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Reverence for the United State's Constitution has long been viewad
as ona of the central creeds in this countfy's political ethos. Despite
its remarkable brevity, the federal .document delineated this country's
basic governmental framawork, promulgated the protection of civil liberties,
sought to divide pawars betwean the newly esfab]ished central government
and the states, and spelled out the methods of formal amendmant, should the
need arise. By pointedly omitting unnecessary datail and by>concentrating
on fundamentals of structure, organization and purposz, this unique charter
provad amazingly adaptable. and expandable. ‘lritten for a very different
day and circumstance, it nevertheless did withstand profound social, economic
and fechno]ogica1 change to emerge as one of the worlds oldast constitutions
which continues to command widespread loyalty and even affectidnAamong the
peonle of this nation. |

.Unlﬂie the framers of the federal charter, the "founding fathers" of
our state constitutions were not able to restrain themselves to the consid-
eration of broad and generaf language, but pfeferved to express their views
regarding the nature and functions of governance in great datail and with
considerable séecificity.

In as much as the great majority of thoase constitutions were written
during the nineteenth century when tnis country was predominantly rural,
when population densities were very Tow, the frontiers- open, and industry
small and widely dispersad, and the means of transportaticn and communi

cations most rudimantary--state constitutions grew ‘lonacr and more complex.
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It might surprise the contemporary student of America's political
1nst1tut?ons, but the credibility of Governors, lz2gislators, judgas and

‘("‘ . . . . .~
public officialdum in general, was uniformly,low aven then.

Since politicians could not be trusted, it was argued, state constitu-

tions could best protect the people by keaping the tarms. of elective office

short, by limiting the Tength of legislative sessions, by diffusing executive
and judicial fﬁnctions, by shack]ing local governments--and most of all--

by severely circumscribingvthe powers of taxation, of spending, and of
incurring public indebtedness.

As societa1 conditions, howevér, hacame more complax, and various
publics demanded governmental service, assistance, or intervention, con-
stitutional constraints once widely viewed as best assuring the Jeffersonian
ideal of the minimalist state, received considerable criticism and challienge.

Corporatg interests,.particularly railroads, utilities, and insurance
sought new pdb]ic funds or charters. Populists, weary of gxééssive rates

and charges, demanded improved public regulation and control. Tax revenues

‘and trust funds were constitutionally dedicated and rededicated; highways

routad and rerouted; debt Timitations }owered and raisad. Thus the consti-
tutional documants grew Tongar as amendments were added upon amendments and
as nawly added provisions required clarification or revision.

Minnesota's constitutional development foTioued a very simf1ar path.
By the turn of the century this state had added more than 49 amendments,
with the voters approving approximately 73% of the changzss proposed to:thmnf

During the following half century the rate of ratification dronped
precipitously to a level of 33;"52 aided no doubt by the so-called "brewer's"
amandment which had become law in 1898. " This measure was alledgedly

motivated by the fear of the Tiquor industry that the prevailing formula



TABLE ONE

3
HISTORICAL REJECTION RATES OF MINNESOTA CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

1858-197%
Yeams Number of Amendments Numbexr Nunbexr Percentage Percentage
Preposed Adopted Rejected = Adopticns Rejections
1858-1898 66 48 - 18 72.7% 735
1898-1946 80 26 s 32.5% 7. 5%

1946-197% b3 28 15 - 65.12% 3%.88%
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of approving améndments by requi%ing a mare majority of the voters voting
on the issue rmight threaten their particd]ar interests and prohibit the
liquor traffic. From thence forwérd an amendment could only carry if a
majority of all eiectors voting‘at an election would register their approva1;
.While formal constitutional change becéme thus increasingly difficult,
the public policy needs requiring such constitutional adaptationé caused
preséufes tombui1d'and intensify over the years. The problem of constitu-
tional change had to be addressed.

By the end of Yorld War II it became clear that state and local
governments had to respond much more effectively to newly articulated
expectatibns for action if the public was fo be served. Returning'veterans
demanded housing, Jjobs, and opportuhities to attend the statds colleges
and universities; steeply rising birth rates necessitated tha building of
new schools, playgrounds and recreational faéi]jties; city growth and
suburban developments called for new streets, highways and sewage capacity.

Capital building programs needed by state and local government, but deferred

during the war yesars, called for increased bonding authority and flexible

long term debt managemant..

Governors, legislators, and city couhci]s felt strangled by an out-
dated .19th century constitution as they sought to meet the p?ob]ems of the
second half of the 20th cenfuny.

There was little question that new constitutional language had to be
added to update the basic charter. At issue was the mathod of approach,
MinheSota, as most other states, could proceed to add changas under its
constitutional provisions either by tha route of comprahensive revision
through constitutional convention or by piecemea]‘revision through adding

cons titutional amendmants.



Which of the two options té exercise became a quastion of baéic
political tactics. Those who preferred the more gradualist, step-by-sten,
approach of re?ision by amendment.to the more fundamenta1‘and damanding
effort ef redrafting the entire document or substantial portions of it,
stressed a number of practical considerationé. They viewed the amendment
process as requiring less time, less moneay, and as containing f@&er nolitical
risks. A convention by way of contrast could only be convened following a
two-thirds vote by both house and senate, to submit the question of calling
such an assembly to the electorate (to be voted upon at the next general
election). Then if approved by a majority vote, a subsequent legislative
session would, by law, call for the election of convention delegates and
for the actual Operation of such an assembly. Should such a convention-
finally be called, convened, and com2 to an agreement on a new charter,
the product of their deliberations would thed once again have to be sub-
mitted to the people for their approval or rejection at the next genaral
election. A three-fifths of the electors voting on the question‘wou1d
then bring a naw constitution into effect.

Assuming no major delay or negative votes, the entire procass could
not be complated in less than five or six years from tha point of its
first legislative initiation. Still, such a constitutional convantion
could obviously be more carefully prepared, obtain the assistance of
professional staff, involve wider representation, debate more adequately
the complex issues, and involve general public discussion and attention.

Appropriate sections might be reconciled into a coherent and integrated
set of compromises avoiding unwarranted contradictions and ambiguity. The
very complexity of the convention, however, its expense and the uncertainty
ot final ratification of the labors of such a convention, make this path to
revision obviously one of high risk and controversy. ot to be iuncred,

moreover, are strong apprehensions that the broad-stroke approach to consti-
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tutional reform could engender serious political conflicts, po?arize the
public into bitter hostility, endanger existing political advantageﬁ,
expressed rights and privileges or jeopardize past victories.
With no overwhelming and pressing popular insistance, and in the
ahsence of the most compelling reasons for embarking on such a major efftort
of constitution-—writine, the counsels of moderation in Minnesdta searched
for less risky sets of alternatives. .
They found such an alternative device in the form and process ot the
Constitutional Study Commission. The model as provided by .the 1947 Legis-
lature envisaged the creation of a 21 mamber group including: 8 senators,
8 representatives, 4 gubernatorial appéintees (1 from thé axacutive branch
and 3 citizens—at-]érge) and one pefson selected by tne Chie%‘dustice of
the YMinnesota State Supreme Court.
They were chargad with two basic tasksf
....to study the 1857 Constitution and its amendments as
they related 'to political, economic, and social
change and devalopments which have occurred and
vihich may occur" and

«...%to bring to the upcoming session of the Minnesota
Legislature a set of recommandations and proposad
constitutional amendments. W :

The choice of membership and its small professional staff provad
fortuitous.5 Chaired by Professor Lloyd M. Short, Director of the Pub]ic
Ldministration Center at the University of Hinneéoia and by the exneriznced
Senator Gordon Rosenmeir as Vice Chairman, the Commission set hiah standards
of competence and of conscientious public servfce.

Yorking through eﬁght committees for about 13 months of public hearings,
testimony, and deliberations, the final Commission report made a number of

significant recommendations: it shortened the Constitution by nearly 10,200

words; added significant changes in at least 34 different sections; and



omitted "minor changes, consolidations or deletions of ohsolete material
()

in 78 othar sections....

~

IT. "THE EXECUTIVE ARTICLE

; | As in so many of the American states, !linnesota's Executiva Branch,
was constitutionally explicity diffused in structure, rastrictad in power,
nd precluded by intent from giving either thrust or direction to guber-
natorial Teadership. By political design the governorship was to be kept
inherently weak and legislatively dependent.
To effectuate these purposes, the terms of governors were to be short,
their appointments few, their staff resources small, and constitutional
/ perogatives vis a vis the legislature were minimal. ilinnesota's Constitution
o provided for the separate election of such executive officers as the Attorney
General, Secretary of State, State Auditor, State Treasurer, and Lieutznant
i Governor; These constitutional officers, desnite considerable variation in
\ the importance of their functions could, if they so wished, effactively
confront the chief executive in matters of policy or judghent, espacially
\if they were elected by the ovposition party or by factions hostile to the
governor‘s program. .
With respect. to strengthening the executiye branch of state govarn-
mant, the Commission sugge§ted that

....th2 positions of Secretary of State, State Treasurer
and State Auditor be removed from the Constitution;

....a provision be included to have an Auditor electad
by the legislature;

ss..the terms of Governor, Lieutenant Govarnor and Attornay
General be uniform and extendad to four years;

«...the Governor be authorized to restrict the Legislature
in special or extraordinary sessions to matters "speci-
fied in the call';
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....the positions of Chiaf Justice be omitted from the
Board of Pardons;
....the Governor be given a three-week period at the
beginning of the Legislature session within which
he prepares an aexecutive budget. 7
0f all of these various recommzndations so far only two have been
approved by the voters. An amendmasnt passed in 1958 providing four-year
terms for state constitutional officers and an amendment adopted in 1972

allowed the Governor and Lieutenant Governor to be elected on the same

ticket. . _ : .

