186 30 204 195 162 253
Gr Anch Boro #151 304 125 124 28 135 134 97 181
SUBTOTAL 6465 2647 2815 416 3133 2721 2592 34 30
Abse"_tee and 330 285 418 52 289 262 266 304
Questioned

DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795 2932 3233 468 3422 2983 2858 3734
District 9

Anchorage #3A 226 84 82 11 122 78 109 100
Gr Anch Bom #101 390 153 199 12 190 172 180 188
Gr Anch Boro #102 187 224 208 14 253 199 212 252
Gr Anch Horo #103 431 198 176 33 230 175 206 212
Gr Anch Bon* #104 146 66 57 12 77 52 64 70
Gr Anch Hero #105 205 156 106 8 187 09 137 136
Gr Anch Itoro <106 197 10(1 67 7 123 60 103 83
Gr Anch Boro #107 500 219 164 12 274 181) 223 254
Gr Anch Horo #108 253 95 127 10 134 94 111 122
Gr Anch Boro #109 423 177 185 27 212 169 189 204
Gr Anch Horo 111 6C6 257 250 48 285 266 229 341
SUBTOTAL 3944 1737 1621 194 2087 1542 1763 1962
AUhomlgo ami 102 138 107 15 183 129 1110 137
Quest toned

DIS TRICT 9 TOTALS 4126 18/5 1778 209 22711 1671 194 J 2099
District H

Anchorage #I2A 342 154 156 U 145 180 119 211
Anchorage #22 556 240 241 27 226 299 188 151
Anchorage #22A 762 329 372 36 241 487 197 548
Anchorage #23 485 176 199 21 280 165 225 237
Anchorage *74 545 222 245 23 243 256 214 295
Anchorage #32 881 304 472 29 356 463 251 t>02
Anchorage #33 728 249 390 33 J27 342 256 434
Gr Anch Hero #135 456 173 226 15 193 223 163 264
Gr Anch Horo #137 291 109 146 20 138 134 124 158
Gr Aneh lion* #138 6 36 261 312 29 276 Jib 199 119
Gr Aneh lion* #139A 325 119 138 25 146 140 137 154
Gr Anch Hoist #140 426 149 241 11 165 230 J4a7 263
Gr Anch Horn #1141 7711 308 389 38 309 405 251 497
Gr Aneh Horo #145 244 106 98 15 134 93 93 140
SUBTOTAL 7455 2906* 3625 330 ‘3179 37 33 2564 4573'
Absentee and 425 322 492 21 270 327 238 380
Questioned

DISTRICT 10 TOTALS 7880 3228 4117 371 3449 4060 2802 4953




SOUTHCENTRAL

Governor-Licutenant Governor U. S. Senator U. S. Representative

Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Boucher Thomas Peppier Gravel Lewis Hensley Toung
anu Precinct Voting (D) (P.? (AIP) (D) IR! (D) (R)
District 11
Gr Anch Boro#117 111 149 17 158 146 136 175
Gr Anch Boro#118 706 310 291 40 330 316 283 385
Gr Anch Boro#122 670 251 315 36 390 310 246 382
Gr Anch Boro#123 436 192 184 18 212 185 186 215
Gr Anch Boro#125 100 34 45 16 68 25 67 29
Gr Anch  Boro#126 137 32 64 10 88 31 83 38
Gr Anch Boro#127 429 140 234 30 163 241 155 252
Gr Anch Boro#128 678 252 319 45 284 320 232 391
Gr Anch Boro#129 1025 347 5.79 49 414 526 384 589
Gr Anch Boro#130 408 130 2.2 27 149 221 152 238
Gr Anch Boro#131 046 224 367 30 255 365 260 378
Gr Anch Boro#132 623 248 205 52 304 262 246 329
Gr Anch Roro#134 762 341 349 23 356 351 284 453
Gr Anch Boro#136 548 247 220 32 292 225 265 262
SUBTOTAL 7493 2859 3503 432 3373 3524 2978 4116
Absentee and 396 519 68 350 303 296 383
Questioned
DISTRICT 11 TOTALS 7886 3255 4022 500 3723 3827 3274 4-199
District 12
Anchorage #L 218 313 22 224 319 183 394
Anchorage #2 550 216 274 18 197 315 159 378
Anchorage #3 404 203 168 19 146 235 124
Anchorage #5 762 313 380 20 310 395 288
Anchorage #7 295 125 116 5 143 116 114 149
Gr Anch Horo #111 508 201 249 26 203 291 176 339
Gr Anch Boro #113 679 211 294 35 278 352 212 443
Gr Anch Boro #114 384 162 172 26 181 172 147 221
Gr Anch Boro #116 069 295 284 33 308 289 272 362
Gr Anch Boro #H9 069 323 528 53 396 501 310 619
Gr A itll Boro #120 420 126 223 20 171 210 128 267
Gr Anch Boro #121 1046 394 509 42 416 516 335 634
SUBTOTAL 7276 2787 3510 319 2973 3716 2453 -1518
Absentco and 252 371 17 267 329 253 366
(Questioned
DISTRICT 12 TOTALS 77152 3039 _388i 336 3240 4045 2706 1f1jU
lintriel 13
Anohot- Point 201 44 127 13 63 120 45 141
Diniond Ridge 41 16 23 1 23 18 21 20
liigliuh Roy 32 28 4 D 29 3 27 5
Irilz Creek 199 51 119 12 78 102 52 130
Iliillbut Cove (Absentee)
Homer 525 108 352 17 200 257 173 303
Knllfonsky 280 90 166 19 124 141 120 155
Kenni #1 433 164 235 23 190 213 184 239
Kenni #2 429 140 239 25 208 192 158 248
Koniil #3 109 87 94 5 97 89 75 116
NikIskl #1 221 69 122 12 89 112 72 133
Niklbkl #2 424 143 235 20 203 198 153 247
Niullehik 122 41 80 1 62 57 51 69
Purl Griihnm 51 35 8 3 47 P 32 15
Itidgowny u7 114 173 14 127 165 112 108
Seldovin 120 47 66 6 71 46 48 69
Soldotnn 446 172 238 16 208 213 178 253
Sterling 247 GO 156 23 80 144 92 148
Tustutnomi 231 64 138 14 106 103 125 93
Tyonck 52 35 IL.E L 46. 5 43 9
SDBTOTADb 4570 1508 2591 225 2051 2178 1761 2581
Absentee 496 135 325 21 190 282 201 277
Questioned 57 91 8 92 27 7 81
DISTRICT 13 TOTALS 5066 1700 3007 254 2333 2487 2039 2939



SOUTHCENTRAL

Election District
and Precinct

District 14

Cape Chinink
Coast Guard Base
Kodiak #1

Kodiak #2

Kodiak #3
Mission Road
Ouzinkiu
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
(Questioned

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS

District 15

Aduk

Akutnn

Alitak

Atkn

Itelkofski (Absentee)
Cblgnik

Cldgnik Lagoon (Absentee)
Chignik Lake

Cold Hay

false Pass (Absentee)
Ivanof Hay

Karluk

King Cove

Larsen Hay

Nelson Lagoon (Absentee)
Nikolski

Old Harbor

Pmiloff Harbor (Abandoned)
Porryville

Port Lions

Sand Point

Squaw Harbor

St. George

St. Paul

Uganik Hay (Unreportcd)
Unnlasko

SUBTOTAL

Absontoo

Questioned

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS

Number Of
Persons
Voting

70
93
203
300
322
374
__60
1512
152

1664

94

35
20

15
23

35
59

10
33
66
34

27
61

a4
63
128
18
47
122

86

' 1020
95

1115

Governor-Lieutenant Governor

Egan-

Bo(ﬁ)cher

26
34
150
155

125
51
662
53
15

730

26
28
16
13

15
22

29
40
26

23
45

2U
44
103
11
19
99

36
633
Ib
13

691

Hammond-

Thomas

(R)

40
52
130
128
185

760
87
29

876

52

13

16
29

16
18
17

21
13

41
302
35
14

351

Vogler-

Peppler

(AIP)

19

Qo

24

L OOO v

FNN

- w O N OGO

)]

38

a7

uU. S.

Gravel
fD)

36
36
166
179
174

56
853
94

973

48
28

15

19

Ji
19

32
47
26

25
52

41
52

13
38
110

59
784
76
18

Senator

..ewis

(R)

31
49

125
139
551

49

18

618

30

[

10
17

~N © w

20
185
17

210

sISKpr?

u.

Her@)ley

39
118
131
113

49
608
72
16

696

27

28
15

11

10
22

28
32
20

20
32

36
33
45

24
63

42
503
63
14

580

S. Representative

young

(R)

46
48
158
153
185
208

808
70
27

905

56

o~

12

22
31

33
12

29

30
73

23
54

a1
469'
28
14

511



CENTRAL

Governor-Lieutenant Governor U. S. Senator U. S. Representative
Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Boucher Thomas Peppler Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting - (R) _1A1F1- 8J21_ 1F).. Sifiy_ o
District 16
Aleknagik w6 70 16 4 32 6 25 14
Cinrk's Point 34 23 0 33 1 28 6
Dillingham 354 166 130 4 225 76 192 II.O
Egegik 37 7 25 0 12 19 16
Ekwok 40 2 18 % 34 5 29 10
Goodncws 36 32 3 32 3 2 15
ilimnnn (New Hulcn) 63 6 46 3 25 29 33 Z.
Knkhonnk Bay 43 0 40 9 16 23 27 13
King Salmon 97, % 45 36 50 25 64
Kipnnk 100 13 1 91 9 69 31
Koliganck 42 12 24 0 40 0 38 2
Kongigannk 66 57 10 % 65 2 57 10
Kwigillingok 42 35 5 32 10 35 7
I.cvelock 25 9 8 0 17 1 ° 6
Manokotak 78 45 2 3 67 5 61 9
Nakuck 116 37 76 3 68 44 63 51
Now Stuyahok 82 53 17 2 71 6 58 16
Nundalton % ﬁ 18 2 33 8 ij- 7
Ohgsennkalc 6 1 10 7
Pedro Bay 13 3 10 0 7 6 7
Pilot Point (Absentee)
Pintinum 19 13 6 0 16 1 7 ]_1_
Port ItoiUcn 30 24 9 24 6 17 13
Qulnhngak 110 99 6 3 105 3 94 14
South Naknok 41 2 17 37 3 m 1
Togink 113 77 28 M _ 8 71 35
SUBTOTAL 1710 903 623 35 1247 317 106 2 To7
Absented 130 45 82 1 38 77 52
Questioned 32 25 2 46 16 39 2
DISTRICT 16 TOTALS 164 6 98 730 38 1379 371 11 78 %1
NORTHWEST
District 17
Akinchnk on 67 25 83 il 27
Alsiiils 54 13 32 36 10 15
Aniiik 74 32 30 42 Y4 33
Alinnutluak 52 42 6 44 0 Z_
lletllcl *1 381 159 171 274 54 105
Bethel *2 342 116 195 238 61 100
Chefurnuk 69 47 17 53 14 48
lick 62 26 26 55 4 25
Kalskag w6 Z. 9 25 6 8
Kaaigluk 97 67 26 83 10 >7
Nwet hiilk 137 115 1 120 6 13
Lower Kalskag 46 42 45 1 1
Napnkiak 83 56 13 66 f, 8
Nnp» klak 12 35 39 3 16
Newtuk 45 2 13 1l O 19
Nightmutu 38 16 17 32 6 D
Nunapilehuk 103 70 19 89 3 Z)
Nunivnk Island 70 21 27 41 15 29
Nyao (Absentee)
Oscnrvllle 13 VA 1 13 0
Toksook Bay 06 49 23 66 19
Tulukank 58 51 6 52
Trntululiuk 60 51 6 36 23
Tummnk 94 62 24 78 M
SUBTOTAL 2150 '1192 711 1651 ' 291 110
Absentee 159 90 63 125 11 |
Questioned 67 68 119 Z)
DISTRICT 17 TOTALS 2309 1349 842 63 1895 347 152 1 730
7



NORTHWEST

Governor-Lieutenant Governor u. Senator U. S. Representative

Nuirber Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Doucher Thomas Peppler Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting <R (AIP) (D) (R) (D) (R)
District 18
Alakanuk 90 48 38 1 69 15 38 43
Anvik 30 14 14 3 20 7 12 13
Chevnk 97 56 35 2 83 10 64 29
Chunthbnluk 34 25 8 3 27 6 22 12
Crooked Creek 24 10 12 1 18 6 10 14
Emmonak 312 68 27 3 86 10 61 36
Pint (Absentee)
Fortune Lod];e 51 32 14 3 37 11 31 18
Gnlcnu 103 30 40 7 53 22 55 22
Grayling 47 15 29 2 34 12 18 28
lioly Cross 71 32 35 1 53 14 35 33
lloopur Hoy 138 56 74 5 119 16 118 17
Hughes 24 12 6 1 16 3 17 2
Muslin 44 21 19 1 32 11 28 13
Knltug 45 9 32 1 39 3 30 13
Koyukuk 24 15 4 3 17 2 10 6
McGrath 96 23 44 19 41 42 31 53
Mountsin Village 101 66 31 3 80 17 60 36
Nikolai 30 16 11 3 25 3 19 10
Nuiuto 78 29 38 3 66 6 52 20
Pilot Station 49 31 9 3 36 4 22 17
PilkoB Point 16 10 6 3 14 2 13 3
lied Devil (Absentee)
lluby 45 5 26 6 27 6 21 14
Itilssinn Mission 46 18 25 3 34 11 27 17
St. Mary's 100 65 30 3 73 20 64 32
Scnminon Hay 48 22 19 2 34 14 27 20
Shageluk 28 11 16 3 19 7 13 13
Sheldon Point 18 9 4 2 13 5 10 5
Slnelntulo 21 15 4 2 17 3 9 12
Stony Itlvor (AbBontoo)
SUBTOTAL 1610 763 651 59 1182 288 917 551
Absentee 126 67 45 2 86 26 81 33

Questioned 24 31 2 40 17 39 18



CENTRAL

Election District
and Precinct

District 19

Alntnn
Anderson
Arctic Village
Beaver

Betties

Big Delta
Cantwell
Chalkyitsik
Chicken (Absentee)
Chistochinn
Circle

Clear

Dot Lake

Eagle

Fort Yukon
Gnkonn

Mealy

Lake Minchumina (Absontce)
l.akcviow
Manley Mot Springs
McKinley Park
Minto

Ncnana
Nortliwny
l'axson
Hainpnrt
Stevens Village
Suntrann
T-nacrosa
Tanana

Tetlin

Tok

Venetlo
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
(Juostloned

DISTRICT It' TOTALS

Govcrnor-Lieutenant Governor

Number Of Egan-
Persons Boucher
Voting

53 16
130 61
39 16
2G 15
29 4
390 123
56 24
28 8
95 41
28 14
138 64
26 8
61 27
186 95
79 38
103 35
18 9
36 7
41 0
51 20
210 113
55 33
53 8
18 4
21 13
77 50
42 31
124 41
59 42
214 91
41 14
"2527 10G5
291 98
102

2818 1265

Hammond-
Thomas

(R)

31
57
15

14
205

15

27

52

28
68
27
43

19
36

72
21
16
13

17

55
10
102
23
1043
136
107

1286

Vogler-
Peppier
(AIP)

O RO N

39

o o

NN w AN

P 00 90 WO © Wk ©O w N Pk

H‘
T
©o >

[N
~
N

Gravel

(D)

39
78
25
19
11
133
29
22

37
19
73
15
22
138
36
40

10
12

19
39

135
40
12
10
12
61
39
66
46

106
31

1423

138

158

1719

Representative

Senator U. S.
Lewis Hemiley
(R)
47
42 61
5 25
4 19
12 11
166 104
13 25
1 9
37 26
8 14
49 46
4 9
35 21
21 46
36 3b
32 33
7 5
22 13
15 21
1 38
56 105
14 37
13 5
7 10
0 11
10 33
0 34
42 56
6 3b
88 7b
6 8
761 1022
104 12)
61 122
926 1267

Yoilng

260
20
14

49
11
81
10
35
115
38
46

12
21
16

88
18
22

37

53
16

120
29
1211
122
104

1437



CENTRAL

Governor-Lieutenant Governor U. S. Senator U- S. Representative

Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Boucher Thomas Peppler Gravel Lewis Hensley Young
and Precinct Voting ()] (R) (AIP) (D) ® ()] (R)
District 20
Aurora 457 181 225 29 231 190 158 272
Badger Hoad #1 325 132 143 21 104 126 112 181
Badger Itond *2 270 108 112 36 151 99 110 153
Big Bend 288 130 100 36 151 107 116 144
Central House (Absentee)
Chntnnlkn (Absentee)
Chenu 595 127 302 31 328 170 344 191
Kiel son 158 53 85 6 83 61 60 80
Hater 183 00 90 12 109 56 92 76
I-'nirbnnka »l 300 120 123 32 167 111 129 161
Fairbanks *2 239 127 81 17 130 83 120 103
Fairbanks 02 283 137 86 9 144 75 115 115
Fairbanks *1 238 98 95 20 129 81 111 110
Fairbanks #5 295 128 112 15 158 88 116 138
tairbanks #0 347 21.5 82 21 243 08 190 125
Kairtianks #7 277 113 127 15 154 98 130 129
i'airbanks <H 252 105 112 12 142 81 123 114
I'airbanks Itl) 241 94 129 12 101 127 06 109
Fairbanks <0 304 144 113 18 176 95 132 142
I-'airbanks till 223 90 100 16 132 70 107 103
i'airbanks itl12 3,4 140 174 11 192 116 138 185
Fairbanks *13 458 100 232 31 222 196 157 270
Fairbanks tit1 374 103 170 15 196 136 133 21-1
Fairbanks *13 280 123 124 18 103 97 118 152
Fairbanks *Ili 333 148 134 19 157 130 100 205
Fairbanks Pioneers Heine 34 24 8 0 19 9 10 19
Farmers Loop 339 HJ 215 15 194 100 180 137
Fori (iroeley (Absentee)
Fort Wainwriglit 95 24 52 2 37 42 39 -1
Fox 128 28 53 24 57 40 49 58
Celat 481 140 281 11 230 190 214 237
(iraelil Derby 192 74 08 11 102 50 73 80
International Airport *1 238 94 90 28 123 85 OH 110
International Airport *2 217 72 90 23 100 85 72 121
Johnston-Westwood 159 44 80 27 70 70 69 79
l.eiaota 200 121 99 30 170 77 118 129
North l.uiiteta 100 45 39 7 58 33 52 41
North Polo 553 230 233 45 305 194 241 775
Kaleba 154 42 1 10 71 07 40 102
Shnnloy-Totein 344 90 159 15 182 123 173 151
Sireas Fast 002 184 330 47 323 220 260 315
Sterse Weal 457 134 202 38 224 200 182 259
Two itivera 90 17 00 12 34 50 30 54
University Campus 777 101 424 ___H 424 154 lull 237
Stilt TOTAL 12,300 4533 ~5787 819 0552 4286 5257 5983
Absentee 927 328 518 91 482 321 400 439
Questioned 322 435 44 402 193 404 209
DIS'ITtICT 2(1 TOTALS 13,227 5183 6740 954 74 90 JB0OO_ 0061 6091

10



NORTHWEST
Governor-Lieutenant Governor U. S. Senzitor U. S. Frpresentative
Number Of Egan- Hammond- Vogler-
Election District Persons Boucher Thomas Peppler Gravel Lewis Hensley Young

and Precinct Voting O (r: IMP! () (R) () (R)

District 21

Ambler 49 21 2 39 5 39 7
Anaktuvuk Puss 46 19 7.6 37 9 32 14
Atkusook (Absentee)

Barrow 338 240 64 262 46 246 55
Barter Island 41 31 5 37 1 33 5
liornite-Kobuk 26 1 9 22 2 22 2
Browcrvillc 88 51 9 54 6 45 15
Kiana 80 61 17 64 13 67 1
Kivalina 68 55 10 67 1 65 3
Kotzebue 509 235 167 3SC 103 363 94
Noatak 64 51 5 50 6 53 3
Noorvik 142 95 33 114 19 124 1
N'uigsut 35 26 7 32 2 25 8
Point Hope 93 51 27 71 1 74 3
Point Lay 14 7 4 9 9 2
Shuugnuk 54 34 20 48 0 52 -
Wainwright 97 67 23 79 13 56 35
SUBTOTAL 17 41 1105 448 26 1335 237 1305 270
Absentee 108 66 35 3 83 15 87 14
Questioned 46 27 1 69 8 67 n
DISTRICT 21 TOTALS 1852 1217 51 30 1497 80 1459 295
District 22

Hrovig Mission 2 13 6

lilicklund 53 46 4

Candle (Absentee)

Decring 34 17 3

Diomede island 43 32 4 9
Klim 63 57 7 12
Gumboil 115 12 26
Golovin 39 25 5 4
Kollik 75 n 27
Kuyuk 45 26 5 9
Nome #1 392 169 121 148
Nome #2 415 219 123 145
Northeast Cape (Absonleo)

Suvnongu 132 105 n

Selawik 127 70 15 15
Simklooiik 32 25 9 6 5
Stilshmaref 91 64 1 10 14
Slebbins 62 47 5 5 19
St. Michael 60 50 1 10 18
Teller 27 1 9 13
Itpalilklei t 160 83 3 46 49
Wales 47 34 9 7 9
While Mountain 33 __ 14 9 13 7
SUBTOTAL 2102 1257 31 433 573
Absentee 139 65 39 47
Questioned 90 30 34
DISTRICT 22 TOTALS 2241 1412 713 30 1643 502 1509 654



STATEWIDE
Governor-mLieutenant Governor

Number Of Egan- Itammond- Vogler-
Persons Boucher Thomas Peppler

Voting (D) (R) (AIP)

District 1 4612 2529 1856 173
District 2 2213 1278 828 61
District 3 2699 1410 1232 37
District % 8052 4569 3173 178
District 5 2875 1431 1240 135
District 6 3451 1327 1722 304
District 7 6351 3127 2738 283
District 8 6795 2932 3233 468
District 9 4126 1875 1778 209
District 10 7880 3228 4117 371
District 11 7886 3255 4022 500
District 12 7741 3039 3881 336
District 13 5066 1700 3007 254
District 14 1664 730 876 24
District 13 1115 691 351 47
District 10 1848 980 730 38
District 17 2309 1349 842 63
District 18 1736 854 727 63
District 19 2818 1265 1286 174
District 20 13227 5183 6740 954
District 21 1852 1217 510 30
District 22 2241 1412 713 38
98,557 *45,381 *45,602 *4,740

STATEWIDE TOTALS

‘Official Recount of
the Governor's race
reflects the following

totals:
EGAN HAMMOND VOGLKU
45,553 45,840 *1,770

12

U. S.

Gravel

(D)

2800
1381

1752
4650
1475
1463

3625
3422
2270
3449
3723
3240

2333
973

878
1379

1895
1308

1719
7496
1487
1643

54,361

Senator

Lewis

(R)

1534
735
802

2935

1239

1754

2377

2983

1671

4060

3827

4045

2487
618

210
371

347
331

926
4800
260
502

38,914

U. S. Representativ

Bensley

(D)

1988

991
1233
3693
1119
1169
3151
2858
1943
2802
3274
2706

2039
696
580

1178

1527

1037
1267
6061
1459
1509

«14,280

Young
(R)

25*15
1140
1392
4191
1680
2178
3001
3734
2099
4953
4499
4884
2939
905
511
581
730
602
1437
6691
295
654

51,641



STATE SENATOR

Senate District A

Number Of

Election District Persons Whittaker Ziegler
and Precinct Voting ) (‘E) s
District
Cape Pole 43 1 30
Clover Pass 120 45 70
Coffman Cove 34 6 26
Craig 114 45 60
E! Copitan 29 7 21
Mydoburg 34 55 36
ilyder (Absentee)
Ketchikan #1 211 99 95
Ketchikan #2 288 91 176
Ketchikan #3 278 82 171
Ketchikan #4 205 66 134
Ketchikan #5 193 57 133
Ketchikan #6 300 84 207
Ketchikan #7 327 71 243
Ketchikan #8 357 93 246
Klawock 69 35 34
Motlnkatla 309 158 139
Mountain Point 170 56 105
Mild tiny 236 82 144
Mvors Chuck 25 12 1
Naukati 21 un 19
IVnnook-Cruvina 32 10 2
Point linker 31 16 12
Siixman (Revilln) 223 83 136
Thorne Bay 110 37 67
Tuxckan 11 4 7
Twelve Mile Arm (Absentee)
Wacker Hf 4G 63
IVaril Cove 169 54 107
Whale Pass 29 1 17
SUBTOTAL TFT? ~PiTT 2531
Absentee 463 166 265
Questioned 34 54
DISTRICT 1 TOTALS 4612 1621 2850
Senate District C

Nelson Ra;
District 4 1R) (D5
Auke Bay 569 127 417
dillinl 66 8 56
Dougins 41 274 50 212
Douglus 42 266 42 213
11itICN 216 40 157
Jiinenu 41 224 2 160
Juneau 42 295 43 239
Juneau 43 276 46 208
Juneau 44 299 48 226
Juneau 45 207 24 166
Juiicail 46 285 32 240
Juneau 47 385 73 297
Juneau 49 331 53 266
Juneau Airport 432 63 340
Klukwau 67 7 55
Lemon Crock 630 106 496
1.owe 1 Mendenhall 500 86 376
Lynn Canal 227 58 157
North Douglas 257 38 207
Port Chllkoot 119 21 90
Salmon Creek 144 42 95
Sheep Creek 52 16 31
Skagway 267 43 221
Upper Mendenhall 676 112 542
SUBTOTAL 7064 1200 5477
Absentee 988 163 741
Questioned 32 138
DISTIRICT 4 TOTALS 8052 1356 6356



Number Of
Election District Persons
and Precinct Voting
District 7
Anchorage #4 350
Anchorage #6 500
Anchorage #9 303
Anchorage #11 411
Anchorage #12 619
Anchorage #13 429
Anchorage #14 457
Anchorage #15 327
Anchorage #10 305
Anchorage #17 317
Anchorage #19 410
Anchorage #20 283
Anchorage #21 294
Anchorage #25 463
Anchorage #30 406
SUBTOTAL 5874
Absentee and
(Jnestionod 417
DISTRICT 7 TOTALS 6301
District 8
Anchorage #27 495
Anchorage #28 485
Anchorage #29 457
Anchorage #31 216
Anchurngo #34 237
Ur Anch lioro #139 498
Ur Anch Boro #142 528
Ur Aneh lloro #143 496
Ur Aneh Horo #144 593
Ur Anch Horo #147 667
fir Aneh Horo #14B 669
fir Anch Horo #149 376
Ur Aneh Horo #15(1 44 4
Ur Anch Horo #151 304
SUBTOTAL 6465
Absentee i
finestionutl 330
DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795
District 9
Anchorage #3A 226
Ur Anch Horn #101 390
Ur Anch Hero #102 487
Ur Anch Boro #103 431
Ur Anch Horo #104 146
Ur Anch lloro #105 285
Ur Aneh Horo #100 197
Or Aneh lloro #107 500
Ur Aneh lloro #108 253
Ur Aneh Horo #109 423
Ur Aneh lloro #110 606
SUBTOTAL 394 1
Absentee and
fiucslloncd 102
DISTRICT 9 TOTALS 1126

STATE SENATOR

Senate District E

Chance Croft

()] (D)

190 231
252 307
162 193
244 273
327 385
229 283
245 299
193 197
159 188
211 207
222 252
187 172
158 185
243 327
221 272
3243 3771
312 354
3555 4125
Atwater Bradley
(D)
189 205
166 232
152 217
67 96
72 130
161 257
152 263
154 275
174 319
25?7 266
267 245
143 138
186 150
133 _104
2273 2899
197 190
2470 3097
Itodoy Saylorn
(It)
130 63
258 101
327 125
299 107
83 42
180 89
120 56
270 187
142 13
262 125
352
2428 1194
148 83
2576 1277

-1 -

195
131
179
137
153
82
116
251
194
2750

274

3024

Martin

179
181
203

115

212
240
213
298
278

128
95

2643
170

2013

Willis

215
227

4

83
199
261

2/9
177
375

300
162

1205
251

14 56



Election

District

and Precinct

District

Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage

#12A
*22
#22A
123
#24
#32
#33

Gr Anch lloro #135
Gr Anch Horo #137
Gr Audi lloro #138
Gr Aaeh Horo #139A
Or Audi Horo #140
Gr Anch lloro #141
Gr Anch lloro #145

SUBTOTAL

Ahscnloo and

Questioned

DISTRICT 10 TOTALS

Si natii District |

District >

Gr Anch Horo *117
(it Audi Horo huh
Gr Audi Horo *12
or Audi Horn *21
Or Audi Horo =123
or Audi Horo X211
@r Audi Horo *127
Gr Audi Horo *IH
(ir Audi Horo *2n
Gr Audi Horo eKill
Gr Audi llrro *1.11
G Audi Horo *112
G Audi Horo *134
Or Audi Horo

SUBTOTAL

AloiollU't! ond

<iwod

DISTRICT

I mate District .

District U

Andtorngo
Anchorage
Andmrngo
Anchorage
Anchorage

#1
#2
#3
#5
#7

Gr Audi Horo #111
(ir Audi Boro *113
Gr Anch lloro #114
(ir Audi Horo #116
Gr Audi Horn #119
Gr Audi Horo *12(1
Gr Audi lloro *121

SUBTOTAL

Absentee and

Questioned

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS

TOTALS

STATE SENATOR

Senate District H

Number Of
Persons Orsini
Voting _JR___
342 165
556 283
762 488
485 217
545 250
881 514
728 397
456 246
291 136
636 347
325 139
426 254
778 443
244 105
7455 3984
425 263
7000 4247
Collotto
325 156
706 339
670 344
436 196
100 32
137 40
429 215
6711 323
2025 511
400 194
64b 312
623 252
762 374
540 239
' 7493 3535
393 203
71106 1018
McShoa
(R)
590 22?
550 224
404 188
762 299
295 78
508 254
679 259
384 J30
669 216
969 364
420 154
1046 401
7276 2789
466 180
7742 2974

15

Wright
(D)

161
244
217
239
260
330
201
178
137
251
147
154
300
123

3062
205

3207

o}
147
316
270
196

60

105
286
451
185
306
305
343
273
3397

207

3664

Under
(D)

346
295
L94
420
180
256
370
224
405
054
234
553
4031

293

4324



Election District
and Precinct

District M

Cape Ci.inink
Coast Guard Base
Kodiak tl

Kodiak n

Kodiak #3
Mission Road
Ouzlinliic
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS

District 15

Adok

Akutan

Alltsk

Alkn

liolkofskl (Absentee)
Chlgnik

Chlgnik Lagoon (Absentee)

Chlgnik Lake

Cold Hay

I'aluc I'nss (Absentee)
Ivnnof Hay

Karluk

King Cove

Larsen Ray

Nelson Lagoon (Absentee)

Nikolski
Old Harlair

I'aulofr Harbor (Abondonoud)

I'erryvillu
Port I.lona
Satul Point
Squaw Harbor
St. George

SI. Paul

Uganllt Hay (Unroportod)

tinalnuka
SDItTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS

SENATE DISTRICT L
TOTALS

Number Of
Persons
Voting

70

93
293
300
322
374
60
1512
152

1664

94
35
20
15

23

35
59

10
33
66
34

27
*>1

1115

2779

Fisk
(R)

25
31
45
38

160

24

194

33

m$p|—\ Bm

B

N =T

182
17

204

398

STATE SENATOR

Senate District L

Poland

57
77
249
252
252
308
54
1249
113
31

1393

45
28

23

26
32

g 8.

27

40

101
13
36

97

63
771
67

847

2240



STATE SENATOR

Senate District 0

Number Of
Election District Persons Butrovich Carrol Hamme Huber Roberts
and Precinct Voting (R) (R) (D) (p) (ai)
District 20
Aurora 457 220 181 170 225 42
Badger Road #1 325 141 125 117 169 31
Bndgor Road #2 270 112 102 112 134 42
Big Bend 280 134 104 94 147 32
Central House (Absentee)
Cliatsnika (Absentee)
Cliens 595 293 304 124 228 45
Eielson 158 80 66 37 88 14
Ester 183 90 78 46 96 13
Fairbanks *1 300 181 113 85 133 24
Fairbanks (2 239 120 94 73 120 20
liilrbnnka f.1 283 150 99 66 105 12
I'airbanks ill 238 125 81 87 117 Z.
l'airbanks #0 295 158 97 82 133 8
Fairbanks SO 347 91 169 108 165 19
Fairbanks P7 277 151 92 76 140 26
iairbanks 252 126 109 83 1m 16
Fairbanks to 241 163 83 59 107 21
Fairbanks *10 304 139 110 103 141 15
Fairbanks DII 223 113 76 80 115 14
Fairbanks *12 354 178 137 106 197 19
Fairbanks *13 459 252 213 140 202 30
Fairbanks DI4 374 242 161 %5 147 18
Fairbanks *15 280 129 135 110 130 16
Fairbanks slti 333 202 142 77 145 2
Fairbanks Pioneers Home A 2 4 1 16 P
| arnauH Loop 339 179 155 8) 150 24
I'urt tireeley (Absentee)
lart Wainwri([lit 95 42 40 24 36 7
I'ox 128 56 45 24 59 23
Heist 481 257 212 132 21» 40
I 'Iruelil Derby 192 77 62 54 85 9
International Airport H 238 107 61 90 120 29
liiturnntiniuil Airport D2 217 108 72 71 100 24
ilolinsliin- Westwood 159 80 63 47 76 2
1 emotii 260 120 89 9 137 24
Xortli l.emein 100 33 2 31 60 14
North Pole 553 21 190 20/ 288 73
salclia 154 75 49 60 76 19
Sbnnley-Totaiii 14 183 137 e} 16 3 37
Sirear | asi 02 324 251 16 1 291 66
=Sleese West 157 241 198 139 214 47
Two Rivera 9% 45 36 puil A 30
liilverulty Campus 777 345 3 4 131 281 35
StHITOTAL. r23Mm ~5rfi4 ~n .i "37.T1 "57TW 1072
Atiaenlee 927 134 369 265 357 83
t/uoalloned 257 278 206 278 54
DIti’l ItICT 211 TtFI'A18 13227 6795 5560 4102 63 34 1179



Election Distr 7t
and Precinct

District 21

Ambler
Anuktuvuk Pass
Atknsook (Absentee)
Barrow

Barter Island
Bornite-Kobuk
Urowcrville
Kianu

Kivalina
Kotzebue
Noalnk

N'oorvik
Nuigsut

Point Hope
Point l.ny
Sliungnak
Wainwright
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTHItT 21 TOTALS

District 22

llrevig Mission
lluckland
Candle (Absentee)
lleering
Diomede Island
Il Ini

(iaiiibcll
(loluviu

Kotlik

Koyuk

Nome Itl

Nome 42

Northeast Cape (Absentee)

Savoongu
Selawik
SIimktoolik
Shishmaref
Stcbbins
St. Miclmcl
Toller
Unalakleot
Wales
While Mountain
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 22 TOTALS

SENATE DISTRICT P
TOTALS

Number Of
Persons
Voting

46

338
a1
26

80

509
64
142
35
93
14

97
1744
108

1852

53

34
43

115
75
45

392
415

132
127
32
91
62
60
57
160

47
33
2102

139

2241

4093

STATE SENATOR

Senate

Ferguson
0}

45
40

287
36
23
59
76

449
54
138
31

52
88

1530
84
59

1673

18
51

23
36
60
97
34
56

263
308

93
30

51
56
50

43
27.
1656
1m

107

1874

3547

District P

18



Election District
and Precinct

District

Cope Pole
Clover Pass
Coffman Cove
Craig

El Capitan
Hydaburg
Hyder (Absentee)
Ketchikan #1
Ketchikan #2
Ketchikan #3
Ketchikan #4
Ketchikan #5
Ketchikan #6
Ketchikan #7
Ketchikan 48
Klawock
MotlInkntin
Mountain Point
Mud liny

Myers Chuck
Nnuknti
Pennock-Grovina
Point linker
Suxmun (Revilln)
Thorne Hay
Tuxckan

Twelve Mile Arm (Absentee)
Wacker

Ward Cove
Whale Pass
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT | TOTALS

District 2

Angoou

Punter Hay (Absentee)
(iustuvus

lloo’iah

' Knke

Petersburg #1
Petersburg 42
Rowan Hay

Scow llay

Stikine

Tcnakce Springs
Wrangell *1
Wrangell 42
Znrembo (Absentee)
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS

Number OF
Persons
Voting

43
120
34
114
29
94

2H
288
278
205
193
300
327
357
69
309
170
236
25
31
32
31
223
110
11

111
169
29
4149
463

4612

124

49
228
142
328
264

40
106
226

45
180
227

1959
254

2213

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Freeman

(D)

34
87
24
67
21

149
198
207
153
j15
207
247
261
49
195
132
171
19
22
17
25
177
78

78
127
19
2989
312
59

3360

Haugen

(R)
86

29
132
114
273
229

25

82
168

25
139
175

1477
186
24

1687

Gardiner

2

3

19 -

(D)

18
71
23
89
20

158
195
155
114
125
180
196
232
56
253
96
165
13
24
21
20
143
71

73
104
17
722
301
67

090

Zastrow

(R)

17
54

31

12

41
90
98
102
79
142
147
134

64
70
87

18

75
18

36
74
14

1444
149

30

1623



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number Of

Election District Persons Lliason Flynn
and Precinct Voting (R) (D)
Tistrict 3
Elfin Cove 2
Halibut Point 401 163
Jamestown Bay 255 R
Lisianski (Pelican) 70 )6
Mt. Edgecumbe 240 90
Port Alexander 19 9
Rodman Hay 32 16
Sitka *1 -'04 94
Sitka #2 301 137
sitka ©8 379 150
Sitka #4 290 ofi
Yukutat 95 48
Yakutat Airport __ 53 __23
SUBTOTAL 244 1 " 935
Absentee 25B 80
(Riee".iui 'd m
DISTRICT 3 TOTALS 2699 1467 1031

Banfield DeBoer Duncan Millor
Distriet 4 R)__ (R _
Auke Hay 569 322 257 319
chiilkal 66 24 13 31 a
Douglas *1 274 136 76 127 170
Douglas 2 266 119 54 147 170
Haines 216 112 51 920 125
Juneau #1 224 67 37 134 147
Juneau #2 295 118 57 165 210
Juneau 43 276 :U.O & 144 169
Juneau 44 299 119 4.1 171 100
Juneau 45 207 74 19 117 125
Juneau 46 285 143 84 123 170
Juneau #7 385 201 109 177 233
Juneau 49 331 135 73 11)7 226
Juneau Airport 432 204 102 236 254
Klukivan 67 16 14 46 17
Lemon Creek 630 245 177 364 309
lamer Mendenhall 500 224 157 233 282
Lynn Canal 227 115 5J 100 146
North Douglas 257 127 81 21 140
Port Chilkoot 119 64 % 52 66
Salmon Creek 144 79 44 61 70
Sheep Creek 52 28 1
Skagwny 267 159 64 120 169
Upper Mendenhall — (| 327 21 322 422
SUBTOTAL =7 3268 1804 3556 4312
Absentee 980 a1 241 431 607
(Questioned 61 51 % m
DISTRICT 4 TOTALS 8052 3002 2102 4003 50 32

20



Number OF

Election District Persons
and Precinct Voting
District 5

Bear Creek 134
Cooper Landing 74
Copper Center 78
Cordova 503
Eyak 75
Giennallen 269
Hope 39
Kenny Lake 107
Moose Pass 77
Seward *1 216
Seward 92 296
Tatiilck ©r
Valdez 616
Whittier 54
SUBTOTAL 2550
Absentee 325
Guestionod

DISTRICT 5 TOTALS 2875
District 6

Big Lake 148
llutte 485
Kska Sutton 87
Houston 75
Matanuska 687
i'aliaer 498
Sheep Mountain 52
Sualtna 114
Talkeetna 126
Waailla G67
Willow 144
SUBTOTAL 3083
Ahaeulue 368
Guest lonod

DISTRICT fi TOTALS 3451
District 7

Anchorage ill 350
Anchorage 111 500
Anchorage 99 303
Anchorage 911 411
Anchorage 912 619
Anchorage 913 429
Anchorage 914 457
Anchorage 915 327
Anchorage 916 305
anchorage 917 317
Anchorage 919 410
Anchorage 920 283
Anchorage 921 294
Anchorage 925 463
Anchorage 930 406
SUBTOTAL 5874
Absen_tee and 477
GuoHioncd

DISTRICT 1TOTALS 6351

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Day Specking
@) <R)
43 86
14 56
39 32
154 329
n 49
61 175
10 26
25 63
1 65
63 139
64 216
4
367 128
2 24
090 1392
126 160
23
1039 1574
Ose Vickaryou3
()] <R___
55 76
270 172
52 31
42 31
339 274
339 136
9 39
30 72
37 83
357 260
58 80
1588 1254
166 158
32 37
1786 1449
Avory llolrno Pink Gruoning
(1) (R) (R) <n)
60 129 181 199
125 195 248 267
71 126 143 169
88 145 193 236
93 207 251 355
96 138 159 244
75 127 165 280
57 100 110 187
56 114 149 187
58 115 127 200
49 103 108 222
23 52 70 178
38 84 97 174
101 164 206 262
66 131 131 239
1064 1930 2338 3399
155 208 254 310
1219 2138 J592 3717

Ml lon

135
182
97
144
222
127
149
87
121
105
92
64

177
168
1950

141

2091

OatDoi
a1l

135
216

131
195
282
211
214
152
124
176
202
160

132
219
175

2724
249

2973

Parker

JD)___

139
194
132
180
274
207
235
168
139
147
196
‘64
144
205
206
2730

257

2987

Rona

(H)

