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r["_HE BmF_'_'rzx._L_-,-of American inde- three States have operated under five con-
|Dendence is coincident with that. cf stitutions.

the first state constltuuons. It is ap- The South leads all sections of the
propriate, therefore, on the occasion of cour_trv in constitution-making, and it is
the commemoration of this significant noteworthy that all States that have
event to preface anai;sis of constitutional adopted slx or more constitutions are
change during the past two years wi_h a sou_ern. Louisiana leads all States with
brief general perspective of the use and 1i constitutions. Georgia. ranks second
deve!opment of .%uaerican state constitu- having operated under eight; South Caro-
tions. _ Since I776, the States have op- line is next with seven, and then Ale-
orated under at .least i44 constitutions, barns, F!or_da, and Virginia with si:-.The
eight of which were drafted in the year of Civil %'ar and Reconstruction periods ac-
American independence. A few "States count for many constitutional changes in
made ai.terat-ons in their colonial charters the South.
and used them as constitutions. These The effective date and age of _tate con-
first docume_,,ts inaugurated a !ine of de- stitudons range dowr, ward from _he i96-
velopment that has provided the States year-old Massachusetts constitution op-
with more collective experience in c,oiiti- erar.ive since 1780 co Louisiana's elevenah
cal ccnstitut.lon-making than the rest of organic law which became effective Tanu.
the world combined until the accession of ary t, 1975. At the beginning of 1976, the
new countries to nationhood during the average age of state cons:itutions ;,,as ap-
last decade, proximate!y 84 years, and the median, 86

• "." ....... " ......... _,,ears--d__e age o£ the Idaho_ Mi_si_sir_pi.Arla.I}Fls O1[ ul_ tiara lJl fi :_lJlt' J LII_ tt_NC .

17t indicates that 19 States have hadonlv and W?'oming document.,, wffich became
one constitution, of which five were mrod- effective in 1890. Only three New .En-
ucts of the twentieth centttrv; of tt_e re- gland States have basic laws that date
mafning 14, all date from the nineteenth " horn the eighteenth century: Massachu-
century except the Massachusetts docu- setts (1780); New Hampshir _. (178.t), and

• '- ' Vermont ki J_o,. Twenty,nine of the pres-ment (1180). Nine States have had two
constitu:.;.ons; roar States have had rare'-o....... ent constitutions aimost :hree fifths were
constitutions; nine have had fotlr; and v;ri:ten and adouted during tb_e nine-

teenttt centurs'; of these, 15 date from the
*Dr. Storm is Univershv Research Professor of ]ast auarter of the centur;'.

Political Science at Virginia Polvt_._chnic lns,itute Ei_-h_'een s_are consti'.._'ti_ms are prod-
and State University. 'acts of the twentieth century. Four were

:.Much of the following, anal_sis. '-'_adapted from. adooted f_om 19_'1 th._o,i_'[_ 1.-.._2,':_'and i:*
the _iter's Thirty fears _1 Stc'e Co',stituti,.'n ..... "
Making: I9.;8-!96) (l<e;v. York: National Mu- i1! _he last 30 years, 19--;575. ---..--r:i_';-became
_icipal Le%nae, 1970L effective during 1955-75.
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162 THE BOOK OF THE STATES

Thus: in the bicentennial year, 32 for the length and detail of state consti.
States, more than three fifths, are op- tutions. New fimctions and programs te-
e.rating with constitutions that antedate q:aire expaudedgovernmental machinery,
1900. Most typical of these are the 19 doc- much of which has a constitutional basis.
uments written and adopted during the Much detail is attributable to distrust of
35 )'ears from the Civil War to the turn Legislatures. Pressure of special interesu
of the centur T. In their lengthy provisions for constitutional status, fault)" drafting,
these constitutions reflect the problems and the tendency of lengthy constitutions
and popular pressures of the times in to breed more amendatory detail are
which they were drafted more than the other reasons for the length of state con-
earlier basic instruments of American stitutions.
state government. Table 1 indicates that at the end of

The original state constitutions were 1975 the estimated length of state consti-
short, rarely containing more than 5,000 tutions ranged from 600,000 words (in-
words, demonstrating the principle that duding 832 amendments of which 685
the basic law should be restricted to fun- are local) in the Georgia constitution
damental matters. 2 Subsequent develop- down to 6,600 words in the Vermont doc-
ments produced many changes reflecting ument, which is one of the oldest. Aver-

new conditions, issues, and m'oblems of age estimated length of the 50 documents _ff_,_._..the growing Nation. The d_versity and was 36,661 words. If the _/d_c_l: _qcomplexity of functional growth account ment is excluded in computing the aver-
for much verbiage in state constitutions, age, the _, ",_ " _,n_,m_ drops to _5,9t)1, whicix is
exemplified in such areas as finance, edu- approximately three and one half times
cation, regulation of economic enterprise, the length of the Constitution of the
health, and welfare. United States with its 26 Amendments.

Significant factors that have c_n- The median of estimated length falls be-
tributed to the increase in length, detail, tween the 21,500 and 21,900 words of
and restrictive contents of state ,'_on,a,_-_,',,, the Pennsylvania and _,Vyoming docu-
tions include: population growth and ments, respectively.
urbanization; expansion of popular par- Since midcentury, more ofncial a_ten-
t!cipation in public affairs through exten- tion has been given to _evising and rood-
stun of tile suffrage, increase in the hum- ernizing state constitutions t1_an during
ber of elective otficers, and adoption of any comparable period since the Recopy
the initiative and referendum ]n some struction era. Yet, despite effective consti-
States; industrialization; technological tutional reform in approximately one
development, pa:.-ticularly in transpor_a- third of the States daring the last two
tion and communication; and resultant decades, major weaknesses remain in
ga'owth in the magnitude and complexity others that seriously handicap the States
of state functions and responsibilities, in effe.ctively discharging their responsi-
Also of primary importance fs the change bilities in the federal system. In the bi-
in the people's conception of the proper centennial )'ear, therefore, efforts con-
role of government in modern society, tinue to achieve optimum stability and
The extensive protective, regulatow, and flexibility in state constitutions.
sen, lce activities of the States in 1976

clearly manifest the growth of 0opular -_]_ETHODSOF CHANGINGCONSTITUTIONS

demand for positive government." Tables 2, 3, and 4 on pages 175 to 177
In large measure the dynamic factors summarize major constitutional vrovi-

contributing to big goven_ment account sions for the three principal method_ of

JForearly state constitutional development, see changing state constitutions, effective De-
Allan Nevins, The American States During _nd cember 31, 1975. These include proposal
A/ter the Revolution, 1776-1789(New York: The by the Legislature, the constitutional ini-
Macmillan Compan:.', 1924.Reorinted in i969 by tiative, and the constitutional convert-
Augustus M. Kelle;,, Publishers, New Yorkj Chs. tion. In addition, the Florida constitutionIX',"The Writing of the State Constitutions," and
V, "The Constitutions in Operation: Their Re- expressly authorize s use of a constitu-
vision." tional commission to initiate constitu-
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tional changes and to submit them to 15 percent of the same base (Ariz.ona).
directly to the electorate. Usually con- In North Dakota, the requirement is 20,..
sfitutional commissions ser_'e as auxil- 000 signatures of electors. Massachusetts
iary bodies to study constitutions and rec- is the only State in which constitutional
ommend changes to the Legislature. The initiative measures must be approved by
following paragraphs summarize salient the law-making body (General Court) be-
constitutional provisions for the three fore submission to the voters.. Require-
methods used most often in altering state ment for electorate approval in most
constitutions. States is a majority voting on the pro-

As indicated in "Fable 2, proposal of posal.
constitutional changes by the Legislature The constitutions of all but nine States
is authorized in all the States, American contain provisions for calling constitu-
Samoa, and Puerto Rico. The most usual tional conventions. In six States the Leg-is-
vote required to propose amendments is lature may call a constitutional conven-
two thirds of elected members (18 States tion without popular referendum. The
and Puerto Rico), followed by. a simple legislative vote specified for submission
majority (17 States), and three fifths (9 of the convention question to the elec-
States and American Samoa). Action by torate is a simple majority in 15 States
two sessions of the law-making body is and Puerto Rico. As shown in Table 4,
required in 12 States. Most States (43 plus there are numerous variations in require-
American Samoa and Puerto Rico) re- ments both for submission of the conven-
quire a simple majority of the vote on tion question to the electorate and in the
the proposal for adoption. Use of the leg- specified popular majority to authorize a
islative proposal method, tik-e the others, convention. A simple majority voting on
involves wide variation in procedural de- the question is most common, applying
tail. to 23 States and Puerto Rico; seven con-

The constitutions of 17 States provide stitutions specify a majority voting in the
for use o£ the constitutional initiative in election. Periodic submission of the con-
proposing amendments. In Illinois, only vention question to the voters is required
the legislative article mav be altered by in 14 States, the specified interval between
initiative petition. Sixteen States specify required submissions ranging fi-om 10
a number of signatures on initiative pc- ),ears in five States, to 16 ),ears in Michi-
titions equal to a required percentage gan, to 20 years in the remaining eight
o£ total votes cast for various offices or in States. Like'the procedure for other meth-
a particular election; these range from 3 ods, the Dopuiar vote most often specified
percent of the total votes cast for Gover- for ratification of convention proposals is
nor at the last election (Massachusetts) a majority voting on the issue.