THE LEGISLATIVE ARTICLE

As legislative activity and demand for state services and ragulation
increased in the post-Vorld War II era, Minnesota's Constitutional 99-day
11m1t on sessibns and the issus of.1egis1ative reapportionment became
critical issues.

Minngsota was in no‘way unique in its failure to redraw Tegislative

districts as populations increased in urban areas. LegisTative reluctance

~to reapportion had in 1969, for example, reachad such intensity throughout

‘the country that there were approximately 39 state senates and 25 state

assemblies in which a third or so of the population could elact a majority
€
of the membership.

Minnesota's Constituiton provided in Article IV, Sec. 23 that follow-
ing each enumeration of the Federal census "the Legislature shall have the
power to prescriba bounds of congressional senatorial and representative
districts” and in Article IV, Sec. 2 that the number in both houses "shall
be apportioned equally throughout the different sections of the state,

1"

in proportion to the population....". Despite these redistricting require-
ments and although the population of !Minnesota had increasad by over one-
third since 1213, the Legislature simply refused to carry out these mandates.

Hearly half a century of legislative inaction in the face of significant
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shifts of population offers persuasive testihony that tha constitutional
lanquaga was in fea]ity not sufficiently compelling to assure compliance.
Language suggésted by the 1248 MCC attemptad to correct this legis-

v lative proclivity to inaction. lhat emerged was a somewhat complicated

three-stage machanism vhich would be triggered by legislative failure

to reapportion Tollowing a decennial federal census:

....A ten-mamber bipartisan commission appointed by
the Governor would be emnowered to draw a new set
of legislative and senatorial districts.

....Should this commission not bz able to aaree on a

i : : valid reapportionment plan, the members of the Senate
: and House were to be elected on "at-larga" basis

(in the Senate 5 from each conarassional district

and in the House one per county)...."until such

time as reapportionmant is....completed...."

....The State Supreme Court was to have original juris-
diction on prevalidating reapportionment upon appeal

"filed by any qualified voter....". 4
Hhen reapportionment was finally implemented on May 18, 1965, and

|
. 5 Y% Senate seats and 11 House seats from out-state ware movad into the

!
|

suburbs, it was the Federal jﬁdiciary and vetoas by Governors Freamnan
and Rolvaag that had to become the crucial points of leverage. The
\intensity of this states' urban-rural conflicts had once again worked to
paralyze legislative conSensus on reapportionment.

With respect to the strengthening of the Legislative Branch--aside
from reapportionmant--the Commission recommended that:

....the restrictive 20-day limit on reqular sessions be
modified;

....the Legislature he designated a “continuous hody"
and that by concurrant resolution of the two houses,
the Legislature could, within the first 75 days of
a session, vote to exceed the 90-day limit;

....the Legislature be emnowared to call itself into
session "by law or by joint rules of the House
and Senate....and that "no resolution or rule
relating to the conduct.of business or adjournment
....shall require the approval of the Gevarnor';
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...."the Legislature be permitted to dispense with
roll calls whenever it choosas by unanimous consant
to do se and that the requirement to read =ach bill
‘three times 'and at length at least twice' be
abolished"; |
....Legislators no longar be prevented from accapting
any other state office within on2 year after exonira-
tion of their terms if this particular office in
question was one "created or the emoluments of which
....(were)....increased during the session of the
legislature of which he was a memher'. 1©
A constitutional change to extend the length of legislative sessions
from 90 to 120 days finally passed in 1962 with 55.8% majority of the
. u : .
voters casting ballots at that election. This amendment, however, did not
silence the debate as to the wisdom and efficacy of the so-called annual
session aporoach. Mith more frequent sessions, more numerous commnittee
meetings, and the resulting heavier demands on time and effort and expense
placaed upon the-individual legislator, serious questions have been raised
both .within the legislature and without, whether the concept and tradition
of the so-called part-time or "citizens" lsgislature is not in Jjeopardy.
Withdrawals from House and Senate candidacies by a numbar of highly
competent and conscientious incumbents whose personal, business or pro-

fessional career interests becama incompatible in their view with a full-

time professional legislature, further fuels the debate.

IV. THE JUDICIARY

Yhen the 1248 MCC Exp1ored in depth tha operation of realities
of tha various types and levels of Minnesota's courts, they_discovered
quickly that as in most other states, judicial tarms were too brief,
internal administrative supervision was lacking, judicial rule-
making authority neesded to be increased and that the recruitment

of judges--their method of selection--was in need of reforms if qreater



professionalism and higher quality judicial services were to he obtained.

Commission recommendations focused on these and other concerns and in a

general way attempted to chart a structure that would Tead to an integrated and

administratively unified state judicial systém.

With respect to strenthening the judiciary, the 1948 CC suacested
among others: L

«...the establishmant of an Administrative Council
chaired by the Chief Justice with representation
from the public, a member of the leqal profession
and one person from a different type of court
composing the state's judiciary to "formulate
policies for the efficient administration of
the court system....'" without at the same time
interfer(ing) with the exercise of the judicial

n

functions of a judge....".

....The Comnission advocated the so-called "!Missouri
Plan" under which a partisan judicial commission
would nominate three persons as candidates for
judicial appointment by the Governor whenever
a Supreme Court vacancy occurred.

«...A compulsory retirement age of 70 for the judges
and an involuntary retirement plan when a
Judge was found "so incapacitated as substantially
to prevent him from performing his judicial
duties"--this action to be taken upon the
recommendation of a special three person commission
of inquiry appointed by the Governor.

«...Provisions for an integrated and administratively -
unified state court system where the judicial powers
of- the state would he "vested in a supreme court,
a district court, a probate court". %
Constitutional amendments embodying many of these recommendations nassed

in 1954, 1956 and 1972. ‘hile the 1954 change restricted itself to merely allowsing

the LegisTature to establish qualifications of probate judges and to define thair

Jurisdiction, provisions added in the remaining two amendments were of course of

major importance.
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As a result therefore of the 1956 and 1972 amendments a ruch more

integrated Minnesota State court system could finally begin to take shape--very

Juch in the direction advocated by the 1948 Commission.

.Probata Court Judges and Justices of the Peace
having bean stricken from the Constitution, the
judicial poxer now was to be vested in major tisrs--
a State Supreme Court and a District Court, "and as
such other courts the Tegislaturs may establish" .13

«...A11 judges were to have a six-year term.'q

....Such officers as the State Suprema Court Clerk
and the State Law Librarian were to bc appointed
by tha Court. > .
.The elected term of District Court Clerks was to
be lengthenad from 4 to 6 years. ‘&

TOUARDS CLARIFYING THE ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERMMEMT AMD INTERGOVERYMEYTAL RELATIOYS

Constitutioha] restrictions dn the exercise of powers by local govern-
ments proved cumbersome in an era of rap1d population increases in the PDLFO;
politan area of the state and sharp decreases in many rural sections. Too
often this led to the exercises of legislative interventions ahd'invo1vements
in decf§10n~making more appropriately left to lTocal levels. -

Formal prohibition against special legislation--long a major objective
of governmental reform~—hdd lead to the legislature's clothing of such
activities in terms of general law that met constitutional requirements;all
too frequently, however, th{s tended to conceal rather than reveal thes impen-
dina actions from propar public scrutiny at local levels. |

Although Minnesota's Constitution provided for the adoption of home-
rule charters- by local governments or units, technical requiremznts for
charter adoptions or changes were so complex and cumbersome that very faw
of the state's over 8929 cities and villages exercised their available

options effectively.



With respect to the Tocal govarnment provision in the Constitution,
the 1948 1CC advocated these major changes:

....Removal fron the State Constitution of all adminis-

i » trative details dealing with matters regarding the
submission, filing and publicaticn of charters
including provisions govaerning mamhershin and majority

! required for adoption--these determinations were to be

' left to legislative discretion.

....Legislative enactment of special laws affecting Tlocal
governmental units would be permissable if two conditions
vere nat--

_ (a) the Legislaturz would "name the local govarnmant
X ' to which it applied” and

(b) the voters of the locality concernad would concur
by majority vote in such spacial laws. T

/ Provisions added to the Constitution in 1953 included an amendment
aUthorizh1g the legislature "to provide by law for the creation, organization
administration, consolidation, division and disso]ﬁtion'“of local govarnmant

4 _

| 'unitsf It also empowered ;he legislature to determine by 1aw the comnosition,
election, or appointment of charter commissions and many of th= electoral
processes involved in the initiation and ratification of charters. In

'

connection with enabling the Tegislature to pass "special laws relating

~

to Tocal governmental units: the amendment vent beyond 1948 MCC recommwendations
by allowing local approval for such special laws to be registered not merely
by voter concurrence, but as a second alternative, by the community's

"governing body" as well.

VI. TOUARDS GREATER FLEXIBILITY IM MATTERS OF STATE TAXATION AN FIMAMCE

Born out of deep public distrust of possible legislative proclivity
to permit the credit of the state to h2 employed for questionable fiscal
ventures, Art. IX, Sec. 5 of the !finnesota Constitution provided that "the

public debt shall never in the agaregate excead $250,000".  This rigid and



wrealistic ceiling grd.an out of a different era had honn added in 1929
but proved itself increasingly unworkable and fiscally unsound (on June 39, 1048,
the state had an eutstanding indebtadness of 3 0,710,640 payabie from property
taxes!).

A similar rigidity "graced" the Highway Article of the Constitution
that héd been addad in 1920--the so-called Babcock Amendment. Responding
to the insistance of local communitias that they be assured of their place
in the devaloping state highway program, the amendment provided for a system
of 70 major roads, with starting points, terminals, villages and cities
enroute named, delineated and constitutionally protected.