98
109

67
100
185
147
154
112

97
101
173
137

84
134
114

1U12

164

1976

Sumner

(R)

125
145
75
124
170
107
98
72
87
18
109
46
71
176
122
16)5

152

1767



STATE REPRESENT® _."MNE

Number Of

Election District Persons Armstrong Bradley Cotten Kallenberg Kelley Kelly Phillips Sullivan
and Precinct Voting (R) LSi_ (P) (R) (D) (R) B -1B)
District 8
Anchorage 827 495 104 311 233 109 228 131 108 264
Anchorage 828 485 109 308 241 121 220 126 126 262
Anchorage 829 457 112 281 23C 127 191 158 155 216
Anchorage 83* 216 53 116 102 54 80 61 79 107
Anchorage 834 237 94 117 92 73 92 100 89 115
Gr Anch Boro 8139 498 155 301 321 134 242 201 146 246
Gr Anch Boro 8142 528 139 298 239 132 252 205 184 268
Gr Anch Boro 8143 496 151 297 225 150 224 180 169 246
Gr Anch Boro 8144 593 180 318 261 201 257 276 224 281
Gr Anch Boro 8147 667 168 349 346 309 264 240 278 286
Gr Anch Boro 8148 669 160 278 332 302 231 188 306 291
Gr Anch Boro 8149 376 76 169 184 212 112 95 133 149
Gr Anch Boro 8150 444 92 219 234 262 157 143 168 201
Gr Anch Boro 8151 304 76 135 149 165 104 8 111 131
SUBTOTAL 6465 1669 3497 3195 2351 2654 2192 2276 3063
Abr ntoe and 330 134 22 218 188 193 148 157 234
Questioned
DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 6795 1803 3719 3413 2539 2847 2340 2433 3297

Buchholdt Garrott McKinnon W eiss
District 9 (D) (R) U» (R)
Ancluirage »3A 226 104 70 120 63
Gr Ancli Boro 4101 390 208 111 219 118
Gr Anch Boro 4102 407 256 138 247 177
Gr Anch Boro 4103 431 228 126 239 159
Gr Anch Boro 4104 146 n2 44 70 51
Gr Aneh Boro 4105 2115 153 73 166 104
Gr A ch lloro 4100 197 104 45 106 53
Gr Anch Boro 4107 500 263 165 277 156
Gr Anch Boro 4108 253 117 84 133 96
Gr Anch Boro 410! 423 220 150 239 129
Gr Anch Boro 4110 606 269 197 299 261
SUBTOTAL 3944 2004 1211 2115 1367
Absentee and 182 133 67 139 HU
Questioned
DISTRICT 9 TOTALS 4126 2137 1271) 2254 1455

Cal 1 Smith Tomco Irion
lialriul 1m (D (D) (D)
Anchorage 412A 342 124 179 144 165
Anchorage 472 556 225 292 232 234
Anchorage 422A 762 347 274 309 429
Anchorage 423 485 128 2B5 2011 205
Anchorage 424 545 162 306 225 236
Anchorage 432 181 422 437 284 411
Anchorage 433 728 257 408 230 354
Gr Anch Boro 4135 456 157 226 185 213
Gr Anell Horo 4137 291 72 141 104 137
Or Anch lloro 4138 636 355 291 204 280
Gr Anch Boro 4I39A 325 84 176 139 124
Gr Anch Boro 4140 426 183 206 163 210
Gr Aneh lloro 4141 778 382 337 287 354
(ir Anch Horo 4)45 244 57 __140 103 120
SUBTOTAL 7455 2950 3698 2B67 “ 3472
Ahuonteo and

. 425 194 204 196 246

Questioned
DISTRICT 10 TOTALS 7880 3149 1902 3063 3718



Number OF

Election District Persons
and Precinct Voting
District 17

Gr Anch Boro #117 325
Cr Anch Boro 1*118 706
Gr Anch Boro #122 670
Gr Anch Boro #123 436
Gr Anch Boro #125 100
Gr Anch Boro #126 137
Gr Anch Boro #127 429
Gr Anch Boro #128 678
Gr Anch Boro #129 1025
Gr Anch Boro #130 408
Gr Anch Boro #131 646
Gr Anch Boro #132 623
Gr Anch Boro #134 762
(ir Anch Boro #136 548
SUBTOTAL 7493
Absentee and -jgj
Questioned

DISTRICT 11 TOTALS 7886
District 12

Anchoriwo #i 590
AnchoniRO #2 550
Auc'-tornRO #3 404
Anchoruga #5 762
Anchorntfu #7 295
Gr Anch Boro #111 508
Gr Anch Boro »113 679
Gr Anch lloro #114 384
Gr Anch Boro #116 669
Gr Anch Boro #110 969
Gr Anch Boro #120 420
Gr Aneh lloro #121 1046
SUBTOTAL 7276
Absentee And

Questioned

DISTRICT 12 TOTALS 774 2
District 13

Anchor Point 201
Dmmnil Ridge 41
EngUrth liny 12
Frits Greek 199
Bdllbtil Cove (Absentee)

IlTomor 525
Knlifonuky 200
Konnt #1 433
Korwit #2 429
Kenni #3 199
NIkUKi ftl 221
N'tkiokl #2 424
Nlinilehik 122
Port Grnhiun 51
Rldfcjnwny 317
.Selilovla 120
Soldotim 446
Sterling 247
Turflutv.onii 23
I'yonok 52
SUBTOTAL 4570
Absentco 496
Questioned

DISTRICT 13 TOTALS 5066

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Beirne Howman

® P

148 174
281 363
327 356
182 233
37 74
61 66
213 240
297 357
578 563
180 249
338 339
217 320
385 406
239 299
3483 4039
277 314
376 0 4353
Fischer Flint
(P)
305 331
269 311
248 196
387 352
140 103
289 219
381 265
213 134
418 224
047 401
241 152
577 394
4015 308~2
265 222
4280 3304
Malone Schado

91 41
u 11
28 23
103 79
277 136
1% 100
310 138
315 111
148 76
161 57
314 158
92 51
38 15
202 100
72 41
270 167
132 79
131 91
38 26
2934 15C0
293 131
69 37
3296 1668

Garrigues

G

107
255
193
136
a4
37
109
213
244
108
171
247
218
212
2294

185

2479

Hershberger
<10

285
290
192
391
123
307
365
202
265
487
201
459
3562

266

1828

Tillion

129
24

110

157
157
231
221

93
116
187

51

35
169

69
246
152
124

2500
300
58

2H5U

Schacle

®

129
322
281
179
15
28
198
289
422
165
303
257
338
220
3146

244

3390

Milne

14
118
78
185
96
128
159
119
241
255
141
312
1975

128

2103

VVe%ifh.H

84
10

f,
43

130
94
107
123
42
58
101
37

101
32
136

69
1286
152
26

1464



Election District
and Precinct

District 1£

Cape Ciliniak
Coast Guard Base
Kodiak #1

Kodiak 42

Kodiak #3
Mission Road
Ouzinkie
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
Questioned

DISTRICT 14 TOTALS

District 15

Adak

Akutnn

Alitak

Alkn

llclkoluki (Absentee)
Chignik

Chignik LugoontAbsuntoo)
Chiguik Lake

Cold Hay

Palse Pasa (Absentee)
lvanof Day

Knrluk

King Cove

Larsen Bay

Nelson I.ngoon (Abaanteo)
Nikolski

Old Harbor

l'auloff Harbor (Abontlonond)
Pcrryville

Port Lions

Sand Point

Squaw Harbor

St. (icorgo

St. Paul

Itganik Bay (Unroportod)
ttnalaska

SUBTOTAL

Abaonteo

Questinnad

DISTRICT 15 TOTALS

Number 0£
Persons
Voting

70
93
293
300
322
374
60
1512
152

1664

94
35

15
23

35
59

10
33
66
34

27
61

a4
63
128
18
a7
122

66

1020
95

1115

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

(|)' Dau(BSIter.

20 33
46 29
97 142
85 141
100 156
105 181
_0 36
461 718
29 77
10 18
500 813
Laktonen Osterback
IR)
40 40
7 27
7 13
| 14
19
16 17
2 32
1 7
16 17
6 55
27 6
2 24
19 40
14 25
30 32
25 92
5 11
16 31
16 *:]
27 49
100 649
29 3
7 4
336 701

Wood

(R)

16
1
40
53
43
60
15

238

277



Election District
and Precinct

District 16

Aleknagik
Clark's Point
Dillingham
Egcgik

Kkwok
Coodncws
Iliainnn (New Union)
Kakhonuk Bay
King Salmon
Kipmik
Koliganck
Kongiganak
Ewigillingok
I.cvolock
Manokotak
.Nnknek

Now Stuynhok
NonduKott
Ohgsenakale
Pedro Bay
Pilot Point (Absentee)
Platinum

Port lleidcn
Quluhagak
South Nnknek
Tugiak
SUBTOTAL
Absentee
truest tuned

DISTRICT 16 TOTALS

Dir.l I'ict 17

Akim-link
Altink

Aniak
ADrantluak
Bethel »1
Bethel 42
Cla.-fm-nek

liuk

Kalskag
Kaalgluk
Kwelhluk
tower Kalskag
Napakiak
Nnpaaktnk
Ncwlult
Nlglittanle
Nnnnpitchuk
Nuinvak Island
-lyime (Almontec)
O' Mrville
Tuininnk
Tnkauok Bay
tuliik-iak
lenlt.tuliak
SL'BIOTAI
Ahi. .I't-i-
Qtii-'ninuad

DISTRICT 17 TOTALS

Hu.-r.ber Of
Persom
Voting

46
34
354
37
40
35
63
43
97
100
42
60
42
25
78
116
82
60
22
13

19

30
1.0
41
113
1MO0
138

1348

98

74

52
3B1
342

62
46

97

137

83

38
103

13
94

86
60

1150
159

1309

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Anderson

18

72
29

14
36
35
48
58
16
63

16
36
69
48
32
15

14
15
38
26
41
788

73

880

Guy
(D)

77
26
42

.14
214

24

117
43
56
36

56
26
13
23
30
1234
99

70

1403

McGill
(Write-In)

21
21

233

753
42

.35

Shavings

(R)

15
2

25 -



Election District
and Precinct

District 18

Alskanuk
Anvik

Chevak
Chuathbaiuk
Crooked Creek
Eminonnk

Hat (Absentee)
Fortune Ledge
Galena
Grayling

Holy Cross
Hooper Hay
Hughes

Huslia

Knltag

Koyukuk
McGrath
Mountain Village
Nikolai

Nolato

Pilot Station
Pitkas Point
Iterl] Devil (Absentee)
[toby

Hussion Mission
St. Mary's
Sentnmon liny
Shageluk
Sheldon Point
Sloetmule

Stony River (Absentee)
SUIITOTAL
Absentee
(JuoNtioned

DISTRICT 18 TOTALS

Number Of
Persons
Voting

9®
30
97
34
24
112

51
103
47
71
138
24
44
45
24
95
101
30
78
49
10

45
46

100
aH
28
18
21

1610
126

1736

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Huntington Moore
(R)
34 42
16 3
34 58
10 84
3 6
51 1
38 2
52 6
29 101
17 0
36 0
19 t
1 0
10 2
31 51
15 0
58 6
3 28
4 7
32 0
26 9
12 26
9 29
9 0
9 13
3 0
543 475
24 14
2 7
.588 * 496

-2 -

«An official recount of the ballots cast in
District 18 House of Representatives race
Showed the following totals to be correct:

Huntington Moore
D)
594 500



Election District
and Precinct

District 19

Alatnn
Anderson
Arctic Village
Heaver
Betties

Uig Delta
Cantwell
Chalkyitsik
Chicken (Absentee)
Chistoohina
Circle

Clear

Dot [.like
Eagle

Port Yukon
Cakonu

llenly

Number Of
Persons
Voting

53
150
39
26
29
390
56
28

95
28
138
26
51
106
79
103

laiko Mincliuinlnu (Absentee)

Lukcview
Manley Hot Springs
McKinley Park
Minto

Neuana
Nortliway
I'axson
Ituinpnrt
Stevens Village
Suntrana
Tnnaeroas
Tanaiia

Totlin

Tok

Venelie
SUIITOTAL
Absentee
Questiouod

DISTRICT 19 TOTALS

10
36
41
51
210
55
53
10
21
77
42
124
59
214
41
2527
291

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Swanson Wilson

(R)

8
76 42
19 10
4 2
7 13
204 161
30 1]
4 1
62 14
21 4
82 45
12 7
27 31
48 3
52 20
60 17
5 1
14 IB
13 24
24 12
K 7 40
2 29
18 8
7 4
4 1
63 7
19 4
57 A
42 10
57 132
n _ 18
1217 741
131 89
26
1394 856



Election District
and Precinct

District 20

Aurora

Badger Road #1

Badger Road #2

Big Bend

Central House (Absentee)
Chotaniku (Absentee)
Chcnn

Kielson

Ester

Fairbanks #1

Fairbanks (2

Fairbanks #3

Fairbanks 14

Fairbanks «5

Fairbanks #0

Fairbanks #7

Fairbanks 48

Fairbanks 49

Fairbanks 410
Fairbanks 411
Fairbanks 412
Fairbanks 413
Fairbanks 414
Fairbanks 410
Fairbanks 410
Fairbanks Pioneers Homo
Fanners |/>op

Fort Greeley (Absentee)
Fort Wulnwrighl

Fox

deist

Gruohl-Dcrby
International Airport 41
International Airport 42
Johnutnn-Westwood
Lumotn

Nortli l.oinetn

North Pole

Snlelin

Shiiuluy Totem

Staeac Fast

ilteeau West

Two Itivors

IJnlveraity Ciinipna
SUHTOTAI.

Absentee

(Juesl lonod

DISTRICT 20 TOTALS

Number Of
Persons
Voting

457
325
270
288

595
158
183
300
239
283
238
295
-17
277
252
241
304
223
354
458
374
280
333

34
339

95
1211
481
192
238
217
159
260
100
553
154
344
002
457

96
777

12300
927

13227

Harnes
(R!

176
117
109

84

180
59
56
96
60
68
90

109
78
87

103

123
90
92

132

204
159

94
127

95

38
44
191
57
72
94
49
83
38
179
59
120
202
178
a4
213
4266
293
202

1761

Ny

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Bennett Bradner 3rown
W (0) (D)
153 268 196
109 197 122

87 167 123
84 182 120
145 355 250
44 108 65
42 117 82
93 180 110
66 140 108
64 163 113
71 151 104
69 166 114
58 216 156
69 168 120
62 156 108
85 125 71
80 172 139
59 142 104
108 218 139
162 272 155
120 196 130
80 189 130
101 174 115
5 15 11
82 247 158
28 45 28
57 65 53
148 292 183
35 110 74
n 131 95
62 117 62
51 89 64
09 178 124
m 72 44
157 359 233
45 85 64
104 206 155
211 364 242
162 281 173
34 57 32
158 437 278
3528 7372 4947
250 520 291
131 428 279
3912 8320 5519
- 28 -

Cowper

(D)

225
139
128
152

342

80
106
147
115
112
132
140
174
130
123

91
134
118
162
238
166
134
146

191

a4
54
243
100
111
96
72
127
a7
312
7
180
306
243
45
401
»c085
390
369

6844

V%)
Hackney Jensen
(R) (R)
249 169
179 118
145 92
142 94
241 163
76 59
85 50
156 116
112 75
116 83
125 96
133 91
141 85
137 86
122 76
166 105
143 107
101 72
195 125
266 181
226 123
113 93
196 122
11 16
160 90
45 35
68 35
270 171
82 52
99 88
126 Hi
85 65
125 88
50 31
271 197
78 70
178 109
134 212
276 165
59 38
244 188
6146 4)12
413 325
252 180
6811 4617

Joiner

(R)

114
64
69
47

103
43
39
55
42

39
a7

53
43
42
59
64
53

74
103
74
61
73

30
20
104
13
40
46
34
39
20
142
39
88
155
103
28
114
2476
166
119

276 1

Orbeck
(D)

210
161
124
156

201
73
69

168

133

134

117

141

169

161

109

128

127

119

180

194

226

147

158
18

129

28
42
184
78
114
98

72
123
47
262
73
125
24i.
206
38
__208
5496
429
255

6180



Number O£
ction District Persons
Precinct Voting

District 20

Aurora 457
(lodger lload #1 325
Badger Road #2 270
Big Bend 288

Ccntrul House (Absentee)
Chntnniku (Absentee)

Chbcna 595
Eielson 158
Ester 183
Fairbanks Sl 300
Fairbanks #2 239
Fairbanks 03 283
Fairbanks *4 238
Fairbanks *5 295
Fairbanks *0 347
Fairbanks *7 277
Fairbanks »H 252
Fairbanka 03 241
Fairbanks MO 304
Fairbanks MI 223
Fairbanks M2 354
Full banks *13 458
Fairbanks M4 374
Fairbanks M3 280
Fairbanks Mli 333
Fairbanks Pioneers Home 34
Farmers Iix>]> 339
Fort (irooley (Absentee)

Fort Walnwright 93
Ins 128
Oelnt 481
liraelil Derby 192
li.liirnutlonal Airport M 23B
liileriiutional Airporl Hi 217
.hilinalon -West wood 159
la‘iiirtu 200
Norlli l.oineta 100
North Pole 553
Salebn 154
Sliiinley-Totein 344
SteiiMu Fast 002
Sloonm Weal 157
Two Rivera 90
Cnlvorniiy Ciunpua 777
SUBTOTAL 12300
Abaonten 927
lueat lolled

DISTRICT 211 TOTALS 13227

Parr

(D)

204
155
133
132

319

06
103
135
116
106

96
129
166
129
117

72
132
122
160
198
166
151
114

20)

30
56
231
91
95
92
70
119
39
283
67
179
309
233
35
304
5725
367
310

6402

STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Voight Wallis
(A1) (D)
93 175
78 127
78 94
71 112
86 211
27 75
32 64
76 132
52 98
48 112
44 97
39 98
42 165
47 116
45 106
39 65
49 113
42 83
73 127
74 180
54 130
56 120
63 100
3 10
50 140
12 36
49 37
65 159
36 66
59 92
49 70
38 73
56 110
23 40
ill) 232
42 55
63 131
129 207
85 100
37 23
11 235
2303 4576
1119 323
92 2111
2584 5180
- 29

Wood
(R)

161
106
76
89

152
41
46
76
55
66
64
69
70
88
73

100
94
62

145
130

85
116

86

31
31

140

37

58

73

48

74

20
142
54

99
181
151

33
176
3501
249
147

3897



STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Number Of

Election District Persons Xtta
and Precinct Voting (D)
District 21
Ambler =19 41
Annktuvuk Pnss «IC 45
Atkaaook (Absentee)
Harrow 338 25.
Darter lIsland 41 38
Hornite-Kobuk 20 23
llrowerville B8 56
Kinntt 80 67
Kivalina 68 67
Kotzebue 509 369
N'uatnk 64 59
Noorvlk 142 106
Nuii | Sut 35 35
Point Hope 93 71
Point bay 14 11
Shmignnk 54 54
Wainv. right 97 88
SPIITOTAI 1744 1423
Absentee 108 80
Qtieidioned 54
DISTHICT 21 TOTALS 1852 1557

O.ivts

District 22 (D)
llrcvig Mission 22 13
Iltieklitlid 53 38
Candle (Absentee)
Decrlng 14 19
Plniiicdo Island 4) 31
illim 68 59
(lamtiell 115 94
tad.ivin 39 N
Kell ik 75 50
linyak 45 )"
Nome 1 .192 257
Nome «2 415 301
..ortl euHt Cape (Ate.enlee)
Hsvmingn 112 116
tletawik 127 uJ
Siinktiiolik 32 30
Slirdnnaref 91 77
Stebbiun 62 49
SI. Michael 60 50
Teller 57 43
Unalakluel 160 120
Wales 4 42
Ivni. i Moiinlain 13 24
SUInOTAI. 2102 1568
Alnienloe 139 105
Questlimed 102

DISIIICT 22 TOTALS 2241 i775



SUPREME COURT

Number Of
Persons Erwin

Election Districts Voters Yes No
STATEWIDE

District 1 4612 3059 919
District 2 2213 1343 549
District 3 2699 1608 706
District -1 8052 4485 2089
District 5 2875 1524 925
District 6 3451 1691 1140
District 7 6351 3460 1687
District 8 6795 3349 2119
District 9 4126 2217 1139
District 10 7880 4467 2117
District 11 7886 4190 2260
District 12 7741 4479 1879
District 13 5066 2411 1758
District 14 1664 1036 390
District 15 1115 719 311
District 16 1848 1080 557
District 17 2309 1553 567
District 18 1736 1125 431
District 19 2818 1416 954
District 20 13227 7105 2996
District 21 1P52 1174 425
District 22 2: 4i 1416 542

STATEWIDE TOTALS 98557 54907 26460



Ejection

Districts

District 1
District 2

District 3
District 4

TOTAL JUDICIAL #1

District

18

District 21
District 22

TOTAL JUDICIAL 82

District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District

TOTAL JUDICIAL S3

District
District
District
District
District

TOTAL JUDICIAL #4

10
17
18
19
20

Number Of
Persons
Voting

4612
2213

2699
8052

17576

1736
1852
2241

5829

2875

3451
6301
6795
4126
78B0
7886
7741
5066
1664
1115
1848
2818

59616

1848
2309
1736
2818
13227

21938

3140
1124

1890
4923

11377

Yes

686
1426
1748

3860

Yes

1492
1776
3579
3499
2273
4509
4278
4499
2444
1201
726
803
77

31156

285
1577
522
1577
8408

12309

SUPERIOR COURT

Carlson
No

847
476

558
1773

3654

Sanders

167
251
320

738

Burke

No
839
1028
1554
2006
1089
2063
2176
185 j
1633
275
279
381
92

15268

Taylor
No

95
493
159
627

2395

3769

Hanson

Yes No
1467 827
1745 953
3482 1431
3612 1728
2317 966
4587 1794
4380 1899
4511 1641
2890 1556
1025 321
718 263
759 411
62 96
31555 13886

Vnnlloomisson

Yes Do
253 119
1315 670
405 207
1323 709
8421 2383
11717 4088

Yes

1394
1734
3504
3611
2343
4702
4476
4637
2421
1014
652
712
66

31266

Singleton

No
843
951
1435
1722
923
1704
1861
1532
1530
324
321
430
92

13673



Election Districts

District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4

TOTAL JUDICIAL #1

District 18
District 2!
District 22

TOTAL JUDICIAL H

District
District
District
District
District

Bce®~o

District 13
District 14
District 15

District 1

TOTAL JUDICIAL 83

District 10
District 17
District 18
District 18
District 20

TOTAL JUDICIAL #4

Nun-aer Of
Persons
Voting

4612
2213
2699
8052

17576

1736
1852
2241

5829

2875
3451
6351
6795
4126
7880
7886
7741
5066
1664

1115
1648
2818

59616

1848
2309
17 36
2818
13227

219 18

DISTRICT COURT

Keene
Yes No
3341 1088
1493 410
1765 538
4672 1779
11271 3815
Windahl
Yes No
672 175
1293 286
1699 296
3664 757
Brewer
Yes No
1523 824
2026 865
3502 1671
3746 1796
2383 997
4341 2258
4319 2195
4271 2093
2546 1523
1033 320
732 260
013 366
76 91
31311 15259
Connelly
You No
270 105
1471 536
487 170
1510 629
8562 2410
12300 3850

Tuckeci
Yes No
1457 736
1791 888
3435 1427
3581 1685
2305 930
4541 1775
4375 1850
4457 1577
2512 1423
1033 293
717 271
752 403
69 88
31025 13396

Guinn

Yes No
347 27
1799 351
513 173
1389 660
7469 2046
11517 3857

1500
1728
3537
3551
2278
4383
4305
4378
2522
1048
696
780
78

30784

279
1491
47B
1317
58 31

9396

Tyner

826
1044
1524
1863
1059
2113
2113
1874
1533

293

282

383

86

14993

Millor
No

94
550
181
834

5479

7138

Yes

1433
1705
3353
3410
2205
4390
4269
4407
2415
1002
682
711
62

3004 4

259
1363
432
1338
7596

10988

Vochoska

No

814
971
1491
1853
1005
1911
1922
1652
1543
455
299
440
95

14451

Robson

No

114
666
213
77
36911

5468



BONDS

Bond 14

Yes No
1630 2642
1117 866
1473 1038
3590 4051
1388 1225
11309 1872
2914 2781
2759 3443
1870 2043
3502 4008
3363 4143
3612 3764
1850 2865
1032 529
' 95 257
1317 3f -
1909 32.
1378 216
1505 104 4
6550 5410
1417 267
1708 352
47980 43511

Construction

Bond 19
Yes No
2553 1782
1358 660
1572 943
4444 3278
1833 8 36
11120 1409
3598 2213
387 3 2461
2343 1614
4238 3383
4450 3194
4256 3199
2338 2404
1070 494
880 185
1416 281
198 3 255
1424 171
2035 566
05 in 3794
14119 184
1U11 261
59327 .33567

Number Of
Persons Bond 41 Bond 12 Bond 13
Election District Voting Yes No Yes No Yes No
STATEWIDE
District 1 4612 2536 1776 2310 1976 1797 2446
District 2 2213 1326 655 1303 703 1110 862
District 3 2699 1653 878 1483 1039 1235 1269
District 4 8052 4518 3128 4554 3121 3427 4203
District 5 2875 1630 1018 1467 1165 1302 1316
District C 3451 1656 1572 1114 2019 1321 1878
District 7 6351 3625 2109 2936 2749 3084 2606
District 8 6795 3678 2571 2686 3535 3055 3173
District 9 4126 2322 1607 1764 2134 1844 2070
District 10 7880 4448 3117 3568 3957 3658 3893
District 11 7886 4320 3246 3244 4260 3493 4049
District 12 774i 4394 3011 3625 3764 3721 3671
District 13 5066 2371 2406 1997 2729 2097 2653
District 14 1664 1014 553 1090 470 855 700
District 15 1115 661 196 733 321 647 388
District 16 1848 1270 407 971 683 978 671
District 17 209 1900 346 1559 660 1555 657
District 18 1736 1320 279 910 639 1033 491!
District 19 2818 1724 858 1151 1371 1.489 1035
District 20 132*7 8148 3944 5422 6456 8197 3970
District 21 1852 1451 225 1048 598 1116 515
District 22 2241 1755 320 1345 697 1311 711
S i ATI-WIDE TOTALS 98557 57922 34230 46280 45046 48333 43240
Oond »| e Strtto General Obligation Flro Protection Facilities
Bond 42 - State General Obligation Port Facilities Development
Bond 13- Et.ite General Obligation 1974 Library Construction
Bond 44- State General obligationTrunk and Secondary Airport Construction
bond 15 - State General Obligation Highway, Ferry and Local Service Road and Trail
Bond «> Bond 47 Bond W

Yes No Yes No Yes No
District 1 4612 2434 1800 2549 1790 296 3 1422
District 2 2213 1348 642 1337 657 1440 553
District 3 2699 1595 929 1750 778 1742 789
District | 8052 4076 3220 4501 2802 4371 2950
District 5 2875 1657 995 1646 1013 1757 905
District 8 1451 16 39 1567 1538 1658 221 3 1055
District 7 6351 3539 2375 3578 2294 .3946 2038
District 8 6795 3408 2941 3638 2724 37 39 2661
District t 4126 095 1699 2231 1564 2324 1505
District in 7880 3856 3537 4212 3165 4065 3332
District 11 7886 3808 3541 4175 3102 4135 3242
District 12 7741 3822 3336 4132 3046 4335 2885
District 13 5066 2375 2386 2253 2501 2461 2302
District 14 1661 1099 467 1094 485 997 566
District 15 1115 884 181 794 263 745 312
District Hi 18411 1330 342 1059 621 1110 552
District 17 2309 1902 334 462 765 1583 635
District 18 1736 1354 219 1116 456 1181 377
District 10 28 1U 1740 822 1480 1065 1810 752
District 20 13227 7841 4530 6937 5309 856 4 3888
District 21 1852 1460 195 1095 559 1312 355
District 22 2241 1778 289 1365 _6J16 1514 536
STATEWIDE TOTALS 98557 55040 36427 53944 37383 58307 33612
Bind to- State General Obligation 1974 Health Caro Facilities Capitallmprovement
Bond #7- State General Obligation Fish and Game Management,Development
li aid »8- Slate General obligation Pioneers’ Homes
IInnd 49- State General Obligation Rural School Construction
bond 410 - State General Obligation University ot Alaska Construction

34

Bond 15
Yes No
2771 1558
1493 555
1866 688
4692 2639
182w 954
1693 1537
3405 2458
3555 2816
2175 1640
4210 3170
3944 3409
3984 3188
2267 2493
1101 477
751 299
1068 602
1608 612
1048 512
1667 892
7320 5006
1144 518
1548 522
55118 36545
Bond 110
Yen No
11174 24 40
927 1037
1.103 1221
4099 36117
1487 1192
1559 1690
3667 2205
3784 2571
24 10 158 3
4775 2932
4540 3147
4522 2982
2266 2517
933 645
744 321
1122 54.1
1749 480
118.1 ma
1394 1176
7286 5136
1296 382
1525 54 1
54445 311820

and Enforcement Facilities






EMPLOYMENT SECURITY DIVISION . .
Alaska Department of Labor

(AIININL- MM Ffow&hL  PIAIV(ViIVE~ ffebiST
pdPuLA'~Ct\ n

SucC' 2?2 'P'V-i

Census Divisions HUlurAcy ZMiUPd "Tota z

I Aleutian Islands S.Zo" u,Sc's 7.714
Anchorage >3.5*3 155, 11Z

3 Angoon H 777 - 491
a Barrow 126 3,ic9 3224
Bethel lit. 3.324 5.436

i Bristol Bay Borouah |  S56 695 1,239
} Bristol Bay i — 75,55 3,375
Cordova-McCarthy 1 5 1,195 1960

I Fairbanks 1 =53 9 {"oM 47 76Z
%7 Haines i —_ 2,054 2,059
/> Juneau 19 19,9 76 17. 195
/9- Kenai-Cook Inlet i 57 i5,905 13,962
rd, Ketchi kan 1 199 U,3Z3 11.527
N  Kobuk 1 109 7642 7,707
h" Kodiak i 73-3 9 499 9 232
' Kuskokwim 1 372 2,355 2,677
/ 7 Matanuska-Susitna 1 9,797 <0,797
>, Nome 1 \<o7 6.334 7,301
Outer Ketchikan 1 tHo 1,577 1,705.
Prince of Wales i - 7.525 2,325
Seward i 1> 2,667 2,673

Si tka i 57 Kr>71 6,929
Skagway-Yakutat 1 A 7.MB3 2,976

e\ Southeast Fairbanks 1 791 3,767 H,504
Opper Yukon 1 137 2, 50? 2.6HZ

J§  Valdez-Chiti na-Whittier 1 3533 3,533
11 Wade Hampton 1 ol 9,055 4,164
- ' Wrangel1-Petersburg 1 Z5 1 53« 5/843
J/ Yukon-Koyukuk *51 5,243 M3fcs>

TOTAL 17V 53 323,7" 351, 159
i
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A Word About
This Booklet

The material in this booklet was
originally published by the University of
Nebraska School of Journalism in 191 as
the result of a project undertaken by a
class in depth reporting.

Most of the material is still timely. The
historical matter can stand on its merits as
history. Many of the mechanics—and the
problems—of the Legislature are much the
same today as they were in 1961. And in
some instances the material gathered in
1961 is irreplaceable; many of the wit-
nesses interviewed then—legislators,
politicians, scholars, and widows and
friends of the men who built the
Unicameral Legislature—are now dead.

But in some instances details have
changed since 1961. For instance, the
number of legislators, then 43, is now 49. In
some places, the editors of the 1970 booklet
were able to insert the current number
without extensive revision of the text or
without confusing 1961 conditions with
today’s conditions. Butin direct quotations
and in places specifically describing
conditions as they were in 1961, the
number 43 has been left standing.

Some lists—the governors, lieutenant
governors, speakers, special sessions,
session costs—have been brought up to
date although the articles they accompany
have been left essentially as they were
written in 1961.

The section on the survey of senators
who had experience in both the bicameral
and unicameral legislatures has been left
unchanged, although some of the changes
they advocated in 1961 have been made in
the past decade, or conditions they spoke
of have changed.

The article on apportionment has been
left as it was written in 1961, although
shifts in population, subsequent reap-
portionments, and numerous court
decisions have vastly changed—and
complicated—the apportionment problem.
The map of legislative districts has been
brought up to date, but the article remains
as written in 1961.

Where the editors have felt it necessary
to note changing circumstances or to
remind the reader of the nine-year aging of
information given, brief editor's notes
have been inserted.

* * *

The editors of the 1961 depth report
acknowledged the help of many persons
and groups.

—The Newspaper Fund, Incorporated,
of the Wall Street Journal, which gave
financial support for the preparation and
publication of the report.

—Dr. Adam C. Breckenridgc, then dean
of faculties and professor of political
science at the University of Nebraska.

—Dr. William D. Aeschbacher, Dr.
Donald F. Danker, Miss Myrtle Berry and
other members of the staff of the Nebraska
State Historical Society.

—Hugo F. Srb, then clerk of the
Nebraska Unicameral legislature.

—John C. Kissler, then manager of the
Printing Division of the University of
Nebraska.

—Edward J. Hirsch and other members
of the staff of the Department of Public
Relations of the University of Nebraska.

The editors of the revised edition of the



report also want to thank those who have
helped in the publication of the 1970
edition:

—The Legislative Council of the
Nebraska Legislature, which has financed
this edition.

—Vincent Brown, clerk of the Nebraska
Legislature.

—Harold Bathel, manager of the
Printing and Duplicating Service of the
University of Nebraska.

—The Nebraska State Historical Society
and its staff.

—The photograplis on pages 7,10,13, and
14 were provided by the Nebraska State
Historical Society.

The bibliography of published sources
for this publication includes (where
necessary because of copyrights, per-
mission has been obtained to quote sources
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Democracy’s Norris by # *red Lief.
Copyright 1939, The Stae’." Me Co.

The Fighting liberal by C .. ge W. Norris
and James E. Lawrence. The Macmillan
Co., 1945.

Integrity: The Life of George W. Norris by
Richard L. Neuberger and Stephen B.
Kahn. Copyright 1937, The Vanguard
Press.

One House for Two by Adam C.
Breckcnridge. Copyright 1957 by the
Public Affairs Press.

The One-llouse Legislature by John P.
Senning. Copyright 1937, McGraw-Hill
Book Co. Used with permission of
McGraw-Hill Book Co.

Profiles in Courage by John F. Kennedy.

Copyright 1956, John F. Kennedy.
Published by Harper & Row, Publishers,
Inc., 1956.

Tower on the Plains by Neale Copple.
Copyright 1959, Lincoln Sunday Journal
and Star. Published 1959 by Lincoln
Centennial Commission.

Commentator Magazine, 1937. Article by
John T. Flynn.

Time. Selected quotations from the issues
of Jan. 11, 1937, and Sept. 2, 1944,
reprinted by permission from Time, The
Weekly Newsmagazine; Copyright Time
Inc. 1937 and 1944.

United Feature-Syndicate. Article by
Thomas L. Stokes. Copyright 1957,
United Feature Syndicate.

The Albion News, Albion, Nebraska.

The Lincoln Journal, Lincoln, Nebraska.

The Lincoln Star, Lincoln, Nebraska.

The McCook Gazette, McCook, Nebraska.

The New York Times. Quotations from an
article by George W. Norris in the issue
of Jan. 28, 1923. Copyright 1923 by the
New York Times. Reprinted by per-
mission.

The Omaha World-Hcrald,
Nebraska.

Material was also used from two un-
published master’s theses written hv
University of Nebraska graduate sut-
dents:

"George Norris’s
Unicameral Legislature"
Knox Tompkins, 1957.

"The Speaking of John N. Norton" by
Robert William Kimball, 1959.
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By Judy Harrington

OPEAKER: "The chair recognizes the
gentleman from Polk County.”

Then arose a man with a mission, a
conservative-looking, dark-haired man in a
blue suit, white shirt and black bow tie, He
was of medium build, about 5’ 11” tall, 170
pounds. His voice was clear and low and he
used it with confidence as he addressed the
Nebraska State Legislature.

"I know of no proposition that can be
more properly submitted to the people of
this state than the question of a one-house
legislature,” he said.

That wasa Thursday afternoon in March
1920, and John N. Norton already had
campaigned for a unicameral legislature
in Nebraska for seven years.

It took another 14 years before voters
approved the state's unique one-house law-
making body that Norton had believed
would save time, talk and money.

It took years, too, for Norton to get
legislation enacted in the interest of
agriculture, specifically an all-risk crop
insurance program and an agency within
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to
administer that program.

To these ends — the unicnmcrul
legislature and farmers’ benefits —
Norton was dedicated.

When J. N., or Nate, as friends called
him, was a small boy on the family
homestead west of Stromsburg, two of his

brothers and one sister died within a
month from diphtheria. Those close to
him believe the realization that he was
saved from the dreaded disease made him
intensely interested in making a con-
tribution to society.

This apparent drive kept him active on
the Nebraska political scene for some 19
years as an elective office-holder from
1908 to 1926 and again in 1937. On the
national level he served two terms in the
U.S. House of Representatives and 14
years in the Department of Agriculture.

Beyond Expectations

When young John was growing up, his
parents did not think it necessary for him
to continue his studies beyond the country
school. But he prevailed upon his father to
let him go to Bryant Normal in Strom-
sburg during the winter months and later,
to the University of Nebraska, where he
became interested in the beliefs of William
Jennings Bryan.

"He decided against taking law,” Mrs.
Norton said "and that was the one thing he
regretted more than unythlng else."

However, his son, his son-in-law and two
grandsons are lawyers and his daughter
liad two years of law.

"My husband’s primary interest in life
was politics and good government,”
Norton’s widow recalled.
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“He was a voracious reader and
recognized the farm problem long before it
was even considered in trie Congress. He
worked hard in the farm organizations,
spoke all over the United States and ad-
vocated solutions which have since been
adopted.

“All this time he-was interested in state
government and he was determined to
work day and night for the tilings in which
he believed."

Entry into poli'.js came 0s somewhat of
a surprise to Norton when at the age of 28
he was elected Polk County clerk.

"Atthattime Nebraska had no provision
for primary elections,” he said, "and so |
was nominated in a county convention at a
time when | had no previous intention of
becoming a candidate.”

But in 1908 he served the town of
Osceola as mayor and two years later he
was nominated without opposition and
elected to the Nebraska House of
Representatives.

Voters sent him buck to the 1912, 1914,
and 1910 sessions. The Democratic party
was in majority then and Norton served as
majority leader and as speaker pro tern of
the House.

It was in 1913, during his second term,
that Norton proposed u constitutional
amendment to provide for a one-house
legislature. His resolution provided for a
joint committee to study improved

John N. Norton

methods of legislation and to file a report
with the governor not later tlian January 1,
1914. The material was assembled but no
action was taken.

In 1922 Norton was a candidate for
nomination for governor by both the
Democratic und Progressive parties. He
won tire Progressive party’s nomination
but declined it and lost the Democratic
nomination.

An IniftortJinl Role

When he was not in office and much of
the time when he was, Norton was filling
speaking engagements. Public address
played an important role throughout his
life; us he said, every position he held or
every activity he hud been part of had
required the delivery of some speeches.

His widow, Mrs. Selma Norton of
Washington, D.C., said he was a fluent
speaker and much in demand. "He wrote
his own speeches, hut never read from a



"l know of no proposition

that can more properly be submitted

to the people of this state...”’

prepared text. He would memorize an
outline of the thoughts he wished to ex-
press — and the outline would remain in
the pocket of his coat. At first he would
practice his speeches befcre a mirror in
order to get the right effect, but as time
went *n he became too busy to follow this
proc'.tf'are.”

By 1926 Norton again was politically
active, this time being elected to the U.S.
House of Representatives from
Nebraska’s normally Republican Fourth
District.

But in 1933, when Nebraska's
representatives were reduced from six to
five, Norton was pessimistic about the
chances, to retain his seat, so he limited his
campaign.

"Even though | lostthat nomination,” he
said, "I did not do so by a margin of 8,000
votes as | had anticipated but only by 3,600
votes. And so ended my effort to seek
further service in the Congress of the
United States."”

Return to Fight

In 1934 J. N. took a month’s leave from
work in the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration to campaign in Nebraska
once again for the cause he had so long
advocated — the one-house legislature.

Hewas no longer working alone but with
such men as U.S. Senator George Norris,
former Nebraska Attorney General C.A.
Sorenson, former Governor A.J. Weaver,

Professor John P. Senning and William
Ritchie.

What happened in 1934 to Nebraska’s
two house'? was described in 1937 by John
T. Flynn for The Commentator magazine.

“In the Big Wind that blew over the
land and the prairies, that blew all the
banks into the dust and all the dust into
the Atlantic, one house of Nebraska’s
Legislature got blown out of the capitol
building; and with it about ninety
bucolic state »men went with the wind to
the great honor and glory of the Cor-
nhusker State. They then committed
their destinies to a single body.
Unicameral, they call it.

"A member of this body, John Norton
from Polk County, sits in the back row of
the house, vigilantly watching his baby
grow, taking little part in the con-
troversies over policy, centering his
attention upon the parliamentary
measles and mumps and other infantile
diseases to which this young Legislature
may fall victim.”

After heavy opposition, which Included
nearly 400 of the state’s 440 newspapers,
the amendment had passed. Only 73 of 229
precincts voted against it; only nine
counties out of 93,

Nebraska had adopted the Union’s only
one-house legislature.