TABLE A

STATE CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES BY METHOD OF INITIATION
1970-71, 1972-73, 1974-75

Number o[
States involved Total pvoposalJ Total adopted Perccmaae adapted

r--'__'_ t---_ r "_-_'_'-', _
lcTetkod o_ 1970- 1972- 1974- I970- 1972- 1974- 1970- 1972- 1974- 1970- 1972- 1974-

(nitlarlon 71 73 75 71 73 75 71 73 75 71 73 75

All methods 48 47 48 403 530 352 224 368 257 55.6 69.4 73.0

Legislative
proposai 47 46 47 $92 497 332 222 356 245 56.6 71.6 73.8

Constitutional
initiative 4 7 7 5 16 13 1 $ 8 20.0 18.8 61._

Constitutional
convention 2 4 2 6 17 7 I 9 4 16.7 52.9 57.1
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All authorized methods of -change may generally to them. Although legislative
be used to initiate piecemeal amend- proposals diminished in number, the con-
ments, but proposal by the state law-mak- cern of state law-making bodies for the
ing body is by far the most used tech- subject remained relatively high. I_L 45
nique. More extensive revision and the States, one or more proposals initiated
rewriting of state constitutions may also by the Legislature were adopted; in 17
be proposed by the Legislature, but the of these the electorate approved all such
traditional-method for a generaloverhaul proposa!s. The number of proposals
in American States is the constitutional ranged from one each in six States to 79
convention; these bodies may be unlim- (13 general, 66 local) in Georgia. The tab-
ited or limited in their authority to act. ulation below indicates the number of
Submission to the voters of all legislative proposals and adoptions in the States that
and initiative proposa!s for constitutional made greatest use o£ this method during
change is required in every State except 197'4-75.
Delaware, where legislative action only Constitutional Initiative Praposals.
is necessary. The constitutional initiative, which is de-

signed to propose limited alterations that
USE oF AUTHORIZED *IETHoDs have substantial popular support when

Table A summarizes state constitu- Legislatures fail to act:, is inappropriate
tional changes by the three methods of for proposing extensive constitutional
formal initiation used during 1974-75 chan_e. Not only does the constitutional

lnlr!_tlve n'_x,_ l;m;t_] use, t21A[ proposa.tsand the two pre_d,n o bxennia. Included ....... '
are totals of proposals, adoptions, per- that originate by popular petition often
centages of adoptions, and the aggregates lack the necessary political support to as-
for all methods. All States except Rhode sure their success. Thus, t?le rate of adop-
Island and Tennessee were involved in tion is usually substantially lower than
fmwnal constitutional change during for legislative proposals.
1974-75. lotais _or aii methods in this Table A indicates dlat e._ght, or 612;
biennium were approximately one-third percent, of the 13 initiative measures pro-
fewer than during 1_)72-73, reflecting the posed in seven States during i97-I--75 were
diminishing officiai a.ttention to col-_stitu- adopted. The numbers proposed and
tional revision following the heavy era- adopted in each State were: Arizona (l---
phasis on modernizing constitutions in i), Arkansas (1--0), Colorado (4--4), Mas-
the preceding decade. The percentage of sachusetts (1-1), Michigan (1--i), Mon-
adoptions, however, improved over the tana (1--1), and Ohio (4--0). All initiative
last biennium, measures were adopted in five States, and

Legislative Proposals. As always, state none in the other two States. The sub-
law-making bodies initiated the vast ma- stance of the four initiatives in Ohio was

.jority of proposed alterations during ._ncluded in the constitutional amend-
1974-75. Only Louisiana, Rhode Island, tnents proposed by Governor _ames. A.
and Tennessee failed to use this method. Rhodes, who took office in January 1975.
Since legislative proposals comprise such When the General Assembly failed to ap-
a large proportion of the total by all prove them, he used the initiative method
methods, the trends stated above apply to get.the four measures on the ballot in

State Proposals Adoptions

Georgia 13 general, 66 local 9 general, 55 local

South Carolina 6 general, 23 lecal 6 general, 21 local

California 18 general, 2 local 13 general. 2 local

Oklahoma 16 general 10 general

Oregon 16 general 7 ger,eral

Ma_'land 8 general, 5 local 7 general, 4 local
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TA.BLE B

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES IN STATE CONSTITUTIONS
PROPOSED AND ADOPTED

1970-71, 1972-73, 1974-75

Total proposed _dopted Percentage adopted• a_ A
1970- 1972- 1974 _- 1970- 1972- 1974'- "1970- 1972-- 1974 _-

Subjecf _natter 71 73 75 71 73 75 71 73 7J

Proposals of
statewide
applicability 300 $89 2'53 176 275 172 58.2 70.7 67.9

Bill of Rights 13 26 9 11 22 6 84.6 84.,6 66.7
Suffrage and

elections 39 34 23 25 24 20 59.0 70.6 86.9
_- Legislative

branch 42 46 40 19 25 27 45.2 54.5 67.5
Execu tire

branch 27 36 34 22 25 20 81.5 69.4 58.8
Judicial branch 17 35 20 11 26 19 64.7 74.3 95.0
Local government 21 30 13 15 23 12 71.4 76.7 92.3
Taxation and

finance 50 85 49 29 56 .33 58.0 65.9 67.3
State and local

debt 25 24 18 I0 15 6 40.0 62.5 33.3
State functions 46 40 25 • 26 36 16 56.5 90.0 69.6
Amendment and

revision I3 19 8 7 12 7 53.8 63.1 875
General revision

proposals 7 2 12 $ 1 3 42.9 50.0 25.0
Miscellaneous

provisions -- 12 4 -- I0 3 -- 83.3 . 75.0
]Local anaendments 103 141 99 48 95 85 ' 46.6 65.9 85.9

the 1975 general election. Adoption rate The largest number of proposed
for 1974-75 more than tripled that for the changes during each of the three biennia
preceding biennia shown in Table A. shown in Table B was in the area Of state

Substantive Changes. Table B classifies and local finance, ir, cluding taxation;
constitutional changes during 1974-75 debt, and financial administration. The
and the two preceding biennia by subject total number of proposals in this area de-
matter. All proposals are gTouped under creased from the high of 1.09 during 1972--
two major categories: first, those of gen- 73 to 67, the lowest number in any of the
eral statewide applicability, which in- three biennia. The percentage of adop-

_._,[¢tzl_._- .tlJ. a_JL %..k_.._e. ,t_xzxaJ.,tz_.u al,tt'Jll_ L,tL_, J.',JV'_k..Oe. KJ,L0,.13.

five States; and, second, proposed local categories, 58.2 percent in 1974-75, corn-
amendments in Alabama (3), California pared with 65.1 percent during the pre-
(2), Georgia (66), Maryland (5) and South ceding biennium. Generally, the voters
Carolina (23), which affect a single politi- continued to show greatest resistance to
cal subdivision or a restricted number of local debt proposals; however, as in pre-
such units. Proposals o£ general statewide vious biennia, they approved proposals
applicability are further classified under related to both debt and taxation that in-
subject matter headings that conform volved benefits to veterans, low-income
broadly to the principal functional areas elderly, and most financial benefits relat-
or state constitutions. The peicentage of ing to education.
adoptions of proposals o_ statewide appli- The same rank order of proposals for
cabilitv decreased in 1974-75 to 67.9 per- constitutional change in the three
cent compared with the 70.7 percent of branches of government occurred during
adoptions durin_ 1972-75, but remained 1974-75 as in the two preceding biennia.
substantially higher than the 58.2 percent The legislative branch led in the number
of the 1970-71 biennium, of proposals, £ollowed by the executive

• _,-0-_i"¢_



166 THE BOOK OF THE STATES

and the judiciary. In percentage of adop- authorize the Legislature to provide for
tions, the judicial branch led the others them by law. The Oregon electorate re-
during 1974-75 with 95 percent, the high- jected a proposal to reduce the minimum
est percentage for proposals in any cate- voting age from 21 to 18 and to remove
gory, followed by the legislative brandx literacy requirements, although both are
with 67.5 percent and the executive required as a result of the Twenty-Sixth
branch with 58.8 percent. During 1974-75 Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and
the legislative branch exceeded the execu- judicial decision.
tive branch in percentage of adoptions, The number of local government pro-
reversing the order in the two preceding posals was less than half of those during
biennia. The adoption rate of proposals 1972-73, but the percentage of adoptions
related to the judiciary rose consistently increased from 76.7 to 92.3 percent, sec-
during the three recent biennia (64.7 per- ond highest rate of adoption of all pro-
cent, 1970-71; 74.3 percent, 1972-73; 95 posals. Structural changes were the prin-
percent, 1974-75). cipal subject of approved proposa!s. The