Recommendations of the 1948 MCC spoke to both of these restrictions
and urged significanf revisions:

....providing for new language eliminating entirely the

actual detailing and enumerating of the 70 basic
trunk highways;
.bringing together all constitutional provisions

addrassing highway and highway finances and
taxation; 2o

.suggesting the extension of state supervision and
control over all highway maintenance and consbruct1on
“involving state funds;

.consolidating the state road and bridge fund, the
trunk highway sinking fund, and the trunk hidhway
fund into one fund into which all gasoline and motor
vehicle.taxes were to be dzposited; &l

....striking the $250,090 state debt limitation and

replacing it with legislative authority to pledge

the credit of the state for "extraordinary expen-

dituras....by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of

Tts members....". &&

Wnether due to intensive pressures from ranidly changing economic and

social conditions or wnether due wmore to oxtrannous nolitical fnctors, consti-
tutional changes embodying these sets of Commission recommandations fared

relatively well both in the Tegislatur2 and at the polls.
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A new highway amendment ratified in 1956 struck from the Constitution
detailed routings of the 70 state trunk highways and sianificantly strengthened
the authority of the legislature over the'entiré system--its maintenance,
opefation, extension and financing. It also established three dedicated
funds but included an apportionment formula satting ratios Setween state,
county and mun-icipal governments for allocating tax proceeds received from

. 23
highway users.

Another amandment passed in 1962 allowed the state to pledgs its public
cradit |

....for temnorary horrowing, and to incur indabtednass
payable within 20 years for the bettarmant of public
lands and buildings and other improvements of a
capital nature when authorized by a thres-fifths
vote of each branch of the legislatura". &4

Heavy capital requirements of this .state's growing taconite production
posed uniqua constitutional problams if Minnesota wished to offer a more
hospitable tax climate to this increasingly important industry. Prolongued
and often heated political controversy in and out of legislative halls
involved highly charged issues‘of public policy. What wera tﬁeveconomica11y
"legitimate" profit levels for the iron ore companies; how much of a return
on investment Qas essantial for them to remain effactively competitive
and attractive to capital? Uhat were the defensible interests of future
generations of 'Yinnesotans wi th respect to this rapidly diminishing public
rasource?’

To build a political coalition that would properly balance the con-
cerns of the iron ore companies with the employment needs of Morthern
Hinnesota énd with more g=neral considerations of economic and political
Justice required consumate skill and many compromises. An amzndment

7.5

finally added in 1964 reflected these successful efforts. Its central

provision guaranteed taconite mining a 25-year period of tax stahility and
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equality {whon comparad with cthor dndustries) as incentives to expand thair

'

investments and operations in Minnesota. any economists view this amend-

ment, and the tax approach which it incorporated, as a significant contrib-

“cuting factor to the new prosperity spreading throughout "innesota's iron

range communitias.

CVIT. EASTHG THE AMENDHENT PROCESS

It may b2 recalled that a Tong series of instances whare amendments
failed to obtain the necessary majority at the polls--a voter-rejection

. 2 ‘
rate of 67.5% for example between 1898 and 1246--contributed very directly

to the establishment of the 1948 MCC. Beyond helping to create the vehicle
of change, the membarship of the Commission was itself keenly awaré that
the degree to which their own efforts at re-shaping the Constitution ware
to see general implementation, c]eér]y depended on a method of ratification
that could prove more conducive to obtaining popular approval than the
present one._
Minnesota's constitutional requirement that an amendment tb be

successful needad approval by a majority voting af an e1eﬁtion; was
\cTear]y shown to have made ratification quite difficult - Purposely
designed to-s]ow down constitutional change, this provision’continugd to
prevent adding revisions to the point where important leadarship
elements in the state were ﬁrepared to entertain- a more respdnsive process.
This readiness for major constitutional revisions was however, not

very widaly shared throughout the electorate. At the 1248 gzneral election

voters had turned down these related amendments:

«...to authorize submission of two or more amandments
without requiring voters to vote separately on each.

....to authorize two-thirds of the legisTature to call
for a constitutional convention without submitting
the question to the voters. zJ



In the light of such electoral and political realities and after consider-
able deliberation, the Commission opted for these various compromise approaches:

.JAnendments would be more difficult to submit--
replacing a legislative majority vote with a
newly added two-thirds vote requirement;

..ratification of an amendment would becoms easier
by insisting that a majority of voters voting
on the question be recquired instead of a majority
of all votes cast in the election (this pattern
prevails in 42 states). 23

HWith respect to thz possibility of change by constitutional convention,
the Commission recommended:

....the question of a constitutional convention would
be submitted to tha elactorate not Tater than
1960 and every twenty years thereafter;

....should a majority of those voting on the question
express approval, the legislature then would be
required to call such a convention;

..once the submission of a new draft to the public
has taken place an election must be held on the
proposed constitution or proposed amendmant--
this to occur not later than 69 days nor more
than 6 months following adjournment:

-...for approval of proposals a majority of those
voting.on the question would be sufficient. &%

[}

VII. THE MINHESOTA COMSTITUTIONAL STUDY COMMISSION AF 1972--A SECOND MAJIR
: EFFORT AT CONSTITUTION REVIEY

Viewing the recommendations of the Minnesota Constitutional Commission
of 1948 in terms of their implementations through 1972, there can be Tittle
doubt that daspite sethacks at the polls and Tegislative inaction, the
amanding procass proved relatively successful. ‘'finnesota'’s Constitution
emergad'as a greatly improved framawork of government.

Still, much remained to be accomplished by way of constitutional

reform if this state was to be served by a government that could raspond
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more flexibly, more effectively, and mere responsibly, to the Qishes of
its people in a period of accelaorated economic and social changa. Revising
state constitutions bacamz a nation-wide activity. 1In 1979 for examnle, at
least two dozen states had constitutional study commissions that addressed
problams of constitutional revision or reform. (see Table A)

Govarnor Yendell R. Anderson urged the establishment of such a study
.commission in "a special massage, March 3, 1971. He stressed that cohétitu—
tional reform was essential if state government'was to "reassert its
éssigned.role in the Federal system if that system is to function nroperly

. 30 _

in meeting the demands of the 1270's and beyond”:g More specifically the
Governor outlined areas wnere constitutional changes ware clearly indicated:

«...Elimination from the constitution of constraints
affacting the taxation of particular industries
and the review of the concept of dedicated funds
in order to allow the state to develen a more
balanced overall fiscal policy.

....The development of an environmental Bill of Rights
which would "help protect and preserve the wealth
of natural resources possessed by our State". 3\

To carry out these pressing objectives within a reasonable pariod of
time, Governor Anderson urgad the convening -of a constitutional convention
and the establishment of a constitutional study commission "to research and
recommend proposals for legislative and citizen examination".

The statutes establisning the 1972 Minnesota Constitutional Study
Commission called for a mixed citizen-legislative panel; membership was to
include representation from the House (six chosen by the speaker), from the
Senate (six chosen by the Committee on Committees), from the Executive Branch
(27ght interested citizens aspointed by the Governor, including the Chairman)

. 3a
and from the Suprema Court (one as chosen by the Chief Justice).
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With an appronriation of $25,090 to carry out its duties, the Commission

was chargad by the Legislature....
"to study the Minnesota Constitution, othef revised state
constitutions and studies and docunants relating to
constitutional revision, and propose such constitutional
revisions a revisaed format for a n=w 'inaasota Constitution
as may appeaar necessary, in preparation for a constitutional
convention if called or as a basis for making furthar
amendments to the present constitution”. 33

The Commission was to report to the Govarnor and the L2gislature and
to the Chief Justice by Hovember 15, 1972, "such procedures as it may
deem necessary and proper to effectuate its recommendations”.

Undar the higaly effective and experienced leadership of its Chairman,
former Governor Elm2r L. Andersen, the‘Commissionjiorked through eleven sub-
committees assisted by a small, but competent staff, held vdfious public
hearings, studied the experiences of other states, and finally drafted its
proposal for submission in line with the charge;qiven to it by tha Legislature.
Quite central to its early de]iberatidns was the quesﬁion whethgr thg nature
of “innesota's basic law was so fundamentally flawed or unworkable as to
-Justify -the drastic remedy of urging tha convening of a constitutional
convention.

There were those who contended that the piccem2al or incramental
approach to changé while impressive [reaching an adoption rate of 78%
of fhe 14 amendments submitted during the decade of the 1260's--and an
overall score of 65.1% between 1948 and 1974 (see Table 30A§3——st11] Teft
Minnesota behind other states both in scope and in volume of constitutional
revisions.

Pent up demand for constitutional revision was not uniqua to Hinnesbta.

Even a most cursory search of the relevant professional Titeratura will

reveal something of the pace and intensity of constitutional change
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during the post-Yorld YYar era:

CONSTITUTIOHAL CONVEXTIONS COMVEHED UMLIMITED
AND LTHMITED

Naska (1955) Connacticut (1665) Florida (1953)
I1linois (1970) Maryland (1967) - Michigan (1953)
Montana (1972) - New Jersey (1047) Morth Carolina (1979)
Pennsylvania (1963) Virginia (1970) -

Even more fmpressive than tha attamnts at formal and comprehansive
constitutional changa, was the'vo]uﬁe of and scope of piecemea]Iamendments~—>
in manyhinstaéces these were revision efforts that provad less cumharsome and
mdre efficacious than the more macrocosmic route of the constitutional
convention.

Analysis of just a two-year sban (1966 and 1968) will indicate something
of the extent and nature of new constitutional language added by vdrious states.
In that biennial per1od 448 piecemeal amendmants were added to state constitu-

tions. Among the major subjects included were the following:

Alabama--Constitutional officers wers authorized to succead
themselves.