In 1938 after ser/Lig the first term in his
Unicameral Legislature Norton returned
to Washington and resumed his efforts on
behalf of the American farmer. He held a



Department of Agriculture appointment
until 10 years later.

He retired with his wife to their homey,
second-floor apartment at 2615 16th St.
N.W. in Washington, D.C. There, he read
and kept up correspondence with the aid of

his daughter, Mrs. Evelyn Lincoln,
Senator John F. Kennedy’s personal
secretary.

In September 1960, Norton became ill. At
first the illness did not appear serious, but
his doctor advised him to go to the hospital
where he could get better car e than Mrs.
Norton was able to give him at home. In
the hospital, complications set in and
Norton died October 5, 1960.

Buck Home

He is buried in the pinebordered Swede
Plain Cemetery, two miles from his Polk
County home. The grave is only a few feet
from his parents’ graves and not far from
those of his wife’s relatives. A simple
marker and four artificial lilies give no
hint of the man’s accomplishments.

From a hilltop nearby one can see a
tower In Stromsburg to the east and the
Polk grain elevator to the southwest.

The Rev. John Ekwall of Seward, a
former pastor at the Swede Plain Church
and an old friend of Norton’s spoke at the
funeral:

"When 1was very young, | overheard
a conversation of young people who had
been at a camp meeting. | heard them

tell about a remarkable young man who
had such tremendous ability to speak
fluently — his friendliness — and the
girls mentioned his good looks. | was told
that this man was Nate Norton from the
Swede Plain Church.

“Years later | had entered the
ministry and literally was dropped upon
the Swede Plain Church. | assure you |
was both amazed and scared to discover
that this Nate Norton, this distingueshed
American, was a member of my new
congregation.

“Many times | visited the Nortons and
through his kindness, tact, and great
heart | received more spiritual guidance
and understanding than | think | was
able to give him.

“At one of my visits with him, he
suggested that soon every farm in
Nebraska could and would have electric
lights and power. | am afraid | smiled
and thought that this time N. ite dreamed
too much. How little I knew!””

How little many of his associates knew in
the beginning, but John Nathaniel Norton
came to be known as a champion of the
initiative and referendum, direct primary,
women’s suffrage, and public ownership of
water power and utilities.

And the gentleman from Polk County
left Nebraska a special legacy — he was
perhaps the first to dream of and then
actively promote a system of legislature
that he believed would "save time, talk,
and money.”



George W. Norrii
By Carol Schliesser
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I F | OFFERED the lord’s Prayer as
an amendment, they would fight it."

The speaker: George William N ms.
The place: McCook, Nebraska, his home
town. The time: November 5, 1934. The
words represented a moment of
discouragement in the life of a man for
whom lonely political battles had been not
the exception but the rule.

These weary wcrds spoken in 1934 came
at the end of another battle. They were
spoken on election eve when Nebraskans
were pondering the fate of the proposed
unicameral legislature amendment.
Norris’s final plea was recorded by the
McCook Gazette:

"In a voice shaking with emotion,
Senator George William Norris told ap-
proximately a thousand southwestern
Nebraska voters tliat he would rather
death close his eyes before a check is made

Prestige on the Line:

of today’s ballots if the vote brings defeat
to his proposal to install a Unicameral
Legislature in Nebraska.”

The nextday the voters fulfilled a dream
of George Norris. He had written the
amendment advocating this type of state
government and he had been a factor—
perhaps the prime factor—in convincing
the people *hat it would bring better
government than the old bicameral
system.

It is hard to pinpoint when Norris first
became interested in a unicameral
legislature. He rarely gave dates in his
autobiography, Fighting Liberal, but said
that he first became interested while living
in Furnas County, which would put the
date sometime between 1835 and 1900. He
said, “l was anxious that the State of
Nebraska abolish its illogical and clumsy
two-house legislature and substitute the
unicameral plan for it.”

The earliest record of Norris’s interest
in a one-house legislature is an article he
wrote for the New York Times, January
28,1923, in which he likened state govern-
ment to a business:

“The governor is the president of the
corporation, the legislature is the board of
directors, and the people are the
stockholders. The stockholders hrve a
rightto know what their board of d) actors
does and how it is done. The have a right to
be able by the record of the votes, to know
whether the members of the board of
directors have properly represented the
stockholders."

Hisarticle urged that the house be small
and well paid, with few enough members
to be carefully watched by the public. He
did little else about the uricameral
legislature until 1934.
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An Old Dream

The unicameral legislature was no
sudden fantasy on his part. For years he
had studied the idea of providing a
unicameral legislature by amendment to
the constitution. He had been asked to run
for both the House and the Senate in the
state legislature, he wrote in his
autobiography, but could not afford to live
on the low pay ($300 a term).

But, he did not invent the idea of a
unicameral legislature. John Norton
probably was Nebraska’s first vigorous
advocate. And much earlier other states—
Pennsylvania, Vermont, and Georgia-
had created one-house legislatures during
die Revolution but, Georgia and Penn-
sylvania had abandoned the one-house
system in 1789 and 1790. Vermont followed
suit in 1836—a century before Nebraska
embarked upon the “great experiment.”

Norris traced the adoption of the
bicameral assembly bade to the early
struggles between the English classes and
hailed the ascendancy of the people’s
branch and the decline of the House of
Lords in the English Parliament.

"Assuming two such classes exist and
that their interests conflict,” he said,
“there is some reason for a two-house
legislature, but in this country we have no
such classes and the constitutions of our
various states are built upon the idea that
there is but one class. If this be true, there
is no sense or reason in having the same
thing done twice, especially if it is to be
done by two bodies of men elected in the
same way and having the same
jurisdiction.”

For years Norris had watched the
machinations of the two-house system of

M c C o o k

legislation, both in the state and federal
government. He learned from the inside
the vast powers held by the conference
committee—a group cf three senators and
three representatives whomet in secri’, to
decide the fate of bills already passed by
both houses. He saw these conferees
modify and even thwart legislation which
had been approved by a majority of their
colleagues.

In this system, lobbyists did not have to
control both houses, Norris pointed out,
butmerely twomembers of the conference
committee from either chamber.

It is not certain just what induced.
Norris to pick 1934 for the year to stump
the state for the unicameral legislature,
but he said thnt he had promised friends to
help Ilw the movement in 1934. In his
biography of Norris, Alfred Lief wrote that
the people urged Norris, "by mail and in
person, to lead the way.”

With Professor John P. Senning of the
University of Nebraska, Norris worked out
an amendment embodying his plan. It
provided for a single legislature of from 30
to 50 members. To Norris the most
cherished part of the amendment was the
sentence that read:

"Each member shall be nominated and
elected in a nonpartisan manner and
withoutany indication on the ballot that he
is affiliated with or endorsed by any
political party or organization."”

Hisproposal to eliminate partisanship in
state government gained for this amend-
ment the opposition of both Nebraska
political parties.

John Senning wrote that Norris “felt the
time was ripe to give the people an op-
portunity to free themselves of a
bicameral legislature if they so desired.”



[ have never made
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a more complete campaign...

Senning gave credit to Norris not for his
speaking, but for his leadership and for
choosing “the strategic moment in which
to present the question to the people.”

On December 21, 1933, Senator Norris
drafted the original amendment. After
preliminary discussions, a public meeting
was arranged for February 22,1934, L the
auditorium of the Comhusker Hotel in
Lincoln. Norris traveled from Washington
to address the meeting, “at which, to my
surprise, eight hundred men and women,
from all parts of the state, were present,”
he said.

This was to be the beginning of a long
and strenuous campaign by Senator
Norris. "l never made a mere complete
campaign in Nebraska, or in any other
political contest in which | became
engaged. | traveled every section of the
state, nearly wearing out my automobile,”
he said.

“The Senator and his son-in-law, John
Robertson, started out in a car and wore
out two sets of tires and two windshields,
and hit every nook and cranny in
Nebraska,” Mrs. Norris, the Senator’s
widow, recalled at her McCook home in
1961.

Reaching the People

"At first he was discouraged,” she
continued, "butwhen he got outamong the
people, they were for it. The mail was
preponderantly for it." Mrs. Norris told of
the Senator’s discouragement when the
meetings for the unicameral legislature
got almost no publicity because all the
state papers, except the Hastings Daily
Tribune and the Lincoln Star, were against
it. If the publicity was good, many people
came to hear the Senator speak, but if the
publicity was poor, few turned out, his wife
said. "When they put up handbills to an-
nounce the meetings, sometimes the op-
position tore them down,” she explained.

It is estimated that Norris delivered
over 40 speechea between October 8 and

November 5,1934, in all parts of the state.
He was heard in person by 20,000 to 30,000
persons. Many more thousands of persons
heard the Senator over the radio. He spoke
in all kinds of halls; to men, women,
farmers and ranchers, businessmen and
laborers. He spoke under the auspices of
various farm organizations, women’s
clubs, commercial clubs, church groups,
service clubs, and the Democratic party,
although he was nominally a Republican.
He had the support of labor, farm groups,
and an organization including at least four
ex-gove: nors and other influential
Nebraskans, wrote Phillip Knox Tompkins
in his master’s thesis on "George Norris’s
Persuasion for the Unicameral
Legislature.”

The Senator’s speeches usually con-
tained arguments dealing with the evils of
a bicameral system and extolling the
virtues of a unicameral system. These
would be followed by his “last and best
fight,” a personal appeal directly to those
who had supported him for 30 years,
Tompkins said.

Norris often put humor into his
speeches. The Falls City Journal reported:
"Senator Norris was full of the pointed
quips which have made him famous.
‘Checks and balances,” he chortled. ‘After
the legislative session comes to an end and
we baiance the books, we generally find
that the politicians get the checks and the
special interests get the balance.” "

"During the campaign someone spread
the rumor that the Negroes in Omaha
would lose their representation if the
unicameral legislature were approved,”
Mrs. Norris said. "He was slow to anger,
but he was perfectly furious over that. He
had to laugh when he saw how it turned
out. The only Negro representative to the
Unicameral Legislature was elected from
that Omaha district.”

Denying charges that he had ulterior
motives in advocating a unicameral
legislature, Norris told a large aud.ence in

©



Congretimin Njrrii In 1903

O’Neill, "I haven’t many more years to
live. Why should | deceive you now?”

The date of the first session of the
Unicameral Legislature, January 3, 1937,
was also the date for the opening at
Washington of the first Congressional
session under the new Lame Duck
Amendment, which Senator Norris had
helped to initiate. However, he chose to be
present in lincoln where lie sat on the
rostrum as guest of honor when the
Unicameral Legislature opened. Another
of his plans had become a reality. “I have
always been called the worst demagogue
who ever walked down the pike,” he
grinned, "until the things | wanted began
to work.”

As he walked into the clamber, a
thunderous burst of applause greeted him.

“I congratulate you,” he told the first

13

session of Nebraska’s Unicameral
Legislature. “Every professional lobbyist,
every professional politician, and every
representative of greed and monopoly is
hoping and praying that your work will be
a failure.”

After giving the Unicameral Legislature
this send-off, he devoted all his time to
work in  Washington, leaving the
Unicameral Legislature to work under the
ideals he had set up for it.

Image of Norris

The Unicameral Legislature did more
than fulfill one ef George William Norris’s
dreams. With its nonpartisan provision, it
was his whole way of life.

Yet, when he was elected to the U. S.
House of Representatives in 1902, Mrs.
Norris said, “there was never a more
standpat Republican. Norris was born in
poverty in Ohio July 11,1861. He was first
elected prosecuting attorney and later
district judge in McCook, Nebraska.
Before that he had taught school in the
rough, unsettled Washington Territory.

In his youthful enthusiasm, the newly
elected member of the 58th Congress
“thought the Republican party was per-
fect,” Norris wrote in Fighting Liberal.
When he saw party members voting along
party lines regardless of the issue in-
volved, he wrote later, he was disap-
pointed and began his life of non-
partisanship and liberalism. In ex-
planation he said, “l cannot be anything
but myself.” Because of his liberalism, he
was not held in favorable regard by some
of his fellow Republicans.

"His eternally youthful vision, his
courage and his honesty, gave strength
nnd faith to millions of his countrymen,”
said James E. Lawrence, former editor of
the Lincoln Star.

Norris’s Congressional record, which
covered 40 years in the House and Seriate,
is one of struggle for what lie believed In,
He was the author of and led the fight for



the 20th Amendment to the Federal
Constitution. In 1910 he waged a historic
fight to end the dictatorial authority of the
speaker of the House over committee
appointments. This battle with “Uncle
Joe” Cannon required political courage
and parliamentary ability of a high
degree, said Richard Neuberger in his
bod? about Norris, Integrity: The Life of
George W. Norris. Under Norris’s
leadership the House passed progressive
legislation after the change in power.

During four decades on Capitol Hill,
George Norris knew many presidents. But
a president he did not know—John F.
Kennedy—ater described the Nebraskan
on the day in 1910 when he fired the
opening shot in the battle with Joe Cannon.
In his book Profiles In Courage, Kennedy
envisioned Norris as "a somewhat shaggy
looking Representative in a plain black
suit and a little shoestring tie."

Norris’s successes have been attributed
by Time magazine to the fact that through
the years, his cocked eyebrows never grew
weary while he watchfully waited for an
opportunity to come his way. In 1932 he
won Congressional approval of the 20th
Amendment. He then secured passage of

the Norris-La Guardia Bill restricting the
powers of courts to grant injunctions in
labor cases and forbidding them to en-
tertain suits based on labor contracts that
forbid workers to join unions. This was
followed by the Tennessee Valley
Authority to ensure governmental
operation of Muscle Shoals. "At this time
many people said that Tennessee had
three senators and that Nebraska had only
one,” said Alex Gochis, resident of Mc-
Cook and friend of Norris.

Many people feel that his greatest
achievementwas the Rural Electrification
Administration. “It was an electrical
revolution,” said Judge Victor Wester-
maik of McCook.

Proudest of REA

Carl Marsh, McCook realtor and close
friend of the Senator, once asked Norris
what was the most important of his ac-
complishments. Norris replied that he
wanted to be remembered for the REA
because it relieved the farm woman of the
slavery of farm work.

“If | were a citizen of Nebraska,
regardless of what party | belonged to, |
would not allow George Norris to retire

President Roosevel t listes to the senator he greatly admired.



N0 one doubts George Norris's
100 per cent integrity’

from the U.S. Senate,” said Franklin D.
Roosevelt. Norris was one of the few men
in public life for whom F.D.R. had an
almost reverential respect.

“No one doubts George Norris’s 100 per
cent integrity,” said a Time magazine
article on January 11,1937. “Frankness is
almost a fetish with him. .js other
engaging traits include a mild manner,
greatpersonal modesty, a disarming habit
of coupling every declaration with the
frank admission that ‘maybe | am wrong,’
or ‘itseemsto me,’and a 15-year-old spirit
of disillusionment about the possibility of
getting anything liberal done for the
benefit of mankind However, he tried to
get the last word in every Senatorial
debate and found it hard to believe that his
opponents’ “lotives were honest.”

Rated Tops

In a 1939 poll of sen3 ors by Washington
correspondents, Norris rated tops for
integrity, intelligence, industry, and in-
fluence. The question visitors asked as
they looked down upon the Senate floor
was, "Which one is Norris?”

The mainspring of his career took the
form of insurgency and liberalism, but it
took other forms as well and at bottom it
appeared to be an emotional objection to
doing anything that was expected of him.
He was one of six men who voted against
the declaration of Wrold War 1. "I feel we
are committing a sin aguinst humanity
and against our countrymen. | wish we
might deluy our action until reason could
again be entlironcd in the minds of men. |
feel we are about to put a dollar murk upon
the American flug," he said.

His vote against entry into World War |
wus not his first unpopular stand in those
troubled times before American soldiers
were first sent out of the Western hemi-
sphere. On March 2,1917, he led a success-
ful but unpopular filibuster that delayed
passage of the Armed Ships Bill designed
to arm our merchant ships against Ger-

man submarine attack.

President Kennedy’s book described
Norris’s return to Lincoln to face an
audience after that widely denounc'd
filibuster:

“Calm, but trembling, he walked out on
the stage before them and stood for a
moment without speaking. A solitary
figure in a baggy black suit and a little
shoestring tie. . . .

“In his homely, quiet, and yet intense
manner, Senator Norris began with the
simple phrase:

“ ‘I have come home to tell you the
truth. .. 7

However, in 1941 he voted for President
Roosevelt’s request to arm all American
merchant ships because, he said, of the
changing national scene and Hitler’s
determination to dominate the world.

In 1957 he was on a list being considered
by a Senate committe that was selecting
tiie five outstanding senators in history.
But, he was notone of those chosen, "like
other prophets and dreamers, he is without
honor among some of his own people,”
mid Thomas L. Stokes, United Features
Syndicate columnist.

Image Lives On

"George Norris ought to be among the
five great senators,” Stokes said. “But it
really won’t matter much if his picture
doesn't hang in the Senate. It surely
wouldn’t matter to him. He was a simple
and unaffected person to whom such
tilings mattered so little. Ills image is in
the minds and hearts of people all over the
world."”

An Oniuliu World-Hcrald editorial in
1941 said that possibly the real value of
Norris had been largely in his in-
dependence and imagination and his
capacity to follow through. After his death
September 2, 1944, Time magazine said
Unit his radicalism had consisted mainly
of tiia persistent belief tluit the United
States could somehow be made into a



better place for the plain man to live. Time
also said it was his baggy old-fashioned
suit, topped by a limp string of a bow tie,
and his droopy eyelids under bushy brows
that made him look perpetually tired.

And perhaps he was a little tired, for he
sometimes worked 16 to 18 hours a day
handling correspondence, reading,
researching, and preparing for his
legislative work. He would not discuss
public issues on which he did not feel
himself properly prepared.

“He was a studious senator,” said his
widow. “He always had a room of his
own,” she said. “The study belonged to
Father. When he closed the door, no one
wont in, but when the doer was open, the
family enjoyed many pleasant times with
him in that study.”

"Theirsocial life wasn’t too much," said

Miss Frances Egan of McCook, who
served as Senator Norris’s secretary in
Washington for 10 years. “His diversion
was his family,” said Mrs. Norris, “and he
was happier when he was home, and was
devoted to his family."

Mrs. Norris said the Senator “gave his
whole life to hiswork.” He liked to row for
enjoyment, but not to hunt. She recalled
that as a young man he had been shot in
the face while hunting and it was feared
for a while that he might lo”i an eye.
“George William knew who had shot him
for he saw the man take aim, but the man
himself did not know what he had done,”
she said. “George William never told who
fired the shot. | asked and he said, ‘I have
never told.” I never asked again.”

“l thought that was very noble of
George,” she added fondly, her dark eyes
sparkling.



Scholarly Strategist:

h e P ra ctic a

By James
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I REMEMBER how on the election
eve of 1934 | found Dr. Senning sitting
quietly in his favorite chair by the radio,”
recalled Mrs. John P. Senning. “When |
asked what be was doing, he gave a little
puff on his pipe and said, ‘I’'m listening to
the election returns in order to see if I still
have a job at the University come mor-
ning.” "

When morning finally came, the Sen-
nings gave a sigh of relief. The radio had
just given the final returns—all but nine
counties had voted to make Nebraska a
unicameral state.

The victory on election day 1934 marked
the closing of a relatively short but bitter
campaign in Nebraska. To Dr. John P.
Senning, it was an ending and a beginning.
It was an end of nearly 20 years of constant
study, investigation, promotion, and
preaching. And it was the beginning of
more than 20 years of hard work to set the
Nebraska Unicameral machinery in
motion and to chart its progress.

This German-born political scientist,
whose work changed the political life of
Nebraska, would have been difficult to
pick out of a crowd. As one associate put it,
lie “almost destroyed his career in a battle
to gain for the state and its |ieople whom he
dearly loved that which be knew was
right.”

His light-complexioned features, topped
with full brown hair and set with piercing
gray eyes, gave the medium-built Dr.
Senning an appearance of determined
casualness.

Orphaned as u child, Dr. Senning came
to the United States at the age of nine and
begun to work his way through school by
helping out on a farm near taMars, lowa.

| P ro fe s s o

Forrest

"John was always striving to obtain the
best education possible,” said Mrs. Sen-
ning. “To him this always remained im-
portant. | think he was a student all of his
life."

Proud Moment

When Senning entered Westmar College
at l.eMars lie had nearly mastered the
language and customs of his adopted
country. However, according to an
associate, Senning always felt that one of
his greatest honors was his election as
president and class orator of Westmar
College’s 1908 class. Soon afterward. Dr.
Senning enrolled in the universities of
Chicago and Yale.

After his marriage in 1913 to Elizabeth
Anna Stone, he liegan his graduate studies
again. While doing graduate work, he took
various part-time instructorships, coming
to the University of Nebraska in 1916. After
teaching history for a year, Dr. Senning in
1917 joined the political science depart-
ment, where he began his extracurricular
study of legislative systems. He received
his doctor's degree from the University of
Illinois in 1924 and returned to Nebraska
and the chairmanship of the political
science department. He headed the
department for 10 years.

"As a student or as a professor, Dr.
Senning’s favorite courses were on
legislative systems,"” said Dr. Norman
Hill, professor of political science at
Nebraska. "All the time he was in school
.. he collected books and writings and

listened to other educators discuss
legislation, partic, .arly the one-house
the >ry,"

Ik prepared himself well for the battle



“..bicameral legislative systems
have...become obsolete...hand-me-downs
from the old English system,’

that was to take place in a few years.
Starting with his freshman year at
Westmar College, he began gathering data
on legislative systems. There is now a
wealth of material in his personal library
on the second floor of his brick home at
2730 Manse, that testifies to the
seriousness with which John Senning
researched his favorite subject.

The scholar who puffed on his pipe
beside the radio in 1934 loved to raise
gladiolas and play golf (though he was, he
admitted, just mediocre). He also took
great joy in the company of any number of
cats. He found time somehow to teach
Sunday school every week at the First
Plymouth Congregational Church and to
serve on the Board of Education in Lincoln
before and after his retirement in 1952

Though this was the only public office he
ever held, “Dr. Senning, | think, would
have liked to become a member of the
Legislature,” his wife Elizabeth said, "but
he could not bear to give up his position on
the University’s staff.”

"The students liked Senning,”” Dr. Hill
said. "He was a man who had learned in
spite of a hard youth to love life und enjoy
living. He had a good sense of humor and a
winning personality that could keep the
department meetings as well as the
classroom in laughter. . . .”

As a careful student and teacher of law-
making systems, Dr. Senning was known
to his colleagues at the University and in
the legislature as a political scientist who
preferred to study government as a
working proposition rather than a theory.

Dabbled in Pmetical

"l remember how Dr. Senning was
always dabbling with the practical,”
reminisced his wife.

Even after the Unicameral legislature
came into existence he traveled the nation
and Canada collecting more material,

"He never liked to travel Just for
pleasure,” Mrs. Senning said. "There
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always had to be a legislature to study ora
group to listen to or talk to on his strong
beliefs concerning legislatures and the
Unicameral.”

During one of his many debates during
the vitriolic campaign of 1934, Dr. Senning
said, “Since the inauguration of
Jacksonian universal suffrage, bicameral
legislative systems have actually become
obsolete—carry-overs or hand-me-downs
from the old English system." He con-
sidered the unicameral the logical,
natural, next step in the evolution of
American legislative machinery.

As his wife said, Dr. Senning begar to
“dabble” in 1919-1921, when he was a
member of the survey committee for the
constitutional drafting committee. In 1921
he served as chief assistant to Governor
Samuel R. McKelvie in the reorganization
of the state’s administration.

But it was not until 1934 that Dr. Senning,
prompted by the problems of the 1933
depression Legislature, became included
ina major political battle. Along with U. S.
Senator George Norris, he helped form a
citizen’s committee. The committee
drafted a unicameral amendment for
Nebraska’s Constitution.

“The bicameral, partisan legislature in
1933 was faced with the proems of the
depression, with the r of its
members inexperienced .H<uned Mrs.
Senning. “The people demanded action but
there was nothing the Legislature could
do. It fell flat."

And so began the first campaign to get
the amendment on the 1934 ballot. Senator
Norris keynoted the drive, saying, "Now is
the time for chnnge. . .the people are
ready.” The people may have been ready
but the university professor and the U. S.
senator had a battle on their hands. At the
end of it, through the use of Nebraska’s
constitutional right to initiative, Dr.
Senning’s proposed amendment went on
the 1934 ballot.

“l worried constantly about the firm



John P. Senning

position Dr. Senning took throughout the
1920s and into the 1930sin his proposing the
controversial unicameral idea for the
state,” said Mrs. Senning. “But he had
such a great deal of determination and
zeal in his belief that Nebraska needed a
unicameral tliat there was nothing | or
anyone else could do to discourage him.”

"Though the actual length of the cam-
paign for the adoption of the amendment
was short it was a great and bitter affair,"”
Mrs. Senning continued.

Senning and Norris were assailed by
powerful men, groups, and newspapers.
Observers believe that the publicity, in
general favorable for Norris’s political
career, nearly destroyed Dr. Senning.
Some of the members of the University of
Nebraska Board of Regents, the observers
pointed out, became upset as the cam-
paign grew fiercer. A member of the
faculty—a department head at tliat—was
in the middle of a controversial and
national issue.

Career in Balance

And so ii was that Dr. Senning, his luir
now more gray tluin brown, sat beside his
radio on the night of the election with
possibly his career and all in wliich he

believed hanging in the balance as the vote
was counted.

The Nebraska Blue Book gives the most
accurate summation:

..On November 6, 1934, the people of
Nebraska adopted a constitutional
amendment providing for a single house or
unicameral legislature. This was an
initiative amendment drafted by a com-
mittee of citizens. It was adopted by a vote
of 286,086 for and 193,152 against. The
amendment required the 1935 Legislature
to apportion the state into 30-50 legislative
districts.”

The Sennings went to bed on the sun-
bright moTiing of November 7, 1934, only
to aw'jte to perhaps an even greater task.

The next day, Norris, on his way back to
Washington, came by to see Dr. Senning.
Together they agreed that there was still
much wo: ' to be done to ensure the suc-
cess of th unicameral legislature. The
responsibility fell to the 51-year-old
political scientist. Ke worked tirelessly
and succeeded; as one writer Us said:
" abandonment of the Unicameral has
not become an issue in Nebraska.”

/uinostimmedi itely Dr. Senning and his
wife, who worked for 20 years in the
Legislature’s research department, began
to assemble charts, statistics, and figures
from their own library, from other
legislative libraries and from some of the
imicameral provinces of western Canada.
All this preparation was for the following
months when it came time to set up the
one-house legislature and redistrict the
state.

In 1935, the last year of a bicameral
legislature, Dr. Senning was officially
named consultant to the legislature on the

unicameral and assigned the task of
dividing the state into 43 districts, the
number decided wupon by the 1935
legislature.

“Dr. Senning spent the entire legislative
session, when not in class (for he never
forgot his duties at the University),



traveling to every county in the state. He
listened to disputes. He re-educated the
people to the unicameral idea. All the time
he drew maps of prorv ed redistricting
plans for the state, on., to have them
disputed by one county or senator or the
other,” said Mrs. Senning who was not
only her husband’s wife and companion
but also a research assistant.

Finally Accepted

"Finally,” she continued, “on the labt
night of the 1935 session, the Legislature
accepted and passed the redistricting
bill.” The Sennings and their staff had
compiled more than 30 different maps
before everyone was satisfied.

Drawing upon the mass of information
he had collected in his fight for the

unicameral legislature, Dr. Senning wrote
a book, The One-House Legislature, which
was published in 1937. At the time of his
death, he was working on a second book,
“but it w*'- never finished,” said Mrs.
Senning. <+ still have all the material he
collected.”

Kept Working

Even with the Unicameral Legislature
now organized and running well, Dr.
Senning wasn’t through. For the rest of his
life, until a series of heart attacks caused
his death in 1954 at the age of 71, be worked
for and promoted the unicameral system
in other states. As one associate put it:
"He was first the student, then the
promoter, then the builder and finally the
defender of Nebraska’s Unicameral
Legislature.”



The Converted Comhusker

P io n e e r, P

e d P ip e r

By Judy Harrington

A . PIONEERin somerespects —a Pied
Piper when it came to collecting friends —
a professor and researcher by occupation.

This was Dr. Roger V. Shumate, first
director of the Legislative Council, a
research bureau engaged in the problems
of state government.

Asthe first Nebraska director and one of
three or four others in the country in 1937,
Shumate was a pioneer in legislative
research. In his 17 years at the Capitol, he
compiled detailed studies on practically
every phase of state government.

As a conversationalist he attracted
many friends — anyone who could talk
government or hunting and fishing.

"Since Roger died, | haven’t felt much
like hunting or fishing," said Boyd Carter,
a former University of Nebraska professor
and one of Shumate’s many friends.

Dr. Adam Breckenridge, dean of
faculties at the University of Nebraska,
also indicated a lack of interest in hunting
since Shumate’s death.

As a professor he was exceptionally
qualified and popular, . .popular in the
sensethat hehad the students’respect and
excited their academic interest,”
Breckenridge, Shumate’s close friend and
colleague, explained.

At the Statehouse, Shumate's Council
job was to make impartial studies of any
issue a legislative committee or individual
senator would request.

Hie 43 senators and a research staff of
five comprise the Council and informally
work together between the biennial
sessions. In this atmosphere the emphasis
ison scientific approach of fact, statistics,
and study rather than politics, pressures,
and emotion.

"l don't make any recommendations,"
the director explained before his sudden

death in 1954. “I just gather the facts and
point out the alternatives.”

In a 1945report on educational problems
in Nebraska, Shumate said: "This (study)
is done for the information of members of
the Legislature. The treatment of these
proposals L° not intended to argue for or
against any one of them.”

To endorse this necessary position of
neutrality, both he and his wife registered
as independent voters.

In his work he was brilliant, “a real
scholar,” friends have said. He was
described as distinguished and soft-
spoken, “Not looking at all like an ex-
merchant marine."

Life at Sen

Schumate had enlisted in the Navy
during World War | and then served in the
merchant marine, where he rose to a
quartermaster’s rank. At one time he
sailed on a banana boat from Alaska to the
tropics.

Shumate was conscientious,
abiding by the rules.

“If a legislative report wasn’t to be
released until 11:58am ., it wouldn't go out
a minute earlier,” a former wire service
reporter said. “Under all kinds of
pressure, he stuck to the rules.”

By 1950 he had completed 65 large
research reports and 068 brief analyses.
Shumate said of his own work tliat "the
bill-drafting services and the state revisor
of statutes say the more recent laws are
better drafted and fit in better with the
compiled statutes than before the Council
was set up."”

He worked full time at his legislative job
in the summer, und the rest of the j aar, as
he said, split his time “60-60." On
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays he

always



went to the Capitol as usual. Mondays,
Wednesdays and Fridays, wearing a
different hat, he was Dr. Slumate,
University of Nebraska professor of
political science.

Former students praised Shumate for
his keen knowledge and pace-setting en-
thusiasm for his subject. One recalled that
Shumate generally was quiet and all
business, but had a sense of humor and
liked telling stories, many about his
seafarii® days.

“One day a fellow had fallen asleep in
class,” a University graduate recalled.
“Dr. Shumate took a piece of chalk from
the blackboard tray and aimed for the
kid’s gaping mouth, in an attempt to wake
him. Hemissed his target but the resulting
class laughter woke up the student.”

Shumate taught a popular course in
political parties. In addition, there were
classes in national and state government,
public opinion and constitutional law.

He had come to Lincoln in 1937 as an
associate professor after stints as an in-
structor at the University of Cincinnati,
1929-31; the University of Minnesota, 1931-
33; and the University of Pittsburgh, 1933
3r.

By the time he came to Nebraska, his
blond hair had receded just a bit and he
wore a thin mustache. He still was tall and
broad-shouldered and possessor of a
carefaly enunciated pattern of speech.

In 1944, full professorship was granted
the man who had only five years’ formal
education before reporting as a student to
the University of California at Berkeley. In

1948-49 he was acting chairman of the
political science department.

The Outdoorsm an

During the years Shumate and
Breckenridge were in the department, the
two spent off-duty hours around the rivers
and fields near Lincoln.

“On warm Saturday afternoons, we’d
take his car or mine and look for a place to
fish,” Breckenridge recalled.

“Even if we didn’t get much game,
which was usually the case, we enjoyed
each other’s company. Surely, if Roger
Siumate had any hobby beyond hunting
and fishing, it was conversation.”

Had he ever been made to choose bet-
ween school and the- Statehouse, however,
it is likely that his loyalty would have
leaned toward teaching.

“My husband always talked about
giving up Council work,” said Mrs.
Shumate, who still lives in their brown-
shingled home at 3050 Puritan Street hi
Lincoln. “I looked for him to quit.
Although he liked all his work, his teaching
probably came first.”

He quit both jobs unexpectedly.

On a Friday afternoon, the kind of day
that lured the professor-director out of his
offices and to the outdoors, Shumate and
Jack Rodgers, his friend, former student,
and eventual successor to the Council job,
had gone fishing near Roca.

“Jack came to the door about 5:30 and
told me | should get ready to go to the

[ dont make any recommendations.
| just gather thefacts...”’



hospital, that Roger was pretty sick,” Mrs.
animate began.

“l couldn’t imagine its being anything
serious; lie’d always been in good health.
But this time it was serious, a cerebral
hemorrhage. Ihey carried him into the
hospital on a stretcher. | saw him then and
it was the Erst time | realized how bad he
was,” she said. “He lived through the
night and died late Saturday.”

That was May 22,1954, one day after his
54th birthday.

He left his wife and two daughters,
Marilyn, now Mrs. Robert Ahlschwede,
and Marcia, a University of Nebraska
freshman in Fine Arts College.

His family remembers that he liked to
talk —about all phases of government and
about the outdoors.

He liked to read westerns, play bridge,
go riding with his family, occasionally
stopping to pick plums. “Usually we were
looking for new places for Roger to hunt
and fish,” his widow said.

“He seemed to have a flair for writing,"
she said. “If it hadn’t been for his
workload, he probably would have written
a book. He did write a chapter once, in a
text called Introduction to Western
Civilization. That was 15 or 20 years ago
and I still receive small royalties from it,
55 0r $6 a semester.”

Siumatc’s boyhood was spent on a farm
of “poor but respectable parents” in
Mexia, Texas. Because of the lack of
educational facilities and the demands of
farm work, his mother taught him writing
and simple arithmetic.
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Heentered the third grade but left school
at age 13. Later he had said he became
conscious of the lack of formal education.
Hequittheseaandtooka newspaper job in
Trinidad, Colorado.

Finally, he enrolled at the University of
California at Berkeley, taking a
matriculation examination and passing
the equivalent of three years of high
school.

The Dropout

He dropped out once and earned money
at various jobs along the Mexican border.

Yet when he graduated in 1928, Shumate
was awarded the high scholastic rating of
Phi Beta Kappa. He went on to earn his
master’s degree in political science.

It soon became apparent to Shunaate
that “a doctor’s degree is essential in the
academic world." He got a halftime in-
structorship at the University of Min-
nesota and gained his doctorate there.

“l taught school in Minnesota then,"
Mrs. Shumate, now a doctor’s receptionist,
said. “We met there and were married
soon after."

And who was the man she had murried?

From the day he arrived in Nebraska,
Shumate became a Cornhusker. Yes, he
caught a lot of bullheads and turtles from
the banks of Nebraska’s creeks. And even
more, he was a Nebraskan who led a life
tliat attracted ardent friends and con-
tributed tremendously to the development
of the state’s Legislature.



Three Decades as Clerk:

T h e

y

By Judy Waser

B e IT ENACTED by the people of the
State of Nebraska, Section One ...”

As the mellow bass voice resounded
through the legislative chamber, the tall
figure from which it came leaned on the
rostrvm, placed his glasses on the bridge
uf his nose, picked up a yellow percil, and,
turning the pages of the book, continued
reading.

His words, clearly and quickly spoken,
reached the senators in a rhythm of low
phrases and occasional emphasis.

It is appropriate that this man who once
helped in the construction of the Capitol,
once served in the Senate of the old
bicameral Legislature, and who so ar-
dently supports the Unicameral
legislature of Nebraska, should have
served as the permanent clerk of that body
since the day it became the only one-house
legislature in the United States. He retired
September 25,1969, and was designated by
the Unicameral clerk emeritus. He has
been succeeded as clerk by Vincent D.
Brown.

"Ask him about the Unicameral,"” said a
wire service Statehouse reporter, "He
thinks it’s the greatest thing man ever
devised."”

Indeed he does, as anyone who knows
him will readily point out. Srb is often
called igion to give talks on the
Unicameral legislature. He willingly
answers innumerable queries from all
over the United States and a good deal of
the rest of the world.

"Compare it with the old system or any
two-house system in the country, the more
favorable view you will get," cluillengcs
Srb, then concedes, "Nothing is ever
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perfect, but it is better than in other
states.”

He is always quick to point out the
strength he sees in the nonpartisan aspect
of the Unicameral Legislature. It
eliminates many of the complicated
procedures of the two-housi systems and
puts the principle above the party, Srb
insists. The lawmakers, he says, have the
benefit of a "now-we-are-facing-a-crisis,
it’s-time-to-put-aside-party-politics”  at-
titude at all times.

/is

There is nothing partisan about high-
ways, schools, or state expenditures, he
adds, raising Ids graying eyebrows. "This
is the way it should be. The Unicameral is
a sample of what can be done when the
senators approach their governmental
problems from the standpoint of the people
of the state to such a remarkable degree."

As clerk of the Legislature, Srb’s main
duties — on the face of it — are the
preparation of the daily journal and the
maintenance of staff and quarters for the
liCgislature. The work is (Uvided into two
phases — that done during the legislative
sessions of about six months out of every
two years, and the various duties con-
nected with compiling the journal and laws
during the interim. Actuully the office lias
become the glue that holds the whole
unicameral process togther.

Srb first became aware of the need for a
permanent clerk when he was serving us a
senator under the two-house system. He
realized the necessity of having someone
who should know the procedural steps and

It Should Be
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keep things going between sessions. The
office of clerk was made permanent on
June 1,1937, at the close of the first session
of the Unicameral Legislature

Many senators consider Srb tue ultimate
source for any information concerning the
Nebraska legislature or the unicameral
system.

As one senator put it, “When he retires,
they’ll never be able to have a clerk as
great as he is; he’s so kindly to all the
senators and helps them in many ways —
always without a frown. .. He graciously
explains mixups to the senators during the
daily sessions, straightens out com-
plicated parliamentary problems, and
generally keeps things going. All the
senators have a lot of love and respect for
him.”

Srb has been credited with maintaining
the continuity between sessions of the
legislature, His many years of ex-
perience, coupled with his devotion to the
Unicameral Legislature and his Job, have
provided him with vast amounts of in-
formation which he willingly contributes.

A graduate of the University of
Nebraska Law College, Srb's legal
training and 14 years of practice have
enabled him to interpret the laws, their
relationship, and their impact in many
difficult situations.

According to Frank Marsh, Nebraska
secretary of state and a Republican, Srb
"is in a pretty touchy position. He is an
avowed Democrat,” Marsh ex-
plained,"yet has always been yery fair,
and has tried to represent both sides of the
question in legislative matters. He
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Hugo Srb aurveys hi* Legislature.

cements the people of both parties
together."”
Srb, a man with clear-cut political

philosophies, believes the "ultimate
purpose of government is to be fair."

“He does an outstanding job of not
mixing politics with his legislative duties
and services, one state offcial said.

Democrats and Republicans ndd their
nonpartisan praise.

Governor Frank B. Morrison, a
Democrat who has known Srb personally
for many years, observer', "He is one of
the most efficient, conscientious, and able
fellows in the field that | know of. He is
highly respected by people in this field that
I know of. He is highly respected by people
in this field all over the United States.”

"Former legislators always greet him
with unusual friendliness,"” u Lincoln
senator noted.

Other senators attach such adjectives to
him as “efficient, loyal, respected, con-
servative, willing and able."”

"He know , all the angles of state
government," added Lieutenant Governor
Dwight Burney, a Republican.

Another long-time Republican friend,
George L. Santo, who has served as



sergeant-at-arms since the first
Unicameral Legislature, said, “He is one
of the finest fellows | know, always looking
out for the public interst. He is a gen-
tleman all the way through."

Loves Jokes

This man of tact is also a man of humor.
He loves to tell jokes, but often keeps his
listeners in suspense by playing down or
deliberately forgetting the punch line. One
of his most frequent listeners, a member of
his permanent staff, quipped, “Watching
his expressions in telling them is often
funnier than the joke itself.”

His secretary, Mrs. Sherill Neibuhr,

Srb"a lucceiior, Vincent Brown
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noted that he “brightens up the place." He
always has a welcome smile for everyone
he sees, added the journal clerk, Theba
Lubken. "There’s never a day that’s dull
when he’s around."”

He loves to sing. “Just get him near a
piano —or even if there isn’t one handy
just get him to singing — and you can’t
stop him,” his wife said.

Agreeing, Frank Marsh recalled many
times when he and Srb have traveled on
bus trips together, singing all the way.
"We also sing with the men’s club at
Christmas time in the halls of the
Statehouse," Marsh added.

Mrs. Srb, a member of the staff of the
University of Nebraska Extension
Division, pointed out his immense en-
joyment of people. “He likes to know what
isgoing on, and he likes to know the people
who are doing it."

He particularly likes young people and
enjoys working with them and answering
their questions. He works with the
members of Boys State and Girls State
each summer. As treasurer of Boys State
and adviser and instructor for both groups,
Srb directs their mock legislative sessions,
contributing all of his knowledge of
legislative procedures to the young people
of Nebraska.