Most changes approved in the legisla- adoption rate of proposalsrelating to
tive branch provided for open legislative state ffinctions dropped skarply, from 90
meetings and apportionment. Rejected to 69.6 percent. Contributing was the
most often were proposals related to corn- high rejection percentage of proposed
pensation of legislators. Reversing the changes in structure or powers of gov-
trend toward annual sessions, Montana ernance of both public schools and insti-
voters approved an initiative measure tutions of higher education. During the
substituting biennial for annual sessions previous biennium, ai! proposals relating
which were authorized in the constitution to education had been adopted. Continu-
adopted in 1972. Most adopted chanees ing the trend of the preceding biennium,
.in the executive branch related to adm_n- 'proposals for lotteries had a relatively
istration; the on!y two regarding joint kigh rate of adoptions (5 of 6). Generally,
election of Governor and Lieutenant proposed changes in amendment and re-
Governor were approved. Rejections in- vision articles liberalized the procedure
eluded the only proposals for increasi1_g for altering the States' organic iaws. In-
the Governor's salary, removal of the eluded in these changeswas a reduction of
Lieutenant Governor as presiding officer the required interval between proposal
of the Senate, and a general revision of of constitutional amendq_ents in Ver-
the executive article. Most approved al- mont from 10 to four }'ears. Rejection by
terations in judicial articles related to ju- Texas voters of all eight proposals which,
dicial organization and establishment of, if adopted, would have provided an ex-
or changes in .powers and duties of, ju- tensivelv revised constitutmn contributed
dicial qualifications commissions. Three to the dlsmal 25 percent rate of adoptions
of four revised articles were adopted, of general revision proposals.

The number of proposed chances in
bills of rights decreased during. 1974-75, CONSTITUTIONALCO-_,f-_,IISSIONS
as did the percentage of adoptions. Two Usage. Despite the diminished pace of
of four proposals adding sex to antidis- general state constitutional revision fol-
erimination guarantees during the bien- lowing extensive modernization during
nium were approved, the preceding decade, state law-making

SuN'age and elections proposals ranked bodies continued to rely heavil) i" upon
high in percentage of adoptions (86.9), constitutional commissions to inmate
although the}, decreased in number. _Fhe changes in state constitutions during
adopted changes included liberalization 1974-75. In this period eight commissions
of residency and voting requirements (9 were operative in eight States, attesting to
of 11), reduction of the minimum voting the continuing preference of state legis-
age to 18, and restoration of voting rights lators for these att:,:iliary bodies over con-
to ex-felons. Voters in Oklahoma defeated stitutional conventions as organs for pro-
the proposal to remove the residency re- posing alterations in the States' basic laws.
quirements from uhe constitution and Table 5 on page 178 summaxizes salient
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features of the eight commissions opera- mission; average number of members was
tire during the biennium ending Decem- approximately 24. Appointing authorities
ber 31, 1975. Six of these bodies (in Ala- typically include the Governor, the nre-
bama, New Hampshire, Ohio, South siding officers of the two legislative
Dakota, Texas, and Utah) were created hGuses, and the Chief Justice of the Su-
before 1974; both the North Dakota and preme Court. Membership mix of recent
Washington commissions were estab- commissions usually includes representa-
lished in 1975. Previous volumes of The tives of prominent interest groups,.public
Book of the States have reported on the officials, and legislators. Express limita-
earlier activities of most o._ these bodies, tions on the representation of any orle

General Features. Six of the eight con- political party apply to some commis-
stitutional commissions were created by sions, exemplified by the South Dakota
statutory law. In North Dakota, the Corn- and Utah bodies.
mittee on Constitutional Revision was Public funds financed all state consti-

established as an organ of the Legislative tutional commissions operative during
Council by a House concurrent resolu- 1974-75. As shown in Table 5, most com-
tion; the \Vashington Commission for missions received direct appropriations.
Constitutional Alternatives is the only The North Dakota Committee on Consti-
one of the eight commissions created by tutional Revision is funded from the gen-
executive order. Although the New eral Legislative Council appropriation,
Hampshire and Texas commissions were and the \Vashington Commission for
expressly mandated to prepare recom- ConstitutionalAlternatives from theGov-
mendations for constitutional conven- ernor's budget. As noted above, these two
tions, these bodies as well as the other six commissions are the orily ones operative
operative during 1974-75 were basically during 1974-75 not created by statute.
study commissions. No strictly prepa_a- Total funding for the eight commissions
tory commission with a specific mandate through the current appropria'tion period
to make all necessary preparations for ranged from $1 million appropriated to
holding a constitutional conventio, n was the Ohio commission down to 510,000 for
active during the period.- the New Hampshire body. Appropria-

Typically, studv commissions are man- tions to the Alab)ma, Ohio, South Da-
dated to study the constitution, deter- kota, and Utah commissions extend over
mine what changes are needed, and sub- four biennia. Most generous funding was
mit recommendations with supporting the 8900,000 appropriation to the Texas
reports, and often with proposed drafts. Constitutional. Revision Commission
Such reports most commonly are sub- which completed its task in less than one
mitred to the Legislature, sometimes to year. Average total funding through the
the.Governor, and to a constitutional con- current fiscal period for the seven com-
vention if called..Most commissions ac- missions for which figures are ava_labie
five during !974-75 reported to the Legis- was $399,241. This figure reflects not only
lature, generous financial support for the Ohio

The membership of constitutiona! andTexas commissions, but thehea Wire-
commissions includes two types: ex officio pact of inflation on the costs of constitu-
and appointive. On practically all corn- tional refotnn and of general government
missions appointive members far outnum- operations.
ber ex offi.cio designees. Of the eight com- The duration of constitutional comrnis-
missions active in 1974-75, ex officio sions, like their funding, varies greatly.
members were designated only on those in The period of active operation of the
Alabama (4), South Dakota (2), and Utah eight commissions, as of December 3I,
(I). The size of the eight commissions 1975, ranged from the 80-month duration
ranged from 60 on the Washington body of the Utah commission and 76 months
down to 10 on the New Hampshire com- for the Alabama body to the six months'

mission. Median size of the eight commis- existence of the Washington commission.
sions fell between the 16-member Utah Average effecti_:e life of the eight commis-
body and the 27-member Alabama.corn- sions was between 42 and 43 months. Four

?;gCt
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of the commissions (.Alabama, Ohio, The commissions in North Dakota and
South Dakota, and Utah) were created in Washington, both created in 1975, had
1969 and were still operative at the end mandates to study the constitution and
of 1975; the North Dakota and \Vashing- to submit their reconamendations to the
ton bodies also remained active after De- Legislative Assembly and the Governor,

cember 1975. The New Hampshire and respectively. In North Dakota, much
Texas commissions completed their work work on constitutional revision had been
in 1974, and the South Dakota body was done by the 1972 constitutional conven-
scheduled to submit its final recommen- tion. The Washington Commission for
dations by January 1976. Constitutional Alternatives, established

Reports and Implementation. Consti- by Governor DanielJ. Evans, had instruc-
tutional changes recommended in corn- tions to work c!osely with the Legislature.
mission reports ranged from a series of This commission is expected to make
proposed amendments to entire constitu- preparatory studies for a constitutional
tions. The Alabama and Texas reports, convention, if the convention question is
which were completed and submitted in submitted to and approved by the voters.
1973, included proposed new or revised
constitutions with conamentary. At the CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS

end of 1975, implementation of the Ala- Usage. Constitutional convention3
bama commission's recommendations in- were operative in Louisiana, New Hamp-
cluded only a new judiciary article; in shire, and Texas during the bienniuin
Texas, the commission's report was the ending December 31, .1975. Another con-
basis for deliberations b}' the Legislature vention, called in .4_rkansas by legislative
which assembled as a constitutional con- act and approved by the Governor, failed
vention in 1974. The series of constitu- to convene after the act was held uncoi,-

tional changes proposed by the New stitutional by the State Supreme Cour:.
Hampshire comrmsslon provided the The New Hampshire convention was un-
basis for action m 1974 by the State's sly limited with no restriction on its power
teenth constitutional convention, to propose revision; the mandates of the