Arizona--txecutive officars were given 4-yecar terms and legis-
lative salaries were increasad.

Colorado--Executive d°partm°nfs were to be Timitaed to a maximum
of twenty and provision was made for a Jo1nt ballot
for governor and lieutenant governor.

Idaho  --Allowed annual sessions, gubernatorial appointments
for court vacancies and procedures for the removal
of judges.

Kansas --Adopted annual 60-day legislativa session.

Louisiana--Governor was allowed to succeed himself (prior
provision permitted only one term).

Mississippi--Permitted consolidation of courts.

Montana--Provided for continuity of state and local government
in emergancies.

Nebraska--Authorized an income tax.
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Mevada--Parmitted county consolidation and authorized increases
in judicial pay.

Hlew Mexico--Abolished justices of the peace and established
¢ magistrate courts

! Horth Carolina--Authorized legisTative pay raises.

Horth Dakota--Authorizad municipal homz rule

Tennessee--Reduced residence requiremants for voting in
presidential elections and authorized consolidation

of local governmant functions.

! . Utah--Approved annual Tegislative sassions and increased
compensation for legislators.

Washinagton--Authorized incrsase in state salaries during term
| of office (excepting the lagislature).

: ’ c e : . 37
/ ¥lest Virginia--Provided for an executive budget.

In view of this national activity, the Minnesota amendment process
~as such was vizwed by some as too slow, too narrow, and too unsystematic to
\

. permit the kinds of fundamantal and interrelated changes in a constitution

I : )
"that had been written for a different century and differing governmental and

$ocia1 concerns.

On the other hand, the arguments of the "partisans" of change by
constitutional convention who ca]]ed‘for a more carafully prepared and
ordarly approach with wide pub]fc involvemant could be counteréd effectively
by reference to the experience of other states that had selected that
'method. In only four states out of ten where conventions had submitted

their recomaendations for ratification since 1966 did the voters in fact

: 3%
accept "new or substantially new constitutions":
Constitutions Ipproved Constitutions Rejected
Hawaii : Nrkansas
111inois Maryland
ontana New HMexico
Pennsylvania - New York

North Dakota
Rhode Island
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Meighing "advantages" and "disadvantages" of the"incremental versus

the nfundamental" road to constitutional change, the 1972 MCSC recomnendad
39 _
phasad, comprehensive revision" --consisting of

n

a so-called middle way--a
a series of separate, but coordinatad amendments planned for submission

over sevaral elections. Voters would still have to approve each amend-

ment separately; but the commission would make its recommendation with

respect to several such proposals having studiad and viewed them as parts.
of a more comprehenéive set of changes which, takeﬁ in their entirety,
could significantly 1mprdve major sections andAafticles of the state's
constitution. |

'The 1972 MCSC found itself able to build upon-and extend the recom-

mendations first advanced by its predecessor, the 1943 “ICC (S=e Appendix 2~‘).

Mith annual and extendible lagislative sessions now constitutionally

authorized, the 1972 !CSC again recommanded language that would enable the |

legislature to call itself into Speciai session "upon the petition of two-
Yo ' _ '

thirds of the members of each House." Additional recommendations includad

' H{

authority for "eithaer House of the Legislature to initiate revenue measures"

and, significantly, the removal from the Legislature the authority (now
Todged in Art. IV, Sec. 23) to draw legislative districts; this duty was

. ' : . . . s 13
to be imposed upon a newly created reapportionmant districting commission.

SOME ADDITIOUAL KEY RECOMMEADATIONS OF THE 1972 MCSC

High on the list of issues for the 1972 MCSC was the question of legis-
lative reapportionment. Seeking to avoid the exparience of stalemate
associated with the reapportfonment battles of 1260 and 1979, the Commission
addressed a number of key apportionment concerns; the matter‘of Tegislative
involvemant in the reapportionment process provoked itself considerable

debate among Commission mambers.



Interstata comparison of reapportionment Urocndur°ﬂ failed to pnroduce
any "uniform” or conclusive models that might have helped to resolve this
issue. Ten states which assigned reapportionmént responsihilities directly
to their legislatures but provided for alternative procedures should thesa
bodies be unwilling or unable to perform these duties included: California,
Connacticut, I11inois, Maine, HMaryland, Horth Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon,

. o Y3z
South Dakota and Texas.

On the other hand, nine states.. A]aska, hrkansas, Hawaii, Michigan,

Hissouri, Montana, New Jersey, Ohio and Pennsylvania insisted on placing
: e . . . . .M
even the initial steps of reapportionment in non-legislative agencies. 1

Hicholas Coleman, Senate majority leader, in testimony hefore the 1972
MSCS, stggested that the task of reapportionment be taken out of legislative
hands altogether and "imposed upon a body consisting of the

Govarnor, Attorney General, Secretary of State, President
pro tempore of the Sznate (or other person selected by the
majority), a member of the Senate minority selectad by the
minority, Speaker of tha House, a minority member of the
House szlected by the minority, ona parson s2lacted by

the State Chairman of thz Deocratic Farmer Labor party and
one person salected by the State Chairman of the Republican
party".4s$ .

Excluding Tegislative involvement in reapportionment decisions as a
matter of principle was shared also by Senator Robert J. Brown, an influen-
tial Republican Senate leader, one-time state chairman of the partyand a
iember of the 1972 MCSC. "A legislative solution", he contended, "is
usually:

{a) a partisan gerrymander if one faction controls state
government; or

(b) ....a swzetheart bill to protect incumbants or a stale-
mate if governmental control is divided....(moreovar)..
it is too costly, too time consuming and 6oes not lead
to the best possible apportionment...." e



As its major contribution, the 1972 MCSC recommzended the creation
of a redistricting Cormission--

...."to be composed of 13 menbers--the speaker and minority
leader of the House of Representatives, the majority
and minority leaders of the Senate, or representatives
and senators appointed by these leqislative leaders to
take tneir place; two members appointad by the Govarnor;
two mambers apnointed by the State Executive Committee
of each political party, other than that to which-tha
Govarnor belonas, whose candidate for governor racaivaed
20% or mora of the votes at the most recent gubernatorial
aelection: and ‘the remaining members unanimously electad
by the commission mambers so appointed." 47

To approve a legislative or congressional redistricting plan, the
concurrenca of eight mambers of the districting commission should bz required.
The recommendation further urged that the State Supfeme Court should
be given "exclusive ori«inal Jjurisdiction to'review the District Commission's
Tinal pub]ished‘p1an at the behast of any qualified voter”.quhe court
would be empowered to modify any districting pian so that it complied with
the cbnstitutiona] requiremants and direct the Districting Commnission to adopt
the modifiad plan.

Should the Commission fail "to agrez upon a districting plan, the

‘task of districting should be imposed upon the State Supremz Court". Arong

other recommendations in this connection, the State Supreme Court would be

empowered to select a panal of state court judges (other than Supreme Court

justices) to assist in the districting task "if no plan is submitted by any
, a3 B |

Commission member". -

In addition to tha redistricting Commission, the 1CSC proposad for
inclusion in the Constitution a set of criteria for the establishment of
election districts:

«...thera were to he no multi-member districts;
....each district was to be composed of compact and con-

tiguous territory and he as nearly equal in population
as practical;
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.no representative district was to he divi&ed in the
formation of a Senats District;
.unless ahsolutely necessary to meat the other standards
sat forth, no county, city, town, township, or wards
should be divided in forming a district, ©©

Recognizing reapportionment as a sensitive political issue, the
1972 MCSC clearly sought to align its recommendations with thosz offared in
other states in pursuit of the goal of minimizing 1egis]ativé obstructions
and prematuré judicial interventions, while upholding the spirit of the fed-
erally mandated "enz man, one vote" principle.

In other recommendations affecting the 1egisTative article, the 1972 HCSC
left to statutory datarmination thé issues of legislative size and party desig-
nation for legislators. The quastion of the advisabi]it} of a unicameral -
legislature was reserved for further study.

The 1972 MCSC moved beyond the suggestiqns made by the 19482 “CC in
a number of areas affecting the Judicial Article of the Minnesota Constitution.
Some of the key suggestions were:

....that the Chief justice should be dasignated "exscutiva
head of the judicial system" in the Constitution, and
should appoint an administrative director of courts;

....the Supreme Court "should have the constitutional
authority to adopt rules of judiciq] conduct”.