Mrs. Srb, born Frances Grace Davey, is
a native of I™incaster County. She met her
husband, who is from Dodge, Nebraska,
when he was teaching for a year between
the time he graduated from Wayne Nor-
mal School and the time he entered law
college.



Ask him about the Unicameral
He thinks it's the greatest thing

. h)
man ever devised.

Four of the Srbs’ five children are gone
from home now. The fifth, Sara, attends
Mearle Beattie school. The oldest son,
Richard, is studying for his Ph.D. at the
University of Munich.

‘Do More’

“Always do a little more than you’re
expected to do,” Srb advised his son,
Arthur, at one time, and Art has never
forgotten it. He is now working for the
Associated Press in Springfield, Illinois,
and like his father, has a great love for the
legislature.

Adaughter, leis, is now Mrs. Charles E.
Miller of Pasadena, California. The Srbs’
other son, Charles, is working for the State
Highway Department in Lincoln.

According to Mrs. Srb, the only activity
the fam'ly has ever done regularly is to go
to church. The Srbs are members of
Tabernacle Christian Church in Lincoln,
which he serves as a trustee.

Srb has found little time to take his
allotted two weeks vacation in his busy
job. When he does, Mrs. Srb adds, he uses
the time to attend the National Legislative
Service Conference where he is highly
regarded by those in similar positions in
other states. And at these meetings, as
always, he continues his personal cam-
paign for the unicameral system of
legislature.

While his work is his pleasure and his
first devotion, he loves an occasional joke.
As clerk. Srb is in charge of hiring all
employees  concerned with the
legislature. Agirl applying for a job once
came shyly into the outer office and asked
for the clerk’s office. Srb told her tliat the
clerk was in the next office down the hall.
Then he quickly sprinted into his office to
greet her.

There are many who have a special
name for the grinning man who greeted
the startled would-be job holder. They call
him "Mr. Unicameral."



The FirstSession:

T e N atio
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I heRE WILL never be a legislature
equal to the first Unicameral.”

That was Lester L. Dunn speaking. The
former senator, who served in both the
first unicameral session and the last
bicameral session, was commenting on the
caliber of work done as Nebraska made
legislative history in 1937.

During that first one-house session the
legislative eyes of the nation were trained
upon “Nebraska’s laboratory in better
lawmaking.”

Observers, some cynical and some
hopefully optimistic, were watching to see
what problems would arise and what
would happen to them. Indeed, that first
session did have its problems but most of
the men who served look back upon it as a
success. In fact, many of them describe
how they believe the legislators rose above
party and personal consideration to make
the unicameral system work. True, they
may have argued over everything from

nonpartisanship to proper seating
procedure. In fact, one of the initial
problems arose over seating

arrangements. How were they to seat 43
senators in a house equipped to seat 100?
Some thought every other desk should be
used. Finally, it was decided to use the
first 43 seats and assign each member an
extra seat in the rear of the chamber.

Perhaps more serious was the painful
changeover from partisanship to non-
partisanship. E. M. Neubauer of Orleans
described some of the behind-the-scenes
maneuvering before the session opened.
Neubauer, who served in nine sessions of
Nebraska’s legislature, told of a meeting
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n W atched
By Don Ferguson
just before the first Unicameral

Legislature went into official session:

“The leader of the Democrat party
called all the members of the Democrat
party of the Legislature to meet in a room
at the hotel the night before the session
opened. We were all there. Here is one of
the things he said:

“ ‘If the Republicans introduce any
legislation that might give them any
prestige or credit, try toamend it so it is no
good, or kill the bill.’

“l (Neubauer) think the Republicans
used that same attitude quite a bit toward
the Democrats.

“That might be all right for party
politics, but it was against my principles.
It made me an independent voter all
through my legislative work.

“That is one reason that | favor the
unicameral system.”

Members of tliat first session, looking
back on it almost 25 years later, ap-
parently felt that many senators took
Neubauer’s attitude toward non-
partisanship. Senator Dunn described the
majority’s reactions this way:

“The men who sat on the unicameral
committee in the two-house system were
men of integrity, and everyone who sat on
that committee, irrespective of party, was
desirous of making the new system work,
and carry out the will of the people.

“And | also was a member of the first
Unicameral legislature... .The members
of the new Unicameral, every one of them,
were desirous of making the new system
work.

"They showed this by electing as a
speaker the oldest member with
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Everybody wanted
to make it work,’

legislative experience. He was a
Republican. And the next important office
was the chairman of the Committee on
Committees. He was selected because he
was the next oldest member in legislative
experience. And he was a Democrat. Both
of these men were of high caliber, sincere
of purpose, and men of great integrity.
And both of them had the respect and
confidence of every member of the new
system and the respect of the people of the
state."

That first session did not run entirely
without bumps. There were problems to be
ironed out. This was indicated by several
changes made in the rules of procedure on
the last day of the session. Primary among
the changes was the abolition of the
committee of the whole. This issue, ac-
cording to the Omaha World-Herald, was
the cause of the first serious dispute of the
session.

Abolition of the committee was felt
necessary to cut red tape, the newspaper
reported. The senators had agreed to
abolish the committee to speed the budget
through the chamber.

The Senate also faced a salary snag in
the opening weeks of the session. The
unicameral amendment had set up the
total salary budget at $75,000 per biennium
“payable in such a manner and such a
time as shall be provided by law." This
meant that senators had to go through the
complete process of passing a law to
provide payment of their own salaries.

"Time-saving” was one of the adjectives
used frequently during the campaign for
the unicameral legislature. Indications
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that speed was possible under the new
system were evidenced in several ways
during the first session. At the outset,
organization of the session took only two
weeks, a process that hitherto had taken
three weeks.

The handling of the budget bill produced
another example of speed. Anxious to
conclude their work at the end of the
session, the senators pushed the budget
bill through the chamber in five hours and
40 minutes. In the previous bicameral
session, it had taken nearly five days to
clear the bill through the committee of the
whole and advance it.

The first Unicameral Legislature passed
226 bills in 98 days, compared with 192
passed in 110 days by the last bicameral
session. Total cost of the first unicameral
session was $140,000 compared with
$203,000 spent by the 1935 session.

Veteran legislator and former speaker
Charles F. Tvrdik summed up that first
session this way:

“To begin with, thqy were very tight
indeed as | remember them—nothing, no
nothing, made the state senators budge
one bit aside. Everybody felt tliat the eyes
of the world were upon Nebraska and the
new system, and everybody wanted to
make it work.

“And we worked and worked—night and
day—for everyone felt that the least little
bit of hesitation would draw the strings of
dissatisfaction around all of our necks. So
we worked and worked.

“Wliat job we did, of course, is for
history to tell. I, personally, feel that we
did a good job."
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S en ators

mParticipating Senators-

John Adams, Sr., Omaha
Elviu Adamson, Cody

James H. Anderson, Omaha
Robert Armstrong, Lincoln
LeRoy Bahensky, St. Paul
John E. Beaver, Columbus
Frank J. Brady, Atkinson
Henry F. Brandt, Sr., Lincoln
William B. Brandt, Unadilla
W. C. Bullard, Denver, Colo.
Dwight W. Burney, Hartlngton
Roy B. Carlburg, Pender
Arthur Carmody, Trenton
Earl W. Carpenter, Red Cloud

Hugh Carson, Newport Beach, Cal.

John Comstock, Lincoln

Cecil Craft, North Platte
Glenn Cramer, Albion

Robert B. Crosby, Lincoln
Sidney J. Cull'ngham, Omaha
John G. Donner, Elgin

Lester L. Dunn, Lincoln

Dale Erlewine, Grant

A. A. Fenske, Sunol

M. M. Forrester, Anselmo

Dr. Harry A. Foster, Omaha
George C. Gerdes, Alliance

H. L. Gerhart, Newman Grove
Edward Gillette, Arlington, Vn.
George Hoffmcister, Imperial
Carl P. Jeffords, Seneca

J. Hans 0. Jensen, Aurora
Lloyd Kain, Lexington

Albert A. Klar, Lexington

Sam Klaver, Omaha

Otto Kotouc, Sr., Humboldt
Marvin Lautenschlager,
Grand Island
John J. Larkin, Omaha
C. C. Lillibridge, Crete
Theodore McCosh, Gering
Jolin P. McKnlght, Auburn
Robert D. McNutt, Lincoln
Stanley A. Matzke, Hastings
John E. Mekota, Crete
William A. Metzger, Louisville
William S. Moulton, Omaha
Frank Nelson, O'Neill
E. M. Neubauer, Orleans
Cliff N. Odgcn, Jr., Omaha
Fern Hubbard Orme, Lincoln
John 0. Peck, Columbus
Dr. 0. H. Person, Wahoo
C. Petrus Peterson, Lincoln
Harry T Plzer, North Platte
Stanley 1,. Portsche, Lincoln
Otto J. Prohs, Gering
Ross H. Rasmussen, Hooper
Michael P. Russillo, Omaha
Edwin T. Schultz, Lincoln
Frank Sorrell, Syracuse
Ernest H. Staubltz, Kearney
Marvin E. Stromer, Lincoln
George T. Sullivan, Omaha
George Syas, Omaha
Donald L. Thompson, McCook
Charles F. Tvrdlk, Omaha
Willard H. Waldo, DeWitt
Charles Wilson, Norfolk



Does Nonpartisanship

W h at H ap
N onpartisanship is probably
the strongest advantage of the
Unicameral.”

“Nonpartisanship is a joke."

These two statements made by senators
with long experience in Nebraska’s
Legislature represent the extremes in
viewpoints about nonpartisanship. That
word — nonpartisanship — has been wed
to the Unicameral legislature since the
campaign in 1934.

Those who favor 11and those who oppose
it both with equal vigor admit that there in
nothing peculiar about nonpartisanship
that makes it a necessary part of a one-
house legislature. It could be they point out
a part of a two-house system a part of a
city council, or a part of any lawmaking
body.

But in Nebraska, nonpartisanship was
firmly attached lo the Unicameral
legislature by the men who fought for its
approval in 1934. With George Norris as
the leading spokesman for this aspect of
Nebraska’s new legislature, the
proponents made nonpartisanship a major
provision in the plan to give the state a one-
house system.

Their arguments tnd those opposing
them have echoed throughout Nebraska
during the nearly quarter-century the
state has had its mique system of
legislation.

But the senators who have made laws
within the system generally seem to have
found a preference for nonpartisanship. Of
the *Bsenators participating in this sur-
vey, ilarge majority of them said non-
partisanship was a strength rattier than a
weakness in the system. Their views
varied from absolute bucking, to
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Work?

W h e n

p e n s

lukewarm approval, to absolute op-
position. Even so, the large majority of
them had their answers to the critics of the
system.

What are the criticisms? What are the
answers?

Pro and Con

Here from the survey of Nebraska
senators, are the criticisms and the an-
Swers:

1. Nonpartisanship leads to buckpassing,

(There is just as much buck-passing
between the two houses of a bicameral
system.)

2 Nonpartisanship weakens the two-
party system, which is a part of American
political life.

(While nonpartisanship does not
strengthen the party system, the ad-
vantages gained in independent legislation
outweigh this objection.)

3. Nonpartisanship cannot separate an
office-holder from his politics.

(There have been few instances in the
history of the Unicameral legislature
where partisanship was obvious.)

4. Nonpartisanship eliminates
normal development of leadership.

(The lack of party control allows
leadership to develop on its own merit.)

5. Nonpartisanship makes it difficult for
a governor elected on a partisan basis to
coordinate his program with the
legislature.

(A large majority of the senators par-
ticipating in the survey felttliat this liaison
was not a problem. However, Nebraska
governors, who also were interviewed, felt

the
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that problems of liaison had arisen during
their administrations.)
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Yet, as indicated by the operation of the
Unicameral Legislature, there may be

6.  Nonpartisanship leads to a lack of more than two sides. Instead ofa two-sided

responsibility and subsequently a lack of
legislative action.

(The Unicameral Legislature has
produced enough legislation to govern
Nebraska, and, in some instances, more
good legislation than bicameral, partisan
legislatures in other states.)

These, as the senators saw it, were the
criticisms and the answers. While the
majority of those taking part in the survey
backed nonpartisanship, in several in-
stances men strongly in favor of the
unicameral system departed from their
support to criticize this aspect of
Nebraska’s Legislature. The history of the
Unicameral Legislature and the replies to
the survey by the senators bore out the
notion that partisanship versus non-
partisanship has long been a lively subject
in Nebraska’s political circles.

No Label

The theory of nonpartisanship differs
:rom partisanship inone major respect: In
a nonpartisan situation, a candidate is
elected on his own personal irttegrity and
convictions without a party label. In a
partisan system, however a candidate
uccepts the party stand and is backed by
his party before, during, and after Ids
campaign and election.

There is a “naturalness” in ‘Jie two-
party system, according to two University
of Nebraska political science professors.
There pre always at least two sides to
every lIssue. The dash of opinions and
competition between the two parties
results in better decisions, they say.

disagreement, there is sometimes a 43-
sided argument tliat in most cases is
resolved into one legislative bill.

R. D. Sloan Jr., assistant professor of
political science at the University, ex-
plains thatwhen an issue comes before the
public in a two-party situation, the parties
assume responsibility by making certain
promises. Responsibility can thus be
pinpointed and much buck-passing is
eliminated.

The two-party system began with the
disagreement  between  Alexander
Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson on the
question of a centralized government or n
confederation of sovereign states, ac-
cording to Dr. J. B. Shannon, chairman of
the political science department. The Civil
War widened the split, resulting in the
majority of the northern states joining the
Republican party while the South became
staunchly Democratic.

“When there are two parties, there is
constant criticism to keep people on their
toes,” Dr. Slinnnon added.

laymen, political scientists, and other
states view Nebraska quite critically
because it is the only state employing both
a one-house legislature and the non-
partisan system. One answer for which
they are all searching is: Has non-
partisanship worked in this state?

Adam C. Breckenridge, dean of faculties
at the University of Nebraska, contends
tliat the nonpartisan system does fulfill the
need for obtaining good legislators and
good legislation. In his Ixiok, One House for
Two, he said the absence of party politics



Pro:

It allows each senator

to he a representative of all the people.

in the Unicameral Legislature has not
caused a lack of responsibility, lack of
leadership, or lack of liaison between the
governor and the legislators. Nor has
nonpartisanship caused much buck-
posing.

One reason for thismay be tliat for the
majority of people of the state, and the
majority of legislators past and present,
the differences between Democrats and
Republicans on most state questions are
difficult to ascertain. Indeed, the basis for
party distinctionsmay be difficult formost
of them much of the time.””

The personal abilities of members
determine the kind of leadership and this
leadership may change from session to
session on  separate  questions,
Breckenridge continued. Instead of being
bound to one certain party the legislators
are shaped by seniority, geographical
distribution, und positions on various
committees.

Breckenridge also contends tliat many
Democrats have been elected from areas
tiatwould have denied them tliat privilege
had the party label been attached.

A majority of the senators surveyed
agreed with Dr. Breckenridge on the
apparent success of nonpartisunship. But
several wlio observed the earliest days of
Nebraska 3 one-house legislature pointed
out thnt nonpartisunship did not become a
legislative fact of life overnight.

“In the beginning," one senator wrote,
"the nonpartisanship feature wus u
weakness. There was no responsibility of
any member of the legislature except to
hisown voters in liisdistrict. However, the
commonly accepted system of respon—
sibilityand leadership has been developed.
As a result, party lines have no effect on
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legislationand the governor isable towork
in cooperation with the Legislature."

Independence

Many of the senators praised the in—
dependence given them under the non-
partisanship system. One cf them com—
mented:

"I think this is part of the one house. It
allows each senator to be just what the
people have elected him to be: a
representative of all the people regardless
of party. This gives the senator more in—
centive since it eliminates going to the
party bosses with anything that he thinks
will be good for all the people and told to
lay off ifitmay make a few votes for the
other party."

Some evidence of partisanship was
found by another, but he added from the
senators *viewpoint:

"1 personally like the feeling of direct
responsibility to the people.”

Experience in Washington, D. C., was
cited by a senator who said:

"After considerable experience in
Washington, D. C., and the resulting
politicul pressures, better legislation is
enacted by the unicameral system with
each senator allowed to use his own good
judgment.™

While this was the majority view, an
outspoken minority did not view the
workings of nonpartisanship with somuch
optimism.

"The nonpartisanship is a joke,”" said
one. “Every senator Iseither n Democrat
or a Republican before he is elected to the
nonpartisan legislature, and he remains
the same after lie is elected.”

“Ronpartisunship did not eliminate



Con: there is a ‘naturalness’
in the two-party system.

anything,””a senator said. “heck the
record for the past 30 years, ?nd you will
discover that the Republicans always
voted as a body, and also the Democra®.s."

Several of the senators cited two
examples over the past few years inwhich
they felt partisanship had played a part in
legislative dealings. One pointed out
several times was the period during the
recount after the election of Governor
Ralph G. Brooks in 1958. The second in—
cident cited involved the appearance of
Governor Frank Morrison in 1961 before
the legislature to complain that par—
tisanship may have helped to kill a bill on
Nebraska Hall of Fame nominations.

Interestingly, several of the legislators
who felt tliat nonpartisanship had not
worked in the unicameral system did not
feel diat the system had lead to buck-
passing.

This charge of buck-passing has been
heard periodically since 1937. These critics
said tliat the lack of party responsibility
has made it possible for Nebraska
legislators to ignore vital legislation. The
survey, however, indicated that most of
the senators themselves felt this charge
was no: borne out by the facts.

One senator said, “You canT keep
partisanship out of a government mun. |
say the unicameral boys still follow their
politics.””

But this same senator added, "There$3
nothing to the buck-passing idea."

Another senator who said he was
"personally opposed to the nonpartisan
feature of the Legislature,” uckled, "1 do
not believe, however, that nonpartisanship
has led to buck-passing."

Conversely, another senator who
praised almost every aspect of the

unicameral system found nonpartisanship
to be the great weakness inthe system and
said that buck-passing isa favoritesport in
the Unicameral Legislature.

In reply to the buck-passing charge, one
senator pointed out that he found it “hard
1o pass the buck with billshaving a public
hearing."

Another senator attacked the two-house
system on the very same charge. He said:

“A student of legislative history knows
that the bicameral system enables buck-
passing between the two houses. One
passes a hill; the other kills it; and vice
versa — without mentioning what a con—
ference committee can do, and does very
often."

Pnrty Control

This same senator complained about
efforts of the political parties to control the
Legislature. He said:

“Many who are eligible to vote do not
vote, as sad commentary upon our
citizens; only a few citizens actually
participate in politics. And only a handful
control a party, and it is only the handful
who control the party who also want to
control the Legislature. The citizenry is
not anxious to control the Legislature or to
have anyone else control it except their
elected representatives.”

The major political parties have voiced
criticisms of the nonpartisan system.
During the 1960 state conventions,
Democratic and Republican parties both
spoke out against nonpartisanship and
urged a return to party politics in state
government.

Charles Hein, executive state secretary
of the Democratic party, concurred,

b



saying that he feels tliat although people
are not apathetic toward state government
as a whole, party effectiveness is
destroyed by the nonpartisan system. So
the passage or defeat of certain bills is
often inconvenient or impossible, Hein
said.

Aimless Group'

Speaking from a personal standpoint
and not for the Democratic party, Hein
continued, “1t is impossible to pinpoint
responsibility on any group. The
Legislature is an aimless group without
any leaders.””

Charles Thone, state chairman of the
Republican party, said the same tiling in
different words when he described the
nonpartisan Legislature as “43 leaders
going in different directions."

He said that senators can also escape
responsibilitymore easily ina nonpartisan
system. Instead of taking a definite stand
for or against an issue, Thone added, the
legislator often passes the buck to the next
man. No one is willing to take full
responsibility, Thone contended.

He said that members of the Legislature
are not willing to return t a partisan
system because they can escape much
responsibility. “A guy with a full house,"”
Thone said, “doesn task for a new deai."

Tlione also was concerned over what he
considers an apathetic attitude toward
political parties in any phase. He blamed
part of this apathy on the lack of pnrty
politics in state government.

While a majority of the senators sur—
veyed favored nonpartisanship, a number
of them agreed inpart with the stand taken
by the state political parties. One senator
wlio had served under both systems said
he preferred partisanship. He added:

“Inother words, candidates for un office
on a platform would have the backing of
their party. At present, you represent no
party. On matters on legislation in regard

1o parties, no one outside the Legislature
may talk authoritatively for a party, and
our country is run on the party system.””

A need for two parties was cited by
several senators.

“There ought to be an area of opposition
to all legislation,””one said. “1 believe
there ought to be a place to put respon—
sibility. Call "em Federals and Whigs,
there should be some way to divide the
responsibility. Of course it should be
partisan.””

"More responsibility toward vital issues
would develop under partisan election of
members,”” another senator said.
“Political parties would then be able to
work forprograms of benefit to the state in
matters pertaining to taxes, education,
roads, resource development, etc..

But another veteran senator wa?
dubious of the inflience of party plat—
forms. “The political parties refuse to be
specific on a platform,””he said. “The
political parties *promises are vague, but
(make) promises to all groups.

"For example, they are for good schools,
for labor, for fair taxes, for business, etc.,
but they don Tnail their opinions ... to a
specific program."

Not for A U States

And another senator did not feel tliat
nonpartisanship would necessarily work
well in all states. He wrote:

“The Unicameral would not work in a
state where politi al bossism or strong
political machines were in control. It is
obvious tliat the whole thing would be
greased all the way down the hall to the
governor 3 office. There would not be
enough of a check if the machine had the
Unicameral and the governor.””

Concern was expressed by several
senators about what they felt was the
weakness of the two-party system in
Nebraska. “1t is doubtful," one said, "if
the two parties have fared as well on the
state level. The bigproblem of Nebraska is
an outmoded tax structure. Both political



parties seem to shy away from it, and
leave it to the nonpolitical Legislature,
which isunable tocope with It A one-house
legislature, elected on a partisan basis,
might be able to get something done.””

Two points closely allied to non-
partisanship brought a flood of comments
from the senators cooperating in the
survey. These two points— leadership and
liaison with the governor.

One senator, who backed almost every
other aspect of the unicameral systenm,
voiced the complaint about leadership:

“In this one respect | agree with op—
ponents of the system. Inmy opinion, this
has resulted in a loss of leadership that the
partisan feature would probably provide.
Effective leadership has not, in fact,

developed in the Unicameral . Itisnot only
difficult but in my opinion, impossible to
have effective liaison between a partisan
governor and a nonpartisan Legislature. It
is my experience that a nonpartisan
Legislaturemakes ita particular point not
to be led by a partisan governor.”~

Another senator emphas®zed the
leadership point, although he called
nonpartisanship “the strongest advantage
of the Unicameral.”” He made the
leadership point when he ridded, "A
senator acts as he personally sees the
problems without answering to the party
leader. This makes ita little difficult for
some members to go further in political
life (U.S. Senator, or Representative, or
governor).>”

In Nebraska's Legislature the aisle Isn't a battle line between the parties.



Senators Split:

Do Leaders Develop

X HERE 1S a shopworn phrase of the
space age that involves the punch lire of
many jokes: “Take me to your leader.””

Questions not unlike this statement are
frequently asked by visitors to Nebraska 3
Unicameral Legislature. The observer,
locking down from the galleriesmay ask:

“Who is the majority leader?"

"Who is the minority leader?””

“Where are the party whips?””

The reply to all of these questions is the
same — “There are none."

When questions about leadership were
put to the 68 senators who participated in
this survey, their answers were con—
siderably more complete and in many

instances considerably more con—
troversial.
The nonpartisan unicameral system

develops better leaders than any other
system, many said.

There are 43 leaders, or maybe no
leaders at all, said those who disagreed —
often vehemently.

The question of leadersliip and its
development in the one-house nonpartisan
system brought the widest variety of
opinions of any of the issues discussed by
the senators, except nonpartisanship,
itelf, v : h was closely attached to the
leadership problem by practically every
cooperating senator. They could not agree
on what kind of leadership should be
developed, and although many generally
favored almost every aspect of Nebraska 3
Unicameral legislature, they indicated
reservations about leadership.

3B

The statistics of their replies give an
incomplete picture, but they provide a
starting point.

Of the 59 senators who commented
specifically on leadership, 37 felt it had
developed as well or better under non-
partisanship.

Some Dissent

Seventeen said the nonpartisan
Unicameral Legislature had definitely not.
developed leadership as well as the
bicameral system. Five felt the type of
system made no difference.

But a closer examination of the 37 who
seemed to favor the nonpartisan
development showed that their backing
was not as strong as the statistics in—
dicated. Ten of the 37 believed that
leadership developed only as well as — but
not better than — under partisanship. This
left 27, a minority of the total responding,
who considered nonpartisanship the most
fertile ground for the nurture of leader—
ship.

As the opinions of these veteran
legislators were examined, it became
obvious they were talking about several
kinds of leadership. To some, the
development of leadership in a legislative
body meant the growth of individuals to
serve as party leaders or as elected office—
holders. This kind of leadership, they
pointed out, involves the combined use of
the two-party system and public office as
stepping stones to political prominence.

A large number of the senators were
talking about another kind of leadership.



Under Nonpartisanship?

They discussed the actual legislative
leadership that puts programs and laws
and appropriations through a legislature.
They admitted that under the partisan
system this kind of leadership sometimes
means the establishment of responsibility
through a party legislative program. They
cited, for example, the idea that certain
issues such as taxation, education, roads,
and recreation could be part of a party
platform upon which partisan members
were elected to a partisan legislature. In
such a case, these senators explained, the
party members inthe legislature would be
responsible for pushing through the party
platform. The leaders basically respon—
sible for rallying party votes would be
party-picked leaders.

Another Type

But many of Nebraska 3 senators felt
that the nonpartisan one-house system had
developed another type of leadership.
Time after time, senators referred to a
“better kind of leadership.”” They ex—
plained that they meant a Kkind of
leadership that developed on the “&x—
perience, integrity, and natural leadership
qualities””of an individual rather tlmn the
choice of what may be called “party
bosses.”” By “better” leadership these
senators seemed to incan a kind of in—
dependent leadership that is better for
legislation in Nebraska. From their
viewpoint it had little to do with the
development of leaders to hold higher
office.

In fact, a number of them pointed out

that, while they favored this kind of
leadership, they believed the system did
not develop leaders in the other sense of
the word.

One summarized the view of those
talking about “better””leadershipwhen he
said, “teaders in the Nebraska
Legislature are usually men of experience
in the Legislature with the knowledge and
broadmindedness to think fairly on all
issues. There isseldom a case of following
a political leader for whatever advantages
thismay warrant.””

Another felt that leadership thrives
without party pressure. He explained,
“There is not as much pressure put on
individuals by party leaders. Ix)ok for
examples of pressure in the national
legislature.””

Several senators empliasized similar
beliefs. “Onder partisanship,” one said,
“leadership was generally placed in
partisan leaders who were the mouth—
pieces of their respective parties. The
party in power claimed, in effect, a
mandate from the electorate to p°rss
legislation favorable to the party3
position. Independent leadership is
sometimes highly desirable."

“In my opnion,”” one senator com—
mented, "leadership develops toa greater
extent in the one-house system in tliat in
the two-house system there exists a
majority leader and a minority lender of
each party. This makes itmore diffiault
for individuals to develop leadership
because of the tendency of the party
caucus system to follow the leadership of
the majority or minority leader.””

D



Another senator made this point even
more pointedly when he said, “The men
with ability become the leaders of the
unicameral body without party in—
terference and without political bickering
and interference.””

A minority of 17 senators took a directly
opposite view. Typical of their comments
was that of one who said, “There liasbeen
no development of leadership since the
two-house system went out of existence.
There is too much individual thinking and
jealousy among the members, with each
wanting the governor3 job or some
assignment.””

A colleague who agreed carried the
criticismone step further. He said, “Each

year the Ileadership becomes less
responsive."

Only Defect
One senator who was 1in general

agreement with the unicameral system
disagreed violently on the point of non-
partisanship and itsallied development of
leadership.

“ "Isone respect,””he said, | agree
with me opponents of the system. In my
opinion, this has resulted in a loss of
leadership that the partisanship feature
would probably provide. Effective
leadership has not, in fact, developed in
the Unicameral ... | think the answer is
that leadership develops better in a par-

Visltors often look for lenders who aren't there.



1t is every man for himself
in the Unicameral

(I enjoyed it..)1

tisan legislature. This is, of course, based
upon the assumption that men capable of
leadership will be elect’™-J to the
legislature in the first place.””

At least a half-dozen of the senators who
opposed nonpartisanship because they felt
it discouraged leadership used a similar
descriptive phrase. One put itthisway, “1t
is often said that out of 43 members there
are 43 governors."

Another said, “1 believe partisanship
would be preferable. Organization would
hew to one line of thinking and approach.
As it is now, we have almost 43."

“Every issue has 43 solutions —
ignored,””a colleague added.

Some senators agreed that there might
be 43 leaders, but found this an advantage.

“1 feel that we are developing leaders to
a certain degree,””one of this group said.
"Beyond this point, | do not feel any
legislator should be considered tobe more
influential than any other. We are here t
consider issues and not be blindly led by
some popular leadership.””

Another legislative veteran said that
“because of nonpartisanship, leadership is
fragmented In the Unicameral . Itisevery
man for himself in the Unicameral. (I
enjoyed it for that reason,)"

This senator added that while leadership
does not develop aswell under this system,
“tach legislator thinks more in—
dependently."

all

As all of these senators presented their
viewpoints, a picture — or more ac—
curately several pictures — of leadersliip
in the Unicameral Legislature began to
emerge.

Leadership Shifts

Experienced legislative observers have
said for perhaps two decades that
leadership in the Unicameral legislature
is a shifting, parttime phenomenon. They
meant that a man might develop a
following ina certain legislative area. For
example, a senator might be considered a
budgetary expert or an agricultural expert
or an educational expert. In these areas
his fellow senators might look to him for
leadership. Seldom, these observers said,
did one man develop as a leader in all
areas. This survey bears out the ob—
servers onclusions to a degree. No other
issue brought more comment or a wider
variety of opinion.

One explained itthisway . “1tdevelops as

you go along, as the Legislature
progresses, irrespective of party af—
filiation.”

Another senator said that leadership
could be developed cither under par—
tisanship or nonpartisanship But he ad—
ded, "In the nonpolitical legislature a
feader "may have a few followers — ina
party he may have a following.””



Do Senate, Governor Harmonize?

It Depends on Where

H ow DOES a partisan governor get
along with a nonpartisan legislature?

The answer seems todepend upon which
chair you are sitting in. Ifyou are sitting in
the legislative chamber as a senator in
Nebraska 3 Unicameral Legislature, the
chances are you probably would say, “3ust
fine.”

If you were sitting in the governor 3
chair, the answer would apparently be,
"Not very well."

At least these were the majority answers
in this survey of 68 senators und six
governors. Most governors said that
liaisonwith the Legislature was difficult to
maintain in at least some instances. The
senators told a different story. Sixty-two
senators commented on the liaison with
the governor. Fifty of them said liaison
could be maintained or worked out very
easily. Twelve of them disagreed.

And the senators who disagreed did so
with some vigor. For instance, one said,
"Not worth a darn. As a matter of fact, it
doesn T even work that well. To be per—
fectly honest about it, in most legislative
sessions liaison is nonexistent and this is
coupled with the legislative feeling that
they will have no part of it

Another senator agreed with u terse,
"There ispractically none (liaison) now."

Inmany instances the senators took into
account the fact that Nebraska3
legislators- outside of the legislature-
are predominantly Republican. Several of
them who hud not served with a
Democratic governor wondered aloud how
liaison would work under these cir—
cumstances.

One described a situation of mixed
politics this way:

Ziv}

“Under nonpartisanship, liaison bet—
ween the governor and the Legislature has
been very cooperative. For instance, a
Legislature composed predominantly of
members of the Republican party has
elected a Democrat as speaker and ithas
elected also a Democrat as chairman of
the Committee on Committees, which
committee receives the names of the
governor®s appointees for consideration
and approval. In each case the closest
harmony prevailed between the
Legislature and the governor who was a
Republican.”

Another legislator wondered how a
different mixture of parties might work
out: “There have been times when the
relationship between the governor and the
Legislature liass rot functioned too well
under the nonpartisanship Unicameral. On
the other hand, probably the liaison would
not be too good if the governor was of one
party and a partisan Unicameral was
controlled by the opposing party."

Too Much Fuss

Some senators felt tliat the political
parties liad made too much of an Issue of
the problem of liaison. “Personally, |
didn"t feel that there was as much of a
problem as party bosses made it out to
be," one explained.

Another cited what he thought would be
a disadvantage under a partisan ap—
proach: "The governor now generally
pays attention to each senator— under the
liartisan approach he might pay real at—
tention only to the majority or minority
leaders.”

Storm warnings were sent up for
governorswho might get “too partisan” in



You're Sitting

their approach. One veteran legislator
said, “1n this field, a great deal depends
upon the governor and his ability to work
with a partisan group. If a governor at—
tempts to inject partisanship into his
association with the Legislature, then he
will fail wiih his program....””

Another agreed and commented: "The
liaison between the legislature and the
governor is good unless he becomes too
political in his actions."

Other legislators frankly admitted tliat
when ftcame to liaison between a partisan
governor and a nonpartisan Legislature
the governor sought out members of his
own party within the legislative body.

"1 believe this liaison exists," said one,
“Since 1 find that the governor tends to
relyonmembers inthe Legislature that he
knows belong to his party."

A colleague ugreed tliat liaison was not a
problem for about the same reason. He
said, “There are always enough
representatives in the legislature from
both parties to provide liaisonbetween the
governor and the legislature.”

Several senators indicated without going
into detail that a governor must tread a
rather narrow path. One senator, who is
for the shift to partisanship in the
legislature, warned that liaison is "0.K.,
except the governor has to be careful what
he asks of them."

At least one legislator expressed his
faith in the governor 3 negative power. He
wrote that liaison has worked out fairly
well so far, and he added: "The power of
veto held by the governor isworth 20 votes.
He can introduce a hill at any time. He is
not handicapped."

Belong Apart

Another legislator simply felt that
liaison was no problem because 'the
governor is the executive and should not
concern himself with any legislation. The
three main divisions of government have
their individual responsibilitiesand should
not infringe on the duties of others.””He
added a rebuke for some of his fellow
legislators when he said, “1 think the
Legislature does not, or never has,
assumed its full responsibilities.”

These were the senators talking. These
are the men who party leaders say are in
an enviable position. In fact, party leaders
who have long advocated a shift to par—
tisanship in the Unicameral Legislature
admit that they themselves as senators
might not like the shift. As one party
leader who has been quoted earlier put it,
"A guy with a full house doesn Task for a
new deal."

How then does it look from the other side
of the fence? How does it look from the
governor 3 office?

As one governor put it, "In the
Unicameral, the governor ordinarily
doesn T try to take leadership in it He Is
almost entirely out. If the governor
sponsors something, the legislature looks
down on It He only tries to stay Inbetween
politically and doesnT try to exhibit
leadership.”

All six of Nebraska 3 living governors
agreed that there could be improvements
in the relations between the Unicameral
Legislature and the governors.

Roy Cochran, who was governor during
the transitional period from the two-house
1o one-house system, describes the change



he had tomake inhis second term with the
new Unicameral. From 1935 to 1937,
Cochran said, his position of governor was
well known in the two-house Legislature
through the actions and statements of the
Democratic party leaders.

Gap to Fill

“When I came to the 1937 session, | had
the problem of filling this gap, ”*he added.

Cochran explained the unique way he
solved his problem. He said that radio was
comparatively new at the time, and he
began giving a 15-minute talk over a local
radio station once a week.

“Buring the time the Legislature was in
session, | talked about my position on
certain matters each Sunday.

“The press services also got a oopy of
the speech and as a result the Lin .oln and
Omaha papers carried it Monday mor—
ning," he added.

And, according to the governor, each
senator also in turn hud a copy of a
newspaper on his desk each Monday
morning.

"Actually itwas kind of a leftrhandcd
way of lettingmy position be known to the
senators tiirough the people,” Cochran
added.

So while Governor Cochran managed to
solve his problem, the problem is stll
there. There arc still no party leaders in
the Unicameral Legislature for the
governors to turn t for help. Where then
does the governor turn for support or in—
troduction of a bill?Who are the leaders in
the Nebraska Legislature?

As Governor Cochran puls it, “There is

no formal leadership. It's just like a
Mexican army. . .all generals."
And Val Peterson said, "The

Unicameral Legislature discourages
leadership per se.””

The ex-ambassador to Denmark and
governor of Nebraska from 1947 to 1953
said that there is no effective way to hold
the entire membership in the Legislature
responsible for th Iractions. Instead each
member iselected from an individual area
and does what the people in that area
want.

Lieutenant Governor Dwight Burney
said, “One of the weaknesses of the
Legislature is that there isno leadership of
the group."

Burney served as governor of Nebraska
from September 1960 to January 1961 after
the death of Governor Ralph Brooks.

Where does the governor go then for
support if there is no group leader?

Robert Crosby, governor from 1953 to
1955, said that in each legislative session
some men- by reason of personal ability
and to a lesser extent their experience—
arc able to get more accomplished than
other members are able todo. Crosby said,
"l would go to the men who could get the
most done because of their abilities.” He
explained that leadership develops along
issues, or in other words several senators
may feel strongly about redistricting or a
sales tax and become lenders on these
individual issues.

"With only 43 men sometimes even a
first termer develops diis kind of
leadership,””added Crosby, who also is a
former senator, speaker, and lieutenant
governor.

A senator also gains respect on the kind
of bill he introduces, according to Victor
Anderson, governor from 1955 to 1959.
Conduct as a loser helps, he sold. Ifone of
his bills loses, he shouldn Tcarry a grudge.



As it is,
not a single legislator
thinks about aparty platform...”

Regardless of these other qualities, ac—
cording to Anderson, if the governor has a
bill he would like t have introduced he
approaches a senator who has interest in
that billand fight for it To do this, he said,
you have to know the senator 3 legislative
record and his opinion on the subject.

Good Fight

“This isso he wouldn Tget up before the
Legislature and just say tliat he is in—
troducing the bill for the governor, but so
that he would strongly believe in the bill
himself and put up a good fight for it,””he
added.

Governor Frank Morrison believes that
leadership develops along the capacity of
individuals to know whatfo talk about and
to convince others. He said that the
governor can then discuss with the in—
dividual senators matters that they are
particularly interested in.

And Val Peterson feels that a governor
gets to know all the senators as well as he
can by visitation and then by persuasion
bring them around to the governor3
viewpoint on a subject. It also helps, he
said, to get other people close to the
legislators to help persuade them.

Dwight Burney, who has watched the
legislative process for more than 15 years
as a senator and lieutenant governor, feels
the governor has some power through the
process of legislative hearings. lie said
tliat the governor can go before a com—
mittee and testify cu a certain hill.

“He can also huve a bill drawn up and
then ask any senator to sign it. The bill
automatically then has to be introduced,"
he added.

Burney explained that the usual

procedure for the governor is first to go to
the committee hearing and testify, and
then call in individual senators and ask for
their support on the hill. He said tiat it
isnT too hard to find out which senators
are in favor of a bill since escli bill lias
three signers.

“The leaders of a bill then are usually
those who introduced itand signed it. Also
if a committee brings a hill cut onto the
floor, then the committee must be back of
the bill and the governor can seek support
from them, ””he added.

Would the liaison between the governor
and the Legislature be more effective if
the Legislature were partisan?

According to Val Peterson, “fe could
improve membership (in the legislature)
on a political basis only in one area.”’He
explained that this would be in the area of
debate during the election campaigns of
the senators.

“We would have a more adequate and
full debate of the issues during the cam—
paign, and leadership and respoasibility
would be fixed for the results of
legislation.””

Develop Issues

About partisanship, Robert Crosby said,
"In some respects it'sbad for the state."
Crosby feels tliat some issues could be
developed and pushed better.

“For example,”” he added, “the
governor and the legislature could take a
stand on an issue such us sales tax.

“As it is, not a single legislator thinks
about a party platform after coming to
Lincoln.””

Crosbhy said that us the situation exists



The senators find
a pleasant sense

of independence.

now he “@ouldn Tthink of putting the party
into an issue unless you need it in
something like redistricting, but not on
education or highway programs.””

The ex-governor said that the party
plays practically no role in the Legislature
now.

“When Iwas governor, some of my best
help came from the Democrats in the
Legislature,””the Republican added.

Dwight Burney said that the “fon—
partisan part of the Legislature isa weak
link."

He feels tliat a partisan legislature
would tend to strengthen partisan politics
in the state. In tumn, the party would have a
platform, and the people would know what
they are voting for.

“tfwe had a partisan Legislature, the
liaison between the governor and the
legislaturewould be closer," Burney said-

"As ftisnow, the senators don"t run on a
platform, they run on their standing in
their community. You only have t be
against most everything to be elected,” he
added.

The lieutenant governor said that
although partisaasliipwas indistinct in the
1961 session, it has been stronger in other
recent years. He attributed this to the
close race for governor in 1958 when the
Republicans asked for a recount of the
ballots.

"The Democrats felt that they had to
lire the people up,” he added.

Victor Anderson also feels that “fon-
partisanship in the Legislature is a
downfall for the state.””

Anderson said he thought there ismore
active leadership when there is par—
tisanship, because “a man must run on a
campaign and then deliver."

As it is now, Anderson says, the
governor must walk a center lineand not
show any leadership.

Needs Role

“The legislators sometimes feel tiat the
governor shouldn T take part in legislative
proceedings, but as in business, the head
needs to take active part," he added.