The Ohio, South Dakota, and Utah Louisiana and Texas conventions, _.ow-
commissions have been invotvcd ::n oro- ever, imposed stated limitations on their
grams of phased revision by s_ages since action. The Louisiana convention, whick
their cr.eatio_n in 1969. In these and other had assembled and completed most of its
States involved in revising their constitu- 'work in 1973, adjourned January 19,
tions by stages, constitutional commis- .1974. Both the New Hampshire and
sions prepare draft proposals, but respon- Texas conventions met and completed
sibility for their formal initiation and their deliberations in 1974. A new con-
submission to the voters rests with the stitution proposed by the Louisiana con-
Legislature. As of December 31, 1975, the vention was adopted in April 1974 and
Ohio commission had submitted nine re- became effective January 1, 1975. "i'he
ports to the General Assembly; some had New Hampshire convention recom-
been adopted, but most were still pend- mended a series of amendments, two of
ing. The voters had approved at least five which were adopted in 1974. The Texas
revised articles of the constitution pro- Legislature, sitting" as a constitutional
posed by the South Dakota commission, convention in 1974, was unable to muster
In Utah, revision of the legislative article the two-thirds majority required to ap-
had been accomplished, a proposed re- prove a proposed new constitution.
vision of the executive article rejected by The following paragraphs summarize
the voters, and elections and apportion- salient features of the three conventions
ment articles s'abmitted to me Legislature held during 1974-75. More information
by the end of 1975. In South Carolina the on their authorization and the earn
voters extended through 1976 the au- phases and developments of the Louisiana
thorized period for completing the pro- convention is provided in the previous
gram of phased revision initiated in the volume of The Booh of the States.
late 1960s. Louisiana. The limited eleventh consti-
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tutional convention of Louisiana, which period here under review. 4
began its plena_" sessions July 5, 1973, New Hampshire. The 400 delegates to
completed its work and adjourned sine New Hampshire's unlimited sixteenth
die on January 19, 1974.3 The conven- constitutional convention were elected
tion, whose total membership of 132 dele- March 5, 1974, on a nonpartisan basis, one
gates included 105 elected from House from each House of Representatives dis-
districts and 27 appointed by the Gover- trict. 5 On May 8, 1974, the convention
nor, approved a new constitution by a met to organize and adopt rules and then
vote of 120 to 1 with 11 absent and not recessed until May 15, !974. Walter R.
voting. Also approved for submission to Peterson, former Governor and Speaker
the voters were two alternate proposals of the House, was elected president of the
providing for a multitiered or unitary convention, the assistant clerlas of the
board system for control of public higher House and Senate were elected secretary
educational institutions. In comparison and assistant secretary of the conventiot_,
with the 256,500 words in the 1921 con- respectively. Between .May 8 and June 16,
stitution with its local amendments, the 1974, the convention was in session for 12
proposed new constitution contained days. As a continuing body with life for
only 26,300 words. 10 years or until its successor is authorized

Salient features of the proposed new and selected, the convention adjourned
constitution include: a strong bill of subject to the call of the president.
rights including a guarantee of equality The convention approved 27 proposed
ef treatment; annual legislative sessions; constitutional amendments to be submit-
single-member legislative districts; power ted.to the _voters in referendums during
of leg!slators, to convene the Legislature the period 1974-80. Of the five proposals
by majority vote; automatic veto sessions; submitted to the electorate on November
removal of the Lieutenant Governor as 5, 1974, two were approved. These pro-
president of the Senate; limJt,'ttion of the hibited denial of equality of rights by the
number of principal executive depart- State on account of race, creed, color_ sex,
re.ents.ro .20; strengthened authority for or national origin, arid authorized or_ani-
local government; elimination of x:nany zational legislative sessions. The three
constitutional tax rates and dedications proposals defeated would have permitted
of revenue; expanded property tax ex- granting of pensions by the General
eruption on homes; nrovision for a lower Court for more than one .3"ear, increased
tax assessment ratio on homes than on membership in the Senate from 24 to 36,
business preperty; and renaoval of the and authorized the General Court to pro-
prohibition against public aid to private vide alternate methods for taking oaths
and parochial schools, by legislators. Referendums on the re-

Submitted to the'voters on April 20, maining 22 convention proposais are
1974, the new constitution was approved scheduled as follows: five in March !976;

by a vote of o60,9_0 to 262,676.--l-hirtv- qn Bates et al. v. Edwards, G_,e,'-nor, "794 So.
six percent of the registered voters vote_t, 2d 532 (1974), the Supreme Court of Louis/ana
and 58 percent of those voting voted for rejected plaintiffs' contention that the one-man.
the constitution. Also approved 331,339 one-vote requirement applies to a constitutional

to 199,085 was Alternative A, providing convention. Furthermore, the Court declared,
there is no requirement that the call for a consti-

for the three-tiered board system for pub- tutional convention must be submitted to and ap-
lic higher educational institutions. Litiga- proved bv the voters. In Driske!t et a!. v. Edwar'd,s
tion in both state and federal courts to et al. (No. 74-4020, September 5, 1975), the 15.S.

have the enabling act providing for Court of Appeals vacated and remanded a judg-
• ment bv the U.S. District Court (Western La3

Louisiana's eleventh constitutional con- holdingthat an action for a declarato_" jud_Tnent
vention declared unconstitutional had seeking to invalidate the act providi'ng for the
not been successful as of the end of the constitutional convention was insubstantial and

need not be heard by a three-judge court, 374 F.
*For more detailed information on the autho- Supp. I (1975).

rization, membership, organization, staffing, and 5For initial legislative action and author;.zation
early developments of the convention, see The of the convention, see The Book ol the States,
Boo}; o] the States, 1974-2975, vol. XX, pp. 12-13. 1974-1975, vol. XX, p. 13.

,¢6C6
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seven in November 1976; four in Novem- Major features of the proposed eight
ber 1978; three in March 1980; and three amendments relating to the three
in November 1980. branches of government were provisions

Texas. The 1S1 members of the Texas for: annual legislative sessions, authoriza-
Legislature convened on JanuaI)" 8, 1974, tion for organizational and veto sessions,
as delegates to the State's seventh consti- a legislative compensation commission,
tuaional convention. A constitutional deletion of many restrictions on the Leg-
amendment approved by the electorate islature, enhanced gubernatorial appoint-
in November ]972 authorized the con- ment and removal powers, limitation of
vention. Except for a recess from April 5 the Governor to tv:o consecutive four-
to May 6 to permit the delegates as legis- year terms, periodic legislative review of
]ators to campaign for the primary, fl_e executive .agencies with requirement for
convention remained in session until sine their abolition after 10 years unless re-
die adjournment July 30, 1974. 8 Officers newecl, initiation of reorganization plans
elected by the delegates included Speaker by the Governor, a unified judicial sys-
of the House Price Daniel, Jr., as presi- t_:m, elimination of jurisdictional minu-
dent, a vice president, and a secretary, tiae, and election of judges.
The convention staff ranged from 58 to Other salient provisions included: 1eg-
266 at various times, and eight substantive islati;'e prescription of residence and reg-
and five procedural committees corn- istration, ,-equi_ements", for votin%._ equal
prised the bas;c working structure of the educational opportunity, comprehensive
convention, reform of the property tax system, omis-

The Texas convention was limited bs' s,;on of numerous restrictions on public
its mandate which forbade any change's spending, authori.zation to incur debt by
in the bill of rights. Product o:2 the con- legislative action followed by popular
vention's labors was a 17,000-word draft referendum, consobdation of 'provisions
constitution with 1._articles, as compared on local govcrnrnent, _-etention of i_ome
with 17 articles in the !876 document rule for cities and extension of greater
which contained approximately 64,G00 options to counties, pernlissive !egizlaLive
words. Final vote on the" convention authority torestrict taxing pm:,ers c__local
draft was 1t8 for, 62 against, with one ab- governments and mandatory imposition
sent and not vozing. The vote in favor of of debt ceilings by the Legislature, en-
the draft document was three votes less vironmental protection, prohibition of
than the two-thirds majorit)' required for discrimination against the handicapped,
convention approval. Thus the seventh and provision for calling constitutional
Texas convention, composed of legislator- conventions and periodic submission of
delegates for whose work $3.8 million had the convention question to the voters ev-
been appropriated, failed to submit any er3' 30 years.