....the Legislatura should have the capability to estah-
1ish a state Court of Abpeals, at its discretion. si

The 1972 *CSC did not, howsever, accept the suggestion of its Judicial

“Branch Committee, (and the 1348 1MCC) for the constitutional establishment

of a merit plan--the so-called "Hissouri Plan"--for the selection of judges
via a nominating commission. The reason for staying with the present

method of judicial selection, (by law elective, but frequently aopointive
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in fact, due to frﬁquent vacancies), a majority of the Commission,

... "was unwilling to dilute the Governor's power and
responsibility for the appointmant of judges
Hinnesota governors have shoun themselves sensitive
to public insistance that the quality of judicial
appointments be maintained at a high level.
was reluctant to accord pover to a nominating
commision, the makeup of which was not specifia
and which might be prone to make political nom-
inations as the governor”. S

Soma of the remaining recomﬂandat1ons for constitutional change
vere as follows:

..reduction of state residency requirements from six
months to thirty days (Minnssota six-month residence
requirmant was already declared unconstitutional by
the United States Supreme Court); 53

....provisions in Art. XI., Sec. 3 ﬂ ' (referring to home
rule and charter commissions), "should bz simplified
and consolidated and should eliminate reference
“freeholders' and to district court judgﬂs as the
pot@nt1a1 appointing body of charter commission
members'; 54

v...Art. XVI, the highway article, should ba revised so

that the Tlegislature "may provide by law for the
issue and sale of bonds of the State in such amount
as may be necessary to carry out tha provisions of

’ this article: (this in effect would end the consti-
tutional principle of dedicating funds for a specific
purpose and thus Timit lagislative discration for 53
a.possibly more flaxible overall transportation policy);

..a2 new article was to be provided...."astablishing the
provision and maintenance of a healthful environmant
as public policy and mandating the Legislature to
provida for the implemantation and enforcement of
this public policy" (but a majority of the Commission
refused to give constitutional authority to '"each
person....(to)....enforce this right....through....
legal proceedings....") s&

..'The Legislature should be constitutionally mandated to
provide by statute for succession in the event of
vemoval, death, resignation, or inability of the
Govornor5 Lt. Govarnor, fovarnor-Elect and Lt. Governor-
E1ect”' '

.o ....prov1s1on for the delegation of the powprs of pardon
to a constitutional pardon board appointed by the
Governor and subject to confirmation by the Senate....
This would remove the Governor, Attornay General, and
Chief Justice from the Paruon Board. 5%
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1972 MCSC PRINRITY AGENDA

-~
I
[

In line with its objective of recommending to the Legislaturs a
“phasad, comprehensive revision of thes Minnesota Constitionﬁ.the 14972
MCSC preparad a set of "priority recommendations"--amendments that were
to focus on those areas of constitutional revision that in the judgment
of the Commission called for early attention by the Legislature and if
passad there, for immediate submission to the e]ectbrate. Within this
first phase the Commission suggaested the establishmant of another citizen-
legislator study commission "to consider the many constitutional provisions
not thoroughly reviewed by the present Commission and to recommend second
and subsequent phasas of revision". >
In order to make it easier to revise the Constitution in the years
head and to implement recommendations of this new comission, the 1972 *CSC
~agreed on a fundamental, high oriofity article that it hoped would marit

legislativa and voter approval at the earliest possible time. This so-

called Gateway Amendmant contained four central provisions:

...."an amandment could be approved either by a majority
of all electors or by 55 percent of those voting on
the proposal, whichever is less";

....Citizens could "initiate amendments on mattars of
legislative structure";

...."the legislature, by a two-third vote of both houses,
"would be "able to submit amendments at a special
election”;

....the calling of a constitutional convention was to be
facilitated "by lowering from two-thirds to one-half
the Tlagislative majority nzseded to submit the quastion
to the people, by allowing submission of the question
at a special clection if two-thirds of each housa
agread, and by requiring tne call to be approved
either by a majority of all electors or by 55% of ¢o
those voting on the preposal, whichever is less".
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The third priority recommendation to the 1973 legislature referred
to the estab]ishmenf of a by-partisan reapportionment districting commission
described earlier ; and the fourfh priority recommendation dealt with qusstions
of finance. It asked for an amendment whereby the legislature could "levy

and compute state income taxes as a percentage of the federal income tax, a
6l :

procedure commonly known as the 'piggy-back income tax' ", another amendmant
would once agéin seek the removal from the Constitution the provision
establishing a 5% gross earnings tax on railroads (in lieu of other taxes
as specified in Art. IV., Sec. 32A) thus “subjecting them to the same tax

‘ 6R
form and rate as other Minnesota industries”.

A final ariority item was the Commission's response to_the special
legislative request that it submit a re-drafted or revised format of
the Hinnesota Constitution that was readable, compact and devoid of
obsolete material. |

This Bésica11y unchaﬁgéd,'but re-written and restructured constitutional
document and the railroad.tax amendment were to be the only two recommendations
approved by the voters at the November 5 genera1 elaction.

While the Commission's recommendations were certainly quantitétive1y
impressive, their substantive nature was remarkably moderate in approach--as
it turnad out--wisely so. However, even modast efforts at constitutional
engineering can run into this state's political thickets and disappear
from sight. This was well i]]u;trated dnce again when an insufficient

number of voters failed to ratify at the 1972Ae1ectioh the proposal that

future amendments could be approved with a 55% majority of the voters

voting on the question. ilinnesota thus remains one of -only four states

throughout the country retaining this major obstacle to constitutional

- revision.
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COASTITUTIONAL CHANGES-=ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND THE UNFTUISHED AGEHD

1

Since 1943, Hinnesota's Constitution underwant considerable change--

w : ” .
with all deliberate speed. The documant is shorter by about 5,990 words,

““its syntax imoroved, its articles have been rearranged and reduced in

numhars from 21 to 14, tha content more Togically arranged, and inapplicable
proVisions removed.

In a more substantive vein, the legislature has been procedura]1y
freed from ceftain burdensome procedural controls over its decision-making
perogatives, the state's power to tax and borrow has bean mada somawhat
more f1ekib1e; the judicial branch has been administratively strengthaned;
and homerule aspirations of local governmental units are constitutiona]]yA
clarified and confirmad.

Even this degrez of prograss - entailed considerable effort by reform-
minded individuals and interest groupé to overcom2 antrenched political
opposition to any form of .constitutional "tinkering".

Hidwestern populism has had its own traditions of viewing po]itiés

and politicians with more than an occasional expression of cynical dis-

belief. Lengthaning lecislative sessions, empowering legislators and

governors with broader policy discretion, professionalizing the judiciary,
1ifting clearly expressad constitutional limitations on borroving and
taxing--these were rarely tha favorite causes of the sons and daughters of
grangers and "silvarites" of anfi—monopo]ists and agrarian dissenters.

It comes as no surprise, therefore, when rural and small town voter
response to amendmznts embodying basic structural changes, while by no
means uniformly negative, nevertheless registers consistant re]uctance to
embrace this sort of constitutional engineering. Even during th2 1260's
when amendmants recaived the highest approval rate of_this century, the
rural-urban division became quite apparent when vote comparisons are

shown between "the most and least supportive counties" (see Table @).



HOST SUPPORTIVE AND LRAST SUPPCRIIVE VOTER RESPONSE

o N Y
SIS, 1580-1974%
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1
Nuzber of Amendments County

KOST SUPPCRTIVE COUNTIES

Amendment Nunbarss

1. Indicates the number of times the county stated was one of the ten most supportive counties, or as
‘supportive coeunties; in the states:

BY COUNTY TO RINE COISTITUTIONAL AUENDH

NOTES

balow, least

2.4 Indicates county voted for adopticn of tho amendment, “R™ indicates a vote for rejocticn of the anendment.

3¢ Underlinez indicate that the coumty vote was one of the

as in section two.
4, The amcnments cited here ares #172: veapportionment, 1960; #1761 state debt, 19562; #1791 renoving obsolets conatiinticnal
lanzuege, 19643 #1884 reducticn of voting age to 19, 1970; #185: Flexible sesslons; 1972 #188: reorganization of the Jue

diciary, 19723 #187s Lt. Governor on ticket, 19723 #169: reforaming Constituticnazl Structure, 15745 #190¢ Change ef majority

to 555 of

3ge voting on Constitutional anmendments.

Fen nost esupportive (as in section one) or

_Q_é_un;;y ranked in ten mosh supportive #F1L72 ??126 #3179 15‘?.-_8.1‘ #1835 #.185 @ #189 i@
Snoka n of 9 mmm‘ ReU3.16% AG0.82%  pu79.2%% ALSH.UYL A-63.60% A-68.39% A-67.2F8 A-72.94% A-57, 063
Goodhue 6 of 9 smendments R-U1,10% A-BU4.42% A<74.79% A-55.88% A;Sz.j;ﬁ A~88. 7% 500,165 £Z73.078 RLUL.57
Yarhizgton 5. ¢f 9 arsndments R-L0.605  Aw5He59% M Ae53.2%% Aetl.1GB A-68.1% Aw67.28% A=71.17% A=55.33%
‘Gcok 5 Sf 9 imendments R 378 A~886.52% ﬁxﬁ_._z_t}% A=50.560 A<65.11% ALGS,O”?}’S SR }L;'?Zf.qf%\,m,fé A-31.50%
Lyon S of 9 amendments RLBELGE A-6L.21% A-7LUME RAGNEE A-62.10% A-57.L50 AL63.208 A-7L.0L 4537,361
LRAST s_ﬁ?'fo_RTIVE GOUNTIES
No. of imendrents County Amendnent Nunberss ‘
‘County ranked in ten least supportive #172 #176 #179 #1EY #185 #1886 #187 #189 #1390
Redwecd 6 of 9 amendnente RA43.72% A-52.00% A~71.138 B-b5.35% R-37.6% R-32,80% R-li2.L0% L5571 4ot R, 013
Benton 5 of O amendments Bel,21% Awblo208 4=60.81% R-43.13% R-U5.318 R-47.80% A-S1.78% RA4. 3% R-33.19%
Steazns L. &:-9 amendwents | Ru32.5% A~58.40% 4-50.01% RB7.73% A=51.90% A~53.4%% A-36.57% ReL3.1%8 R-33.787
Brown L ox".9 amendments Ra43,72% R-UB.64% A-69.2%F A-50.808 R=33.23% R-%1.28% R=U9.925 &-55.62% R-40.L%7T
Reasey Lof9 ameﬁ&ments R=32:98% RU8.145 A-57.08% B=U6,855 A=55.:34% A4=38.398 A4-58.63% A~Sh.88% RL2,78%
~ . STATE.RESULTS | |
Stets R-38.0%% A-57.4&% 4-68.71% A-50.44% A-5#.38%,}A-57.10% 4-60.02% .k~62.8é,?$ RL9, 288

lezst suppertive,
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- COUNTY CHARACT WRMQTIuv OoF THE MOST &ND T.T ST uUPPCiT*VE CCU TIRS NI I %'hNDHENTSz