Roy Cochran, who says he isnot a strong
partisan, also is in favor of a strong two-
party system. Under the old two-party
system, Cochran said, if he had some
objections to a bill, he would call in the
party leader to make certain changes in
the bill. He said that he felt thiswas better
since the governor would do what was best
for the state as a whole, not just for a
district. Cochran also felt itwas sort of a
paradox the way the governor iselected in
Nebrasku. He said that now "the governor
iselected on a party platform and then as
soon as he takes office he becomes non—
partisan."

Governor Frank Morrison admits that
things would be easier for the governor if
themajority of the Legislature belonged to



the same party, but he added, “par—
tisanship tends to destroy the judgment of

the individual and substitute his party

likings.””

“Collectivismor individualism, which is
better?””he asked.

Morrison, who says he is an in—
dividualist, said he hated to see an In—
dividual submerged in a group, because
there are too many disadvantages.

“The political parties will destroy
themselves unless they change their ap—
proach. Now a party member goes against-
lils own conscience because it is merely
against the party platform,” he said.

An Improvement

“As such, the Nebraska Legislature is
an improvement because the men in itcan
base their decisions on their own con—
science, and not as it is in the other case,
just to destroy others,””Morrison added.

The Governor concluded, “1t is the test
of the governor in the nonpartisan
legislature touse the tools the Legislature
gives him, and then exert executive power
for the betterment of the state.””

Liaison between the governor and the
Legislature? The definition obviously
depends upon whether you are a governor
or a legislator. The governors would find
partisanship a way toease their work. The
senators find nonpartisanship gives a
pleasant sense of independence to their
work.

Nebraska Governors

DavidButler ........... 1867-1871
W.H. James ........... 1871-1873
Robert W. Furnas ...... 1873-1875
SUas Garber ........... 1875-1879
AlbinusNance .... ..... 1879-1883
James W. Dawes ........ 1883-1387

John M. Thayer ... 1887-Jan. 15,1891
May 5, 1891-Feb. 8, 1892-1893.
James E. Boyd Feb. 8,1892-1893

LorenzoCrounse ........ 1893-1895
SilasA. Holcomb ........ 1895-1899
William A. Poynter ..... 1899-1901
CharlesH.Dietrich Jan.3,1901-
May 1, 1901.

EzraP. Savage ......... 1901-1903
JohnH. Mickey ......... 1903-1907
George L. Sheldon .- 1907-1909
Asht-1C_Shallenberg»r ...1909-1911
ChesterH. Aldrich 1911-1913
JohnH. Morehead ....... 1913-1917
KeithNeville ........... 1917-1919
Samuel R.McKelvie .... 1919-1923

CharlesW. Bryan ....... 1923-1925
Adam McMullen .... .. 1925-1929
Arthur J. Weaver ....... 1929-1931
CharlesW. Bryan ....... 1931-1935

Robert Leroy Cochran ... 1935-1941
Dwight Griswold ........ 1941-1947
Val Peterson ............ 1947-1953
Robert Crosby ......... 1953-1955
Victor Anderson ......... 1955-1959
Ralph G. Brooks ........ 1959-1961

(Died Sept. 9, 1960.)

Dwight W. Burney ....... 1960-1961
Franklin B. Morrison .... 1961-1966
Norbert T. Tiemann .... 1967-



Too Much Work?

senators Like the

T he SENATORS who took part in this
survey gave Nebraska3 one-house
Legislature the kind of a landslide vote
they themselves would like t have at the
polls.

Sixty-three of the 68 senators approved
inone way or another the idea of a one-
house legislature. Only four expressed
disapproval enough towant to return to the
two-house system.

Beyond the 1idea of a unicameral
legislature into the details of its workings
the senators were not nearly so
unanimous. But so far as the one house
itelf was concerned there could be no
doubt that thesemen who had served in its
lone chamber felt ithad been a resounding
success.

They had found the house a fine place to
do their job, but what did they have to say
about their working conditions?

Did they feel they worked too hard?

Did they feel they turned out a quality
product?

Did ehey feel there were ways to im—
prove the product and so better serve their
customers?

To these questions the senators had
answers and suggestions to refine the
systenm.

Typical of the way the senators backed
the unicameral system was the comment
of one who firstexplained that there were
certain aspects of it that he did not like -
for instance, nonpartisanship. But he
added, “1tisby all odds the most efficient
form of state legislative process. 1 have
discussed the matter with former mem —
bers of the bicameral, have observed the
bicamcrals of other states in session, and
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have discussed the matter with some of
theirmembers or former members. And to
me, at least, there is simply no com—
parison. Prom the persons J have talked
with in Nebraska who have observed both
the old bicameral and the Unicameral
Legislature, some of whom served

with both, the impression I get is that they
feel the Unicameral Legislature is far
superior.””

Practically none of the senators were
concerned about the lack of the checks and
balances built into the bicameral system.
One legislator explained the one-housc
system of checks and balances this way:

“1 approve of the unicameral system
because of the method of publishing
hearing dates and the simple methods
which permit any citizen of the state to
express hisor her views on any bill before
the committee.””

Public Is Heard

Another veteran legislator culled upon
Professor John Senning to express his
viewpoint. He quoted Dr. Senning as
saying, “The public hearings held by the
Unicameral make the whole state the
lower house.””

When Nebraska 3 voters said "Yes””in
1934, they established the number of their
legislators as "not more than 50.7”When
the last of the bicameral legislators and
Dr. Senning had completed their work of
apportioning the state, they had trimmed
the number of state legislators from 13? to
4.

Had this drastic cut almost tripled the
work for the men who would serve in the



System—But...

Legislature? Or had Nebraska created a
legislative system with a new brand of
automation thatmade itpossible for fewer
men todo more work?

This survey showed that the large
majority of the legislators felt their
workload was heavy. But that did not
mean this same majority thought their
workload was too heavy. Of the 62 senators
who commented on workload, 46 agreed
that although the workload was heavy,
they could handle it Sixteen said it was
entirely too heavy.

Even among those who felt they could
handle the workload, there were many
suggestions formaking it lighter and more
efficient. (These suggestions are included
with the other suggestions at the end of this
section of the survey).

Another point of agreement among
senators who served in both the bicameral
and Unicameral Legislatures was that the
workload in the one-house system was
heavier than in its predecessor. Only one
or two of the veteran legislators felt the
unicameral system had lightened the load.

From that point on the senators®™ com—
ments on workload and the reasons for it
were both interesting and sometimes
startling.

One said that the workload is beyond
theabi lityofallofustohnndle...””

Kept Alert

Another added, “The workload per in—
dividual 1is heavier, of course, simply
because 43 members do the work 133
formerly did.””

A colleague gave a different reason. He
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said, “1believe there isa greater workload
on individual senators as they must be
alert toaimost every bill and cannot over—
look some of the measures which may
have been killed by the other house as is
the situation in a two-house system.”~

Several legislators placed the problem
directly on themselves and their fellow
senators.

“There is an increased workload, it is
true,”’one said, “but you know this when
you file, and ifyou are unwilling to work
for the interests of the people in your
district, you had better stay home.””

Another saiator complained, “Most of
thework isdone by about 25 per centof the
members. Quite a number are there just
for the ride, and don"t know what is going
on.””

One legislator found another reason.
“T.e so-called workloadisnot excessive in
itelf,” he said. “1t is the extracurricular
activities and distractions that occupy too
much time. Itisthe same thing that causes
many failures of students leaving home
and attending the university.””

One of the reasons frequently given by
observers for the heavy workload is that
the smaller group of men have too many
committee duties. About this, a legislator
said:

“At present there are 11 committees on
subjectmatter. There are five committees
on administration and rules. This makes a
total of 16 in all. There are only 43 men.
The 11 committees on subject matter each
has nine members, so each senator has to
serveon at least two major committees."

But a number of senators felt tliat the
size of the Legislature lent itself to better



committee work. One simply said the
committee load was not excessive. He
added, "The committee chairmen carry
the heaviest workload, and very few ever
complain.””

An Education

Another senator found committee work
an education toward better legislators.
This lawmaker commented, “Service on
several committees by each senator is
helpful in knowing more of the proposed
material . More are acquainted with and
prepared to discuss measures on general
file.””

Finally, several of the senators com—
mented on one of the unbreakable rules of
Nebraska § unicameral system. That rule
is that every bill tliat becomes law must
have had a public hearing. As Dr. Senning
and other pioneersocthe system explained
this rule, it was to provide an additional
check and balance for the Unicameral
legislature. Several of the senators,
however, pointed out that this requirement
greatly Increased the amount of com—
mittee work.

Directly related to the size of the
Unicameral Legislatureandthenumberof
its members and their workload is the
quality of their product — legislation. The
senators participating in this survey were
asked to assess — or run a quality control
check, if you please — on their product.

On this question, as on several others,
there was no series of clearcut majority
opinions. There were one or two very
general majority opinions. They were:

1 Tlie majority of senators thought

plenty of billswere introduced and plenty
were passed.

2.  The majority felt that there should be
some way to limit the number of bills that
had to have complete consideration by the
whole Legislature.

There was, of course, no disagreement
on the point that the unicameral system
had cut the overall nuaber of bids in—
troduced. The unicameral statistics
compared with the number of bills
produced in bicameral sessions of similar
states showed that inmost instances about
half as many bills were introduced by
Cornhusker senators.

When the senators talked of more
legislation than was needed, they also
talked about unnecessary legislation.
Sometimes they i eant inferior legislation.
This was the way one senator described
the situation:

"Unnecessary legislation has not in fact
been eliminated, but I feel this is the fault
of the senators and not the system. At the
same time, new and progressive
legislation has not been forthcoming and |
feel this is caused by lack of leadership
and clear public feeling. Again this isonly
partly caused by the system.””

A colleague defended the senators, In—
dicating that outside pressures caused the
introduction of too many bills. He said,
“1110 legislators are doing well to hold
down as well as they do. If the legislators
had their own way they would introduce
fewer bills.””

To a considerable number of the
senators the number of bills, which has
been running in the vicinity of 603 to 700
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7/ the legislators
had their own way

they would

introduce

fewer bills.,

each session in recent years, was a little
amazing. One said, “Ttisdifficult forme to
understand how 430r 143men can come up
with 600 or more new ideas for legislation
every two years."

Another made a pointthat statistics bear
out when he added, "The number of bills
introduced and passed seem to increase

each session."
Several of the senators admitted that

there were too many bills and that too
many of these were unnecessary. But they
sharply opposed reduction. One put it this
way':

"In the matter of unnecessary hills, the
fact isvery evident that the publicmust be
heard and even a few should be entitled to
their hearing."

A colleague agreed: "Inour democratic
system, the amount of legislation is
governed by the desires of the electorate
and should not be limited. Unnecessary
legislation is usually readily disposed of."

Perhaps the most valuable contribute i
the cooperating senators made In their
comments on their workload and its
products were their suggestions for
changing the system tomeet the problems
they felt it faced. For clarity and reading
case, these suggestions have been divided
into categories und listed. (Where senntors
duplicated ideas, one or two represen—
tative statements have been chosen. But
wherever possible the complete guotation
was retained.)

Legislative Aids

Legal Assistance
"There should be three or four paid

lawyers to help get information for the
committees.””

* * *

“1 believe under the present system the
senators should have professional help in
order to know and understand what is in
the bill. 1do notmean that they should tell
the senator that it isa goodor bad hill. Just
tell the senator what is in the bill and let
the senator do his own thinking on the

merit of the bill."
* * *

"It would be a great assistance if
senators were given the assistance of law
students or graduates who could aid in
research of the many complicated issues
which come before the Legislature. It is
very difficult with the heavy schedule to
delve into some matters diat require extra
study and research.””

Research Assistance

"I believe that added trained resenrch
personnel could ease the workload to a
considerable extent. This could be done by
assigning trained personnel to the stan—
ding committees and making their ser—
vices available to individual legislators.””

et o

"l do not favor proposals for student
help as proposed by some unless a great
deal of study Isput into the program ahead
of time und considerable orientation of
studentsmade . Ford Foundation fluidsarc
available on this. I can see where some
senators would use research help a lot —
others little- infact, some senators would
be prone to exploit the help, | fear — give
them tasks too difficult or not needed."

2



(Ford Foundation funds were available
but the Legislature voted not to provide the
required matching funds.)

Secretaries for Senators

“Each member should have his own
secretary and that would be the greatest
aidamember could receive. The conflicts
arising as to when a member can get a
secretary and how long he can use her or
him are numerous, continuous, and very
frustrating.””

Budget Administrator
“Perhaps a full-time budget ad—
ministrator would be ingreater need than
any other one thing I could suggest.””

Reduce liills

Screening Processes

"There could be more consolidation of
bills by committee and lower considerably
the number of bills handled."

* ‘ *

“There should be a way of checking on
bills before they ore introduced. About
one-fourth of the bills are every year in—
definitely postponed, in other words,
should never have been introduced. Iknow
thut throwing them out beforehand does
not set well with the would-be introducer,
but 1 have always felt tliat the number of
bills introduced could easily be cut in half
without any loss und make for the rest
being given better attention. When a
session isdrawn out ttoften makes for bad
feelings and careless legislation at the end
of the session. Hence a short session with
fewer und only necessary and better bills
would add to the quality.””

* % ‘

“{1) Greate two study groups to screen
bills prior to introduction. Each group
would have a distinct area of respon—
sibility. (2) Bills introduced one session to
be passed during next session (except

emergency measures).””
* * *

"Senators should present outline (not
complete) bhill to the Committee on
Committees. May be rejected here if
useless legislation. Then assigned to a
committee. Ifpassed by committee, then
presented in complete form to chamber.””

limit Introduction Period

“Make mmore difficult to introduce bills
after the first 20 legislative days."
* ¥ *

“A 15day bill introduction period, und a
closer scrutiny of the need for legislation
might help. No attempt to limit bill in—
troduction by legislators sliould be made . ”~

Limit Bills Per Senator

"No legislator sliould be allowed t in—
troduce more thnn one hill in any session.
No bill should be passed without two-thirds
majority, regardless of the number of
legislators.””

"I would suggest that the Rules Com —
mittee setup a limiton the number of bills
each senator sliould be allowed to in—
troduce at any session. This would
eliminate many of the billsthat never were
ofany good tothe people asawlwle.™

Session and Terms
“1 would suggest tliat the legislature
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meet for 90 days each year and every
other year being devoted entirely to
budget and revenue and every other to
legislative matters.””

¢* » »

"I believe that legislators should be
elected for a four-year term and on a
staggered base so that half would at all
times have experience in the workings of
the Legislature. And 1 would also suggest
yearly sessions where bills would be in—
troduced at the first session and then lay
over so that they can be studied and then
go back the next spring and take action on

them.””
O**

“No. L 1 would elect a legislator for a
term of sixyears. No. 2. A legislator would
have to be at least 45 years of age, and
have conducted n private business suc—
cessfully. No. 3. He could not succeed
himself for at least another 6 years. No. 4.
One third to be elected every two years.
No. 5. The last two years of his term he
would have toput inhisentiretime at state
business. They, the one-third, would serve
as heads of all state bureaus. No. 6. The
pay sliould be remunerative and 1 think
less expensive then the present set-up. No.
7. If this set-up were adopted, 1 think it
would be the best form of government."

¢ * o+
"1 wou ld suggest shorter sessions, say 90
days, and have them annuully.”

Choose Up Sides

“Divide the membership of the
Legislature into odd and even numbers,

and pit them against each other. Too
simple to consider? We think not. That
type of procedure is used at Boys State.
Even there itisrecognizedgood legislation
cannot be had with everyone trying to go
the same direction at the same time. There
is too much legislative fraternalism
among members, inthe early stages of the
session, under the present system. When
the Pros and Cons square off in earnest the
people are apt to get a much better deal.””

Omnibus Bill

“There are too many separate bills
partly because of omnibus correction hill
is not possible and because there is not
enough correlation between senators of—
fering billson the same general subject. |
feel that inconsequential and even silly
legislation is put in because the senators
do not study legislation when they are not
in session but wait for individuals and
organizations to offer bills just before the
session commences. As a result, many
bills are introduced with the knowledge
tliat they may be withdrawn later.””

Citizens’ Com m ittee

“1t has long been a favorite theory of
mine that the efficiency of the ljegiiiaiure
couldbcmucli improved by the creation of
a group of nonpartisan citizens whose job
would be to act solely as c imittee
hearing members. With the exception of
the Budget Committee, their Job would be
only with the bills assigned to the com —
mittees on which they would serve and to
hold public healings and determine the



fate of the bill with complete independence
of the senators themselves, excepting, of
course, the testimony of the introducers
and any other senators appearing before
the committee pro or con. This would not
take away the right of the Senate body to
raise any bill which they saw fit to in the
same manner as at present. . I realize
that such a theory, if put practice,
could create very powerful wmmittees
but ifproper safeguards such as the Senate
body override were properly set up, this
power could be held to a harmless
minimum. This would not necessarily
have to be a large group, perhaps six or
sevenmembers to be elected from each of
the three new Congressional districts and
possibly three at large, t be assigned to
the various committees on which they
would serve by the Senate as a whole.
Since these members would serve only
during the period uf public hearings and
would be spending full days at their work,
and considering the time that might be
saved by the entire body, the net result
might be a saving in money as well as a
possible gain in overall efficiency in
Nebraska Government.

EDITOR3 NOTE - Changes have
taken place In some of the conditions
discussed by the senators in the survey in
1961. For example, senators “terms have
bii  lengthened to four years, as
suggested by at least one senator in the
survey. The 1969 legislature passed four
resolutions thnt instructed the Executive
Board of the Legislative Council to study
ways of improving procedures in the
Legislature. The Board 3 report isnot yet
available.
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Always Good for a Fight;

Apportionment Poses

XHERE ARE many political truisms.
Some of them are true, and others, as
veteran observers will point out, are
simply clever.

But there is one truism upon which you
can get nearly unanimous opinion from
those who deal in politics. That one is- "a
sure way to start a fight in a legislative
body 1is to suggest that Its members
reapportion themselves.””

This has been a fight-starting issue since
Nebraska first became a territory and it
was not lessened necessarily after the
adoption of the unicameral system. There
have been from one to a half-dozen bills
offered to almost every session of the
Unicameral Legislature on the subject of
reapportionment.

And the senators who took part in this
survey were inas much disagreement as
those who quote the truism with respect.
But before examining their viewpoints, the
first question to be answered is: What is
apportionment?

According to Nebraska § constitution, it
meaas dividing the state into districts
having near equal population. One senator
represents one district. The present 1961
apportionment took place in 1935 with the
advent of the Unicameral legislature, and
the districting was based on 1930 census
figures.

In 1935, Dr. John P. Senning and the
bicameral committees on the forthcoming
Unicameral Legislature set about their
work. Perhaps they reflected upon the
state3 history in this area of reap—
portionment. Perhaps they remembered

that Nebraska started out its territorial
history with a 13-year quarrel over the
original apportionment of the state and the
subsequent location of the territorial
capital at Omaha. Perhaps they
remembered the bitter battle before the
state capital was moved from Omaha in
1867. Perhaps they remembered that their
legislative predecessors of those parly
days had literally resorted to fists and
guns over apportionment.

Delicate Job

At any rate, Dr. Senning and the com—
mittees went about their work with care.
In his book, The One-House Legislature,
Dr. Senning wrote:

“To determine an equable represen—
tation between the minimum of 30 and the
max imum of 50 districts, the cortimitttes
utilized all available means of research.
More than 30 maps were drawn to
illustrate the possibilities of distric—
ting. .. .The reaction to this publicity was
instantaneous. Delegations from various
sections of Jie state appeared before the
unicameral committees toargue either for
a realignment of their county or to have it
set off by itelf as a single district._.."

Senning described how that last
bicameral session wrestled over its
problem. For weeks no official action was
taken while members hoped for the
wisdom of Solomon. During the
deliberations, Senator George Norris
appeared before the Legislature but he
kept hispromise that he would not attempt
to influence the legislators in their search
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Tough Problems

for a blueprint for a one-house system. On
February 14,1935, he told the lawmakers:
“1 have kept my promise inviolate and
have no word tosay to:nyone as o what 1|
think you should do.”"he explained that he
was sure that no districting plan would be
entirely acceptable and that as in all
important legislation, concessionsmust be
made.

Senning explained how the two houses
worried over the number of legislators in
the unicameral body. The conference
committee recommended the number 43
when the Senate and House figures did not
agree. This figure was rejected. A second
conference committee also recommended
the number 43. This figure was rejected
again. But finally on May 16, 1935, the
number had been accepted by both houses,
and tliegovernor signed it into law May 18.

So Nebraska 3 unique system of state
government had become an accomplished
fact and the state 3 voters began to pick 43
men every two years tomake itrun. How
has 1t run? How has that apportionment
served the state?

These questions were put to the 68
senators who participated in this survey.
Their answers indicated that after almost
a quarter of a century of the unicameral
system Uiere is no sizable majority
opinion. But some conclusions may be
drawn from an analysis of their replies.

For example, 33 said there should be
more members than die present 43. Thirty
believed the present number is sufficient.
Several advocated fewer legislators or
quite radical departures from usual
systems.

This did not mean that all those who
wanted more senators wanted to redistrict
the state. In fact, of those who commented
on reapportionment- redistricting- only
25 said the state should be redivided.
Thirty-onewanted the districts leftas they
are.

How much did the senators want to
change the present body? That varied
from a total of 49 in one house to as many
as 100 ina return to the two-house system.
The figure mentioned most frequently was

0.
What Basis'/

On what basis did the senators want
their state reapportioned? Although this
was an areawhere a simple yes or no was
nearly impossible, itappeared that about
39 senators would base reapportionment
primarily on population. A very small
number would make ittotallyon area, and
about a dozen outspokenly favored a
combination of area and population.

Dr. A. B. Winter of the University of
Nebraska political science department
helped explain why reapportionment
becomes so complicated.

“A facet of political dynamics--this is
themost aptdescription,hesaid. “This is
as specific as is possible about a non—
specific subject.

"Unicameral or bicameral, populational
or geographical apportionment, partisan
or non-partisan system- these are only
rough frameworks outlined in con—
stitutions."

He explained that elements behind the
dynamics consist of rural versus urban,



political group versus political group,
racial interests, religious interests, etc.

All at Work

These dynamics- or forces— all are at
work where reapportionment is involved.
To find them in Nebraska you need only
turn to the state 3 history. There you will
find:

- East versus West.

— North of the Platte versus south of the

Platte.

— City dwellers (urban) versus country
dwellers (rural).

— Omaha and Lincoln versus the rest of
the state.

— Omaha versus Lincoln.

— Ranchers versus farmers.

— Agriculture versus industry.

These are the interests that reach the
boiling point, observers point out, when
reapportionment 1is the subject. The
senators who participated in this survey
were all aware of these dynamics. Their
reasons forwanting a change or the lack of
itwere as widely varied as the divisions of
interest.

Some of those who wanted a change did
soon whatmight be called the dynamics of
the rules of the Legislature. Many of the
senatorswho proposed an increase of from
6 to 8 members did so because they felt it

would ease the workload. A typical
comment was:

“There should be at least 50. There istoo
much committee work, which means bills
are not fully understood or thoroughly

discussed.””

A smaller group of senators took the
opposite viewpoint. Basically, they said
that there was no need to increase the
number of senators t lighten the
workload.

One of this mind said, “1t makes no
difference in the number of legislators. A
certain per cent are sent to the Legislature
by special groups to get specific
legislation. The rest go for various per—
sonal reasons, or no reason at all."

But this senator 3 col leagues were not so
hard on their fellow legislators. In fact,
they praised the quality of the senators.
One put it this way:

“1 think there are enough. If you in—
crease the number, you lighten the load
and reduce the responsibility of the type
who serve because they feel they are
giving a real service. If you reduce the
responsibility, you reduce the quality, in
my opinion.””

Another legislator agreed and added,
“An increase in numbers is self-
defeating."

At least one senator objected to the bills
tliat are introduced biennially to reap—
portion the state. “The only reason for



these bills isnot because there isa need for
more senators,””lie said, “but a selfish
motive on the part of the introducers
wanting more control in their respective
districts. | think the (present) set-up is
fair.””

Two senators actually proposed a
reduction in the number of legislators.
They reasoned that 43men are turning out
more bills than necessary.

People Move

Many senators gave the shift in
population as their reason for wanting a
reapportionment. Time after time they
pointed out how the state"s population had
shifted since the 1930 census, which was
the basis for the original unicameral
apportionment. One spoke the thoughts of
several when he said, "The present 43
districts so far as apportionment goes
perhaps call for some reapportionment to
be considered. Originally each district was
to contain approximately 35,000 people.
Because of the shifting population, this has
greatly changed until about 50 per cent of
the districts have less than tliat number."

(According to the 1900 census figures, 29
of the 43 districts have less than 35,000
population. While the 1900 census figures
do not break down into districts within
counties, It appears there are several
districts in l,ancaster and Douglas
counties over 50,000 population.)

Another senator spoke for several when
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he said, "l have never felt that sheer
numbers should command representation,
thus making necessary reapportionment
with each shift of population.™

This question of whether apportionment
should be based upon population, or area,
or both, brings into play a number of Dr.
Winter § dynamics.

In the United States the recognition that
both population and area may command
representation starts with the history of
U.S. Congress. Throughout the country®s
history, the Senate has been based upon
area— two senators per state- no matter
what the population. The House, on the
other hand, has been strictly on the basis
of population with reapportionment
coming after each 10-year census.

But even when Nebruska had two
houses, the members were chosen by
population. So the shi*t to the unicameral
system was not as violent as itmight have
been.

The senators participating in the survey
were aware of the dynamics of area and
population. One of them put his view this
way:

"To ine, legislators primarily represent
people because in the people are included
the problems tliat arise because o' land
holdings, highways, and all other parts of
the state. In my opinion, representation
now inour Legislature is badly out of line,
and t a certain extent our lack of
legislative progress reflects this. 1 feel



that greater emphasis should be placed on
representation of people with very little
emphasis given toarea. Therefore 1would
favor an increase to 50 members with
reapportionment to bring a greater
number of senators who represent the
more populous areas."

Another legislator, obviously from a
populous area, stated his case this way:

"I believe we should have at least six
more (legislators). On a population basis
my district, for instance, isasmuch as 15
or 18 times larger than some. 1 have
140,000 people in it...." He went on to
explain that other districts have only a
fourth or a fifth that much population.

A fellow senator said present legislative
districts were all right except "in a few
instances where little counties are tied to
large ones." But he doubted that any
changes could be made *since Omaha
would want too much.””

Tliat question of what to do about the
state 3 population centers of Omaha and
Lincoln was mentioned frequently. But one
senator did not consider the problem too
serious, He put it this way:

"The large centers like Lincoln and
Omaha receive about all they ask for. If
the situation were reversed, the oilier side
might find cause for complaint, too."

An examination of the Ncbniska census
figures from 1930 to 1960 explains the
concern of tliese senators. There is litte
question that the population lias been
silifting.

Farm Loss

To include another facet of Nebraska
apportionment dynamics, census figures

have been assembled on rural farm
population. The ways people make their
livings also are considered in the tug and
pull of apportionment. Since Nebraska has
been considered primarily ar. agricultural
state the population of this farm group was
traced. It is important to understand that
this is the farm population, not simply the
total population of people who do not live in
cities. Obviously, there is a considerable
numerical difference between farm
population and the total rural popu lation.

Here is tin way Nebraska 3 population
sliifted during tliat period:

Total Rural Farm
Year Population Population
1930 1,377,963 582,91
1940 1,315,84 495,477
1950 1,325,510 391,435
1960 1,411,330

Since Douglas and lancastcr counties,
the homes of Omaha and Lincoln, were
consistently cited by the senators, an
examination of these counties helps ex—
plain the problem.

First, compare Douglas County, with
seven legislative districts (la 1961; ktnow
has 12), with a rural district (1961) in—

cluding Wheeler, Valley, Greeley, and
Howard counties.
Douglas County
Total Rural Farm
Year Population Population
1930 232,982 7,401
1940 247,562 7,029
1950 201,020 4,965
1960 343,490 Unavailable

The following figures cover the same
lieriod for the rurul district.

@



Total Rural Farm
Year Population Population
1930 30,330 20,301
1940 25,600 15,911
1950 21,579 11,956
1960 19,023 Unavailable

"Iliecensus takers changed the questions
being asked to determine rural farm
population between the 1940 and 1950
censuses. It is estimated tliat ap—
proximately 9 per cent more persons
would have been classified as farm
residents had the earlier methods been
used. But even with these changes the
farm-to-city trend would still have been
evident.

Now, a look at Lancaster County, the
other populous area most frequently cited
by the senators. Lancaster includes
Districts 18 through 20 (In 19%61; itnow has
six districts). Here 1is what happened

between 1990 and 1960:
Total Rural Farm
Year Population Population
1930 100,324 13,200
1940 100,585 11.054
1950 119,742 8,662
1960 155,272 Unavailable

For comparison examine the (1961)
district that includes Cherry, Brown, and
Sheridan counties. This area isprimarily a
ranching region.

Total Rural Farm
Year Population Population
1990 27,463 16,609
1940 25,468 13,937
1950 29,100 10,859
1960 21,703 Unavailable

Between 1930 und 1950, 22 legislative
districts showed a decrease in total and
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farm population. Aie same 22decreased in
total population between 1950 und 1960.

Fourteen districts, including those in
Uincastcr and Douglas counties, showed
an increase in total population between
1920 and 1960. "Hie same districts showed a
general trend toward a decreased farm
population. They also were districts
located in the state™s populous areas with
relatively large cities.

Others Stable

"Hie remaining districts also were
located near cities, but included large
rural areas. Those districts had remained
relatively stable over the 90-year period
but also bad shown a decreased farm
population,

The problems of this shift in |x>pulation
were commented upon by a number of the
senators. One of them explained the
problem in western Nebraska, fie said
there should lie more members in Ilie
legislature because "members in the
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western section of the state have to
represent toe many cooties and some of
them have different interests.””

The same idea with a variation was
expressed by a colleague who put it this
way':

“1 believe in thp near future the
Legislature may well provide for at least
50members in the Leg”, lature in order to
provide more representatives in over-
populated areas and to limit some .fthe
larger districts to fewer counties.
Sometimes senators are placed in em—
barrassing positions when one county in
their district requests passage of certain
bills which another county in their district
may oppose."

Another senator expressed the viewpoint
of the less populated districts like this:

“The most important economic areas of
Nebraska are practically without
representation while Omaha and lincoln
control the state. In addition to 43 senators
elected from districts up on population
basis, area representation should be
achieved by giving each two counties one
senutor (Cherry County one) for a total of
90 members."

(According tothe %0 census, 1"ncaster
and Douglas counties, with less than "5per
cent of the senators, have more than 35 per
cent of the population.)

Some of the legislators were worried
about the small number of Nebru.ska
senators for quite different reasons.

.} *Otent I'ew

“1 believe there should be more
legislators,””one said. "'l believe there are
toomany billspassed tliatare not good for
Uie state witdi a mere 22-vote majority."

A small minority of senators thought the
answer was a return to the two-house
system.

At least one senator iwinted out that the
shifting population (mil also, in practice,
shifted the representation from population
1o a combination of population and area.
He could see, for this reason, no sense in
changing the present number of districts.

He said, "We must strive in a one-house
Lt “slature tomaintain an average that is
a median between area and population,
much as it isnow.””

Another legislator, who served in the
early unicameral sessions, felt that
reapportionment today could be easier
than in the 1930s.

"Conditions are so different today than
they were at that time," he said, "there is
no actual experience for a comparison.
However, | feel certain that the problems
of apportionment could be more easily
worked out today than under the old two-
house system."

*
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A Reminder

This article on apportionment was in—
cluded in this new edition of the School of
Journalism report primarily for the
historical material it contains and for the
view it gives of legislators™ attitudes
toward apportionment in 1961. The reader
will recognize that many of the conditions
tliat existed then have changed and that
many of the Ideas expressed predated the
H.S. Supreme Court"s "one man-one vote"
decisions of the 1960s.

Theorighiul report also contained, along
with the map of legislative districts, n
table showing the decennial population of
ench district from 1930 through 1960. This
allowed convenient comparison of
population trends because the 43
legislative districts in 1961 were the same
as they were at the beginning of the
Unicameral Legislature in 1937. But since
1961 die legislative districts have been
increased to 19and district lines have been
redrawn so it is no ionger convenient to
compare in table form the 1961 District 35
(Custer, Loup, and Garfield Counties), for
example, wldi Uie 1970 District 35 (ap—
proximately die northeastern quarter of
Hull County). Because of the confusion
that would arise from trying to make such
comparisons, the table of district
imputations bus been omitted.



And for the Women...

The women of Nebraska have been
represented in the state 3 Legislature, too
— although not in proportion to their share
if the population.

Ten women served in the bicameral
legislatures before 1937. Eight have served
in the Unicameral legislature. They are:

Nell K-.iuse of Albion. Served in special
A session after appointment to fill
unexpircd term.

Fay 0. Brittof Lincoln. Served inspecial
1954 session after appointment to fill
unexpired term of her late husband.

Kathleen Foote of Axtell. Firstwoman to
be elected o the Unicameral Legislature.
Served two terms, 1955 and 19%7,

Fern Hubbard Orme of Lincoln. First
elected to the 1959 session, has served
continuously since. Re-elected to a four-
year term in 1963.

Fannie B. Wylie of Elgin. Served in 194
after she was appointed to fill the vacancy
lefi by the death of her husband.

Calista Cooper Hughes of Humboldt.
Served in 1965 through 1967 sessions after
election to a four-year term in 1964.

Ellen E. Craft of North Platte. Ap—
pointed in 1966 to fill the unexpired term of
her late husband. Elected to a four-year
term in 1968.

Florence B. Reynolds of Omaha. Elected
10 a four-year term in 1966.



Effect of Lobbies:

That ‘Other House’

TOMANY people, theword "lobbyist"

liss an unpleasant meaning. But to a large
number of the senators who co-operated in
this survey the word had no such flavor. In
fact, tomany itmeant an important ad for
good legislation.

In 1934 when Nebraskans were voting on
the amendment to give them a uni—
cameral legislature, they heard a good
deal about lobbying. For instance, George
Norris said the unicameral idea would
eliminate the “third house," which is yet
another title for those who bring the
viewpoint of a special interest group to the
attention of legislators. During that
campaign there were many who agreed
with Senator Norris and many who
disagreed.

1\o 1$ O SS V §

It was feltby some tliata single house
with a small group of men would be so
easily observed that lobbyists would lose
their influence. These supporters also
believed that without partisan leaders the
lobbyists would have to concentrate on 43
men rather than on a few party leaders in
the legislature, At the very lea” , they
said, the lobbyists would liave to convince
22 senators, a bare majority of the one
house,

"Hie opposition argued that the smaller
group of men would merely simplify the
lobbyist 3 job. He would, they said, have
only todeal with 43men instead of 133, the
number in the two-house system.

After almost 25 years of a Unicameral
legislature, the senators who liave served
in it are still not entirely in agreement.

(i5

But, this survey does show some clear-cut
viewpoints of the lobbyist and the
Legislature.

For instance, of the 04 senators who
commented on lobbying, 41 felt that the
lobbying situation is improved under the
unicameral system. Tlie other 23 believed
tiat the Unicameral Legislature had
either failed to improve the situation or
had worsened it

Among the majority the idea of a helpful
lobbyist was advanced time after time.
One put it this way:

“1 feel tliat lobbying is the right of the
people to give their ideas and views of
legislation t legislators by lobbyists.
Lobbying as such is beneficial to
legislators who are unacquainted or
uninformed on laws being considered.””

Another said, "Anyone not familiar with
tlie reason for honest lobbying just doesn"t
know what it is all about. After all, just
because 1am elected a public servant does
not endow me with any political wisdom."

These Senators recognized both “good"
and "bad" lobbyists. One put it this way:

"A good lobbyist isheld in high regard.”

Another legislator rated his colleagues
with reference to lobbyists. He said,
"Lobbyists are a help toa good legislator,
but they are a nuisance toone who isnot so
good.””

"If you are a weak sister, die lobbyist
will influence you whedier it be a one or
two house,”™ a legislator said. "'l believe
diey can be a greathelp toany legislator in
furnishing information dial a legislator
does not have time to look up, Then itisup
to him to pick die good from die bad and
make his decision."



Some said citizens
could watch small house,

lobbies would lose influence

Level Raised

Several senators tied closely the relation
of good senators to good lobbyists. They
felt that the Unicameral Legislature had
attracted a quality senator. Subsequently,
they also felt tliat the quality of the lob—
byist had improved. One said, "Lood
lobbying influence has been increased
under the Unicameral while bad (not in tie
public interest) has been largely
eliminated.””

A minority of the senators surveyed had
less complimentary things tosay about the
influence of lobbyists. One put it bluntly,
"This system (unicameral) isa lobbyist"s
dream."

Another added, "1 believe that the lobby
lias too much power.””

One senator explained his viewpoint this
way:

"l feel as though because of the one-
house Legislature the lobbyists have a
much better opportunity to be effective
than they would with the two-house.””

A colleague disagreed:

"l think the small®r legislative body is
less easy to influence than a large body
would be since there is better control. 1
also know tliat reports you hear about the
lobbyists are very much exaggerated. 1
found them very useful, since 1 could get
both sides of the question, and ithelped me
to make decisions."

With the term "lobbyist>”many people
have associated the idea of giftsand favors
given public officeholders. Very few of the
senators in this survey even commented
on this aspect of lobbying as a problem.
But, oneof them pointed out that “perhaps
tlie unicameral system costs the special

interest groups a litte less money since
there are fewer to entertain. .. ."”

Another went to some length when he
said: “Influence tome isa matter of the
individual. You can get helpful in—
formation from a lobbyist ifyou use itas
such. However, if you accept all of his
gratuities, you are ina po. position touse
any informationyou ge;. Better pay for the
senators may help to cut down on the
acceptance of these offers, as I know itwas
tempting to cut down on expenses, where
as a matter of fact, your pay did not cover
expenseV

A coll ague put it bluntly: “1f you are
inclined to accept favors (money or
meals) the size of tliebody won Tmatter.””

Finally, several of the senators included
as a lobbyist tie pressure groups from
back home. One said, “The lobbying as
such is not bad. The pressure groups at
home are the real threat."

Anotlwr defended the pressure groups at
home: "The legislator™s thinking is based
on his opinion and those of the folks back
home. "1 don Tthink lobbyists really affect
legislative opinions at all. Speaking for
myself,T listened t wliat lobbyists had to
say, but didn"t let them sway me.””

These were tie senators talking. How
about the lobbyists?

First who are they?

This information is easily obtainable
since under Nebraska law tie lobbyist is
required to register and identify tie
organization lie represents. He does this in
tie secretary of state’s office, He is also
required topresentan expense report each
month to the secretary of state. In this
report, he is to list his salary and the ex—
penses incurred in exercising his lobbying



Relief and Inscription over main door of Capitol

activities. Failure to submit this report
makes the lobbyist liable toa fine of $5,000
and or one year 3 imprisonment.

While it is assumed Uiat under this law
tlie report isopen to audit, thus far in the
liistory of the Unicameral Legislature,
observers point out, no such audit has been
conducted.

The registered lobbyists represent a
great variety of organizations. In the 1001
session 121 lobbyists represented 128
organizations. (This does not include die
state agencies, whose representatives arc
not required to register. |

Here is tieway tlie list broke down. The
largest lobby bloc represented insurance
with 17 companies or associations.
Utilities were next with 14. Represen—
tst es of 12 associatioas indicated the
interest in farming and ranching.
Professional societies (medicine, pnar-
tnacy, etc.) numbered 10, as did retail

merchant organizations. Nine unions were
represented with a majority associated
with railroads. Civic and investment
organizations each account! d for nine. _Six
lobbyists represented liquor interests. And
six companies hire their own lobbyists to
represent them in the Unicameral
Legislature. Transportation of raw
materials and finished goods by motor
freight were represented by seven lob—
byists from four organizations. Education
associations (not institutions) tiad five
lobbyists from three associations. “Hie
morals of the state found champions in
three lobbyists representing churches,
temperance, etc. Banking also had three
representatives. And three persons listed
themselves as representing "Self.”~
Petroleum and cooperatives completed
Uie list with two representatives each.

Now, how do these lobbyists feel about
Uieir jobs?



One of them pointed out quickly that it
was liis experience that an occasional
lunch or a cigar were as far as he felt a
lobbyist dared go in setting the stage for a
friendly conversation with a senator.

“To do otherwise,” he said, “®ill
prejudice the lobbyist for all time and
severely limit his future usefulness."

Observers point out that it has been a
practice for some time for a lobby or
lobbies to provide free inches for any
senator who wanted them

Export Helj)

Several of tlie lobbyists felt oart of iheir
funcuon was to give technical uiformation
without which legislatil™ errors might be
made.

one former senator recalled problems in

[l

drafting legislation regarding Rural

Electrification Administration power

lires. Tlie power lines had set up “in—
terference fields" which made it almost

impossible to talk on several rural

telephone lines. This senator recalls tliat
Uie bill that was passed to rectify the

problem could not have been satisfactorily
drafted without the technical assistance of
the REA lobbyist.

Perhaps the lobbyists *viewpoint of the
Unicameral Legislature was best sum—
marized by a Statehouse veteran who
denied that there was “@nder-the-table"
dealing. H">said:

“1n our work, itis just as important to
remember that 22 senators can killa bill as
itisto try to influence an equal number in
favor of it."”



Part 111:

The Machinery



Betiveen Sessions:

Work with Less

OW THAT," say many visitors to
Nebraska & Unicameral legislature, "is
the kiri"l of job 1 would like to have, Those
senators work only six months out of every
two years."

These visitors are normally about one-
fouMh right. Fur six (ninths of their two-
ye ir term the senators make laws under
the hot klieg lights of statewide publicity.