•proposal to the electorate. Arhansas. A 440-3 decision by the Su-
The 1975 Legislature, however, which preme Court of Arkansas on May 27,

included many who had been delegates 1975, held unconstitutional a constitu-
te the consti'tutional convention, ap- tional convention scheduled to assemble
proved for submission to the voters eight May. 29, 1975. Legislative Act 16, ap-
amendments which collectively com- proved by Governor David H. Pryor
prised a revised constitution. Based on the January 31, 1974, called the convention
convention document with certain without popular referendum.
changes, the eight amendments excluded The act provided for 35 members, 27 to
some of its most controversial provisions, be appointed by the Governor, six from
such as "right to work." Submitted to the each of the four congressional districts
voters on November 4, 1975, all eight pro- and three from the State at large; five were
posals were rejected by a margin of ap- to be named by the House of Representa-
proximately 21_ to 1. tires from its members; and three senators

eFor more background information on the con- by the Senate. Other salient features of
vention, see The Book of the States, 1974-1975, Act 16 were provisions for assembly of
vol. xx, pp. 13-14. the convention within 15 days after ap-
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_ointment to organize, transaction of its biennium was the first in more than a
ousiness within 60 days after assembly, quarter of a century during which no
certification of a proposed constitution State held a popular referendum on the
within five days after adjournment, re- question of calling a constitutional con-
assembly to make any necessary changes, vention. Considering the extensive at-
and submission of the proposal to the rot- tention to general constitutional revision
ers as a single issue at a special election in the States since midcentury, the slack-
on September 16, 1975. ening of official attention to basic legal

Most significant were the extensive lim- reform by the convention method was to
itations on tile convention specified in the be expected. Besides Arkansas' Governor
act. The General Assembly listed 11 arti- Pryor, at least one other Governor--Gov-
des and sections of the constitution as ernor Ray Blanton of Tennessee--has
amended that were not to be changed by urged that an unlimited constitutional
the convention, mainly because of their convention be called in his State. In
controversial nature. A new constitution Washington, creation of the Commission
proposed by a constitutional convention for Constitutional Alternatives in 1975
and including many of these controversial by Governor Daniel J. Evans was a pos-
features had been rejected by the Arkan- sible first step toward calling a constitu-
sas electorate in November 1970. 7 Salient tional convention. Generally, phased re-
provisions expressly excluded by Legisla- vision and more limited change by

• rive Act 16 included the bill of rights, the amendments initiated by state law-
judicial, education, franchise and eleo making bodies, often with the help of
tions, voter registration, right to work, the constitutional commissions, continue as
legal definition (rate) of usury, and other the most popular methods of moderniz-
specified sections and amendments. The ing state constitutions.
General Assembly appropriated $800,000
for the convention and expenses rclated CONSTITUTIONAL STUDIES

to the special election. Materials prepared by constitutional
A suit brought by two Republicans commissions and conventions continued

joined by two legislators against Gover- to provide a major part of the literature
nor P_'or and others in the Pulaski on constitution-making in American
Chancery Court sought to prevent the States during 1974-75. These reports and
convention. The trial court held Act 16 analyses contain much information of use
of 1975, which provided for the conven- not only to persons directly involved in
fion, invalid. On appeal, the Supreme actual modernization of constitutions,
Cour.t of Arkansas affirmed the ruling, but to other students of public affairs as
holding the convention unconstitutional well. Records of debates and proceedings
on the ground that delegates would be ex- of constitutional conventions and com-
ercismg power inherent in the people as missions comprise an invaluablc sourcc
reserved in the Arkansas constitution; s of data for planning and organizing con-
limitations imposed on the exercise of stitutional reform efforts in other juris-
that power without the approval of the dictions. Some recent examples are cited
electorate are prohibited. 9 If the con- in the list of selected references at the end
vention had been held, it would have of this anab'sis.

been Arkansas' eighth such constituent _fajor official action to revise or re-
assembly, write a state constitution usuaily stimu-

Other Developments. The 1974--75 lates substantial studies by organizations
other than those officially involved. Back-

*See The Book ol the States, 1972-1973, vol. ground symposia in law reviews andXlX, pp. 11-12.
tArticle II, Section 1 stat_: "All potiticalpower professional journals are prominent ex-

is inherent in the people, and government is insti- amples. Furtbermore, bureaus or insti-
tuted for their protection, security and benefit; tutes of governmental research and public
and they have the fight to alter, ref_)rm or abolish affairs at higher educational institutionsthe same in such manner as they think proper."

*David PD'or et al v. Lynn Lowe et al., 258 Ark. have produced many useful studies be-
188 (1975). fore, during, and after completion of
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official action. Institutes or bureaus at Swift Publishing Company, 1975.
state universities in Illinois, Louisiana, Browne, Cynthia E., comp. State Constitutional

Conventions: From Independ,,nce to the Corn-
Montana, North Dakota, South Carolina, pletio'a of the Present Union. A Bibliography.
South Dakota, and Texas have published Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1973.
such materials during the last five )'ears. Clem, Alan L., ed. Contemporary Aptrroaches to

Some of these publications are listed State Constitutional Revision. Vermillion, S.D.:
below. The most recent compilation of Governmental Research Bureau, University ofSouth Dakota, 1970.
general references on state constitutional Constitutions ol the United States: National and
revision is the writer's A Bibliography on State. 2 vols. Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publi-
State Constitutions and Constitutional cations, 1962. Loose leaf.

Revision, 1945-1975, published in Au_mst CornwelI, Ehner E., Jr. et el. Constitutional Con-- ventions: The Politics o] Revision. New York:
1975 by the Citizens Conference on State National Municipal League, 1974.
Legislatures. The first of the two parts of Dishman, Robert B. State Constitutions: The
this bibliography lists general works on Sha#e oJ the Document. Rev. ed. New York:

• • " Nat'ional Municipal League, 1968..
state consututmns and .constitutional re- Edwards, William A., ed. Index Digest o/ State
Vision; the second is a state-by-state listing Constitutions. Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Pub-
of both nonofficial and selective official lications, 1959. Prepared l_v the Le_slative Re-
publications. The bibliography excludes search Fund, Columbia University.
those publications that deal solely with Grad, Frank P. The State Constitution: Its Func-

• tion and Form for Our Time. New York: No-
the functional areas of constitutional tional Munidpa'l I.ea_m, 1968. Reprinted from
systems. Virginia Law Review, vol. 54, no. 5 (june 19o_).

One of the most valuable additions to Giaves, "V¢.Brooke, ed. Major Problems in State
Co_,stitutiona! Revisi'on. Chicago, Ill.: Public

the growing body of literature on state Administration Service, !960.
constitutions during the biennium was ttoward. A. E. Dick. Commentaries on the Consti-
Professor A. E. Dick !-Ioward's two- tution of Virginia. 2 vols. CharJot_esv_'lle, Va.:
volume Com,mentaries on tke Constitv- The University Press of Virg'inia, 1374.
lion of Virginia. Ahhough focused on _e Leach. i_.ichard "H., cd. Comr, ac_s of Antiqui_)':St_.te Constitutions. Atlanta, Go.: Southern
1971 Virginia document, this work traces Newspaper Publishers Association Foundation,
the evoi.,ztion of American constitutional- [!939].
ism from its English and colonial ante- May, janice C. Amending the Texas Constitution:

q-, 1951-i972. Austin, Tex.: Texas Adv_so_¢ Corn.
cedents to 1 : _. ,Another major contribu- mission on Intergovernmentzl Re!atfi)ns, 1972.
tion is the 10-vo!ume (projected) Sources Mav, Janice C. The Texas Co,aatitutional Re_.ision
and Documents of United States Consti- Experience in the Seventies. Austin, "rex.: Ster-
tutions, edited and annotated by Profes- ling Swift Publishing Company, _975.
sor William F. Swindler, the College of Model State Constitution. 6th ed'. New York: Na-

tional Municipal Lea_e, 1963. Revised i958.
\Villiam and Mary. A number of volumes Newman, Louis E.. ed. Focus on CC-73. Discu_ion
in this series were published during Series. April-July 1973. Baton Rouge, La.: Insti-
l974--75, tute of Goverument, Louisiana State University,

The National Municipal League's 197_.
Nunn. Walter H., and Collett, Kay G. Political

state-by-state series of studies dealing with Paradox: Consfftutlonal R_,ision in Arkansa_.
state constitutional conventions held New York: National Municipal League, 1975.
since '_Vorld XVar II added volumes on Mimeographed.
the Illinois and Alaska conventions dur- Record o.f Proceedings: Sixth Illinois Constitu-

tional Convention, December 8, 1968-SeDtember
ing. the biennium. This nine-volume 3, 1970. 7 vols. Springfield. Ill.: July 19_'2. Pub-
selaes with previous publication of the lAshed by the Secretary of State in cooperation
League's State Constitution Studies (10 with the Sixth Illinois Constitutional Conven-
volumes in two series) issued 1960-65 lion.
constitutes a major contribution to the State Constitutional Convention Studies. New
material on state constitutional revision. York: National Municipal I.eague. 1969--.

Number One--Elmer E. Cornwell.. ,.tr., and Jav,
S. Goodman. The Polmes of the Rhode

Sr_t_,zr_DI_r_-va_xc_ Island Constitutional Convention. 1969.
Bard, Dean F., ed. Debates o[ th¢: North Dakota Number Two--Georve D. Wolf. Constitu.