: 1 (3 . 2 ) . -
Cownty ~  Av, Family Income Emvlovment Cheracteristics: Educationai Characteristice :3

Prof.-Managerial Cl@_f_‘(c’!-luC’f"k ts . Service-Labor Some HeS. H.3., Grads Soms Collex

inoka $12,378 2180 35.8% 150 62% Wb 20.6%
Goodhus 59,615 19,5 ol 6 28.6% 4.5 33.9% 18,7
Vashington 12,687 22,25 . 35.0% 17.6% 57.0% 41.1% . 23. %%
Cook $9,362 29.4% 25.5% . 29 17 - Sk KL% 17.0%
Lyon $6,988 2l b 31.9% Mgt 3L, 17,65
Redwood $8,285 2135 - 18.% 39.1% L2 31.0% | 16,07
Benton » | $9, 206 18.0% | 2L, 8% 28.%% Ly, &% 33.%% 17.%%
Stearns . $9,214 19.9% 28.1% ' 28. 53 39.5% 29.7% 18.6%
Brown $9;230 18.0% ~ M - 31.5% b0 30,6 1 b7
Ramsey $i2,6?%' 268 : 37+1% 1762% o 5L.5% 36,3% 26.%%
NOTES

1. "Average Family Income®:. Fanily units with no distinetion as to the gender of the fﬂm*ly head,

2. "Enploynent Characteristics® the subdivisions are as follows: "Prof..Managerial® includes professioral, techniceal,
manageri al, and adminlstrative occupations; "Clerical-Crafts” Includes ceoricals, crafismen, foreman, and kindred ccocue

ang XAn
.

p&t‘:ns; 'Service-Labor’ includes non-household service work ers and nen-farm labor. Includes all worckers 16 or over,
3+ "Educational Characteristicsy of all county residents 25+ years old., “Some H'S.“ includes all thosec with either
pax ial or completes high schol educations.



Whatever general resistance to constitutional change in-outstate
Minnesota whather due to history, social outlook or geography--tha threat
of mandated reapportionment and the consequent1a1 loss of political power
‘i‘may even have exacerbated the areas of traditional constitutioha1 consar-
vatism.

In this connectiqn, the voting pattern of Ramsey County calls for
further explanations. The persistent féi1ure of this urban e}ectorate to
vote on amendments--the heavy "drop-off" phenomenon was very likely duz2
to'that‘county's use of voting machines in its elections._ Placement
provided constitutional amendmant on such machines makes it quite difficult
for voters to ldcate or reach tnemsunless they are strongly motijvated to
do so. This peculiarly negative impact of voting machines on the passage

of amendments was actually documented in a Citizens' Leaque study published

in 1966 which noted that voters

....consistently cast fewer votes on spacial issues and
elections such as constitutional amendments in
elections when thay use voting machines than whan they
use paper ballots. For examnle, in 1964, more than 929%
of the persons who went to the pnolls in Hopkins, .with
papar ballots, voted on the Taconite Amendment. But
next door in Edina, which has voting macnines, only 6
77% of the persons voted on the Taconite Amendment".

Sufficient interest in this matter led the 1976 session of the Yinnesota

Legislature to enact a spacial law (Chapter 224). In the future constitutional
amendments and other ballot questions to bea voted upon

...."a mechanical voting machine....shall occuny an area
no smaller than 2 inches by 4 inchos i the space
provided for their purpose and shall be arranged
in a manner which construction of the machine roquires.
A prominent notice of the question, constituticnal
amendmant or other pronosition shall Tollow the last
office title, or if there is inadequate space, in the .
next available column or row. -The notice shall contain
at least one arrow pointing toward the quastion, consti-
tutional amandment, or othar pronosition and shall
contain language in the samz2 type, size as used for
office titles, diracting the voter to the location
on the machine where it is to be found." ¢7



To gauge the intensity of oppositien to constitutional reforms by
concentrating on what happened electorally to the amencments actually
submitted would ignore the often more important events that occur in the
legislativa arena. Sound political strategy of those wishing to block
such changas, requirescoordinated efforts at the committee étage of
proposals where measures could be side-tracked, amended to death, or
killed outright in relative quiescence. For many a constitutional amend-
ment, or proposal to convene a constitutional convention, the Senate
Judiciary Committee with its pronounced conservative leadership could be
relied upon to perform such obstructionistAfunctions with considerable
effectiveness--if not relish. |

Considering these genuine obstacles--legislative and electoral--what
did get through by way of meaningful revisicn in the course of the past
30 years was not unimpressive either in consequence or in substance.

Sti11 lacking, among other possible or necessary revisions, as
noted earlier, is constitutional Tanguage that could provide a greatly
strengthened governorshfp (by eliminating the constitutionally Qesignated
executive officers) a reapportionment mechanism that could come into opera-
tion (other than judicially ordered) when the legislature fails to carry
out its redistricting mandate, and an eased amendment process predicated
upon a simple democratic maboritarianism in its ratification formula.

A1l the more remarkab]e then is the fact that innesota desnite
its constitutional restrfctioné has had strong governors--0lson, Stassen,
Freeman, and Anderson, to mention a few--that gqubernatorial initiative
could and did contribute to coherent and programmatic politics, and that
significantly sound, yet innovative law, placed this-state among the bést
governed in the nation.

Effective legislative leadership, dynémic ho]itica] parties and
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1946
1948

1948

1948

1958

1950
1950

1950

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE MINNESCTA CONSTITUTION

Provision to
bs amended

Arte IX BJ5

- Art, XIV =.1

Art. XIV 5,2

Add new art;

idrt, X 8.1

Art. IV 5,320 be

Relerony A

repealed and Art. nment funds by diverting cer-

VIII 8, 2

Arte IX 305

portiomment of the exciss tax
on petroleun producte proceeds.

(1956-1974)
Purpose of Amendment Status Yes Vote No Vote Total Vote Yo
. No anendments submitted to the electorate in 1946
To provide for a 50-50 ap- R 534,538 539,224 1,257,8Ck @ L2 L5z
portionwent of exclse tax ,
on petroleurn products,
To authorize sutmission of R 319,667 621,523 - B 28,17
twe or more amendmenis withe ' .
out requirinz voters to vote
separately on 2ach.
| To authoriza two-ithirds of - R 204,842 641,013 ue 25,47
the legislature to call for
a constitutional convention
without submitiing the quastion
to the voters. '
‘To authorize the stats to pay 4 664,703 . 420,518 o 32,8%%
- a veterans? bonus
To authorize diversion of 1% -4 594,092 250,870 1,067,987 55,678
of the proceeds of the occuw :
ration nining tex tc the vet-
“erans' conpensatien fund.
To authorize forestry mancge- R 367,013 - L465,239 o 3. 372
tain proceeds (25%4) from the o
public land trust fund.
To provide for a SOBLE-E4 ap- R 420,530 456,346 o 55.37%



fne Election  Provision to Purpose of  :ndment Status Yes Vote No Vote Total ote AYes
ndnent Yeax pe anended :
156 1952 ArtoVII ‘'s.6~  To authorize a change in R 60b,38% 500,490 1,460,326 L. 36
C, _ the investment and . lcan
requirements governing per-
manent school and univer-
sity funds.
C1s7 1952 Art. IV new To provide for a 60% populaxr R 656,618 4245492 e 4L, 967
8. 3 rmajority on the question bo-
' fore a new state constitu-
tion cm be considsred legal-
ly ratified by the elactorate.
158 - 1952 Ar%.VIT 8.1 - To clavify the meaning of who R 716,670 371,508 weo 549,97
o . shall be entitled to vote. - N
159 1952 Art. VI 847 To permit the legislature to R 46,608 k43,005 e PNV A
- extend probate court Jurisdic-
tion by two-thirds vote.
160 1952 ArtXVY 8.3 To provide for a 655-10%4-25% R i 580,316 704,336 i h 39,754
apportionnent of the excise tax
on motor vehicle proceeds.
161 1954 Axt.VI 5.7 To pernit the legislature to A 610,138 308,838 1,168,101 52,237
define qualifications and to
extend Jursidiction of probate
Judges by a two~-thirds vote.
162 1954 Arte X 8.3 To empower the legislaturs to A 621,611 290,039 i 53477
: 1imit the liabliity of stock-
holders of state banks.
163 1954 Arte XIV new.. . To provide for a 60% populaf A 638,818 266,434 " 8l 6
8.3, Art.IX’ = wvote before a new state consti- :
sl not to ap~  tution can be held ratified and to
piy. remove constitutional bar precluding

members of ths leglslature from serve
ing in a constitutional convention.



No. of Am~ -Elsction - . Provision to
entnent : Yea3‘“ 7 e amended
16 1954 CArte V osoly
165 ] 1956 Art, V, B.)‘,f
166 1956 New Art, XVI
in place of
Arts. XVI and
IX 8,16
167 19356 Art.IX s.14
168 1958 ArteXTI and Art.
- IV &.33, end ye
pealing Axt.IV,
169 19583 Arte V 83,5
170 1958 Arte IV, s.9

To euthorize the legislature . A

T b

Purpose of Amendment = Status Yes Vote Nc Vote

Total Vote

636,237

To permit gubernatorial A
appointments in case of va-

282,212

“eancy in certain offices 1o

un until end of term of Jan.
1 and so eliminate need for
election to short terms. (Nov.
to Jan;)

To permiﬁ the legislatwre A& 939,957
to recognize the dud*cial POV~

er of the state,

307,178

To consolidate present - . A
trunk highvay articles and
sections, 1o increase state
aid and supervision of public
highways, to permit'tax ¢? mow=
tor vehicles and fusl, and to

11,060,063 230,707

- apporiion monies for hilghway

purposss on the basis of a 62
25%5-9%% to state and loeal gove
ernnent highways.
1,084,627 209,311
to divert 50% of the occupation
ninlng tax proceeds earmarked for
education from permanent trust
funds to current needs.