During the remaining I montlis the
senators do the other three-fourths of their
job with a good deal less fanfare. As
members of committees of Hie legislative
Council the senators take time from their
private jobs to do law-making research.

lint the senators do not do the job alone
nor without technical assistance. A
director and his staff assist in tins
relatively unpublicized research job.

Why a legislative Council?

Ilecause, political scientists point out,
lawmaking is not simply a one-shot
arrangement each two years. Il needs to
have continuity from session to session. It
needs to have the advantage of research
and technical assistance.

In Nebraska particularly, political
scientists say. the nonpartisan nature of
the Legislature as well as its small size
make continuity a problem. For instance,
without continuity how can a legislative
program in an individual area carry over
from session to session? Upon what do
senators lean inknowing where legislation
is necessary? These ire just two of the
many questions the legislative Council
attempts to answer.

The senatorsand the Legislative Council
staff members go towoik insearch of the
answers just as soon as committees can be
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appointed at the end of the regular
legislative session, Dr. Jack Rodgers,
Council director since 194, said that
senators are given an opportunity tovoice
a committee preference. However, final
decisions are made by the Council™s
Executive Hoard composed of the
chairman and the vice chairman of the
Council, the speaker of the legislature,
and the chairman of the Committee on
Committees.

Each senator serves on from two to
three Council committees during the
approximately 18-month period.

What do they look into in the off-
legislative season? They can and have
looked into almost anything regarding
Nebraska legislation

Hide Range

Historically, the Council*s LWl major
studies have included local government,
birth registration, groundwater use,
mothers® pensions, public power, in
terstate loll bridges, district courts,
religious societies, state highway con
struction, and even murals and panels for
the state Capitol, Taxation has been
studied 17 times and education Mt limes.

Just how the Council goes about
assembling those reports is most easily
understood by following one of them
through the process of lawmaking
research.

In 19511 one of the studies was on con—
sumer credit. That re]xirt had its begiu-
nings when various Nebraska groups
dealing with consumer credit asked that
legal boundaries Is-set on revolving credit
agreements and installment sales. (ldeas



Fanfare

for reports may originate with tie public
as well as the Legislature, Rodgers ex—
plained.)

There was. at the time the Councils
work started, a climate favorable to credit
purchasing. Rodgers described it this
way:

“Technology had placed the automobile
and other durable goods such as washers,
freezers, and air conditioners within reach
of the average consumer — if arrange—
ments could be made to finance them over
a period of time.

“Ranks had expanded installment loan
departments, retail sellers Itad established
credit systems, and consumer finance
companies grew in numlier.

“Installment credit buying alone in—
creased from $1, million in 1920 to $4
million in RI57."

Rodgers and his office staff, which in—
cludes Mrs. Marguerite M. Price,
assistant director, and Helen S (iriess,
research assistant, gathered the
preliminary data. This early research
involved a study of legal and financial
problems and contact with other states to
learn what has been done elsewhere.

This information was presented to each
member of tliecommittee. Then came Six
public hearings to gain more information
and opinions.

The testimony was then summarized
and the committee met in executive
session to add its own recommendations.

linsis /.lid

Wlien the 1959 Unicameral legislature
met it had research, public opinion, and
recommendations upon which to base its
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By Nancy Whitfovr?.

lawmaking. Two laws resulted from this
study of the complicated business of
credit. One, LB301, regulated revolving
credit agreements, and 1J3652 governed
instalIment sales.

Rogers believes the Council issuccessful
in such cases as this “because the com—
mittees start with the general problem and
work toward legislation that is acceptable
to those concerned with the area studied,"

During three recent bienniums, nearly
fd per cent of the Council3 recom—
mendations presented to the legislature
have been enacted into law. In 1955,17 of 27
recommendations became law; in 1957, 24
of 42; and in 1959, IB of 3. No earlier
comparisons are available since the
practice of listing recommendations that
ix"camc law did not begin until Rodgers*®
appointment in 1951

Rodgers is the third man t hold the
position of director of the Council. Hugo
Srb was appointed tenifxirary director in
1937 until Dr. Roger V. Shumate became
the first permanent director of the Council.
The Council"s history almost parallels the
history of the Unicameral legislature
itelf Itwas established by statute during
the first session of the one-house
legislature in 1937 The original resolution
s|Mmsorod by Senator John Norton of Polk
provided for a council patterned after one
developed in Kansas, Dr. Frederic Il
(iuild, a member of the faculty of the
University of Kansas and director of

research for the Kansas legislative
Council, was instrumental in guiding
Nebraska legislators. The Unicameral

senators set up a 15-member Council. It
was made up of three members from each



The ICxecuUve Board of the Legislative Council
In 1870 (from left): Henry F. Petersen. William
M. Wylie,Chairman C W. llolmoulsl. William F.
Swanson, Jerome Warner.

of tie areas comprising the state’s five
Congressional districts.

Under Srb, the Council®s first two studies
were conducted on tie homestead tax
exemption and state assistance and child
welfare.

Minutes from the early meetings
suggest the Council was formed to meet a
change 1in public opinion regarding
government.

Senator Amos Thomas of Omaha noted
in his introductory address as the first
[xirmanent chairman that government
was becoming "more and more complex."
More was being expected of the govern
ment, and because of tie public demand,
government was broadening Its activities.

"As a result,” he said, "there is a
marked tendency toward more complex
legislation and administration. It is
becoming more and more difficult to enact
just legislation without scientifically
gathered data from which sound con—
clusions may be deduced."

Thomas greeted the other 14 senators

f4 ;,C

who were members of the first Council
with a note of optimism that was to be
severely tested during the first years of
operation.

Bright Hopes

"I am sure of full cooperation, and
confident that if our work 1is con—
scientiously, impartially, and thorougniy
perfoimed we will enjoy the confidence
and support of the Legislature and of the
public as well."

Mi. Price recalled the difficulties the
Council had to face because it was new.

“Buring the first eight years bills
abolish the Council were introduced in
nearly every session,” she said. "The
Council had Insell itself and convince the
legislature it was beneficial."

There were problems in the early days.
One that came up immediately involved
expense accounts. Council members
receive no additional pay, hut are reim—
bursed for proper expenses incurred while
attending Council sessions.



In September of 1XI7 Senator Allan A.

Strong of Gordon questioned the con—

stitutionality of this provision. However, a
month later Deputy Attorney General
Francis V. Robinson handed down his
opinion that "expenses of legislative
committees meeting when the legislature
is not m session are official rather than
personal expenses.™

The lillil speaker of the legislature,
Senator Don Thompson of McCook, and
other veteran observers noted a less
tangible source of friction during this

period.
"Senators who were not chosen (for tlie
Council) resented their Tavored

colleagues® and refused to consider
Council reports pro]x*rly. It was felt the
small group was trying to dictate policy to
the large group.”

In I"'HY, the situation was remedied when
the l.egislalure voted to make all HI
senators members of the Council.

Ten years earlier, in N additional
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functions were placed within the Council

structure. The already existing

Legislative Reference Bureau was

transferred to the Council. The duties of

the Bureau included reference library and

general reference service, preparation

and distribution of the state Blue Book,

and maintenance of the bill drafting

service. The Council also supplies in—
formation on specific problems to in—
dividual senators.

Over the years, more and more in—
formation on a wider variety of subjects
lias been organized and researched by the
legislative Council. As Dr. Rodgers points
out, not all studies "result in specific
legislation. Many reveal there is no need
for legislation. Others show a need which
is not fulfulled.”

Senator Thompson summed up the work
of the Council ti~>way:

"More and more requests for studies are
received each year because people have
seen the results which can be produced in
the form of better legislation "



Safeguards Guide Bills

Are There Checks

By Leon Nyberg

N WIJES, IT IS less complicated than the
two-house system," said the cautious, "but
isitsafe? Is itpossible for a bill tobecome
law so swiftly tiat not all the legislators,
let alone the public, have time toexamine
it

In 1934 these cautious Nebraskans were
worried about tie simplified procedure by
which a bill becomes law in the
unicameral system. They were concerned
about the loss of the normal checks and
balances of the conventional two-house
legislature.

But today such staunch supporters of the
one-house way of state government as
Hugo Srb, clerk of die legislature, feel
there need have been no fear. In fact, Srb
believes there are better safeguards built
into the Nebraska system tlian in the
bicameral legislatures.

Tlie one-house defenders point to tlie 13
steps a billmust take before itbecomes the
law of Nebraska. The steps arc:

1 Introduction and first reading.

2. Reference to standing or select
committee,

3. Consideration by standing or select
committees, after at least five days ™
notice of public hearing on each hill.

4. Report by standing committee and
reference t general file or indefinite
postponement .

D. General file: reading, consideration,
and general debate by tie legislature
and amendment if necessary.

6. Reference to Enrollment and
Review Committee for r-view,

7. Report by chairman of Enrollinr *
and Review and reference to select file
fl. Select file: amendment, by

unanimous consent; to recommit to
standing committee; to recommit to
general file; to postpone indefinitely and
toadvance for engrossment are some of
the motions in order.
9. Advancement to Enrollment anu
Review for engrossment unless
recommitted toa standing committee or
indefinitely postponed.
10. Report by chairman of EnrollIment
and Review in reference to final reading
file or to select file by specific amend —
ment.
1. Final reading.
12. Emergency clause (if there is one).
13. Consideration if vetoed by the
governor.

Limit liills

Any member of the legislature may
introduce a hill. But individual senators
tnay not introduce a bill after tie 20th
legislative day, except by recom—
mendation of the governor, or at tie
request of a standing committee and 26
affirmative votes, or upon a suspension of
tlie rules, which requires 29 votes.

"This deadline speeds preparation of
bills and encourages legislators to use hill
drafting services and research facilities of
tie legislative Council before die start of
a session,” Dr. Adam Breckenridge
[xiinted out in his book, One House forTwo.

After a hill is introduced, it is read by
title (the first reading) and referred to tie
proper committee. After at least five days®
public hearing on each bill before taking
final action.

Tlie committees liave the autliority to
combine and correlate bills, as well as to

A



and Balances?

propose amendments to them. Public
hearings on each bill before final com —
mittee disposition allow private citizens to
express their views and provide in—
formation for committee members.

An example of a committee"s amending
power can be found in many of the bills a
committee considers each session. For
instance, in 1961 1.B208, which set the tax
levy for the State Park Fund, provided for
a .Bmill tax when first introduced. After
committee and initial floor debate, the
figure was lowered to .30 mill. With this
compromise figure, tiebill was approved
by the committee and later received final
approval on the floor of the Legislature.

If tlie committeed vote on a hill is
favorable, it isadvanced to the floor to be
placed on general file, General file is tlie
first debate stage before the entire
legislature. On general file committee
amendments are accepted or rejected and
further amendments are in order.

A dissenting vote by a committee
postpones indefinitely action on tie hill.
Postponing a hill in a committee has die
effect of killing itunless a majority of tie
legislators vote to place iton general file
within three days after being reported to
tlie legislator as indefinitely postponed.
After that it takes 29 votes.

(ienernl I'ilv

After consideration and debate on
general file, die Legislature votes on
further lisposition of tlie hill. Approval
means advancement of the hill io the
Committee on Enrollment ami Review tor
review; disapproval [tostpones the bill
indefinitely. At this stage the Ixigislature

also has the alternative of recommitting
the hill to the committee.

Tlie Committee on Enrollment and
Review is a one-man committee. This
legislator, usually a lawyer, has authority
t correct such things as spelling,
capitalization, and phraseology of bills to
make certain they are legally correct.

Tlie hill is returned to the Legislature on
select file. Select file is a preferential
calendar of bhills. At this point, the
legislature has several altematives. The
bill can be advanced, postponed in—
definitely, recommitted to the general file
or to tlie standing committee, changes
recommended by the chairmen of
enrolbnent and review can be approved or
rejected, or it may be amended by
unanimous consent.

A favorable vote on select file advances
tlie bill once again to the Committee on
Enrollment and Review, this time for
engrossment (a formal transcript). Tlie
legislative rules state tliat with all
amendments "“all bills, before being ad—
vanced to final reading..shall be
engrossed by typewriter, and. copies
thereof shall be supplied for tlie use of
members."

After engrossment the bill issent back to
tlie floor of tie Legislature to the final
reading file. When on final reading file tie
hill must be read in full, including all the
amendments, tiefore the Legislature. At
this time the legislature may vote to
recommit tlie bill to Enrollment and
Review, the standing committee, or to the
select file for specific amendment.

If the bill isnot recommitted, a final roll
call vote istaken. Ifpassed, the bill goes to



Step-by-Step: Life of a Bill

Bill Drafted

Tfi



Many steps for bills
make up for checks
of a second house.

the governor to be signed. If voted down,
the bill is killed.

An approved bill becomes law 90 days
after the adjournment of the legislative
session if it is signed by the governor.
However, in some cases, an emergency
clause is attached toa hill. An example of
this is found in LB659, a 1961 bill to limit
hours and work of female employees. The
final section of this hill provided the
emergency clause, “Since an emergency
exists, this act shall be in full force and
take effect, from and after itspassage and
approval, according to law," In some
cases, tiebill may state a specific day on
which it is to go into effect.

A three-fifths vote of tie Legislature is
required to override a veto by tie

governor. If such Ls the case, tie hill
becomes law without tie governor3
signature.

Any hill not returned by tie governor
within five days after he receives it
becomes law without his signature. If tie
legislature adjourns before the five days
are up, and the governor does not sub—
sequently sign it, tie bill goes into effect
without his signature.

If the Legislature adjourns and prevents

tlie return of a vetoed hill 1tis filed, with
tlie governor 3 objections, in the office of
the secretary of state within five days
after the adjournment and the bill isdead.

ltern Veto

On certainmoney appropriation bills the
governor has tlie power of the item veto.
Tliat is, he may disapprove any item or
items of tlie appropriation by striking only
those items from the hill.

After final approval all bills are filed
with the secretary of state to become law
at the specified tune.

These steps through which a bill must
pass, say one-house proponents, more than
make up for tie checks and balances lost
by the elimination of a second house.
Nebraska observers [Mint out that each
step isstrictly followed on every hill. They
explain that inmany two-house states the
requirement for a public hearing is either
ignored or can be by-passed. To these men
wlio have worked with tlie Unicameral
legislature for more than two decades the
one-house system has provided ample
protection for the integrity of Nebraska
law-making.



Drafter's Job:

To See That

By George Peterson

tt
ILL
Record.””
"20 New Bills Tolled Into Hopper.~”
"Senators Race to Beat Bill Deadline."
Headlines like these tll Nebraskans
tiat their state senators are hard at work

INTRODUCTION Sets

daring the first 20 days of each
Unicameral Legislature session.
During this period when individual

senators can introduce bills itwould seem
that the proposals crop up by tie handful
and are tossed into the “hopper””by tlie
bushel. The process is neither so simple
nor so disorganized.

As the bill drafter works on every
measure introduced into the legislature
he is guided by constitutional and
statutory provisioas, as well as legislative
rules and principles. From these sources
come certain key phrases:

"Constitutionality . . . phraseology . . .
harmony ofstyle... typographical style ..
-uniformity of laws. .. .7~

A voniffe 562

Since 1937 an average of 5G2 bills have
b en introduced in euch session. They all
luid to pass the standards of the hill
drafter.

Tlie reason all bills must move through
his office is found in the Rules of tie
Legislature, which state “Ko bill shall be
introduced unless it lias been approved as
t form and draftsmanship by the
legislative hill drafter.”

"ibisvaluable service isavailable only to
die legislators and the executive depart—
ments of the state.

If a citizen wants
bill lie must confer with

in idea drafted into a
liis district

Tt

representative and gain his consent to

back the idea. The law requires tiat the

introducer must be willing “to endorse and

support personally”” each bhill he in—
troduces. The representative can then take

tlie citizen3 idea to the draftsman for

preparation.

letters, laws, and ideas are the raw
materials tie drafter must work with to
come up with his finished product. His
service becomes available December 1
before the session of Uie Unicameral
legislature begins.

“hie office often receives letiers from
legislators mapping out an idea, und Uie
drafter must then turn Ulis letter into a
presentable hill.

If some oUicr state already has a law
Uiat u Nebraska senator feels should be
enacted, in whole or in part, the drafter
must revise Uie law so itwill harmoniously
fit into Uie Nebraska statutes.

Sometimes a senator presents only
sufficient Information and gives only the
intent and purpose of tie proposed
legislation. The drafter must take over
from there.

Since the draftsman usually receives
limited instructions, this imposes a heavy
responsibility and requires tieexercise of
impartial discretion in the public interest,
according t John J. Wilson, bill drafter in
1901.

For example, an initial decision based
on Uie constitutional provision Unit ""no hill
shall contain more than one subject,””
must be reached. Tills is often difficult to
determine, but a bill becomes un-
consUtutional ifthis one technical detail is
improperly handled.



Laws Fit In

Before proceeding with tliedrafting of a
hill, tliedraftsman checks the constitution,
the cross-reference file, the court
decisions, and, if the measure is amen—

datory legislation, tie statute to be
changed.
Since all formal requirements and

inhibitionsof the constitution must be met,
the manner in which tie proposed
legislation can be drafted may be limited.
For example:

1 No local or special laws shall be
enacted into a general law.

2. No grant of extra compensation can
be made topublic officers and contractors.

Also, there must be a study of tlie court
decisions toensure that legislation already
declared unconstitutional by the courts is
not re-enacted inton new law. This, the bill
drafter knows, would only invoke the
[tower of Hie courts to again set it aside.

If the opinion of the drafter is tiat the
constitution and other principles of law
would he violated by the proposed
legislation, he calls itto the attention of the
senator requesting the bill. The decision of
wliether the hill still should b prepared
then Ls Die senator”s.

Oilier Lairs

The cross-reference file also must he
checked. Itshows all statutes that may be
affected by amendatory ornew legislation.
If other related statutes are covered, itis
necessary that they, too, be amended or
repealed.

The reading of the statutes to be
amemled is important since there is a
|X) .ssibility tliat tie proposed legislation

may have been enacted and be law at the
present time.

Once the bill is drafted, the .draftsman
turns to writing a title for it

No question, according to Wilson, is
raised in court more often or more per—
sistently than that of die validity of tlie
bile.

"A poor title can kill the best bill,””
Wilson explained. It must be general
enough t tell tir? public exactly what is in
it

A total of six copies of each bill are
typed. They go, among other places, to tie
printer, the press, the senator forwhom it
was drawn, and into Uie bill drafter 3 files
as an office copy. The hill drafter"s job is
done, temporarily at least, once the in—
troducing senator picks up the copies and
turns them over to the clerk of Uie
Legislature for introduction and
distribution.

If a bill is postponed indefinitely at any
stage of the legislative process the drafter
never sees it again.

However, if amendments have been
made when a bill reaches the stage of
select file, the amendments mast be added
1o the hill so itwill be incomplete form for
final reading, The drafter must sec the bill
once again, Ix"cause hisoffice prepares Uie
linal printer's copy. This involves
receiving the hill from the engrossing
clerkand comparing itagainst Uie original
bill and the amendments.

Tile drafter isnot required to formulate
all the amendments, but he docs a large
IK"icentage of them. But Uie responsibility
of informing senators of any amendments
rests with the clerk of the legislature.



The work of the draftsman is not con—
fined just to hills. An estimated 95 per cent
of the resolutions are written Dy him.
Resolutions are for such purposes as of—
fering condolences, memorializing the
Congress of tlie United States to pass
particular federal legislation, requesting
action of state officials and departments,
assigning duties to the Legislative Council,
and other similar objectives.

The major qualification of the drafter,
observers say, u tliathe be an able lawyer
who isimpartial and can ensure secrecy to
all persons who make requests.

The appointment of the drafter ismade
by the Legislative Council in the
November before the regular biennial
session of the Legislature. It has been
customary that the appointment goes to
tlie same individual for a good many
years. Only three men have held the job
from 1937 through 191.

Tlie drafting service is part of the
legislative branch of government. The
drafter works with the Nebraska revisor of
statutes, a judicial branch position, given
tlieduty “toaidand assist the hill drafting
service.” This close liaison between the
judicial and legislative branches works to
get harmonious style, arrangement, and
similar terminology of tie statutes. The
revisor in 1961 wus Wnlter D. James.

The bill drafting service has not always
been available to legislators befoe the
session opened. The unicameral system
adopted in 1934 did not make provision for
such a service. But statutory provision
was made in tie first session of the
Unicameral legislature. It provided for
preparation ofa legislative program in die
form of bills, or otherwise, us required

In that 1937 session, with the inception of
tlie legislative Council, the office was
established und duties of the bill drafter
were laid down. George Mann held the
office from 1937 until 1941.

Own Stylo

Mann had his own style, which was
perhaps a litde more detailed than the

style used today, according to John J.
Wilson, who has held the position for all
sessions since December 1, 1944, (Walter
James, who later became revisor, was the
bill drafter from 1941 to 1944. Wilson was
his assistant.)

Wilson graduated from the Nebraska
University Law School and is assistant
revisor of statutes when the Legislature is
not in session.

Tlie codifying and filing of all the
statuteswas a new idea incorporated into
tie work of tie drafter in 1943. This in—
novation came as tie result of a major
revision of the statutes when James held
the drafting position. The file was not
completed until 1945 and since that time
has been kept current.

Tlie latest change in tlie composition of
the drafter”s officewas made in 1959 when
the position of attorney of enrolIment and
reviewwas moved from the jurisdiction of
tlie derk of the legislature to the hill
drafter wlio now, in a sense, "hires" the
attorney.

This job has adual role- tliat of attorney
on enrollment and review and assistant
hill drafter. Emory Burnett, an instructor
at the University of Nebraska law School,
who had been assistant drafter, acquired
tlie additional responsibilities.

His Job isto correct the spelling of words
and errors of punctuation and
capitalization and to proofread bills and
amendments as they travel through tie
legislature,

These two men work closely under tie
rules clause, "the hill drafting service
.-l have supervision of legal work
perforincu . > tlieEnrolIment and Review
Committee."

Wilson and Burnett feel that it is
necessary and advantageous tliat they see
eye-tu-eye on the major as well as the
minor aspects of hill drafting.

"Hie harmony, observers say, that
results from such an approach helps give
Nebraska the "complete and efficient hill
drafting service called for by the
statutes- even when hills are tossed into
the hopper bv the huslie



Wo bill shall be introduced
unless it has been approved

...by the..Mil drafter.”’

The Nebraska
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speaker’s Role:

The

T he PRESIDING officer:W. F. Chapin,
speaker of the Territorial Legislature of
Nebraska.

The time: 1867, just before statehood.

The place: Omaha, in the Territorial
Capitol.

The subject: reapportionment.

The power behind the presiding officer:
a Colt revolver.

A group of scowling legislators ap—
proached the platform. They had every
intention of deposing the speaker- bodily,
if necessary. The first of the disgruntled
lawmakers placed his foot on tie step of
tlie platform. Speaker Chapin drew his
Colt. The rebellious legislators hesitated
for a moment, and in tiat instant Chapin
acted.

He declared the house adjourned under
tlie rule that itwas in his power todo so if
"disorder reigns.””

A Colt revolver is not part of the
equipment of the speaker of the modern
Unicameral Legislature. Over the years
tlie speaker®s power has shifted and in
some cases has been reduced. But tie
honor of being named to the job has not
diminished since tliat riotous session in
1867.

Tlie speaker, who is chosen by a
majority vote of the senators, acts as
presiding officer of the Unicameral
legislature In tlie absence of the
lieutenant governor. His other duties in—
clude membership on the Budget Com —
mittee, the Reference Committee, and tlie
Executive Board of the Legislative
Council.

But as Dwight Burney, a past speaker,
(Jointed out, although there are few duties
of the speaker, the Job changes from
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Nonpartisan

session to session. He explained that the
problems arise and differ with each
meeting.

One of the speaker"smain duties isto act
as a kind of nonpartisan whip. John E.
Beaver, speaker in 1957, explained this job
of co-ordination by the speaker. He said
committee chairmen seldom fail to move
bills as quickly as they sliould, “but there
were several occasions when 1 felt
hearings weren"t being held as quickly as
they could have been and suggested that
they do so."

Push Work

Burney explained that the speaker must
make sure all committees know how much
work each iscompleting and see to It that
each committee keeps pace.

Don Tliompson, speaker of tie 1961
session, described his Job as "seeing that
tlie legislature is properly organized; in
general, guiding the operation so that
there isn Tany slowing down In procedure
and trying to keep a balance of bills on
general file, select file, and general
reading."

Die speaker 8 other job- presiding in
the lieutenant governor 3 absence, is not
as hit and miss as itmight seem. Burney
pointed out that the strain of presiding is
such that the lieutenant governor needs a
break and so most speakers fill in several
times each day. Harry L. Pizer said he
took over at intervals each day and was
the sole presiding officer in 1960 when
Burney had become governor after the
death of Governor Ralph Brooks.

“1was tough,”™ Pizer said, “1 wouldn T
wunt tobe on the floorwhile lwas speaker.
I felt the job was to keep the senators in



Normally, previous experience is a
factor in the selection of the speaker,
legislative records indicate. Only one man,
Robert B. Crosby, speaker in 1943 and
later lieutenant governor and governor,
served in the job before he had been in at
least four previous sessions as a senator.
Charles J. Warner in 1937 came to the job
with more experience than any of the
Unicameral Legislature3 speakers. He
served 13 terms as a legislator.

The actual power of the speaker has
shifted over Nebraska Zhistory as a state.
In the days of the Territorial Legislature
(1&75-1867) and bicameral Legislature
(1867-1935) the speaker was in a different
position. At that time he was the presiding
officer of the lower chamber. The
lieutenant governor presided over the
state Senate. Today tiespeaker takes the
chair, preserves order, puts questions to
the floor, and signs bills only in the ab—
sence of the lieutenant governor.

Indications of the speaker 3 power may
be noted in early legislative rulebooks.
These show that the speaker had the
authority to appoint all committees unless
otherwise directed by the House. Today
this is Uie job of Uie Committee on Com —
mittees.

Because the modern Unit""men.!
speaker isone of Uie Uiree member.*: nf die
Reference Committee, ftwould seem Uiut
Utissmall group could influence the flow of
legislation. The Reference Committee
assigns bills to the various standing
committees. But Thompson pointed out,
“Hie majority of the bills fit into a
prescribed category according to their
UUe, and that's where they go."

Hie Unicameral legislature also locks
Uie partisan poliUcs upon which earlier
elections of speakers used to depend.

Before adoption of the unicameral system
with Wts nonpartisan members, party
strength was a factor in the choice of the
speaker-.

When J.G. Megeath was chosen speaker
of the Territorial Legislature in 1866 by a
25-9vote, he was reported to have said that
his election was due partially to
providential absences and manipulation.
Records show that the Democratic
speaker was right. The Republican
senatoi from Gage County was delayed by
a storm and Uie Republican representative
from Burt County received information
that the Legislature was to open a week
later than i1t did. The Republican from
Richardson County turned Democrat
tcmporarUy in return for Uie chair—
manship of the Committee on County Seats
and County Roads.

Background

Over the years men whose partUme job
has been speaker of the Legislature have
come from many occupations. But since
1937 about one-third have been farmers or
ranchers and another third lawyers,
legislative records show awide variety of
Jobs among Uie speakers. J. H. Mockett,
speaker in 1903, was a school teacher at
Uie age of 18 before entering college. John
Kuhl (1911) was in the harness business,
and G. W. 0"Malley (1933) was a collector
of internal revenue.

Two Omniums

The statisUcs also show Uiat since
Nebraska became a state only two of the
speakers have come from Omaha, Uie
state3 largest city. They were J. A.
Rodman, who held the position In 1927, and
Charles F. Tvrdik, in 1953.

Rodman, Tvrdik, O Malley, Kuhl,
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Mockett, Crosby, Beavers, Burney, Pizer,
Thompson- these are a few of the names
on the long list of men who have been
speakers of Nebraska & Legislature. And
observers of the Unicameral Legislature
pointout that itisoften difficult to spot the
leaders in this form of state government.
But they agree that one sure way isto read
the listof the men who have held the title,
Speaker of the Nebraska Legislature.

Capitol mosaic

mRoster of Nebraska Legislative Speakers-

Territorial Legislature

A.P. Hanscom
P.O.Sullivan
I. L. Gibbs ...
J.H. Decker
H.P.Bennett
S. A. Strickland
H.W.DePuy
A.D.Jones ...
George B. Lake
S. M. Kirkpatrick
James G. Megeath
W.F. Chapin

Bicameral Legislature
W. A. Pollock
W.F.Chapin
W. McLennan
George W,Collins i 1871
M. SESSTONS e 1873
EdwardS.Towle e, 1875
ATDINTUS NaNCe e 1877
C.P. Mathewson . 1879
H.oH.Shedd s 1881
George M.HuUmMphrey e 1883
Allen W, Field ... .. 1885
N.VLHAran e 1887
Jolin C Watson .1889
S, MLETdEr e 1891
JN.GAatfIN s 1893
C.L. Richards e 1895
J.N.GaHIn ... .1897
Paul F. Clark .1899
W.G. Sears ... .1901
JoH. MoCKett, Jr o 1903

GeorgelL.Rouse ............. 1905
D.M.Nettleton 1907
C.W.Pool ... 1909
JohnKuhl ... ... ... ........ 1911
P.C.Kelley ... ... ... ..._. 1913
George Jackson ........... 1915-18
DwightS. Dalby ... ... _...... 1919
Walter L. Anderson .......... 1921
A. N. Mathers .... 1923
AllenG. Burke ............... 1925
James A. Rodman ........... 1927
BornR.Coulter .............. 1929
Max Kier ......ocoeoeoeo.... 1931
George W.O"Malley .......... 1933
W.H.O0"Gara ....coeeeuunnnn. 1935
Unicameral Legislature
CharlesJ.Warner ........... 1937
WilliamH.Dlers ............. 1939
R. M. Howard ............... 1941
RobeitB. Croshy ............ 1943
C.Pet-us Peterson ........... 1945
Walter R. Raecke ............ 1947
EarlJ. Llee ..o, 1949
EdHoyt . .oooiiiiaa.. 1951
OttoProhs ......ccoeevoaa... 1952
CharlesF.Tvrdik ............ 1953
DwightW._Burney ........... 1955
JohnE.Beaver.............. 1957
Harry L. Pizer ... ... ... 1959
Don Thompson ... ... ..... 1961
William Moulton ............. 1903
KennethL. Bowen .... ....... 1965
ElvinAdamson .............. 1967

Jerome Warner .............. 1969



Lieutenant Governor:

The Partisan In

By Sylvia Rodehorst

T he CHIEF presiding office of the
Nebraska Unicameral Legislature is held
by a man who must be a part-time
politician, a part-time nonpartisan, and a
part-time governor, and whose fulltime
job isalmost always in private enterprise.

This description represents the paradox
that is the lieutenant governor 3 job in
Nebraska While he isall of these things he
is also one heartbeat away from the
governor 3 chair.

Some observers believe his partisan
election is of value in his job as the non—
partisan presiding officer of the
Legislature. Others believe that this
necessity for wearing two hats hinders
him. At least one former lieutenant
governor asked a subsnquent Legislature
1o abolish the job.

But so far as the Unicameral egislature
is concerned tie lieutenant governor of
Nebraska performs a vital function during
every legislative session. As presiding
officer he recognizes speakers from tie
floor, rules on questions of parliamentary
procedure, and clears the back of tie
legislative chamber and tie galleries if
visitors become too noisy. His vote counts
only in the case of ties.

Administratively, his role in the one-
house system differs little from that in a
bicameral legislature. Tlie major dif—
ference is that his presiding domain in tlie
Unicameral legislature isover dieentire
state lawmaking body. Under this system,
the speaker, elected from the floor,
presides only in the lieutenant governor 3
absence. But before 1937 in Nebraska tlie
speaker presided over the House while tlie
lieutenant governor was in charge of the

Senate. Politically, according toHugo Srb,
clerk of the Legislature, the lieutenant
governor 3 role has decreased in im—
portance. Before 1937, Srb pointed out, the
lieutenant governor was the party leader
who played an influential part in naming
committee members and getting bills
passed. Now,although he isstill elected on
a partisan basis, the lieutenant governor is
expected to be impartial on all political
questions arising in the nonpartisan
Unicameral Legislature. Lieutenant
Governor Dwight Burney, a past speaker
and long-time legislator, feels that the
present approach is the best one.

“The lieutenant governor has no voice
except to preside,”” he said. "He can
detach himself more than someone- such
as the speaker— who has bills of his own, >~

Jobs for Both

Burney added tliat itLs good to have both
a lieutenant governor and a speaker. Tlie
lieutenant governor can deal with tie
mechanical job of keeping the legislative
process under control and the speaker can
concern himself with legislation and
contact with chairmen of separate com —
mittees to see how they are progressing.

Burney explained that tiespeaker, who
by the very nature of liis job as a legislator
is prone to favor certain bills, might
swerve legislation. The [lieutenant
governor said this might be done by his
vote to break a tieor hisdeclsion on a voice
vote. A wvoice wote, Burney explained,
requires that the presiding officer—
whether lie be lieutenant governor or
s[ieuker— decide which is louder, the yeas
or the nays.



the House

“Any member, however, can demand a
machine vote ifhe does not agree with tlie
decision,””Burney said.

The fact that the speaker is nonpartisan
and the lieutenant governor is partisan
means the lieutenant governor might be
prone to take a partisan viewpoint on a bill
and the speaker might riot. But according
to Burney, this has not been a problem.

And Harry Pizer, tie speaker in 1959,
agreed. He said the partisan election of tie
presiding officer makes no difference. The
lieutenant governor, as an elected partisan
official, should have tie job of presiding
over the Senate, Pizer added. It is very
good, he said, if the lieutenant governor
has had experience as a legislator such as
Burney has.

But the lieutenant governor sliould keep
out of contact with bills, if possible, Pizer
continued, and added that because he
doesn T introduce any bills It is easier for
him t avoid taking sides. In Pizer"s 10
sessions inthe legislature liehad not seen
lieutenant governors wlio stiowed par—
tisanship toward bills.

Robert Crosby, n former legislator,
former speaker, former lieutenant
governor, and former governor, is the man
who suggested the lieutenant governor 3
job be nbollshed. He said itwould be more
appropriate for the speaker to be the chief
presiding officer.

The speaker, Crosby said, Iselected on a
nonpartisan ballotand would make amoi e
appropriate presiding officer for a non—
partisan Legislature. Crosby believed tliat
the lieutenant governor who has been
elected on u party platform might be in—
clined to inject party politics. Crosby said
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he had seen- though infrequently-
partisanship crop up in Unicameral
proceedings. Tliiswas not in tlie matter of
parliamentary rulings, he said, but in the
power of the lieutenant governor and
speaker to refer a hill toa committee or to
help in tlie appointment of senators to a
committee.

No Duties

"A second reason formy view,”Crosby
said, "isthata lieutenant governor has no
significant duties except to preside over
the Legislature and this is not enough
reason t have one.””In case of illness or
death, another elected official could take
tlie governor 3 place,

Tlie lieutenant governor also acts as
governor during tlie latter 3 absence from
the state. Of the 26 men who have served
as lieutenant governors, only two have
succeeded Uie chief executive. Kzru P.
Savage served in boUi offices from 1901 to
1903 after the resignalon of Cliarles H.
Dietrich. Dietrich resigned after only four
months as governor to accept a
nomination for a short term in the United
States Senate. The 1961 lieutenant
governor, Dwight Burney, was governor
for almost four monUis after the death of
Ralph G. Brooks September 9, 1990. Two
lieutenant governors have become
governors by election. Samuel R.
McKclvio was elected to Uie governorship
in 1919 after serving as lieutenant
governor from 1913 to 1915, Robert Crosby,
lieutenant governor from 1947 to 1949,
served as governor from 1953 to 19%5.

Only two lieutenant governors have died



the House

"Any member, however, can demand a
machine vote ifhe does not agree with the
decision,” Burney said.

The fact that the speaker isnonpartisan
and the lieutenant governor is partisan
means the lieutenant governor might be
prone to take a partisan viewpoint on a hill
and Uie speaker might not. But according
to Burney, Uiis has not been a problem.

And Harry Pizer, the speaker in 1939,
agreed. He said the partisan election of Uie
presiding officer makes no difference. Tlie
lieutenant governor, as an elected partisan
official, should have the job of presiding
over Uie Senate, Pizer added. It is very
good, he said, if the lieutenant governor
lias had experience as a legislator such as
Burney has.

But die lieutenant governor sliould keep
out of contact wiUi bills, if possible, Pizer
continued, and added Uiut because he
doesn™t introduce any bills it is easier for
him t nvoid taking sides. In Pizer's 10
sessions in the legislature he had not seen
lieutenant governors who sliowed pnr-
Usanship toward bills.

Robert Crosby, a former legislator,
former speuker, former lieutenant
governor, and former governor, isUie man
who suggested the lieutenant governor®s
job lieabolished. He said itwould be more
appropriate for the speaker to be the chief
presiding officer.

The speaker, Crosby said, iselected on a
nonpartisan ballotand would make amore
appropriate presiding officer for a non-
partisan legislature. Crosby believed Unit
Uie lieutenant governor who lias been
elected on a party platform might be in—
clined to inject party poliUcs. Crosby said
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he had seen- though infrequently-
partisanship crop up 1in Unicameral
proceedings. This was not in the matter of
parliamentary rulings, he said, but in Uie
power of the lieutenant governor and
speaker to refer a hill tba committee or to
help in Uie appointment of senators to a
committee.

No Duties

"A second reason for my view," Croshy
said, "is thata lieutenant governor has no
significant duties except to preside over
Uie Legislature and this is not enough
reason to have one." In case of illness or
death, another elected official could take
Uie governor 3 place.

The lieutenant governor ulso acts as
governor during the latter"s absence from
the state. Of Uie 26 men who have served
us lieutenant governors, only two have
succeeded the chief executive. Ezra P.
Savage served in boUi offices from 1901 to
1903 after the resignalon of Charles H.
Dietrich. Dietrich resigned after only four
months as governor to accept a
nomination for a short term in tie United
States Senate. The 1961 [lieutenant
governor, Dwight Burney, was governor
for almost four monUis after the death of
Ralph G. Brooks September 9, 1980. Two
lieutenant governors have become
governors by election. Samuel R.
McKelvie was elected to Uie governorship
in 1919 after serving as lieutenant
governor from 1913 to 1915. Robert Croshy,
lieutenant governor from 1947 to 1949,
served as governor from 1953 to 1955,

Only two lieutenant governors have died



Committee Work:

The Public 1s Heard

By Lee Gayle Hord

A.T 2P.M. for several months during
the legislative sessions it is impossible to
find all of Nebraska 3 senators in one spot.

At that hour the legislators start doing
what many students of government con—
sider their most important job-
committee work. At no time, they point
out. does a hill get closer consideration
than during tlie committee hearing.

Here the public Is heard. Here friends
and foes of a bill face each other. Here
r visions, called amendments, are
proposed. And here the weight of each
senator § voice is multiplied many times.

Potent Vote

In the legislative sessions, each
senator $ vote isone of 4). But in a seven-
member committee Ilks vote is one of
seven, or seven times more powerful.

The committee system has not always
been asorganized as it is toduy or as ithas
been since 1937 when tlie unicumural
system took over in Nebraska.

But there were some similarities. Under
tlie bicameral system, both the House and
tlieSenate had standing committees. Each
liad a Conunlttee on Committees tliat
operated almost exactly as in tie
unicameral system. In the House, itwas
composed of 13members, consisting of two
members from each Congressional district
and one member at large as chairman.
(lllere were six Congressional districts
then. By 1961 the number had shrunk to
three.)

89

The Senate"s was similar, with seven
members, one from each Congressional
district and one at large as chairman.

Tlie big difference between bicameral
and unicameral committee systems shows
up in the number of committees.

In 1935, the last bicameral session, there
were 29 committees inthe Senate and 32 in
the House The numbers varied from year
to year, but were ordinarily close to 30 in
each body.

The earliest major effort to reform
legislative procedure came in 1913 when
the legislature provided for a Joint
committee to Investigate the subject and
report to the succeeding legislature.

After that investigation of the standing
cmnmittees, the reform committee
rejwrted thut while the most powerful
work of the legislature is done by com—
mittees, the organization und regulation of
their work was tlie weakest feature of
legislative procedure.

Tlie investigators recommended for the
1915 Senate 27 committees with a total
membership of 139, compared with 42
committees with 255 members in 1913. A
similar recommendution was made in tlie
House, reducing 47 committees with 496
members to 30 committees with 238
members.

"Committee work
become a Joke," the Investlgutors
reported. “There are now more com—
mittees Hum there is use for. We recom—
mend abolition and consolidation, and a
radical reduction in the membership in

in Nebraska has



order that a member shall serve on two or
three committees only.>”

Selfish Favored

“The advantages of our present
system,™ the report continued, "are en—
tirely in favor of the selfish unscrupulous
member, for he finds great possibilities in
conflicting committee meetings, ex—
cessively large committees, private
sessions and unrecorded action.””

With such large committees, itwas ot
uncommon for a bill to be purposely held,
never officially voted upon, never of—
ficially considered, and sometimes never
even recorded.

The investigators also were concerned
over tlie simple matter of attendance at
committee meetings. They pointed out
tiat there was very litte effort made
under legislative rules t encourage or
help make it possible for a member to
attend committee meetings. In 1915, as
recommended by tlie reform committee,
afternoon hours were devoted so far as
possible to committee work, the House
from 3to 6p.in._the Senate all of Thursduy
afternoon and other legislative days from 4
o 6 p.m.