Constitutional Convention oI 1972. 2 vols. Bis- lionel Re'_ision in Penn_n.lvania: The Dual
merck, N.D.: Quality Printin_ Sen'ice, I972. Tactic of ,4mendment find Limited Con-

Braden, George D. Citizens' GuiEie to the Proposed vention. 1.069.
Neu, Texas Constitution. Austin, Te.x.: SterLing Number Three--John P. _Vheeler, Jr. aud
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Melissa Kir_sev. Magnificent Failure: The Ian D. Burman. Lobbying at the Illinois Con-
Maryland Constitu_ionai Convention o] stitutional Convention. 1973.
1967-1968. 1970. Alan G. Gratch and Virginia H. Ubik. Ba',.lots

Number Four--Richard J. Conno_. The Proc- for Change: New Suffrage and Amending
es_ of Constitutional Re,Asion in New Articles ]or Illinois. 1973.
Jerso': 2940-1947. 1970. Joyce H. Fishbane and Glenn _V. Fisher. Po_i-

Number Five--Noz-man Meller. With an Un. ttcs o[ the Purse: Re'Jenue and Finance in

derstanding Heart: Constitution Making in the Sixth Illinois Constitutional Conven-
Hawaii. 1971. tion. 1974.

Number Six--.Martin L. Faust. Constitution Jane Gallaway Buresh. A Fundamental Goal:
Making in Missouri: The Convention o] Education [or the People o] Illinois. 1975.
1943--1944. 1971. David Kenny, Jack R. Van DerSiik, and

Number Seven--Donna E. Shalala. The City Samuel J. Pernacciaro. Roll Call! Patterns
and the Constitution: The !967 New York o] Voting in the Sixth Illinois Constitu-
Convention's Response to the Urban Crisis. tional Convention. 1975.
1972. Sturm, _Ibert L. A Bibliography on State Consti-

Number Eight--Samuel K. Gove and Thomas tutions and Constitutional Revision, t945-1975.
R. Kitsos. R_,ision Success: The Sixth ll- Engtewood, Colo.: The Citizens Conference on
lino;.s Constitutional Convention. 1974. State Legislatures, August 1975.

Number Nine--Victor Fischer. Alaska's Con- Sturm, Albert L. "Modernization of State Consti-
5titutional Convention. Published by the tutions since 1965: The Nation and the South,"

University of Alaska Press, Fairbanks,'1975. Virginia Social Science Journal, vol. 10, no. 2
State Constitution Studies. 10 vols. in two series. _._ovember 1975).

Sturm, Albert L. Thirty Years o.f State Constitu-
New York: National Municipal League, 1960- tion-3laking, 1938-1968. New York: National
65. Municipal League, 1970.

Stewart, V_:illiam H., Jr. The Alabama Constitu- Sturm, Albert L. Trends in State Constitution-
tional Commission: A Pragmatic Approach to Making: 1966-1972. Lexington, Ky.: The Coun-
Constitutional ,Re_;ision. University, Ala.: Bu- cil of State Governments, 1973.
reau of Public Administration, iJniversity of Swindler, \Villiam F., ed. So_lrces and Documents
Alabama, 1975. of United States Constitutions. I0 vols. (pro-

Studies in Illinois Constitution Making. Urbana, jetted). Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publica-
• Ill.: University of Illinois Press, 1972-. tions. Inc., 1973-.

Elmer Gertz. For the .Picot Hou'rs of Tomor- X_.heelcr, john P., jr. The "" '" '
.. row: The New illinois Bill o[ Rights. 1972. tion: A Man_zal on Its Planning, Organization

Janet Cornelius. Constitution Making in Jill- and Ot?eration. New York: National Municipal
nois, 1818-1970. 1972. League, 1961,

Rubin G Cohn. To judge with Just'fee: The Wheeler, Jehn P., Jr., ed. Salient Issues o,¢ Consti.
History and Politics o[ Judicial ReJorrn. tutional R_,dsion. New York: National Mu-
1973. rficipal League, 1961.
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GENERAL INTORhL&TION ON STATE CONSTITUTIONS
As of December 31, 1975

Number of
Effective amcndmems

Number date of Estimated • ^,
of present length Submitted

State or other consti- tonsil- (number of to l_e
jurisdiaion rupiahs _ Date.s of adoption* tution words) _oters Adopted

Alabama .......... 6 1819. 1861, 1865, 1868, "1901 120.000 514 342
1875, 190i

Alaska ............ 1 1956 1959 12,800 13 12
Arizona ........... 1 1911 1912 23,000 147 81
Arkansas ......... 5 1836. 1861. 1864, 1868, 1874 38,280(a) 140 63(b)1874
_LII fornis ......... 2 1849, 1879 1879 32,000 682 403

Colorado .......... 1 1876 1876 39,290 206 41
Connectlmut ...... 4 1818(c), 1965 1965 7,400 9 8
Delaware ......... 4 1776, 1792, 1831, 18q7 1897 21.000 (d) 97(c)
Florida ........... 6 1839. 1861. 1865, 1868 1969 23,300 22 16

1886, 1968

Georgia ........... 8 1777. 1789, 1798. 1861, 1945 600,000if) 1.095(g) 832(g)
1865,1868,1877.1945

Hawaii ............ l(h) 1950 1959 17,795(a) 40 35
Idaho ............. 1 1889 1890 20,942(a) 164 87
Illinois ........... 4 1818. 1848. 1870, 1970 1971 13,200 I 0
Indtan_ ........... 2 1816. 1851 1851 10,500 53 32
Iowa .............. 2 1846, 1857 1857 12,500 44 42(1)

Kansas ........... 1 1859 1861 11,700 103 76 (1)
Kentucky ......... 4 1792, 1799, 1850, 1891 1891 23.500 49 22
Louisiana ......... 11 1812. 1845, 1852, 1861, 1975 26,300 0 0

1864, iS6& i879. 1898.
1913, 1921, 1974

Maine ............ 1 1819 IS20 13.350 154 13! (j)
Maryland ......... 4 1776, 1851, 1864, 1867 1867 41.200 191 160

Massachusetts .... i 1780 1780 33,092(k) 112 104
M_cht_an ......... 4 1835. 1850. 1908, 1963 1964 20,000 15 7
Minnesota ........ 1 1857 t858 9,491(8) 191 102
Mississippi ........ 4 1817. 1832, 1868. 1890 1890 23.200 109 40
Missouri .......... 4 1820, 1865, 1875, 1945 1945 34,980(a) 54 35
_,_ontana .... ..... 2 1889, 1972 1975 11,200 3 3
Nebraska ......... 2 1866, 187.5 1875 18.725(a) 243 167
Nevadn ........... 1 1864 1864 18,200 123 80(t)
New !lamDshlre... 2 1776. 1784(I) 1784 I0,000 144(I) 64(I)
New Jersey ....... 3 1776, i844. 1947 i948 15,700 27 19

New Mexico ....... 1 1911 1912 26,500 188 91
New York ......... 4 1777, 1822, 1846, 1895 1895 39000 256 189
Nc-r_ h Carolina .... 3 1776. 1868, 1970 1971 12,500 13 11
North Dakota ..... 1 • 1889 1889 29,000 166 97
O]kio .............. 2 1802, I851 1851 31,000 212 117

Oklahoma ........ 1 1907 1907 63.669(a) 205(m) 93(m)
Oregon ........... 1 1857 1859 23,500 30I I
Pennsylvania ..... 8 1776. 1790, 1838, 1873, 1968 21,500 ll(n) 3in)

1968(n)
Rhode Island ..... 2 1842(c) 1843 19,003(a,k) 79 42
South Carolina... 7 1776, 1778, 1790, 1861, 1895 36,350(0) 606(p) 430(p)

1865. 1868, 1895

South Dakota ..... 1 1889 1889 23,000 158 85
Tennessee ........ 3 1796. 1835, 1870 1870 13,300 23 19
Texas ............. 5 1845. !861, 1866, 1869. 1876 60,000 354 220

1876
Utah ............. 1 1895 1896 17,350 ID7 61
Vermont .......... 3 1777, 1786. 1793 1793 6.600 210 52

Virginia .......... 6 1776, 1830. 1851. 1869, 1971 18,000 3 3
1902, 1970

Washington ...... 1 1889 1889 29,400 116 63
West Virginia ..... 2 1863, 1872 1872 25,550(a) 83 51
Wisconsin ........ 1 1848 1848 13,800 145 105(D
Wyoming ......... 1 1889 1890 21,200 83(q) 41
American Samoa.. 2 1960, 1967 1967 5,000 9 5
Puerto Rico ....... 1 1952 1952 9.281 (a) 6 6

• The constitution_ in this table include those Civil V,'ar docu- (j) One approved amendment is inoperative until irn._le
ments customarily listed by the indict.dual States. mented by legislation.