To authorize the legislatwre to 4 7
revise and consolidate provisions
relating to local government, homs
rule, and specizl lews, '

12,552 309,843

To provide four year terms for A
state officiels, effective be-
ginning 4 1963.

641,887 382,505

To permit legislatcrs to hold R 576,300
certain elsctlive and non-sleotive
stats offices. .

430,112

1,168,101

1,843,856

(134

L1A1)

1,178,173

ne

23

€047



171

172
173

17%

176

177

178

1960

1960

1960

1960 -

1962 -

1962

1962

1964

arfected

Art. IV Sec. 1,9

Repeal Axrt. IV
sec. 23 &24; Am.

Article 1V secs

Art, V Sec. 6

Art,

VII sec.

1

Article VII sec.

24556

2

Repeal Art. IX sec.

Add Article XXT

. Arte IV sece 1

Al#; amms SaC 2,596

To extend length of R
sessions and set qualifi-
cations for legislators and
other elected officers.

763,434% 501,429 1,577,509

To reapportion State House R
and Senate.

600,797 661,009 na

To provide for succession A
to the governorship and for
emergency government.

. 97k,L86 305,245 "

To changs the time of resid A
ence in a precinct in order

to qualify to vote in that
precinct. )

993,186 202,217  "°

To consolidate the swampland A
fund and the permanent school
fund to make a perpetual fund
for payments to local school
districts.

828,880

To allow the state to incur A
indebtedness for temporary
vorrowing for land acquilsie- .
tion and capital improvements.

728,255 285,723 o

To extend the length of legis- A
lative sessicns from 90 to 120
days.

706,761 393,538 e

To forbld repeal of Chapter 81 A
or the Laws of 1963 on taxation
of taconite plants for a period
of 25 years.

1,272,590 204,133 1,586,173

288,490 1,287,502

-
w

38,

80.

1

)
O
v

08%
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179 1964 Art. IV sec. 2,7y To renove obsolete lang- A 1,089,798 254,216 1,586,173 8.,707%
' 23, 32, repeal 26; age from the Constitution
Art. V sec. & '
Art. VII sec. 9O
Art. VII sec. 8
150 1966 Art. IV sec, 9 ‘To allow lesislators to run R 575,967 Lp1,L27 1,312,282 43,8973
‘ for other offices and to pro-
vide a manner in which they
may resign.
181 1968 Art. IV sec. 9,17 To allow legislators to run A = 1,012,235 359,088 1,601,515 62,207
: for other offices and to pro-~ ' '
vide a manner in which they may
. resign.
162 1948 Art. IV sec.ll To allow the legislature three A 1,044,418 316,916 i 65.,21%
' ' days after adjournment to pre-
. sent bills to the governor and
. to allow the governor 14 days
in which to sign or veto bills
passed during the last three
days of a session.
183 1970 Art. IX sec.l To allow:the legisture to define A 969,974 287,858 1,382,525 £9.86%
: : or 1imit tax exempt property.s '
184 1970 Art. VII sec.l,? To roduce the voting age to A 700,449 582,6£90 o 5C, 45
19 years, and the right to
hold office to 21 years.
185 1972 Art. IV Sec. 1 Flexible sessions. . A~ 968,088 603,385 1,773,838 h.&0%
186 1972 Art., VI . To provide for reorganization A 1,012,916 531,831 1,773,838 57.00%
of the state judicial system.’ '
187 1972" Art., IV sec.5 - To allow the Lt. Governor to A 1,084,580 503,342 no 60.006%

be elected on the same ticket
as the Governor,



No. or-&me Elsction Provision %o

endment Year ba amended
188 1972 Arte XX s.l
189 1974 A1l provision
190 1974 &rts FIV sl
191

197k

drt. IV 532

Purpose of smendment — Status  Yes Vote No Vote Total Vote  #iYes
Authorization of the Viet A 1,131,921 477,473 1,773,838 63,0
Nam veterans® vonus.

Reforming the structure, 4 815,60k 311,781 1,296,209 72,303
style, exd form of ths

Conztituion. -

To allow future Constitution~ R 638,775 47519 ve 59,28%
a2l amendrments to be approved

with a 557 nmajozity of the

voters voting on the amende

nants

To permit the legisleture to A 741,353 372,158 wu - 88T

establish the raie and no-
thod of ralilrcad taxstion.



ACTION TAKEN ON MAJOR RECC:T

Recomendation of the 1948 Ceomnission

I. The Legislature (Articie IV)

1T

"4, Provide for constitutionally establiched

2 & O SRACORURL C d DESHI 13
1. &1low extended and annval sesslons

(73]
;..14
H
I
i
(]
(-1.-
Q
Q
o
—
‘_J
®
Q
.k
|..A

2, Allow le
sosion

L, Provide back-up reapportionment comm.
» The Executive (Axticle V)

1. Elininate Constltuticnal-zlective sec~
Tetery of state, aunditer, treasurer.

terme of executive officers to

civil services
5. Renove Chief Justice from pardon board.
6 Clarify succession to governorship

7. Allow leglslature to set Lit., Governox's
salaxry.

Enpower Governor o limit mattexs cone-
24 by speclel legislative seszsions,

Constitutional Action Taken

1962 Amendment extended sessions
1972 Amendment flexible sessions
No action

1948 Amendment

No acticn

No action

1958 Anendment
Pressnt practice
Ho Actlon

Yo Action
1960 Amendment

1972 Amendment

Precent practice

Afpeniny & =
{ENDATICONS OF THE 19 8 CONSTITUTIONAL CCHMMISSION

Recomendzation of the 1972 Commissic

Recemmended by 1972 Cbmmissicn

Recommended by 1972 Commission

Recommcnded by 1972 Commission for
secretary of state and treasurer

Recommended by ‘1972 Gcmmission

)

Fuarther cla171icaﬁion reccanended



ndation of the JOL8 Cormmiasion

IIT. The Juidoiery (Article VI)

1. Yaoke Supreme Court Cloxrk appoin-
tive by Jcn@ courto

2o

-

a2t terms of 21l jSudges at six yoars.
3s Delete Justice of the peace.

L, Statutory, not censtitutional,
provisions on distriet court.

Extend district court clerk
il sl years.

gtate

2 law librarian appoin-
v the

courta

B. Create Adninistrative Councile
Qs Create Iier:i‘t Plan for the selec-
tion of Supreme Court justicises.

10. Allow temporary assignment of dise
. Iriet judgose to the Swuprenme Courtde

IV, Local Governmment (Article XI)
1. Allow cerialin gspeclal legislaticon.

2: Ease yrestiriction on home rule

3. Eage resirictionz on charter comms.

Congtitution... Action Token

Statute

1956 Amendment

56 Amen

1
0

dment

56 Amendment

=1
Nie)

1656 Amendment
1956 Anendment
1956 Amondment
1672 Amendment

o Censtituticnal aciion.

e provisions.

He Aciion

1956 Amendment
1972 Amendment

1558 Anmendaent
1958 Anendment

1958 Amendment,

Recommondation of the 1972 Comnlission

Amendment recommended by 1972 Commission

Not recommendad by 1972 Commission

Simplification recommended by 1972 Cemmission |

Cranges recommended by 1972 Commission



Recomnendation of the 1948 Cemnission

Vo Highizys {(Article XVI)
1. Conesolidate langunge on finances.

2e Dzlete speclific reference to highe-

[
Y Toutes.

VI, Taxatien and Finance (Article IX wme
izss otherwise indicated)

1.

fol

jes!

1ininste deobt limitatiecne
2, Restrict changes in taconite taxes.
3¢ Elininate longuage on banking lews.

L, Delete refercnce to rallxoad gross
earnings and refersndimMe. )

5. Conenlidate and simplify trust funds,

(Art. IV B32b; Art. VIII)

6. Allow legislature to deal with tax
exennt properiye

7s Create leglslative post-auditor.

VII. Constitutional Revision {Article XIV)

1, Fequire two=thirds of leglslatiwe to

rropose amendments.

20 Reguire majority voting on question
to zetify emendments

3. A1low submission of amendment or a
new constitution at special election.

Constitutional Action Telen

1956 Amendment

1956 Amendment

1962 Amendnent

1964 Amendment

195% Amendment (partial)
No acticon

1956 Amendment

1962 Amendment (partial)

1970 Amendment

Ne Action taken

fio Action

No Action. 1974 Anmendrment
for 59% majority voting on

question feiled to te ratified.

No Action

Recoomendation of the 1972 Commission

Recommended by 1972 Commission

Further ccnsollidation recommended by 1972
Commission ‘

Retention of simple majority recommended
by 1972 Commission

Recenmends elthexr present majorliiy of all

glectors or 55% of electers voting on qussiis

Recommended by 1972 Comaission



of the 1948 Commission

B, Require pericdicie su
guestion of c2lling conztituticnal
convention:

5, Provide that the qaestlﬂn of calling
o2 convention reguire only a majority
vote of the leglslature.

constitution ve

utmiszicn of ammendments on
subject.”

Constituti 1 Action Tsken

No Action

¥o Action

1954 Amendment

Ho action

Recommnendation of the 167  .cax

Not recommeonded by 1972 Commission

Reccmmended by 1972 Commission

Not Recommended by 1972 Cer
cause of liberal Jundic



“APPEMOVX C

TR CONSTITUTICONAL STUDY COMMISSIONS OPERATIVE BETWERN 1968 AND 1972!