“Hint was tlie beginning of committee
reform in Nebraska 3 legislature. The
next major change came with the adoption
of the unicameral system,

a1)

Under the unicameral system, there are
only 15 committees. Their members and
chairmen are chosen by a Committee on
Committees. This body has 13 members.
Twelve of them are chosen by the
Legislature so that each of the state3
Congressional districts is given equal
representation. One member, chosen at
large, becomes chairman. Each member
of the Legislature serves on one or more of
these committees.

(There is another important committee
that, according to Legislative Clerk Hugo
Srb, is not normally listed as a standing
committee. This committee, the
Reference Committee, is a permanent
committee made up of the lieutenant
governor, Uie speaker, and Uie chairman
of UieCommittee on Committees. Itsjob is
to assign bhills to the proper standing
committee.)

Hie rules provide that each committee,
before taking final action on a hill or
resolution, must holda public hearing und
mast give five days “notice before the
session. Each committee also keeps u
record of Wts proceedings. Committee
meetings are open to Uie public. Executive
sessions are open to the press, although
reporters arc bound under a gentleman 3
agreement to keep individual votes und
discussions confidential.



Committee hrnrings give the public a chance to speak.

Does it Work?

Hfts the system worked? Many ob—

servers, including senators and former
senators, believe additional minor
changes might be beneficial. Most of these
suggestions concern the committee
workload of tie senators.

But the record of the first decade of the
Unicameral Legislature tells part of tie
story. In the bicameral Legislature, an
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average of 907 bills were considered each
session, and an average of 120 were
passed. In the first 10 years of the
unicameral system, an average of 492
were considered and an average of 209
were passed.

And today, at shortly before 2 p.m., us
senators hustle along tlie Statehouse
corridors, they are on their way to what
many consider their most important
assignments— committee meetings.



Special Sessions:

Emergencies

By Don Bennett

1 HE EIGHT special legislative sessions
held since the formation of the Nebraska
Unicameral Legislature in 1937 have been
called to deal with matters ranging from
taxation to diseased pigs.

The special sessions, which are called by
the governor, are held to conduct matters
of primary importance that will not wait
until the next regular session.

The special session often assumes some
extraordinary features not found in tie
regular sessions of tlie Legislature. The
law requires that no hill can be passed
until five days after its introduction. This
means that the legislators must convene
during that time on separate days even if
there is no actual business to discuss.

Formalities

These brief meetings during the
required period arc sometimes just for—
malities. The Legislature may meet at
11:30 p-m. Wednesday, introduce a few
people, adjourn at 11:45, and reconvene at
12:05a.m. Thursday for a few minutes to
complete two of the requirec number of
meetings.

Since the first special session of the
Unicameral Legislaturewas called in 1940,
these sessions have cost tlie state $37,000
through 1960. Hie last bicameral special
session, in 19%, lasting 24 days, cost
$30,769.52. In 1960 under the unicameral
system two special sessions were called.
The second of these, lasting seven days,
cost $4,291.40. Backers of the Unicameral
legislature point out thut even during this
25-year period of great inflation tie cost of
special sessions with onchouse has
remained relatively inexpensive.

@

Unlike the regular session, the special
session considers only matters specifically
mentioned in the call.

One hill that is always introduced in the
special session and in the governor3
message of intent calls for the proper
appropriation of funds for payment of all
costs of the session.

Whi le all special sessions are considered
to be called to deal with emergency
measures, there have been only three that
were called in the wake of a catastrophe.

On January 2, 1940, Governor Roy L.
Cochran called a special session to deal
with relief measures "as a result of the
war abroad.””

This bH4th session of tie Nebraska
Legislaturewas termed by Cochran as one
with "a humanitarian purpose."

On April 17, 1952, Lieutenant Governor
CharlesJ. Warner brought the gavel down,
calling the 63rd and extraordinary session
of the Unicameral Legislature to order.

Addressing the senators, Governor Val
Peterson grimly stated:

"We face.. a catastrophe. Thousands of
Nebraskans living along the Missouri
River are homeless and in the days tliat lie
ahead other thousands may be forced to
evacuate.

"I plead with you, in the name of those
wlw today are suffering unprecedented
floods, to provide money inorder tiat our
state government may extend a helping
hand to these citizens.””

Tlie senators rallied to his call and ap—
propriated one-half million dollars for
flood relief.

On August 27, 1952, only four months
later, Governor Peterson again called tie



from Pigs to Taxes

members of the Legislature back into
session to consider another catastrophe.
He met the 64th session with the challenge
o enact a measure to save Bne of our
most valuable exports."

“Nebraska 3 hog population numbers
three million and is a $100 million in—
dustry,” stated Peterson. “Today, this
industry is threatened by the outbreak of
visicular exanthema.””

Hie senators voted into law measures to
provide funds to purchase infected
animals and to make it illegal to feed
garbage to livestock. Also, in order to
maintain a fight against livestock
diseases, the Legislature voted to provide
for a revolving fund to purchase test
cattle.

Peterson also asked the special session
1o raise the ceiling on old age assistance
benefits to $60. The senators granted his
request. An earlier special session called
in 1946 by Governor Dwight Griswold had
raised the ceiling on old age assistance to
5.

Education

Other measures requested by Griswold
and granted by the Legislature provided
for the removal of state limits on junior
college tuition; $10,000 for the distribution
of national school lunch funds; $25,000 for
administration of national funds for on-
the-job veterans® trairing; and $1,685,000
for postwar construction of state in—
stitutions by tlie Board of Control.

This was the second special session that
Governor Griswold had culled. Two years
earlier, on March 27, 1944, he called the
57th Legislature to regulate the issuance

=B

and sale of bonds and to provide a
safeguard in the employment of agents for
public power and irrigation districts.

Hie state’s tax structure prompted
Governor Robert B. Croshy tosummon tlie
lawmakers. "Not inmany years has there
been a special session as important as this
one,”” said Governor Croshy. He was
speaking of the 66th session of the
Nebraska Legislature on April 20, 1954.

"This session has but a singular pur—
pose, ”’said Governor Crosby. “To submit
proposals on which the people shall vote at
the election in November."

He requested tie senators to prepare
amendments to exempt household fur—
nishings and personal effects t an extent
that the Legislature deemed desirable; to
allow the Legislature to equalize
assessments among the counties; and to
protect the people from the "extravagant”
use of support taxes.

Hie Legislature, in addition to these
requests, put on tlie ballot a constitutional
amendment providing that if a general
sales tax, or an income tax, or a com—
bination sales and income tax isadopted, a
property tax cannot be levied.

Job Needs

Two special sessions were held in 1960.
Hie first, called by Governor Ralph
Brooks on August 1, requested that the
citizens of the state be given an amend —
ment to vote upon in November 1960.

“%..Nebraskans will need to create
56,000 new jobs in tienext 10years, and if
we are able to stem the tide of our
migration Nebraska needs 146,000 new job
opportunities,” said Brooks.



The amendment was to allow the
Legislature to authorize governmental
subdivisions t acquire, own, lease, and
develop real and personal property for the
use of private interests. The amendment
was approved by the voters.

On December 12,1960, Governor Dwight
W. Burney, who assumed office upon
Brooks “death, asked the Legislature to
convene. In hisopening message he stated
that he had called the senators to provide
legislation that would “&ctivate the intent
of the constitutional amendment that was
passed at the recent elections.””

The amendment he referred to provided
for a pay increase not to exceed $200 for
the state senators.

The call for a special session is rarely
issued, only 24 times in the history of
Nebraska state government. Yet political
scientists point out that it is a necessary
provision that makes the Unicameral
Legislature flexible in emergencies.

-Special Sessions Of—
Nebraska Legislature

Days
Date Governor Met
Feb, 20, 1807 ..(still territory) 2
May 16,1867 .. Butler __ .... 34
Oct. 27, 1863 . .Butler ... ... 2
Feb. 17, 1870 ...Butler ___ . 14
Mar. 4, 1871) . . Butler ___ ... 1
Mar. 27, 1873 . Furnas ... ... 3

Dec. 5, 1876 .. ..Dawes
Dec. 5 187e ... Dawes .....
May 10, 1882 .. Nance ...
Mar, 20, 1918 . Neville ___
July 29, 1019 . McKelvie
Oct. 14, 1919 . . McKelvie
Jan. 24, 1922 . .McKelvie
Mar. 4, 1930 .. Weaver
June 9, 1931 . ..Bryan ..... ..
Oct. 28, 1933 . . Cochran
Jan. 2, 1940 .. .Cochran ,.
Mar. 27, 1944 .. Griswold
Aug. 22, 1946 ...Griswold .. ..
Apr. 17, 1952 . .Peterson
Aug. 27, 1952 . .Peterson .
Apr. 20, 1954 . .Crosby _
Aug. 1, 1960 .. Brooks __
Dec. 12, 1960 .Burney __
Oct. 21, 1963 .. . Morrison
June 0, 1066 .. .Morrison
Jan. 3, 1968 . .Tiemann
Dec. 9, 1968 .. .Tiemann
June 9, 1070 .. .Tiemann

Bryan statue north of Capitol




One
Can Llive
Cheaper

By Roger Wait

F or ASTATE inthe grip of drought and
depression in 1934, one attractive element
of the proposed unicameral was the
suggestion that itmight cost less.

While post mortems on tie passage of
tlieunicameral amendment cannot clearly
indicate any one reason Nebraska 3 voters
said "Yes," most political scientists agree
tliat economy was a vote producer. No one
believes that a majority of the voters
favored the unicameral legislature only
because it cost less. But tlieviews of two
recognized students of the Unicamerul
Legislature arc that cost was a factor. Dr.
Adam C. Breckenridge, author of One
House for Two, sununarized many of the
factors involved and added, “Others found
comfort that the change mig! "cost less in
pay and in general legislative expenses."

133 to Pay

Dr. John P. Senning in his book, Hie
One-House Legislature, explained that in
the bicameral system 33 senators and 100

.representatives were each paid $800 for

regular sessions and up to $100 for ad—
ditional sessions. This made a total ex—
pense for salaries each biennium, ex—
cluding special sessions, of $100,400.
Although past experience "had proved
that a salary of $800 for a regular session
was inadequate,”” Senning pointed out,
proponents of the unicameral idea con—
sidered holding legislators® salaries to an
overall $100,000 per biennium. They did



Observers believe bicameral

would cost two

or three times

as much.

this, he explaired, knowing tiat the
unicameral system, if approved, would
have far fewer men in it than the two-

house body.

At tlie same time, Senning noted Hiat
Senator George Norris, in his original
unicameral proposal, had said that each
legislator sliauld be paid $2,400a year. But
the senator 3 advice on this point was not
followed.

Dr. Breckenridge (Jointed out in his book
published in 1%v:

"Proponents of tie 1934 amendment
were vell aware of the political advantage
of slewing that public funds could be
saved if the unicameral plan were adop—
ted. Hie state”s economy at tiat time was
depressed and dollars were hard to come

Set Limit

""A saving of even a few thousand dollurs
would be attractive 0 many in making
their decision for or against tlie amend —
ment, so the drafters of the plan probably
with some reluctance inserted a provision
tiat the total pay for Uie edtire mem —
bership- wdi“Oier 30or M>nr something in
between — would be $75,inb for tie two-
yeur term of office.

"lliis meant a demonstrated suving of
about one-third from the salary costsof the
bicameral legislature. This (oIt wus

emphasized again and again during tie
dry summer of 1934.
“Ondoubtedly it won thousands of

Nebraska 3 voters approved the
unicameral amendment and with it Uie
$75,000 salary figure. And they held that
lire for 23 years. Proposals to boost the
senators Talaries were made from time
time. En 1952 Uie voters refused to raise Uie
pay 1o $1,250 a year for each member. In
1900Uie issue again went to the woters, Uiis
time for £,400a year, Tlie voters approved
it In 1908 the voters approved another
amendment, raising each senator 3 pay to
$4,800 a year.

Besides senators ~salaries, of course,
Uicre are other legislative expenses. These
expenses also showed a drop inthe switch
from too houses to ore.

Tlie dollars-nnd-cents statistics of
Nebraska®"s legislative expenses bear out
Uie contention of Uiose campaigning for
the unicameral amendment in 1934
Comparatively, the Unicameral has cost
less.

True, the statistics show Uint Uie most
recent sessions cost nearly as much or
more than the most expensive sessions of
Uie bicumerul legislature. But if the cost
for 133 legislators — the number in Uie old
bicmneral — were prorated at the present
cost for 49 senators, observers believe the
budget would be from two to Uiree times

higher.



Cost of Sessions

Tlie following table indicates the
sessions, their length, and the cost.
Due to budgeting, accounting, and
service changes made over tlie
years, a comparison was not
possible simply by listing Nebraska
Blue Book statistics. In order to
make a fair comparison, the figures
from 1927 on were acquired from the
office of the clerk of the Legislature.
In order to maintain a fair com*
parison, these figures, then, cover
only thesame comparable costs that
were listed in the earlier years.

Bicameral
1866 (1st) Bduys 12,309.20
1867 (2nd) 2days 1,528.60
Note: Official records erroneously

list the above two sessions as slate
legislature sessions, although
Nebraska was not admitted to the
Union until March 1, 1887.

1867 (3rd)- 34days ; 8,218.05
1868 (4th) 2days 960.65
1869 (5th) 33days 16,190.20
1870 (0th) l4days,

1870 (7th) tday + 484992
1871 (8th) ordays 18,134.96
1873 (9th) 40days 22,500.46
1873 (10th) 3days 1,918.75
1875 (111h) 39days 23,901.20
1876 (12th) tday ,

1876 (13th) same day * 1,010.20
1877 (14th) 36daya 30,858.81
1879 (15th) 40days 42,423.90
1881 <16th > todays 46,780.00
1882 (17th) 13daya 14,291.32
1883 (18th) 43days 71,050.63
1885 (10th) 43dnys 84,874.08
1887 (20th) 62daya 100,007.02
1889 (21sl) 87days 174,280.10
1891 (22nd) 71 days 143,833.35
1893 (23rd) 7T4days 117,029.10
1895 (24th) 71days 113,330.72
1897 (25th) 73days 102,083.30
1899 (28th) 85days 98,057.68
1901 (27th) 04d,iys 128,855.45
1903 (28th) 05days 103,918.35
1905 (29th) B3days 88,088.70
1907 (30Ul) 07days 100,000.00
1900 (31st) ORdayu 93,723.91

o7

1911 (32nd)
1913 (33rd)
1915 (34th)
1917 (33th)
>918 (36th>°
1919 (37th)
1919 (38th)
1919 (39th ) f
1921 (40th)
1922 (41st)*
1923 (42nd)
1925 (43rd)
1927 (44ui)
1929 (45th)
1930 (46thr
1931 (47th)
1931 (48th)
1935 (49th)
1935 (50th)
1935 (5)S1) &
1937 (52nd)
1939 (53rd)
1940 (54th)-
1941 (55th)
1943 456th >
1944 (57th)
1945 (581h)
1946 (59th)*
1947 (80th)
1949(61st)
1951 (02nd)
1952 (03rd)*
1952 (64th)*
1953 (65th)
195; <00th >*
1955 (67th)
1957 (68th)
1959 (09th)
1960(70U1)«
19(10 (71sl)
1961 (72nd)
1963 (73rd)
1963 (7401)*
1065 (75th)
1968 (70th)"
1967 (77th)
1968 (78th)*
1908(79th>"
1969 (80th)
1970 (01st)"

67days
71days
71days
86days
12days
76days
5days

5days
91days

9days
87days
65days
82days
85days8
11days
89days
11days
89days
Uodays
24duys
98days
Illdays
11 days
OBdays
103duys
11days
89days

7days
loSdays
100days
102days

7days

7days
113days
12 days
Uddays
I1Sdays
120days

7days

7days
120days
132dnys
24 days
MOdays

7dnys
134dnys

7days

7days
105days

7dnys

* Special Session

104,954.52
159,758.83
129,618.48
147,912.97
14,330.10
141,708.23
10,433.80
10,382.04
189.859.71
17,695.05
181,547.00
165,908.63
184,328.38
182,426.54
23,861.06
186,704.42
28,746.05
173,023.98
202,593.49
30,769.52
103,445.38
100,678.33
3,076.72
102,755.13
101,547.05
3,324.71
100,469.08
2,140.01
117,459.22
121,305.78
130,080.85
2,020.53
3,465.47
153,369.17
0,388.37
177,739.05
202,811 93
241,690.84
4,887.30
4,291.40
287,485.00
399,973.83
21,023.38
446,134.32
0,020.40
535,475.00
8,000.00
5,268.00
614,289.49
7,685.07



Appendix A

T h e

Constitutional

Adopted November 6, 1934

That Section 1 of Article 1l of the
Constitution of Nebraska be amended to
read as follons:

Sec. 1. Commencing with the regular
session of the legislature to be held in
January, nineteen hundred and thirty-
seven, tie legislative authority of the state
shall be vested in a Legislature consisting
of one chamber. The people reserve for
themselves, however, the power to
propose law ,, and amendments to tie
constitution, and t- enact or reject the
same at the polls, independent of the
Legislature, and also reserve power at
theirown optiontoapprove or reject at Die
pollsany act, item, section, or part of any
act passed by the legislature. All
authority vested by tlie constitution or
laws of the state in tlie Senate, House of
RepresenL.ti <3, or joint session thereof,
inso furas u| ; liablc, shall be and hereby
is vested in said Legislature of one
chamber. All provisions in tie constitution
und laws of tie state relating o tie
legislature, the Senate, the House of
Representatives, joint sessions of tie
Senate and tlie House of Representatives,
Senator, or member of tie House of
Representatives, dull, in so far as said
provisions are applicable, apply to and
mean said legislature of one chamber
liercty created and tiemembers thereof.
All references to Clerk of House of
Representatives or Secretary of Senate
ghall mean, when applicable, Uie Clerk of
tlie legislature of one chamber. All
references to Speaker of Uie House of
Representatives or temporary president of
Uie Senate gsall mean Speaker of Uie
legislature, Wherever any provision of the

constitution requires submission of any
matter to, or action by, Uie House of
Representatives, the Senate, or joint
session thereof, or the members of either
body or both bodies, itshall after January
first, nineteen hundred er.d thirty-seven,
lie construed to mean the Legislature
herein provided for.

Tliat Section 5 of ArUcle IlI of the
ConsUtution of Nebraska be amended to
read as folloss:

Sec. 5 At the regular session . the
legislature held in the year nineteen
hundred and thirt-fi"1" Uie legislature
she™ by law determii* the number of
members tobe elected and divide the state
into legislalve Districts, In the crealon
of such Districts, any county that contains
populalon sufficient to enUUe it to two or
more members of the Legislature sliall be
divided into separate and distinct
legislative Districts, as nearly equal in
popululon as may be and composed of
contiguous and compact territory. After
Uie crealon of such districts, beginning in
nineteen hundred and tiirtysixand every
two ycurs tliereafter, one member of Uie
legislature sliall be elected from each
such District. Tlie basis of apportionment
shall be Uiepopulation excluding aliers, as
shown by next preceding federal census,
In like manner, when necessary to u
correction of inequalities in the populalon
of such districts, the state may be
redistricted from time to Ume, but no
oftener Uian once in ten years.

Thiat Section G of Article 111 of the
Constitution of Nebraska be mnended to
read as folloss:



A m endm ent

Sec. G. The Legislature shall consist of
not more than fiftymembers and not less
than thirty members. The sessions of the
Legislature shall be biennial except as
otherwise provided by this constitution or
as may be otherwise provided by law.

That Section 7 of Article HI of the
Constitution of Nebraska be amended to
read as folloss:

Sec. 7.Members of the Legislature sl
be elected for a term of two years begin—
ning at noon on the first Tuesday in
January in tie year next ensuing the
general election at which they were
elected. Each member shall be nominated
and elected in a non-partisan manner and
withoutany indication on tieballot that he
is affiliated with or endorsed by any
political party or organization. The
aggregate salaries of all the members
shall be $37,500 per annum, divided equally
among the members and payable in such
manner and at such times as gall be
provided by law. In addition to his salary,
each member shall receive an amount
equal tohisactual expenses in traveling hy
the most usual route once toand retuming
from each regular or special session of the
Legislature. Members of Die legislature
dliall receive no pay nor perguisites other
Uian said salary and expenses, and em—
ployees of the Legislature shall receive no
compensation other than their salary or
per diem.

Thiat Section 10 of Article Il oi the
Constitution of Nebraska be amended to
read as folloss:

Sec. 10. The legislature shall meet in
regular session at 12:00 o Clock (hoon) on

tlie first Tuesday ih January in the year
next ensuing the election of the members
thereof. The Lieutenant Governor shall
preside, but dliall vote only when the
Legislature isequally divided. A majority
of the members elected to the Legislature
shall constitute a quorum; the Legislature
shall determine the rules of its
proceedings and be the judge of the
election retums, and qualifications of iIts
members, shall choose its own officers,
including a Speaker to preside when the
Lieutenant Governor shall be absent,
incapacitated, or shall actas Governor. No
member shall be expelled except by a vote
of two-thirds of all nembers elected 1o the
legislature, and no member shall be twice
expelled for tie same offense. The
legislature may punish by Imprisonment
any person not a member thereof who
gall be quilty of disrespect o the
legislature by disorderly or contemp—
tuous behavior in Wts presence, but no
such imprisonment sliall extend beyond
twenty-four hours at one time, unless the
person shall persist in such disorderly or
contemptuous behavior.

Tliat Section 11 of Article 1l of the Con—
stitution of Nebraska be amended to read
as follons:

Sec. 1. The Legislature shall keep a
jJourmal of its proceedings and publish
them (except such parts as may require
secrecy) und the yeas and nays of the
members on any questions, shall at the
desire ofany one of them be entered on the
Jourmal. All votes ghall be viva voce. Tlie
doors of tie Legislature and of the Com —
mittees of the Whole, shall be open, unless



when the business shall be such as ought to
be kept secret.

Sec. 14. Every hill and resolutionshall be
read by titke when introduced, and a
printed copy thereof provided for the use
of each member, and the hill and all
amendments thereto shall be printed and
read at large before the vote is taken upon
its firal passage. No such vote upon the
firal passage of any hill shall be taken,
however, uttil five legislative days after
its introduction nor until ithas been on file
for firal reading and passage for at least
one legislative day. No bill shall contain
more than one slbject, and the same shall

be clearly expressed in the title. And no
law shall be amended unless the new act
contain the section or sections as amended
and the section or sections so amended
shall be repealed. The Lieutenant
Governor, or the Speaker if acting as
presiding officer, shall sign, in the
presence of the Legislature while the same
is in session and capable af transacting
business, all bills and resolutions passed
by the Legislature.

That Sections 12 and 28, of Article IlI,
and Sections 9 and 11, of Article IV, be and
thesame hereby are repealed, effective as
of January 1, 1937.
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As
of the Nebraska

RULE ]

o Authority
Constitution ofNebraska. Art. Ill, See. 10
Gregg S Handbook of Parliamentary Law. The
I_Par |amentata/ practice com rlsed In
Gregg s Handbook of Parliamentary Law.
shall govern the Legislature In all
cases to whlch they are goplicable and In which
are not inconsistent with the standing rules
of the Legialature
Amendment ar.1 suapenalon of rules. Rule 17.

RULE 2
Presiding Officer
Section 1L Presiding Officg’, Lieutenant
Governor,, r. The Lieutenant Govermor

all preside as President of tiie Le:};eslanme and
tlie Speaker dall preside when the Lieutenant

Governor shall he absent, i rmpamtamd r sall
act as Governor. (Const. Art.” I, Sec. 10). All
references herein made tothe President Shall be
oonstrued as meaning also the Speaker
whenever he may presi

Member of Reference Conmitlce. Rule %.
Member of Committee on Order

Arrangement Rule 5

Sc. 2 Chairmen of Commlttees Preside,
When. In the absence of tlie Lieuterant
Governor and the r dle order of the
%rﬁlmgrg officer of egislature shell be as

Chairman of Hie Legislative Council

Chairman of the COmmittee on Committees

Chairman of Committee on Judiciary

Chai rman _«F fontmil lee on Governmient
and Mili Affairs

Charrman of mmlttee on luilged

Chairman of Committee on Revenue

Chairman of Committee on ttion

Charrman of Committee on Hanking.
Commerce and Insurance

Chairman of Committee on Public Works

Chairman of Committee on Agriculture
and Recreation

Charrman of Committee on Public Health
id \elfare _

Chairman of Committee on Miscellaneous

Subjects
Charrman of Com nutlee on Salaries and
Claifrs
Charrman o! Com indice on Labor B
Chairman of Committee on Urban Affairs

R u

N ebraska

le s of

Legislature

revised by the Eightieth Session

Legislature, 1969

Al the powers_herein coferred on the President
il be exercised, ex the authority o sign
hillls or_ resolutions passed by the LegiSlature:
See. 3. Member Presides, When. The President
shll have tre rigtt © name member 1o
perform the duties of the dair, such sub—
stitution el not extend beyond adjournment.
Sec. 4. President Calls Legislature to Order:
uorum. The President shall take the chair each
gislative day at the hour t© wh>li
legislature srall have adj oumed at the last
irg. He stall callﬁeLegwlzﬂre loorder, and
a quorum bellr;ge stall proceed In the
manner and order prescribed by these rules. A
o(, Ie members elected D the
é’gc §%I arstitute a quorum. (Const.

Sec. S. Absence of Quorum. I the President
fins that a number less than a uorum ls
present, he shall so state, and anajorlty
members presatt, iFfive innumber, may comﬁ)e
the presence of all members subject o a call of

Ire Leglslamre
Sec.” 6 President © Preserve Order. The
Presldent shall_preserve order and decorum,

and in case gf disturbance or dlsomerly conduct
in the galleries, or in the Iady, may Cause the
same o Iie cleared.

Point of Order, President Decldea:

Appeal Tlle President ma .k 10 a point of
rder npr%iirence Iomemg%% rl From his
an
g,estons 0 purpossv%ecttoan aI lo the
islature by any member ; onwh

apiJeaI no
member may speak more than
leae of the’ legislature.
Sec N Putti QJestlon The President gull
toputa ut he may stale Itsittig.
Sec 9. PreSIdent Shall Sign, The Presi dent
S|’g1€ In the presence_of the Legislatu
V\hlle sane B In sessmn and capable "o
transact rg business, al hills and resolutions
passed by The Legislature. (Const. Art._ I, Sec.
14 Al viriits, warrants and subpoenas issued by
be under hla hand

Sec 10. 1Jeutonan GovemorVOtes When. The
ItaJIGthovemor when presid ng sall wle
by 4 y when fne Leglslam)re ks equally divided.

Officers Elected and Their Duties:
Recall; Employees,Selection and Duties,

(o}



Sec. 1L Nomination and Election. At the
commencement ol each regular sessin, the
Legislature el nominate and second from the
floor and re the ballot is taken each person
sonomlnated forihe following offices shal) make

apublic statement to the Legislature indicating
what the Legislature may from him or
her in the areaofme |b|||ty of such of—
fie; glecret ballots el gg

er

Chairman ofCommttne on Committees

Chairman of Legislative il

Vice-Chairman of Legislativi COJmIl

Sec. tA. At thecommencement of each regular
sssimn, the Legislature srall nominate by In—
foll:all andsmll ect by tallot” the
follomr%

Chief Ierk of the Legislature

Assistant Clerk of the Legislature
?‘gsrgeant—aset—arms "
istant at-arms
B rgeant-
Chaplaln
Officers and employees recommended by the
Executlve Board Of Legislative Courcil. See

2 Officers, Vot Necessary to Elect. A
najorlty vote oftre elected members <l
red for theelection of each such officer.

of Officers. Any officer of the
lature may be recalled upo n a two-thirds
rrajorlzgJ wote of the members elected 0 the
Leg , the vacang¥ thus created Sell
majori the members.

cera. Each permanent of—
an_cath t© Stpport the Con—
of theUnited States the Con—
of _ the State of Nebraska ad
faithfully the duties of his office ac—
of his ability.
Sec Duties of Officers, Genéral . In genera
the duties fone officers of the Leglslamre shall
be .o usual t such officars,
Sec. 6. Speaker, Duties. Rule 2
RuSlpeaker Is m]ember of Reference Committee.
e
Speaker ks member of the Executive Board of
Ie Leglslatlve Council. See 340101, R.S.Supp-

Speaker is t-ordinalor for the chairmen of
ing comittees.
Speaker provides floor leadership 0 as ©
|te Ieglslatlve IOCESSES.
oflhe legiglature, Duties.

'8

(ez The Clerk of the |slalure sall keep a
accurate ly Joumal the
prooeedlrlgsE ofuilhe Ieglslalure
Dall Journal Rule 8

(b) The Clerk of the Legislature shall have the
re;ptml bility to supervise employees once they

hired.

Id The Clerk of the Leglslamre srall prlnt no
paper or document, (gxt the dally
Jourmal, unlless authorized by n ey orlty vote of
te elected members of the Leg
lerk of the Ieglslalure d‘all make u

(d) The C
detailed and Iemized report lo the Legislature
each month, conceming
and the amount “paid for their services,

|air¥sett|rgoutﬂ'e amount. of regular tine
ime, and hom _paid

(e) The Clerk of the Legislature srall have
general charge, except as may he provided by

the number of em— such statement

law or by rule, ofsudwparlsofﬂleCaErtol and Its
passages as areor mai¥sbe setapart | df
te Leglslamre and its officers and empl
msstant Clerk, Duties. The

Clerk dull, in the absence of the Ierk be
authorized to exeruse dl of the duties herein
prescribed for the Clerk of the Legislature, in—
cluding the signing of those E%pe hich may
reopllrgllJ the Signature of Clerk of te

Legec. 9. Sergeant—at—arms Dutlas The

Sergeant-al-ams shell attend the Legislature
ng its sittirgs, 1o execute the commands_of
islature Trom time to time, together with

IOCESSES -SY authority thereof as
dall bedlrected ohim by the prE‘SI ing ofﬁcer,

shall enforce strictly the rules as they relate
to £CIVI 1leges of the Legislative Chamber'.
10. Assistant Sergeant-at-anma, Duties.

The Assistant Scrgeant-at-arms dall assist tre
Sergeant-at-arms "and in the absence of the
latter, sl perform al of the duties herein
prescribed for the Scroeant-at-Brms

Sec, I, Postmester, Duties. The Postmaster
gl superintend the post, office in the
Caprtol for the accommodation of the members
T
e

ible for the prompt and
Tie of treir il e Prom

Chaolaln Duties. The Chaplain sl
attend and dall open wnh prayer each day 3
sittirg of the Legislatu

Sec. 13. Employees Seclecllm A committee
of fie members stll recommend  to
Ieglslalure for Its approval and election, em —

and their sal nrles & provided for h
ion D111 and 50- ﬂ%{p

employﬁldall be selected wi referenoe to

party

RULE 4
Members: Attendance, Decorum and Debate

Sec. 1 Presence of Members ired. Every
member sall be present_ within the Legislative
Chamber durlng tlnqs of the Legislature

ular meeting of the
ng corrmttee oanlch he isa member
wless éxcused by the Legislature or the Com —
mittee Chamnan Members who have
excused by the Legislature sell notlfy their
Commlttee Chairman that they will be absent.
2. Presence uf Member May Be Com—
pelled The pl?senw of any memtégrrd may be
necessary. i
Scrgeant—at—ams or siuch Gther pel rn oF
s the membership present may
heexpense of such tmem—

de & e legiclaure e o e

made as islature may Ju cient
4 dgepBl AL ar

Leglslalure Rule 9, Sc. 8
Sec. 3. Absence of Member May Be Explained
Upon the completion of the roll call on the firel
passage of a ll, any member maa/ edplain te
nce of any other member,
n wrltlng by the absent member 0 do 0, may
state how he would have voted If presertt, ard
, If submitted Clerk n
writing, and containing not more then thirty
words, shell be entered in the Jourral .
Sec 4 Ision of Members

shall be expel led except by a vote
al members elected © t¥e Legislature,

cail
Xlo member
two-Ihlrds of
and no



the decision be in favor of the member called lo
order, he gall be ct likerty 1o proceed, bul
omeanse and Ifthe case requires it he srell

ble lo censure or such punlshment as the

Legeglamre may deem \ﬁ
ords Excepted t Must
rfa member iscalled loorder for

wordsspoken In gebate, the member calling him
loorder shell indicate the wordsexccpted 1, and
shall be taken down inwriUng at the Clerk”s
and read aloud to the Legislature; but ho
sl not be held tbanswer, nor be subject to the
censure of the Legislature therefor. If further
debate or other husiness sall have intervened.
10. Debate: Limitations, Proponent May
Cloee No member shell speak more than twice,
nor for more than ten minutes on each occasion,
upon any one question indebate during the same
Ieglslau\eday without leave of the Legislature,
except In eplanation, mless he be the mover
proposer or |nU0¢oer the matter
which case he dall be permltted ng
reply, but notuntil every other member |
1) speak dall have spoken
For right of proponent o close debate when
prevlous qJestlon orgered, see Rule 10
1L Bxplanation of Vote Permltted A
member shall'be permitted toexolaln his vote on
rdl calluy Ioon any question, but such explanatlon
shall be Timited lo fifty words, and shell not be
entered In the dally Jaurmal wnless the some be
submitted lo the Clerk in WntlrE
Sec. 12 Debate: Permanent Record. A ver—
batim record of dl debate and ions on all
b:Us and resolutios, and amendments offered
thereto, made, . transcribed  and
preserved, under the direction of the Clerk.

g3

Lincoln statue west of Capitol

RULES

mr gull be Ml%ele»@elled for the same Committees
Sec. 5. corum Members May Speak Only ~ Sec. 1 Committee on Committees. At tre
When Recognized by President. When amember  commencement of each session, islature
desires t speak_ in debate or lo celiver any  shall elect a Conmi ttee on Commitiees lo consist
matter to tlie Legislature, he shell e from his  of thirteen members, one at arge who shall be
seat _and Ily address himself to "Mr.  chairman, and three from legislative district
President.”” A memix-r el speak only when  Nos. 1,22 ﬁ1rough 3, 37 an 4; mree from
ized and sell confire himself t© The  legislative districts. Nos rough 4 and 2;
ion before the legislature three from legislative dlsmds Nos. 15 through

Sec. 6. Decorum; Adusive Language and in— 9,2 ﬁ1 h 24,3 and H; and three from
termyptions Prohibited. No member Sl speak |GJIS|HU\B IS‘NC‘S % through 48 vith the ex—
tanotherwho hnsthe flor, exgept when hemay  ceptiion of 37 and

Id a q,EStlm or omenmse Interryot tie hairman |smember of Reference Committee
|¥|sl No member gull Tor bills and resolutions._Itule 14, Sec 1
nwtoaq;esnon ivilece for the Introdlction Committee on Committees is reference
of quests vhile a member is speaking. Vistiors  committee on nominations by Governor. Rule 1.
may be introduced only upon written notice o Sec. 2
ﬁe pre3|d|ng ofﬁmr who snall then recognize Sc. 2. Committee on Committees = Swull

at a r tim. No memher Recommend Standi |ttees Dealgnate
dall use profane orP %lve language when ~ Chairmen. The Comm ee on Comitttees, by
speaklng} 1t or about another member = majority \dOII% of d ] of Ils members

Decorum:. During Firal ing. recommen the
Members el remain in thelr sl quring and on the fol loning standl Cdmapgtees
! poading of & all gl Ve ole TEren S, J*@SP&R%E%%&%"@'%
P% derrTltannoun & vinen e by the Commi ttee on Committees as chairman thereof:

See. 8. Transgression of Rules: Qull lo Orger. riculture and Recreation 8members
If any member, lnspcak or otherwise, ing, Commerce e Insuranoes members
resses the rules of ﬁ\e islature, the Budget -Appropriation 9members
reﬂglng officer gull, or any member may, all Education 6members
R toorter, invhich case he shall Inmediately Enrol lment and Review 1member

sitdown, " unless permitted on motion of another Government aMllltaryAﬂalrs 8members
member toa@lalpﬁ and tlie Legislature sell, if  Intergovernmental Codperation  Smembers
appealed B, decide The case without debate.” If  Judiciary 8members
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Labor ) 7members
Miscel laneous Su(lj){/%:ts 8members
Public Health and Welfare 7members
PublicWorks 8members
Reference 3members
Revenue 8members
Rules ) 5members
Salaries and Claims 7members
Urban Affairs 8members

The_ Speaker shall rot be a member_ of any
standing committee except as provided In
section 11 of Rule 5 )

Sec. 3 Committee on Committees Swll
Select Other Committees. The Committee on
Committees all slect, aside from Ihe standing
committees of the Legislature, al other com-
mitlees, except where otherwise ordered tg% the
Legislature. .\o investigating committee df the
Leg created except by resolution
which shall set forth, with Supporting
staten d of the

S ents, the reasons lor and purposes df
investigation, and nocommittee thus established
shall function except during the interim between
Ie%{ésclau\e Sessias )

. 4. Committee on Committees Sull
\rrange and Publish ules of Standing
Committee Hearings The Committee on
Committees gull arrange and publish a
schedule of regular sgandlng _committee
meetings, insuch manner js to awid, as far as
possible, aoflicts in the assignment of members
10 surh comittees, and shall cause a copy of
such schedule ohe_ iIn some iclous
gplaoeb n the Copitol near the Legislative

amber

See. 5. enrollment. and Review. Privileged

ommltlee The Chairman of Enrollment and

eview dlial be privileged, and selll be in order
il any lime in _rantlrg_hlls which have been
engrossed for Final Reading and passage In the
absence of the Chaiman, Vice-Chaiman_of
the Judinnry Committee srall assume the duties
« tliechairmnn of Enrol Iment und Review The

I drafting service dull have supervision of
ami provide lequl services for tlie EnrolIment
and Review Committee ) )

See L Enrollment and Review, Authority t©
Make Corrections. The Chairman of EnrolIment
and Review shall have authority, without being
required lo include tlie same %J_euﬁcal In his

10
rep

reports and recommendations the
Legislature, i accord with acrepled usage:

a Inocorrect tliespelling of words, to correct
erroneous _division and_hyphenation of words,
10 cpitalize or decepitalize words, and ©
change numbers from words to figures or from
figures towords, nnew and 1 s,
in the new matter of amendatory acts, in
standing conmittee rgorts, and I General
Kile, Slect file and secific amendments

1 To underscore or remove underscoring, as

case requires, i standing committee
reports and n General File, Select File and
seecrfic amendments

e When an amendment lo add the
emergency clause B adopted on Select File
which does ml gell ait the standard
emergency clause und make the necessary
change in the titk, the Chairman of
Enrollment und Review shall also have the
authority to add o tle engrossed hill the

d emergency clase, assigning to itthe
appropriate. sctiod number, and make the
necessary change in the title us a mailer of

course without including such action in his
reports and recommendations to
ﬂ%ﬁmm or making any special record

Chairman of Enrollment and Review to give
E_refferenoe 10 hills reauvanced from General
ile after having been recommitted from Select
Fle. Rule 12, Sc. 84d. . _
Sec. 7. Conmittee on Salaries and Claims;
Filling, Limitation. No claim stall be considered
the Salaries and Claims Conmittee unless
iled and considered %/ meSundrY Claims Board
within or before the first eglslatlved%
of rdered by

the s=ssion, wnless otherwise o
Legglanjre. ) ) ]
c. 8 Claims Previously Rejected. The
Claims Committee shall nol consider any claims
ctofore filed with and  rejected the
islature at two o- more previous Sessians.
-} Committee on Order and Arrangement:
Members, Duties. The Committee on Order and
Arrangement stall consist of the Speaker of the
Legislature; Chairman. Other members:
Chairman of the Committee on Committees and
the LL. Covernor._ It shall be the duty of this
committee bl?tglnnlng the W}K]ﬁm legislative
day to report o the Legislature the Order In
which hillsand resolutios sall be consiidered on
General File. The order so reported dhll
become effective only upon sjgi)i)roval of the

Legislature. The comittee meet subject
o all by the Chairman. )
Sec. 100 The chairman of each committee Sell

lake Into consideration_the Importance, need for.
and pa%?%geofﬁe_ Ik mred 1 his_ com—
mittee and set the hills for hearing accordingly.

Reference Committees:

For hills and resolutios. Rule M4, Sec. 1

For nominations by Governor. Rule 14, See. 2

For amendment of rules. Rule 1.

Sec. 1. When a member or members of the
Legislature arc absent because they are in—
capecitated und unable t© senve, or cotinue t©
sehe, on a comittee, the chaiman of such
comittee after a majority wote of the com—

mittee sall request ‘one or more temporal
appointment;” os the case may bemiﬁi)su%
vacancy or va-oncles. The request shall be made
lo ihe”Committee on Committees and such
Committee shall appoint erther the Speaker, or a
member from a regular ing committee
having_eight members to fill such vacancy or
vacancies A temporary appointment may “also
liemade by the Chairman of the Committee on
Committees for only one day when 7
a chairman of a regular standing committee
which lads a quorum. When a member ks ap—
pointed from an eight-member committee the
consent of the member llo be appointed shall first
e cbtained. The temporary appointee sall have
Die nght o wle only on” tre Il or hbills that
actually have been heard b&: the appointee and
Brg\/lded thet_the wote k on such hills on
day the hill or hilks are heard. When_ such
appoiritment kmode incase of an Incapecitated
momberor members, appointee sall cease
10 he a_member of such comittee upon the
retum of the Incapecitated member forwhom he
was appointed )
Sec. 2. The Nebraska Retirement Systems
AdwsoEy Commi ttee together with the chaiman
of the L_de;et Committee sall function during
each legislative session us a standing conmi ttee
of Ihe legislature, sell have Juristliction over

Bl



dl hills proposing new or amending existi
reti remenq: systerr‘r% of the state and mliticg
subdivisions.