(a) Actual word count. (k) The printed consti_utlon includes many pr.ovisions tha_
(b) Eight o[ the approved arv.endrnents have been superseded have been annuL'cal. Length of effective proxqsions are: in

and are not printed in the current edition of the constitution. .Massachusetts, estimated 20.768 _orcls (12,324 annulled); in
The total adopted does not include five amendments that were Rhode Island, 11,376 words (7,627 annulled).
lnvelidated, ill The constitution of 1784 w.q9 exten._ively revised in 1792.

(c' Colonial charters with some alterations, in Connecticut Figures show proposals and adoptions since 1793. when it be-
(1638, 1662) and Rhode Island (1663), sezved as the first con- came effective.
itltutions in these States. (m) The figures include one amendment snbmitted to and

(d) Proposed amendments are not eubmitted to the voters in approved by _be voters and subeeqncntly ruled by the Supreme
Dela_.'are. Court to have been illegally submitted.

(el V_xlous sections of the constitntion have been amended 97 in) Certain sections of the constitution were revised by the
times by 46 acts of the General .Assembly. limited constitutional convention of 1967-68. Arnendrnent.a

if) Estimated length of the printed constitution which in- proposed and adopted are since 1968.
clude,_ only __-rovisions of general atatewide applicability /_ (o) Of theestima_ed lcn:,_th, 16.613 words are of generaistate-
64.500 words, wide effect; the re:na_ning 19.740 are loco.l amendmen'.s.

(g_ Includes 196general and $99 local amendments submitted _p) Of the 606 propose_ amendment_ submitted to the voters.
to the vot_s, and 147 general and 685 local ameadment_ 120were of general sta_ewide effect and 48_1oc_1; the voter_ :e-
adopted, jetted 76 (12 statewide, 04 local); of the remaining 530; the"

(h) As a kingdom and a republic. Hawaii bad 5 constitntions. G_eral Assemblg refuscxi to approve 10. (.. _tatcwide. 7_
(i) The figude gfven includes amendments approved by ".he lOcal), and 430 i86statewide. 344 local) were finally added tot1_e

voters and later nultiI_,ed by the S_ate Supren*¢ Court in IOWa, constitution.
three; Kan_t_ one; Nevada. six; %'i_',onsm. t'vo. (o_ Estimate b'." the State Archives and History Department.

, ;E'"A_ -@
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TABIm 2
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENqOMENT PROCEDURE: BY THE LEGISLATURE

Constitutional Provisions

Consideration Limitation on

I_gislatire _ote by two Vote required the number of
Slate or required sessions for amendments submitted

other jurisdiction for proposal(a) required ratification at or_ el¢clion

Alabama ........................ 3/5 No MA None
Alaska .......................... 2/3 No MA None
Arizona ......................... -Maj. No MA None
Arkansas ........................ Maj. No MA 3
California ....................... 2/3 No MA None

Colorado ........................ 2/3 No MA None(b)
Connecticut ..................... (e) (e) MA None
Delaware ........................ 2/3 Yes Not requtred No referendum
Florida .......................... 3/5 No Not specified None

Georgia ......................... 2/3 No MA None

Hawaii .......................... (d) (d) MA(e) None.
Idaho ........................... 2/3 No MA None

Illinois .......................... • 3/5 No (f) None(b)
Indiana ......................... Maj. Yes .MA None
Iowa ............................ Maj. Yes MA None

Kansas .......................... 2/3 No MA 5
Kentucky ....................... 3/5 No MA 2
Louisiana ....................... 2/3 No MA(g) None
Maine ........................... 2/3(h) No MA None
Maryland ....................... 3/5 No MA None

.Massachusetts ................... Maj.(l) Yes MA None
Mtcht_an ........................ 2/3 No MA None
Minnesota ...................... _.faj. No ME None
Mississippi ...................... 2/3(j) No MA None
Missouri ........................ Maj. No MA None

Montana ......................... 2/3(h) No MA None
Nebraska ........................ 3/5 No MA(e) None
Nevada .......................... Maj. Yes MA None
New Hampshire ................. 3/5 No 2/3 vote on A None
New Jersey ..... :................ (k) (k) MA None(1)

New .Xle_¢lco ..................... _daj.(m) No ik[A (m) None
.New York ...................... . Maj. Yes MA None
North Carolina .................. 3/5 No _IA None
North Dakota ................... _faj. No .XIA None
Ohio ............................ 3/5 No MA None

Oklahoma ....................... Maj. b:o MA None

Oregon .......................... (n) No MA None
Pennsylvania .................... Maj.(o) Yes(o) MA None
Rhode Island .................... Maj. No MA None

South Carolina .................. 2/3(p) Yes(p) MA None

South Dakota ................... Maj. No MA None
Tennessee ....................... (q) "fes(q) ME(r) None
Texas ........................... 2/3 No MA -\'one
Utah ............................ 2/3 No MA None
Vermont ........................ (s) Yes M A None

Virginia ................. : ....... Maj. Yes MA None
_'ashln_ton ..................... 2/3 _O /_fA None
West Virginia ................... 2/3 No MA None
Wisc_si_ .... _r^: xr_. _¢ _ Nc,_e...................... _j .........

W yore lng ....................... 2/3 No M E None

American Samoa ................. 3/5 No MA(t) None
Puerto Rico ..................... 2/3(u) No MA 3

_,fA--.MaJority vote on amendment, would make substantially the same change to the constitution
l_lE--.%tajoHty vote in election, may be a_ain _ubmitted to the peop!e before the third gemeral
(a) In all States not otherwise'notecl, the fi_yure shown in thi@ eie_tior, thereafter.

column refers to percenzage of elected members in each house (m: Amendments concerning certain elective franch'se and
rttluired for aporova! of Dropo.ceCi eons_itut!onal amendments, education matters require _ vote of members elected and

(b) Legislature may not prol>ose amendments at the same approval by l_ of electors voting in Sua=e and _$ of those voting
r,_mion to more *.ban six ar'cieles in Colorado. three in Illinois. in each county.

(el Three-fourths vote in each house a; one session, or fn x -Majority to amend constitution, _ to revise (.-evi._
nxajoritF vote in each house in two ._es_ions. include* all or a part of t_he eonstitutionh

(d) Two-thirds vo:e in each house at one _*e_ion, or majority (o) Emerzency a,.-:mndmen:s may be pa__ed by _ vote of
vote in each house in two se_ions, each house, followed by ratification by ma!orlxy vo_e of e_e¢,.ors

(el _lajority on amendment must be at lea_t 35 t>ereent of in election held at least one month sate= i_.gislati'.'e a_prc-,'al.
total vote at election. (_) Two thirds of members of each house, first pass, age;

f)) _*ajority vo=ing in election or t_ voting on amendment, majorit',- of men,ber_ of each house after popular rat:non:ion.If five or fe_-er political subdivisions ot State a_,ec:ed, (q_ Majority of members elected to both houses. Ers= ;as-
majority in State as a whole and also in affected subdivision(s) mtge; Ji of members elected to both houses, second pas_,age.
in required. _r) Major ity of all citizens voting ier Governor.

(h) Two thirds of combined membership of both hou-*_e*. (s) Two-thirds vote Senate. majo=ity vote Hou_.% _Lrst

/_ .Xfalority of memb .... letted sit:ir.g in ._oi..... ion. p...... ;majority both h ............ d p .... ge. A, of 1974.The _-{m_:s= include not Ies* than a majority elected co a-mendmen_s may be submitted only eve:y four years.
each house, st; V, ithin 30 days after voter aT,v:o'.'ah Governor must

(k) Three fifths of all members of each house at one ._ession, submit amendmentlsl to E-ecreta.-_- of the Interior for approval.
or majority of ai I members of each house for two _ucce_ive ,u_ If aoproved by t_ of members of each house, amend-
_ions. men:,'.*) submitted to voters at special referendum; if a._proved

(I) If a _roposed amendment is not approved at the election by not le_z r.han .:_ of total members of each house, re/erendnm
whoa _ubanJtted. neithex the same amendment nor one which may be held at next general election

dG1L"
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TABus 3

CONSTITUTIONAL A.X_END_MENT PROCEDURE: BY INITIATIVE
Constitutional Provisions

Numbe'v of signatures requ.ired Dis(ribulion of l_fe'rendum
State on initiati_.e pelltion ssgnature$ vote

Arizona .............. 15% of totalvotes cast for all candidatesfor None spccLfied Majority vote on
Governor at lastelection amendment

"Arknnmu ............ 10% ofvotersfor Governor atlastelect.lea Must include5_i_ Majority vote on
of voters for amendment
Governor in
each of 15
counties

Callfornla......."..... 8_ oftotalvotersforallcandidatesforGovernor None specified Majority vote on
at last election amendment

Colorado ............. 8_ of legal voters for Secretary of State at last None specified Majority vote on
election amendment