Arkansas
California

Delaware

Gec;rgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indi;ina
Kansas
Minnésota_
Mon‘tana
Nebraska
New Mexico
North
Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma

South
Carolina

South
Dakota

Number of Members

25: 2 ex officio, 23 appointed, repre-
senting all congressional districts

30: 10 appointed by gov., 5 by ch.
justice, S by spxr. of hs., 5 by pres. of
sen., 5 by bar assn.

74: 14 ex officio legislators; 60 ap-
pointed by Jt. . Comm. on Legislative
Organization :

15: 5 appointed by gov., 5- by pres.
of sen;,"5 by spkr. of hs., represent-
ing all counties, Wilmington and
both parties

28: 7 ex officio, 5 legislators, 16 zp-
pointed by governor

15:. S appointed by leg. council, 5 by
gov., 5 by chief justice

26: 10 appointed by gov., & by spkr.
of bs., 8 by pres. of sen. (equal party
representation)

34: 16 appointed by 1t. gov. 16 by
spkr. of hs., 1 by gov., 1 by sup. court
(equal party representation)

12: 3 appointed by gov., 3 by pres. of
sen., 3 by spkr. of hs., 3 by ch. justice

48: 27 legislators, clerk of hs., sec. of
sen., It. gov,, 18 eppointed by specific
organizations

21: 6 appointed by each house, 1 by

ch. justice, 8 by gov.

16: 4 appointed by each house, by gov.,
by ch. justice (equal party representa-
tion)

12: 6 appointed by leg., 3 by gov., 3

by sup. ct., representing all congres-

sional districts

11 appointed by gov., representing all
judicial districts and both parties; 4
advisory legislators

25, appointed by bar assn. (15
lawycrs, 10 non-lawyers)

2: all appointed, 12 from legislature

21, all appointed: 11 legislators, 10
others representing all congressional
districts

12: . pov., spkr. of hs,, 6 legislators,

<4 appointed by gov.

13: 11 appointed, 2 ex officio, repre-
senting both partics

’ Ap{)mprinlihn_
$100,000 (70-71)
$100,000
Open-ended (at
least $2,883,315)
$25,000 plus
foundation aid
$75,000
$47,000
$75,000

Open-ended

$31,840

31‘00,000::}‘
$25,000
$30,000
$75,000
$138,000
25,000 foundation

$
grant

$100,000 first
bicnnium, now
$150,000 a year

$25,000

about $40,000
$25.000 initially;
$111,500 thru 1973

41

Duration
1969-
1967-68
1963-71

1967-69

6 mos. in 1969;
much done by
1965-69 comm.

1965-69
1967-69
1967-71

9 mos. in
1968-69

1970-72
1971-72
1969-71
1969-70
1963-69
9 mo. in
1969

1969-79
6 mo. in
1969

1966-69

1969-75

Action

Interim 1971 report recommended
chianees in five areas. Final report
due NMay 1973, to propose total
revision

Recommended constitutional con-
vention  (unsuccessful). Proposed
new document

Proposed series of amendments al-
most completely revising constitu-
tion over scveral elections

Submitted new constitution

Submitted new counstitution

Submitted new constitution, re-
vised by legislature and- rejected
by voters in 1970

Recommended constitutional con-
veation (successfully held) and
permanent commission

Recommended series of amend-
ments and permanent commission

Recommended extensive change

Requested to report to each session
till total revision completed. Re-
ported 1971 and 1972

Recommended phased revision, 5
priority amendments for 1973, and
another study commission

Recommended constitutional con-
vention (successfully held)

Recommended series of amend-
ments

Recommended constitutional con-
vention (unsuccessful) and new
document -

Recommended 10 extensive amend-
ment changes, submitted as series
by legislature

Requested to report each two
vears. Began reports in 1971

Recommended  extensivée changes
in major articles

Recommended 17 articles to sub-
stitute for present constitution, S
approved, 1970; § more, 1972

Recommending series of articles,,
L&)



APP'H\’& DIX B—CONSTITUTIONAL STUDY COMDISSIONS GPERATIVE
BETWIEN 1968 AND 1972'—Continued

\ .
State Number of Meinbers Appropriation Duration Action
| : ‘ .
: Texas 25: 10 legislators, 10 appointed by Open-ended 1967-68 Submitted revised document
{{ _gov., 5 by ch, justice ;
i ' . .
; Utah 16: 9 appointed to sclect 6 others, $20,000 first yr. 1969-75 Recommending  series of amend-
& 1 ex officio $30,000 a yr. there- ments;  new  legislative  article
: after adopted 1972
Vermont 11: ch. justice, atty. gen., 61chslators $2,000 - 1968-71 Recommended limited constitu-
3 appointed by gov. tional convention, 1968; 15 pro-
posals in 11 areas, 1971
Virgi'nia 11 appointed by gov. $75,000 ’ 9 mos. in Submitted revised document; ap-
! 1968-69 proved 1970 as proposcd
Washington 20: 2 ex officio, 18 appointed by gov. Up to $25,000 1968-69 Recommended gateway amend-

ment and phased revision; submit-
ted 8 maodel articles

i 1Data from Bool of States for 1970-71 (pp. 22-25) and 1972-73 (pp. 17-19); and Appendix B of Modernizing State Constitutions,
1966-1972, both published by the Council of State Governments.
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* Taken from final report Minnesota Study Commission Page 41
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18. Lawrs of NMinnosoin for 1957 Chopiex 839 PP<1109-1111.

19, Ibid.

‘o 20, Flnal Report of the 1548 Hinnesota Constitutionsl CGomniss pmé?wé%

21y Ibide, 57

Res Ibidc, Po55

“23¢ Laws of Minpesota for 1955 Chapter 882 pp. 155.)“1558

_‘2"%@ Lavs of Minnesota for 1961 Extra Se’zssicvz Cha apter 99 vp.1839- 1842,

25 Lavs of Minnesota forx 1963 Chepter 99 pp. 156-157.

L

[

260 Mitau, G. Theodore: Minnesots Lay Review vol.id no.3 p.477

2? 4 Ibid Y

£28¢ Pinal Repont of the 1948 Himnesota Constitutional Coanissicn pp.63-6h.

29, Ibid., §p°6$~650

+30. Anderson L ndell R.t "Special Mescage on Constitutional Revision® quoted
in !,ﬂucrmn, luner L. etoaled Finnl ch“x‘: of the Mimmesota Goas»ii sbional

Study Commission St 'P*mlz State o_c Minnssota, Febuary, 1973: p.6
31a Ibide -

32 Lays of Ninmesots for 1971 Chaptex 806 B 3 pp.l5iil-1542.

33, Ibide o

Bhe Ibid.
< -35s Andersen, Eimner L. et. 8l.! Finzl Revort of the Mimmesota Constitutiocnal
Study Conaission. Ste Pauvls State of His nf*z:m,a,, Febuary, 1973, p.ii
The Henber of the 1972 Commiszslon ares Elmex L. Anderson, Carxl A. Auesboch,
Robert Je Brown. Jack Davies, Aulrey Vo Di:r:lgm? Ozville J. Evenson, Richord We.
Fitzainons, 0.J. Heinliz, Joyce A. Hu@h@sp Carl A, Jenb&n,, Betty Kane, L.J. Lee,
Ernest A. Lindstron, Diana E. Murphy, Jostice Janes G. Otls, Joseph Prifxel,
Kexrl Fo Rol*“xa,), Duane.G. Scribner, Robert J. Tennsssen, Stanley N. Thoxup,
and Kenneth Wolfe.

Jég Hlatu, Ge Theedores "Paxrtial Constlitutional Revislen Through Plecemeal
and Conprehensive Amendmentss RBefoxm Patterns of the 1960s” Paper as a con-
'erbu.,ion to Contenpoaracy Aooreaches o State Censiitutional Revision (1\1:3»33 L.
Glen, ed.) Sicux Falls, South Dakotas University of South Delotz, 1970. p.53

37 Ibld., vpe53=5%,



;55
_5{"

eanta (wzmw uticnsl

aber, 729 p=11

3%.. Final Repoxry of the 1972 Minnesota Cons ii.ﬁion 1 Study Commission. p.l

L;Qv ibid. ?e16

L1, Thid,

1‘354 Ibiﬁ.a, p;; 23
z‘%’éa Ibid“t 13536 ‘ -

L7, Final Repor

L8, Ibid., 1.18
N9 . Ibid. .
50, Xbid., pel?
51 Ibide, 10.23~2%

52: 1bids, pe?2

53, Tbid., pe

5'% Ihideg P 29

zpureas Conn

© of the 1972 Hinnessta Constlin

omnltte Rap Tt to the Hinnesoia Coustiinticnal Study
2 BEY :-'1.5 L v{ﬂﬂﬁrg 1/220 .3 8""119

ticunal Study Comnissions p.l17

aitte Report to the Hinnessta

~

Pouly St

61, Ibide, - 37

2. Ihids

%
of Minnesota, Novenbar, 1972,




63, Final Re"jor‘{: of the 1972 Himmesotz Constitutional S‘tuciy Commlssion pp.43-54

6, This table was derlved from the electlon returns publiched by the Secra{,axy
of State’s Office as the Mimnesota Legls J;m;we Mannal.,

|
\

65; HMimnesota Soclo-Eeonomic Population Charseteristics Fourth Count of the
1970 Censuse. 3 volse. St Paouls Mlnnesota State Planning Agency. April, 1972,

66, Veaver, James, eteal.: Report on Voiing Procedures Minnespolis: The Citizen's |
Lca,g,ueg 1966, pa7e « .

67 Laws of Minnesota for 1976 Chapter 224 p.
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