RULES
Committee Hearings and Reports, Officers

Sec. 1 Vice-Chaimen. Each standing com—
mittee dall elect from Hs membership a vige-
chairman t serve In the absence of the chair—
man.

Chairmen deagrlated by Committee on
Committees. Rule 5. Sec. 2.7 i

Enrollment and Review Vice-Chairman ks
Vice-Chairman_ of Judiciary. Rule 5, Sec. 5.

Sec. 2. Committee Hearings, Time. Standing
committees dull meet at 2:00 pm., unless
otherwise ordered the Legislature. An
Committee Chairman before deciding nol tohold
committee meetings or a conmittee meeting on
an assigned day, must receive permission from a
"aéé’{'tX of te Reference_Committee.

ec. 3. Committee Hearings, Notice. Before
taking firel action on a hill or resolution, a
committee_sall hold a public hearing thereon
and dall give at lesst five calendar days™ notice,

publication in the Legislative Jourral, of the

> and time of said hearing._ Committee
chairmen stall make rules concerning length
public heariings but no I Sall be for more
than ten mi . )

Reference committee exogption. Rule ¥4, Sec.

Sec. 4 Committees May Combine and
Correlate Bills, Adapt Amendmenti. Standi
Committees dull be aythorized to combine an
1 correlate the provisions of different hills
referred to them and related to the same subject
under the number of one of the correlated hilks,
and may, before taking firal action on_any hill,

ndments thereto, for the consideration
of islature. h )

See. 5. Record of Committee Proceedings.
Each standing conmittee shall keep a record of
ll'_s,proceedlr&qs. Ar(}y two members of the com—
mittee may demand aroll call upon ﬂvsl!%)rtlng
of any kill, or upon amendments the The
wote So taken sul

J be made n part of the com—
%tmequnrt, and gl be entered in the dally
mal

Sec.. 8 Committed aull Report Promptly.

Standing committees shall consider and report
without” unnecessary delay dl hills ‘and
resolutions referred 1o them

Sec. 7. legislature May Request Committee
Report or toAdvance Rill. Except for the general
a[proprlatlon hills necessary for the support of

ie_state government for “the biennium, the
Legislature may, by wole of a majority of tre
elected members, a report from any

@ committee a nny time after said
committee sall have been inpossession of a Ll
or resolution for twenty legislative days

Any Senator may move (fut a il lieplaced on
General File twenty days or more after the
committee hearing, and tiy n vote of u majority

or
of U elected members, said bill il berIaoed
OnAGeerceral ﬁFge:ntruim of a hill attetpts ©

nytime i r of a al

take” a_ hill from comittee t© lie placed on
General File, Uie hill sall stand Incefinitely
Idstporeri if Uie motion falls © receive a
majority wote of the members elected o Un-

Legislature

_Sec. 8. Committee Reports Must Recommend
Bills for General File or InkEfinite Post-
nement: Majority . Vote of Members at
egular MeeUng Reduired. Iny ing bill* 1o
Uie Legislature, whether with or ~ without
amendments, a standing committee dull, br
wvote of a mjority of its members, recommend
(@ that the all be placed on General File to: the
considcralon of the Legislature, or ibi that the
biU be_ Incefinitely Postponed Such acUon sell
be taken at reqularly scheduled committee
meetings m!}/. A r&té)rt on a hill or_ resolution
must be made Legislature within el
Qys

calendar days_ after the committee_has ac
upon the icular measure. No hill shell be
the committee t be placed on

reported
General FUe unless the amendments, ifany, are

a;ﬁ)roved as lo form and draftsmanship by tie
Sec. 9. Effect of Committee Report lo P

Incefinitely. I the standing committee regort on

a hill be 0 |r[£%nrtely, ire hill Sl

stand Indefinitely Postponed: “Provided, that
such hill may be placed on General File or
referred back to Ule standing committee by a

majority vote of dl the elected members upon
motion made within three Iglélslam/e days
Uie. committee makes o the

Legislature, or by a two-thirds vote of al elected
members upon motion made more than three
legislative days after_such committee rt
Not more than one hill gull be raised from
committee on any one motion A motion lo raise
cannot be amended t include any_other hill or
subject matter A motion © raise_ must e
di d of the Legislature within
Iaglslau\ed%?:eatedaftermakm_g the same or kgall
be” deemed | Consideration of motions
ding sall he included in the regular ordei of
iness folloving resolutions.

Sc. 10. Committer rts, . A
Amendments: Minority t. Each standlgg
committee dull, when reporting a l, submi
therewith a brief statement of the main purimie
of ihe hill, and, ifrecommended to General File,
a copy of all amendments recommended by ihe
corrm!gee; Such staterent dull gla\lr/e;d %
comittee®s reason (Or SO re;igtl
minority view, If surh there s, érgll awo Ie
given ies of such statements anl amend—
ments sl _be fumished to tlie members.

Sec. I Executive Sessias. Members and
reporters of reqularly accredited newspapers,
press asxciatioss, and radio and television
statios sl be admitted B executive ssssions

< |rg comittees, and such reporters
and Uie members of such comitters shll

regpec] & ial The discussions and
woting of the olu-r members of any standing
committee
HULK 7
Order of Business

Ser. 1 Hour of Meeting and Adjournment. The
legislature Sell meet each legislative day at
8:00 a.m., and adjourn not Inter than_ 1w p.m
wnless otherwise ordered by a majority vote of
Its members present and_voting Ttilerem

Ser. 2. Order of Busiress.” The order of
busiress of the Legislature dil lie as folloss:

a Prayer by the Chaplain
h Roll aill k
¢ (dl for correction of the Journal

d 1tions and memorials
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e. Notice of committee hearl

. Reports of standing comm

% Reports of select comnlttees
Bills Flral Reading

Reso
Inlmdx:tlm of hills
Bills on First Readln%)0
Reference of hills To comittees on a day
uent lo First Read
ideration of hlls on Select File
n Motions to reconsider
o Motlons 1D advance_bills from committee

ons
q Unﬁnlshed k;%lress including messages
the President”s desk
%lal order of the day )
S ration of hills on General File
t Miscellaneous business
Sec. Messages From the Governor,
Preference. Messages from 1he Governor may

be received at an sta%

except when aq,eséon theyeas and
nays are being called f |r%
oounted, ion oforder ora motlon

ora
adjou

gec JSClanOrder of the Day, Effect of
Adjoummer t. When a bill "tall have been made

a special order for a definite tine and an ad—
{ournment shall intervere for a time beyond the

such special order, then In that
event the hll s0 made a special order shall be
plmd in s order on Ceneral FHle.
Unfinished Business, Effect of Ad—
oumnent The unfinished business_inwhich the

islatur wvs engaged at the adjournment of
the last precedi rﬂ]rgﬁsmll hove preference
P B Lagickthe Tays. Fach d
islative ach day ex
?amliday andgy Sunday I be m){deﬁe%ept
islative day. wnless rwise i
ordered by 11 ot

islature, by a mjority of the
mcmbtrs meetg and ot bytrere%n i

RULES
Dally Journal

Sec. 1. Jourmal Prepared by Clerk, Fumished
10 Members; Correctlons A Iy Journal of the
proceedings of Ihe Le_:jlslame epared by
Ihe Clerk ahJII he prirted and plaoed euch day
upon. the desks of tre members; and

|d|ng0fﬁoarsrall rail In the regullar order of

iness” fur corrections trereof. correc—
tias, Ifany. uro mude, the Jourmal shall stand

apgecoved without motion

Jourmal Entries. The Clerk sl enter

ﬂl uﬂesl%fJ?lJHHI messa\%leg, olfihe Governor In

a; eve nc
and’ ry ﬂeeonta@%sf

nays, and a briefsta
earh resolution, petitian, and memorlal or oilier

paper presented for Ihe consideration of Ihe
Ia-glslalure
(‘orstnutl(ml amendments printed In Journal
Const_ At XVI, 1
Ser. 3, Trtle, Parts of Bills Entered In Jourral.
én‘fjgl% Inthe onlysuch prtacfnhill as

amendments Sl
b-entered 1 Ihe dj"%ffe
Ser. 4. Amendments red, But Nol
Not Entered: Exception. In the consideration of
llls on General or Select Ale, amendments
offered hul_ ot I rof

he entered In
ihe jourmal cxrcpt k
demanded

where a record \ote

Sec. S. Hour of Adjournment Entered. The
hour at which the Legislature adjourns shall be
entered n the daily Jourral.

Adjltl()‘ﬁ Copies for Members. _Ad—
dltlmal _copies of the daily journal, to he mailed
at his direction, dliall be sipplied for the use of
each_ member in such manner as gull be
provided by the Leg

Sec. 7 Bound Joumal How Printed. The bound
Jounal of the session el he printed from the
oo caily j

goumal dcross entered il lal neq.nst

eas and na in ouna
ary member . (Omst At.

e

as and nays on firel ofbll dallbe
phlised i Te Joural. ICE(LCd’stESElgE il See.
lanation of absence and statement of how-
absent member would have voled Rule4 Sc. 3
Explanation of wote. Rule 4, Sec.
Committee Rule 6, Sc. 5.

IX totals of machine vote entered Rule 9,

of commlttee hearings must be
pbllsred Rule 6, Sec. 3

RULE 9
Manner and Record of Voting

Sec. L Votes Taken Viva Voce: Form of
ion. All wotes_gHll
ions shall he distinctly put
wit "Those who are nfavorcf Ihe qesuan say

aye,‘ihoeew 0 arc opposed 1o the question sny

See Z Yea and Nay Vote Required on Firal
assa%_e Hill: Applies t Resolution, When.
Upon tre firel passageofn kill, nr of n resolution

the same requres the same cnnslderatlon asa
U, the vote gell he and nays, and this
iake il mil he misn ﬁ
See. 3. Machine \ote, When. Ifa machine wole
iscalled for, or ifthe presiding officer 5N
shall cause ihe result Iobeobtalned by means
the electric rol sgjtem and only the
he printed n
4. Record \Vote, Member May Demand.
Any member may call for a record vote upon a.j
ion_(Cost.” At l’L’I., Sec .
laration of the yens and téy the m
record thereof Sall bema e and Inken
electric ol all system ess the
ature hy amajority \ote derld’es ||u ardl
il he taken
. 5. I"ar Vcas_and Nuys and Call of lloure.
V on Electric Si*<lem: Limitation on Time
In ki ;eus and nays and upon_cll
ofihe legislature, Lie members sall register
treir vote upon Uie electric rll cll system
When_the yeas and nays arc_taken upon any
ion Ir'lhe manner 1eretcfore Indicated, ro
member _sell k- permitted lo vole after’ ﬁe
dirlslon lsannounced from Uie d1alr
6. WE%?:tr More Ihau orllty \ote
Necessary, ic System Used, In"ril |n—
stances vhere Ule \.ole
rrotlon or omerprqmeltlm Isother
aorlty voti érgl igum

Lnl&;sﬁeLeg

nﬁatof
the
aluretly

unanlmous wote decides _otherwise, cause the
result_thereof lo he obtalned hy means of the
electric i cll rae, mi

member shall liepe nnlttedtu after the yeas
have been announoed by Ihe Clerk \oles not

%



registered on the electric ol cll system
|ven 1o tte Clerk by wice gall nol be counted
or or against a proposition.
Member May Demand Verification of
Vote "Any member may demand verrfication of
the vote on_roll calll; Provided, that on the firel
passage of bills \erification srell always be

made.

Sec 8. CGall of tre Legislature. A callofﬁe
Legislature must be seconded by at lesst fie
members. Thereupon, and upcn call of the
presiding officer, each member. present sall
|rd|cate |s presence upon the electric il all

d shall remaln |n h|s seat durlrgtﬂ.e

call Afterme Clerk the names
ings under_me_ all may
spended atany limé by a majori voteofﬁe
members elected, and en so suspended ghall

not mbeorderedonthe 1tion ing,
s wtgmﬂe m%erps

sice of the question, and If Lrelr combiined vote
would be insufficient to change the result of the
wle, the President srall declare the call raisad.

\gting, cross references:
ILlela[mnant GI(iveé’nO(rhd v%teis 2(')nsleyé when
re ivi ule
eE)@anatlo%lgf\%te Rule 4, Sec. 1L
RULE 10
Motions and Their Precedence
hagec I. Statement of Motions. When a motion

been made and seconded, the presidi
officer shull slate It, or being In writing sham
causedlé:biliote%e read aloud by meCerk

bei
ng SeC. 2 Motions Must be Written, When. Every
motion srell be reduced 1 writing if the
Of' cer or any member_desires ik
nhdrawal or Nbdlfmtlm of Motions.
After a motlon presidi
officer, or read by ﬂ"e Clerk It be deeme
n on of the Legiskature, but may _be

withdrawn or modlfled by the mover at any time

adausm agértldmentt oro&)derlng cfdeﬂe

yeas a motion o reconsider
which gm%t be withdrawn without leave

Sec, Motions Received When Duratlons
Under Debate: Precedence. When aquestion ks
under debBte nO motion shell be received but

a To adjoum

b. To lay on tre table

c For previous question

d To postponelo a certain time

e. _To commit,

T To amend.

postpore Indefinite

guch mulloni shall havgy preoedenoe In the

order Inwhich they are arranged, except that

motloni Incefinitely and amend do

ot yield toeach other. No motion to

a certain lime, to commit or lo_postpoor In—

cefinitely being decided, srall again be al loved

on the %ame day al the same stage of the il or

ition

P J. Notion lo Strike Enacting Clause;

Effect, Prroedenrr. A motion 0 Strike

teg clauie ofa hill, Ifcarried, bequi

mrq ion of the hill. Stich motion ahull ot have
edence over a motion 1o amend nor over a

Fmotlon 10 postpone  Incefinitely
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Chandelier and moaalca, main rotunda.

Sec. 0. Motion toAI(:jjoum Adjoum o Time
Certain, t Recess . A motion t©
adjourn,, or a motion 1o fix the day to which the
Leglslamre sull adjoum dall "always be In

, et ,
a While a member &
b When a motion © adjoum has Jst i-en
defeated.

¢_When a motion to fix the day lowhich the
%lslamre sall adjoum has Jst been

d_ After the Final Heading of a hill and
durlng ol cll thereon.

rovided, however ﬁatamotlon tadjoun
a tlrre certain Sell have precedence over a
motion to uiljoum; and provided further, that a
motion to recess gl precedence over
either ofsuch motions.,

Sec. 7. Motion o Adjourn Pending Motion lo
Suspend Rules, Pend nmotion loSuspend the
mles me pI’ESI m[gm cer may eme in uno

ﬁeoum reon b
nmtouneed shall entertaln no olher motion
wlll the vote has been taken on su%Jersm

See. « The _Previous Question, Form The
previous question shall b In this’ form,
the debate now close?’

Se. L The Previous ion: Seconds
Requred \ote The previous

ion <ell he n order when demanded hy

or more members and musl he sustained
the wle of a ma dé((j)"ty of the elected members,
and wlll deci exoept as provided i
Section 11 of this rule, preclude further deba
and_all amendments and motions, except o
tng)tllon In adjourn and one motion o lay on Ihe

See. 4. Previous Question t'ndrbalublc. On a
prevlous qui slum mere sl tie no gebate. Al
Incidental questions of order, arising. nfler a
motion i made for a previous ion, and
isulliig such motion, srell lie decided, whether
on goitral or otherwise, wi e
See. II Previous Question . Ordered:

PmiMirciit to SI(Be Debate. When previous
question sell have Ixen ordered on a




proposition under debate, lile mover, Sec. 18. Amendment Laid on Table Does Not
Oﬁﬁe mthtmdm Iofs% %emmltmfbe given  Carry Prlmlpal mpganﬁure When an arlne(rj]dmeir}%
right o close rolnosed any ing measure is laid on
Sec ]2_ uetUooi of Privil What Are. Eabe itshall not carry with Itor prejudice such
pr|V|I shall ke, first, those al-  measure.
eri Legislature ool Iod}\/ely Sec. 19, Amendments.  Preference In Con—
g‘ely |g\|ty and te mteg’l siceration. When the Legislature ks considering
second, the ril and hillson erther General or Select FUe, after g |V|r(}g
uct of members, i IVId,BI dy |n treir  consideration 10, standing committee amen
represcntaUve capacity anly; I have nments, it sall give preference to_such amend —
precedence over aU other” questions, except  ments asmay have on fik with the Clerk
moUons toadjoum gueonns of privilege el with copies “on _tre members Zdesks for o
Bny d |S(1JSS|on or debate I% islative day in advance, and then. 0 Such
rtalnlng to any measure n(lz amendments as have been deposited with
|slalure 1 questions of privilee sl the Clerk |n me order In which they were
through the presid |ng gfficer and ﬁe received
SUCh Stated. The decision of order of e . Amendnents Must Be Germane. No
penmssmn sl be made by the presiding of— pption, ition or’ sthject, different from
Ticr. that under consideration,” shall be admitted
Q.Jestlon Of privilege ol in order for in— ynder oolor of amendment’.

troduction of vwhile member i
ttulet, Sec 9“'%15 speaking. Sc. 2 D|V|S|0n of a Quealon, When. Any

member ma VISI(TI of a quesUon.
Tlme for mﬁ'dﬁfg‘ﬁ'ag WholﬂadasM%gn which _shel be d|V|ded it compqrehends
decided, it el be In orde ragél member geroposwons in substance 0 dlstlnct that,, one

voung th the prevamng S|de or not woting, daInPremaln for de decisi Jsmtaof'ti'j\,g ng' qm|sla=1tj:gq

move a reconsideration thereof. A moUon 1 4o jon tostrikeout and insert Sell be deemed
reconsider m>I3t be made on the same day the
original . question was decided or on ﬂ‘eynext IrdMS|bIe tutamotlon Dostrile ait, being ket,

legislative v, except when it be 10 reconsider shal mmgrec lude an amendment or a motion ©

trevotecn il which lucked UleoorBUtutloml
majority on My Readiing. mos% e No bl el be divided into two or
must _be made on Ile same %d/ the orl%ral

Ry A MO0 o To ket TSt b6 ot

IS m ider mus i ici

egsposed the Legislature within 3 days after BRI General Provisians

nt1|ali§~|en the same or Itell be deemed défeated. 1 Introduction. Upon cll for the in—

See.
islature smil refuse © reconsider, or tKXiCtImOfl]“S, member or any standi
upon _ recorsideration stell _affim s it comiteee towhlcﬁngllls re. referred Tor Con—
decision, or upon reconsiceration sall afﬁnn iS  sideration may Introduce one or_more hills. No

frst cecision, no further motion_t reconsicer bl el be introduced wnless it has_been ap—
smll be In order unless by unanimous consent proved s 1 form_and draftsmanship by the

MoUon to reconsider cannot tic withdrawn Ieglslau\.e al dlafter The name me In—
wilioul leae. Rule 10, Sec. 3 troducer shall e folloned by Uie number: of tik
Sec, Reconsider*Uon, Precedence. Every legislative district. Preceding each legislative
motion t reconsider srell lake precedence over  sessin, the Chairman or any member of the
all other (kgtms exgept a motion 0 adjoum.  Executive Board of the leglslalve Caurcil,, or, If
iceration, Vote Necessary. For  Ule Executive Hoard so requests, the Senator

Usad Uon amotlontoreoorsmer dull require  who, In ﬁegﬂrecedlng session served as Chair—
the wole of a majority of Ihe elected members, man of the C|ary Comittee, sall sign as
exoapt: inlroducerof the 1levisor of Statutes correctional
a Where_such motion be lo reconsider. the blll& The Clerk of Ihe islature Snll number
wvote on n hill which lacked the constitutional  these bills consecutively beginning with number
%lty on a Flral Ihvdig, then u three- 1and§allshowmeoomnltég rence o b0

he required for adoption General File. The Clerk of Leglslalure shll
b. Where such motion be lo reconsider; the  have lhese hills printed before the convening of
wote on n bill which_ lacked The constitutioal e next regular session

mjority on a Final Reading with the Sec. 1(h) In iddillon lo causing lo e printed
emergency clause attached, hut which  the revisor hills the Clerk dligll number and
received Ule constitulonil ma aorlty with e cause lobe printed dl bilks delivered In him by
emergency clause striden an the execulve board, provided said board heS

me motion ks t© again add (e emeligiency referred said hilks "0 a standing comittee. No
clase, then a two-thirds ote of bill so printed sall be withdrawn wlll nfter the

members sl be required for udoptlon | |slature com Ores.
Sec. It. Amendments InOrder. When a motion 2. Introducer Muul Be \Aﬁlllr‘g?‘to Support.
or other proposition ks under consideration, U Members shad Infroduce on as they

motion t amend and n motion ko amend tiid  are willing 10 endorse and smport Persmally
amendment srall be In order Not more “thnn three Senators did da“
See. 1. Amendment toTrtle of k. Amend — S|rgle hll Provided tiet, this limitat
ments tothe Utle Sell not lie Inorder during the apia y 10 commlttee hills, © eglslatlve
consideration gf a hill or resolution on Generul or - Counc 10 _Revisor, of “Statutes
Select File wntl Ihe hill or restatution shall have oorrectlve u Any addiUnnal sigrers sall_he
considered In full. by the suspension of the rules wiTh a machine

ian




\ote, and cannot be made by a unanimous
consent mot

Sec. 3 Tlme or Introduction, Limitation,
Fiscal Notes. No bill shalll be Introcuded after the
twentieth glslatlveday except upon recom—
mendation of the Governor or by a majority ol
the members of a_standing conmittee whose
names shall be affixed to the hill and upon the
wote of three-fifiths of the elected members of
Leglslalure After the ninetieth legislative day,
no hill be introduced except by the unanimols
consent. of the Legislature Or upon recom—
mendation of the Governor. After January
fll shall be drafted by the hill drafter mees
requested or authorized by a member of the
legislature.

re an individal member ma%/e y

committee for i ionofahill, he mus ﬁrst
submit the bill o the Reference Committee: the
Reference Committee shall determine which
committee of the Legislature the siblect of the
hill s germane . The hill sall then be sub—
mitted "t the committee designated the
Reference Committee. A ing_committee
shall not recommend a hill for” introduction
unless the_subject matter ofme b||l s ermane

10 the subj assigned ©

A copy_of intet of o bill recommended for
introduction by a committee must be placed on
et.\]altl:h Iéne/rgtt)eedr S desk before such introduction of

A cq%ytedofwg\n/ery bill introduced shall be
transmi by the Clerk to the Legislative
Fiscal Amalyst. The Leglslatlve Fiscal Analyst
gl review each hill and make an estlrrate
the onticipated change In slate
revenue _under the prtmsmrs of the hll The
Leg|slat|ve Fiscal Analyst dall prepare a
tatement to be known &5 a fiscal note o be at—
tached toeach hill prior tolls public hearing by a
comittee, or lsfirst consideration on General
File If the hill & referred directly lo General
File. The fisal note sall st forth the fisal
detennlned

impact of the hill by Ihe
Ieg|slat|ve Flswl An No kil which has a
five thousand dollars

im more
dull be R%ard a committee or copsidered on
General File unless the fisal note is attached.
Indetermining the fl"cal Impactofany hill, the
Legislative Fiscal Anal sl uest the
appropriate department or gther enti of state
government which wall be affected bl ©
prepare the fiscal note within five callendar days
The Legislative Fiscal Analyst sall review

as

ihe fisal note prepared by the department or
uther and dall also a review of
such fiscal note by tlie Budget Division of Ihe

Department of Administrative Services. The
statement by Ihe Budget Division of the
Department ofAdnlnlstratlve Services gl be
atl 10 and become a part of tie fiscal rote.
The Ieglslatlve Fiscal Analyst gall incluce In
Die any exceptions to the oonclusmns
01F 1the department or otherentity and of the
Hudgse%\é Sion of the Department of Ad—

min
The 1|sral shall be delivered by the

Le({ slatlve Flsral Analystloihe()lerk thln ten

calendar days ofu oo%

of rece
analysis TheCIerk §all
il I copies repared for members

the il and o d
When amendments to ahill are

committee or the Legislature and such amend—

ments would change the fisal Impact of the hill,
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te riate changes sall be made in the
H appl rop g

When the Legislative Fiscal Analyst deter—
mines that the fiscal |mpact ofab|IIW|II be less
then five thousand llars not be

o prepare a cetai led figal note, and
note may merely state this fact.

When ar%r rop res ion of a new
program WhICh appropriations, have ot
pre\/lously been made, an appropriations hill for
gapu rposes of funding the provisions of such bill

I be prepared from information con—
tained in scal note. Such a}oproprlatlons o]
sl of the

be introduced
origiral tlll sl bear the number of the
original hill with the” letter (tl‘e
example LB 14), and gwull accom any
original bill thtolgh all stages of the legislative

2_ The legislative bill drafter shereby directed

loprepare any amendments toother Rules of the
Legislature made necessary by adoption of this
amendment, and to submit amendments ©

the Rules Comittee.

The note shalll be factual innature, as brief and
concise as may be. and srall If[l)$lb| rovide a
religble estimate in dollars and, ition, it
sl incluce both the inmediate effect and, if
detennlnable or reasonably foreseesble, the
&range effect of the medaure. I, after in—

gation, it is determined that no dollar
estlrrate [ ma[t:ble, the etrt|me mﬂ'e
effect, forth the reasons
wh’\y no dollar estlrratejcan rb!e given
ocomment or gpinion sell be included in the

I note_with regard © the nerits of te
measure for which the note ks pr
belm/evemted techical or mechanical may —

The sbject matter of hills submitted t©
comissions, rtments, 1€S or
other entitica of the stale by the Fiscal Analyst
shall be kept in strict confidence by said a en—
cissand bylheOfﬁoeofFlsoal Anal
with the content of the fisal note

Information relating ﬁeretoslallbedlvul
any official or employee prior loiti |
n ﬁe islature.

ills, How DeS|gnated A hill sall be
des gnated as Legislative B|II

See. S. Bill Must Contaln %y One Sbject:

Amendment of Laws. No bill sell cottainmore
then one supject, and fnesame shall be
expressed in the tie. And no_law_sall
amended wnless the new act contains the section
or sctios as amended, and the section or
sectlonsso amended shall be repealed. (Corst

Art
6. Amendgtory Bill. How Printed An
arnendatory blU or costitutional er|S|on shall

be so prepaid! and printed as to show_ the new
matter ropowd old matter to be retained, an
old ma r 10 be omitted from the or

7 B|Ils Must Be Engrossed Before Final

rg beforé being advanced t
Final eadlng and ahal be engrossed
1 iter, and amended, @Il be
repr In the manner prescribed In the
section, and ooplea thereof ahal be
s%led 1e use of members.
Ils Must Reoelve Two Readings
Before P Every il and resolution
be read by title when “Introduced, and a primnted



thereof provided for the use of each
mem er, and the hill and all amendments
reto Shell be printed and_resd at large before
1hevote lstaken upon Its firal passage. (Const.

Art I, Sec

i Vote U|red © Expend Money or
Change ou Itsell mevote
of a majority of the members el 10 expend
money b Legislature or change the
compensa ion CT any officer or empl
bee i 10 IL:gddrawalbcéf Bléjlg. No t]l r{avmg

n Introd may be withdrawn except u

rrotlon of the farst Iﬂyl]'(Iiml’Wlﬂ"l the ggnpsengoof
his_co-Introducers, Such motion, when made,
shall_not_be considered prlor © the
oeedlng legislative day, and, for Its adoption,
sl require the affimative \ote of a majority
of those voting upon the question.

RULE 12
Bills— Stages InConsideration

First Reading. Rule 1

Sec. 2. Reference to Standing or Select Com —

mitiee.
Reference committee. Rule U Sc. L
Readlngs Rule 11, Sec
3. Consideration Standl or Select
Comrnlttee Together Wi DeS|red Committee

Comrmgisttee I-Iearlngs Rule 8, Secs. 25.

Sec. 4. Report by Standing
mittee and Refererice mGeneraI File.

Committee reports. Rule 6, Secs. 6-10.

Effect of committee report lo postpone In—

cefinitely. Rule 6, Sec.
Sec. S General Fle: Readl ConS|derat|0n
and CGeneral Debate by the Legls ature.

a. The clerk of the Legislature shall read the
number and titke of tliebill and the name of the
principal Introducer as It comes up for con—
si ion on General Fle. A blU wlU not be
read section by section unless requested by a

member of the Legislature.
b. Each section shal be open lo amendment
as read, and 1he nmendmenla,

recommended by the standing committee,
shalU first be considered for ion or
rejection, after which other amendments may
bé offered.

Amendments Rule_ 10, Secs. 18-.
BUIs_ghali be Tistad and considered on
General Flle Intieorder Ianlch shall be
reported from the standing ex—
cept as modified by the Commlttee on_Crder
and Arrangement; Prr-Vded. that any hill thet
ﬁ)raseoond lime, wili Ihe

comes u

ntrodJo% present, shal be placed at the
bottom of General File Ifsaid Introducer asked
for further time. And no change shal be made
inauch order, except by amajority wle of the
elg_ct_er(]i memberI iation bilks,

e genera riation necessa
for the support a%rop state government for ﬁn]e
blennlun shell take pr lence over all olhcr

bUls on General A

c._ Atany tlme durl conalderann of hills

on either General or & , any member
may move that the blU Over, an
te motlon i cirried by a majority of
woting, the hill sall be over and Suall
retain its place on the Fle. This motion Sl

next_ suc—

or Select Com—

have the same precedence as 1 lay on the
. p ey

f.  In the event a mgtion 1o Indsfinitely
Postpone abiU ismade before the biU Is read
on General File, such motion sall reqjlreihe
afﬁbrnatlve wote of a majority of the elected
members

Sec. 8. Reference 1o EnrolIment and Review.
Advancement to EnroUment and Review for
recommendatlons relative 0 arrangement,

raseo ne%gyan omelatlm unless Inefinitely

or recommitted © n com—
mittee. AdvancementtoEnrollrnent and eV|ew
from General FUe for such pu shal

a majority of those woti mere must a
minimum_ of eighteen irmat

7. Report by Charrman ofEnroI Iment and

Review and Reference to Select Fle.

EnroUment and Review report Rule 5 Se. 6
Sc. 8 Select Fle. Consideration by the

Leglslalure in review on Select FUe, wherein

the Tollowing motions shal be’in orcer:

a_ A motlon 10 approve or reject any or al of
the changes recommended by the Chairman of
EnrolImént and Review.

b. A motion 1o a unanimous consent
amendment, to wh no_ objection sall be
offered. When amotlon is mbde to adopt a
unanimous consent amendment, the mover
shal) be required t explain thé amendment

c A motion © recommit t© the proper
Stardl committee.
dA motlon 10 recommit t General File for

one or more ific anendments. If such a
moUon i the blU shall be tiresferred
forthwith tothe héad of the General FUe where

consideration of the specific amendment sl
be the first order of businesson that Fle. After
disposition of the amendment, the bill may be
readvanced t EnrolIment and_Review for
review, amended further. | nitely Post—
, or recomitted to
oonmlttee ki
Inrlor ernsiceratlon by the Chairman of
nrol nt and Review and retumed t the
ible and [l)llaloed rgit:

lect FUe as_soon as poss
ﬁeheadoflhal File; Provided,

amended,  Indefinitely Po argoned or
recomitted, ki may
EnrolIment and Review for rossment.
Effect of. over nt. Rule 12, Sec. S
e. A motion Ioposl;oone ircefinitely.
f Motions made pursuant tosul ionsc, d

and e hereof may be only upon the
afﬁgnatlve vote of a mjority of the elected
members

No hill sall be considered initially on Select
File unUl three Ieglslcn\e days its ad—
vancement from General Fle IoEnroI Iment and
Review; Provided, (hit the amendments <
recommended sall rot be read by the Clerk

exoqsltaéjjpon request of o member of the
Ire

twithstanding any other ision contained
In this section, ﬁ‘e Enro rrent and_ Reviw

Committee returas a hill lo Select Flic from
engrossrent, then only Uie specific enrol lment
and review amendments may considered.
Ser. 9. Advancement EnroUment. and
Revlrw fur Engrossment, Unle& Recommi tted
1 u Standing Committer or Indefinitely Post*

Sec, 10. Report by Chairman of Enrollment
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and Review and Reference to Final Reading
File, or o Select Fi Ie for Specific Amendment.
Bills must be e re advancement
o Final Readlng ule 1, See.
See. 11. Conditions PrecedenttoPlacmg BIU on
Final Readl .No blllshall e placed upon Firal
Readlr'1:q

lld\\d
legislats days after;, the initial
reference t© EnrolIment and Review.
b. Two Ieglslatlve days after its reference to
Firal Readlng fike.
¢. Printed oopies of the bUll in its firel form,
as amended, shell have been awailable
members and on their desks for at least one
legislative (Const. Art 1N, Sec 1)

12. Firal Reading. Consideration on Firal
Reading and passage when the blU shaU be read
at large with aU anendments _thereto before the
wvote Btaken (Const. Art. 1ll, Sec. 14); Provided,
that at any_tine before the roU_call shal have

un on Firal Reading oﬂhe biu, itsall be n
order 1o move;
a._To recommit the hill t EnroUment and
Review t oorrect an ermor and re—
engrossment.
To recommit the biU 1o the proper stan—
ding comittee, with or wi irstructios
c. To recomnit the bl 1o Select FUe for
specific amendment, which amendpent may
be a \wote of a majority of
el members; Provided, however, If t.D
proposed amendment be 1o add meemer ency
clase, ltmay only be
mums Uﬁhe elected members.

B ion After _Final Reading:
Emergen Oy ause. The qnstlon after the Firal
Reading of a biU sell bez "All provisions of law

relative toprocedure havmg been comgl led wnh
the question ks, "Sull the b If the
emergency clause k contalned In the bly, tre
words “With the emergency clause attached”
srall be added to the question

Sec, M. Emergency Clause: Fallure o
Sesatien. S““ﬁﬁi(’?‘.&#m“”@"’%y

ion. When a ini emergen
clause dgss ot receive the ng %1 rt%
corstitutional majority on Flral Readlng,
the_ emergency clause _dall be considered

striden and the bill without the emergency
clause be pending on Final ni;l,
qmtlmﬁmshalbe"hau bl pess

with the emer%ency clase stricken?" (Const.

i
Ngec r's Veto, Consideration. Upon
day of receipt of a message from Ic
Governor announcing_his veto of a hill, or on
cither of tlie next legislative days, any
member may move d% the hill S%Evetoed be
Passage ereupon, question
sfnllbe "Shall I pess n(?nmmstardlngﬁe
abjection of the Governor”'
rer%‘—flfds vote iJIf the elected membgos
i over Govermor™s .
At B S
The Governor may disapp any
Items of appropriation oontalned in bills passed
(tjy the Leglslalure and_the item or Items 0
repassed 1he Sl ﬂ]ebed I mle%f
in manner rescri n case
disapproval of hills. (Gorspt Sec. 15)

RULE 13
Petitiat and Memorials
See. 1 Petitias, Memorial™ and Other Paper*

m

Referred to Commlttees Ever|é¥e petltlon
s orgtme ¢ thout quest for

r committee wi ing a ion
ﬂg)e re%rrtgrgbeobecmdto
bya member atme tlme such [Etﬂ]m memorlal
or gther paper Is presented, in which case the
islature duall decice the opestlon of

Sec. 2 Introducer may. make Statement.
Before any petitionor memorial addressed to the
Leglslature is received and read

whether the same be presented by the

officer or a member, _a brief statement of the
contents of the petitian or memorial may be
verbally made by _the introducer.
3 Communications, When Read. No
communlcatlons or letters el be read by the
Clerk of the Legislature unless aumorlzed by a
majority cf the Reference Committee

RULE 4
Questions and Reference

Sc. L Referenoe Commlttee for Bills and
Resolutions, Who Const The_ Lieutenant
Governor, er, and tre Chaiirman of the
Committee on Committees srell constitute the
Reference Committee for the assignment of hills
and resolutios o the various ing com—
mittees. The Reference Conmittee sall erther
refer hills 1o standing comnittees or place them
on General File. Those placed on General Filw

will be bracl;ke;ted hgrf ifone Seﬂ(fm Jtor

ing on one or more «
hlﬁ will Then benlgeferred lo a comittee.
Hills on ral File for which public heati
have not_been will
hilks on General

Es be handled as Al
Sec. 2. Nomluatlons by Governor Referred to
Commlttee on Commi

ittees. Al nomlnatlons
made to the _Legisl

it ecuetas shan

requrlng imation egislature.

be referred o the Committee on Committee

and the same procedure dull he followed as

governs the handling of other matters before
olge comittees, wless the Legislature

sl rwise direct by unanimous \Ote.

Ser. 3 Members May Object to Reference.
Any member may object lo tre reference of any
kil or other proposition, and correction incase of
em)rlatu rore I malgtlv{eecayna?n?nedwtl

islature on is| iate
ng?IONHg SorTostion OF the caily jou y

tewteof a najorlty
the elected members

Sec. 4 Motions for Reference: Preference.
When motions are made for reference of lhe
same _sbject 10 a select comittee and 0 a
standing comm|Uce the question on reference ©
the standing committee Sell ke put first

Proposed_ amendments _to rules referred ©
Rules Committee. Rule 7
Imned R ﬁ%f%re.m%ﬁ%?f ol 63

jately ul*in any 0a
!:tee Ist introdicer of

hll repare and subrnlt lothe commlttee n
tmenfﬁp\?rltlngsemrgfwmmreasonfor

stal

the hill and Ihe rgfasaght he ac—
complished the [ statement dull be

Incorporated into ecommlttee records No hill

gl be rted to the legislature by a com—
mittee whether Uie hill B Indefinitel ned

or advanced 1 General Fle, wnless such a

m submitted by the introducer

unanimous consent, or by




RULE 15
Resolutions

Sec. .1 Resolutions: . How Designated. _A

resolution shall be desi.jated as islative
Resolution .
See. 2 Resolutions Proposing G]stlmtlonal

Amendments, Grantl oney I ri

Governor s proval Con5|derat|on an
Resolutions which _propose amend—
ments to the state aostitution, propose the

ratification of amendments 1 the federal con—
sttuan, prowde for the grant of money _out of
the contingent or any other fund, or reqmre me
approval of the Governor, shell be conside

and in the same manner as hills (Oorst
At HILLSecs. 13.14; At XV .1

Sec. 3. Resolutions Prop03| Legislative
Council Studies Reference. Resolutions which
Bou opose that studiies be made by the legislative

ncil shall be first re"erred 1o the Executive
Board of the Legislative Council, this Board
submit a report with each resolution recom—

mendln? that the proposed study be made or

re
ger 4. Resolutions Laid Over One Legislative
Day. _ All other resolutios, except by the
unanlmous consent of the members present and
rg| shaU le over for consideration untl the
next islative day.
Resolutions; Reference to Committee;

Vote Necessary for ion. Wihen called for
considerationon the legislative day after is
introduction, any such resolution “shall  be
referred to the proper standing committee, Ifas
many as five members object lo its. con—
sideration at that tine. Tlie of a nrgaorltyof
the elected members sall be requi
adoptlon any such resolution.

1, Effect of Commlttee Report o In—
daﬁr}lttely e bel%e ing commllgleye
on a resolution postpone incefin
ﬁgoraolutlm dull stnd Indefinitely Post—
pored; Provided, that such resolution may be
oon&dered ba&ﬁe members of the Legislatuire or

the standi

committee by

m{orlty vote of al te eleg(%d members u
ion made within mree |%IS lative days aP%r

committee makes report

Leglslalure or by a two-thirds vote of al elecled
members upon motion made more than three
legislative days committee report.
Not more than one resolution dell be raisd

from commlttee on any one motion. A motion to
s? cannot be amended to Include any other
ution or subject matter.
__RULE W
Privileges of the Floor

The flor of the Legislative Chamber dwull
arsist ofﬁat%”t islative Chamber
fon/vard from row of or d|V|d|ng Ilre
back lest row of Senators includ
mounder the baloony on elfner sice ad acent

or any other Space |gna I!Jy
Leﬁlslalure or the Executive Board
rson Sell be admitted tomeﬂoorofitfe
%g?:s ature, as described in this rule, except the
Members gf tre Legislature and their im—
mediate families cers and  employees,
including the bllldrafler and employees of the
islative Courcil.
eporters of regularly accredlted
newspapers and broadcasting’ stati

No one srall be permitted t© be seated beside
members of the Legislature except members of
their inmediate fanllles upon permlssmn from
the chair. When bi on F|
Reading, no one shall be pennlged tohe
beside members of the Legislature.

No person, other than those hereinbefore
ex sl be_admitted  the members”
glmemgg?'m or postai'fie, unlessaccompanied by

The Covernor, sta eofﬁoers and distinguished
visitors ma¥ be acml o the floor upon

permission Trom the dei

No rlnted or wrltten naterlal of nature

m&j he desks of the_ members or
dlsm tothem in the Legislative Chamber,
mleﬁ such naterlal clearly indicates on its face

% Tesponsible  for s
distributian. The dlslrltutlm must be approved
by at lIcsl one member of the Legislature.

RULE 17

Suspension and Amendment of Rule)

These rules may only hr suspended by a two-
thirds majority of the el members by a
machine Vote, and may_in amended by a three

E)iﬂis majority ote of the méembetrs elEcc1t%a%t
rovi roposed amendment mus
e referre?jnylop the Committee on Rules for

consideration and report

The Covers

The cover illustrations are photographs of the doors of the
Senate chambers in Nebraska 3 tower Capitol. The front
cover isof the West Senate Chamber doors. These doors lead
1o tie chamber used by the Unicameral Legislature.

The back cover is of the Indian doors to the East Senate
Chamber, where the Senate met under the old bicameral
system. This room has become a hearing room.

Tlie oolor photograplis w-re made by James Dean, a
student teaching assistant in the University of Nebraska

School of Journalism.
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