Florida.............. 8% of totalvotes cast in the State In the last 8% oftotalvotes Majority vote on
election forpresidentialelectors czst in each of amendment

1/2 of the con-
gressionaldis-
triers

I111_ols(a)........... 8% oftotalvotescastforcandidatesforGovernor None specified Majority voting
at last election in election or

3/5 voting on
amendment

Ma_ksachuaetts (b) .... 3% el total vote for Go_.oz at preceding No morcthanl/4 Majority vote on
biennial state election from any one a m e n d m e n t

county which mu_t "_.
30% of total
voters at elec-
tion

Michl_an ............ I0_ of totalvotersfor Governor at lastelection None specified Majority vote on
amendment,

Missouri ............. 8% ef legal voters for all candidates for Governor The 8% must be Majority vo_e on
at last elec_.ion in each cf 2/3 amenamer,_

of tb.e congres-
sional districts
In the State

Montana ............ 10.c_ of qu_ified eL__tors, the number of qualified The 10_ to in- Majority vote on
electors to be determ'ned by number of votes elude at least amendment
cast for Governor in preceding general election 10/c_o of quali-

fied electors in
each o_ 2/5 of
the legislative
districts

Nebraska ............ I0_ oftotal'votesforGovernor at lastelection The I0_ must Majority vote on
include5_o in amendment
each of 2/$ of which must be
the countiem at least 35_t;

of total vote at
the election

Nevada .............. 10% of voters who voted in enttxe State in last I07o of total vet- Majority vote on
general election ere who voted amendment in

in each of 75_ two consecu-
Of the counties tive general

elections

North Dakota ........ 20,000electors None specified Majority vote on
amendment

Ohio ................. f0% of total nu._ber of electors who voted for At least 5_ of Majority vote on
Governor in last election qualified elec- ttmendment

tors in each of
1/2 Of counties
in the State

0kl_horna ........... 15_i_ of legal voters for state office receiving h:gh- None specified Majority vote on
est number of votes at last general state amendmen*,
election

Oregon .............. 8% of total votes for all candidates for Governor None specified Majority vote on
elected for 4-year term at las: election amendment

South Dakota ........ 10_f_ of total votes for Governor in last election None specified Majority vote on
amendment

(a) Only Article IV. The Legislature. may be amended by initiative measures must be approved by two sessions of the
initiative petition. Gent-tel Cou:t _Legislature) by not !es_ than 1/4 of _ll members
(b)Beforebeingsubmittedto thee-lec*_orateforratification,elected,sittingin)olafsession.
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TABLE 4

PROCEDURES FOR CALLING CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS
Constitutional Provisions

Periodic Popular rot*
Legislative submission reguired for

vote for Popular of ratification

State or Prot, ision submission of vote to converdion of
other for ¢or, rerdion authorize question c.onventlon

Jurisdiaio:t ¢onrent;.on question(a) ¢onverdion required(b) proposals

A_abama .......... Yes Majority ME No Not specified

Alaska ............ Yes Not specified(c) (c) l0 yrs.(c) Not specified(c)
Arizona ........... Y_ .Majority (d) No MP
Arkansas ......... No ... No ...
California ......... Yes 2/3 MP No MP

Colorado .......... Yes 2/3 MP No ME
Connecticut ...... Yes 2/3 MP 20 yrs.(e) MP
Delaware ......... Yes 2/3 MP No No provision
Florida ........... Yes (f) MP No Not specified

Georgia ........... Yes (g) None No MP

Hawaii .... ; ....... Yes Not specified h-cP I0 years MP(h)
• Idaho ............. Yes 2/3 MP No Not specified

ILlinois ........... Yes 3/5 (t) 20 years MP
Indiana ........... No No
Iowa .............. Yes giajority _iP 10 yrs.; 1970 _¢if'

Kansas ........... Yes 2/3 MP No MP

Kentucky ......... Yes Majorlty0) MP(k) No No provision
Louisiana ......... Yes (g) None No MP
Maine ............ XZes (g) None No No provision

Maryland ......... Yes Majority ME 20 yrs.; 1970 MP

Masse.chttsetts .... No ... No
Michigan ......... Yes _laJorlty MP 16 yrs.; 1978 1VIP
Minnesota ........ Yes 2/3 ME No 3[5 on P
Mississippi ........ No ... No
Missouri .......... Yes _{ajority MP 20 yrs.; 1962 l_'ot specified(J)

Montana ......... Yes(m) 2/3(n) MP 20 years MP
Nebraska ......... Yes 3/5 MP(o) No MP
Nevada ........... Yes 2/3 ME ' No No provision
New Hampshire... Yes _,_ajorlty MP I0 yeare 2/3 on P
New Jersey ....... ; No ...... No ...

New Mexico ....... XZes 2/3 MP No Not specified
I_'ew York ......... Yes Majority hiP 20 yrs.; 1957 MP
North Carolina .... "x'cs 2/3 _,IP No _iP
North Dakota ..... No ... No
Ohio .............. Yes 273 _IP 20 yrs.; 1932 _P

Oklahoma ....... : Yes Majority (d) 20 years MP

Oregon ........... Yes _lajcrity (d) No No provision
Pennsylvania ..... No ... No
Rhode Island ..... Yes _iajorit7 hiP 10 years _¢IP
South Carolina .... Yes (g) None No MP

South Dakota ..... Yes (g) (g) No IVlP(p)
Tennessee ........ Yes(q) Majority hiP No MP
Texas ............. No ... No

Utah.............Yes _)_ ME No gik
Vermont .... ...... No ...... No ...

Virginia .......... Yes (g) None No _¢IF
Washington ....... Yes 2/3 ME No Not specified
Veest Virgin|a ..... Yes ,Majority hiP No Not specified
Wisconsin ........ Yes Majority hiP No No provision
Wyoming ......... Yes 2/3 ME No Not specified

American Samoa.. Ves (r) None No ME(s)
Puerto Rico ....... Yes 2/3 MP No MP

_fp--.Xfajority voting on the proposal as an amendment to the con3titution (see Table 3) and requires
_fE--Mr_jority voting in the eiection a majority vote on the questior, for approval.
(a) In all States not other-.vise noted, the entries in this col- (h) The majo_ ity must be 35 percent of the total vote_ cast at

umn ref_-r to the porcen.age of members e!o_-ted to each house a general election or 30 percent of the number, of registered
required to submit to the electorate the question of calling a voters if at a special election.
constitutional convention. (i) ._lajority voting in the election, or 3/5 voting on the

(b) The number listed is the interval between required sub- question.
missions of tlxe question of ca!l_ng a constitutional convention; (]) -_Iust be approved during two legislative sessions.
where give:_, the date is that of the _rst requlxed submission of (k) Majority must equal I/4 of qualified voters at. last general
the convention question, e!ee,.ion.

(c) Unless provided o:her_'ise by law, convention calls m-e tO (l) Major tY of those voting on the proposal is assumed.
conform as nearly as possib!e to the act calIiv-g the 1955 conven- (m) The q_:estioxt of calling a constitutional convention may
tlon. which provided for a legislative vote of a majority of mere- be submitted either by the Legislature or by initiative petition
hers elected to eacix house and ratification by a majority vote on to ,.he Secretary of State in the same manner as provided for
the proposals. The Legislature may call a constitutional con- initiated amendments (see Table 3).
vention ax any time, (n) Two thirds of all members of the Legislature.

(d) The law calling a conven'.ioa must be approved by *.he (o) .Xiajority must be 35 percent of total votes cast at the
l_ple, elect io.n.

e) Tile Legislature shall submlt the que,.tion 20 years aftex (p) Convention proposals are submitted to the electorate at a
the last convent ion, or 20 )-ears after the last vote on the que_- special election in a manner to be determined by the cor,.vention.
tiort of calling a con:-en:ion, whichever date is last. (q) Conveiltions may r.ot be held _tore often titan ,o/tee itx

(i) "fhe power to call a convention is reser_-ed to the people six )'ears.
bs" pe_.ition. (rl Five )-ears after el_eetive date of constitution, Gore-nor

(g) In these States, the Legislat,_e nay call a convention shall call a constitutional cortvention to consider cnanges pro-
wit2aout submitting the ques:ion to _he people. The legislative posed by a constitut onal committee appointed by the Governor.
vote required is 2/3 of the members elected to each house in De!eq_.tes to the convention are to be elected by their county
Georgia, Loui_i,_.r.a. _outb Carolir, a. and x,irginia; 2/3 concurrent cou:miL-.
vote of both branches in Maine; and 3/4 of all members oi each (s) If proposed amendments are approved by the voter_, they
hOIl_ in South Dakota. In South Dakota, t._:e question of calling must b_ aub:nit_ed to the Secxetary of the Intexior for approval
a Convention may be kniLiated hy the D¢ople in _he same mannex
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