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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION OF 1966 

JUNE 9 9 1966 

(The session began at 11:40 A.M.) 

PRESIDENT ADRIAN M. FOLEY, JR.: Will the 

Delegates please take their places. 

The Twelfth Session of the Constitutional Con

vention of 1966 will please come to order. 

As the Delegates know, our meetings will commence 

with the invocation of Our Lord's blessing and we are 

again favored with the presence and words of wisdom of the 

Chaplain from Rutgers University. You have previously 

met our distinguished Chaplain and I would at this time 

request the Reverend Bradford Sherman Aber~ethy to please 

open our session. 

REV. BRADFORD SHERMAN ABERNETHY: Let us pray. 

Almighty God, before whom all men stand equally in stature 

and in need, and to whom we give thanks for all the 

blessings of this life, we offer now our pray~rs of 

gratitude for our State and our Nation. 

Thoti hast endowed us liberally in this good land. 

For our farms and villages, our industries and cities, 

our schools and our places of worship, for the rich 

variety in our people and for the lively love of liberty 

make us truty irateful~' 

As we have opportunity, grant us to be worthy and 

faithful stewards of what has been entrusted to us. 
( 

We ask that Thou wilt further bless u~ with wise 
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and imaginative guides into the days ahead. To those 
·'· 

gathered here grant the will to seek solutions, ,the skill 

and perserve·rance to find solutions and the courage to 

act upon what they find. May their labors be rewarded 

by the knowledge that they have reasoned together in 

honesty and in fairness and have fashioned well for the 

good of all the people. 

As we begin this session asking for Thy guidance 

and blessings, gr_ant us to continue in it, in .;expectancy and 

hopl! and end i_t in the assurance that we have not worked 

alone. Amen. 

PRESIDENT: In the name of the Convention may 

we thank Rev. Abernethy for his kindness -in being with 

us and for the·words of wisdom imparted. 

You have the minutes of the last session before 

you, are there any a(\ditions, omission or corrections? 

Hearing none,: what ':is your disposition? 
i ' 

.. MR. J. EDWARD CilABIEL: Mr~ President, I move 

th~ minutes be ac6epted as printed. 
\ 

MR .. G. R0l3ERT SARCONE: Second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: A motion has been made and seconded 

that the minutes be accepted as read. 

All those in favor will. signify by saying 11Aye. 11 

(Chorus o;f "Ayes") 

Those opposed? 

(Silence) 

.· The motion is carried. 

Mr. Secretary, would you-please call the ·roll. 
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(The Secretary cal 
Delegates answered as thei 

ATLANTIC COUNTY 

:Lilienfeld, Ponzio 

. BERGEN COUNTY 

Andora, Bartoletta 
Inglima, Jones, 0' 
Weber, . Woodcock 

BURLINGTON COUNTY 

Belopolsky, Dim'on, 

· CAMDEN COUNTY 

Deighan, Bennie, -~ 
Thatcher, Perryjl w 

CAPE. MAY COUNTY 

Perskie, Sandman 

CUMBERLAND _COUNTY 

ES SEX COUNTY 

Bate, Clancy, Clai 
Foley, Handler, Jc 
Sarcone, Stiles, 1 
Dunn, Hume 

GLOUCESTER COUNTY 

Connery, · Hunt, · Ca1 
Dugan, Gaulkin 9 G: 
Koch, MacPhail, M1 

HUNTERDON COUNTY 

Lance, Ri ttenhous• 

MERCER COUNTY 

. Bash, Goldberg, H1 

Lockard, Pierson 

MIDDLESEX COUNTY 

Borst, Crabiel, E 
Metzger, Willis, 



days ahead. To those 

seek solutions, , the skill 

ions and the courage to 

heir labors be rewarded 

reasoned together in 

e fashioned well for the 

n asking for,Thy guidance 

inue in it:, in _;expectancy and 
~ 

e that we have not worked 

of the Convention may 

kindne,ss -in being with 

imparted. 

the last session before 

mission or corrections? 

·our .disposition? 

MrG President, I m0ve 

ted. 

Second the motion. 

s been made and seconded 

read. 

signify by saying 11Aye. 11 

u please call the ·roll. 

(The Secretary called the roll and the following 
Delegates answered a~ their names were called.) 

ATLANTIC COUNTY 

,Lilienfeld, Ponzio, Bozarth, Farley 

- BERGEN COUNTY 

Andora, Bartoletta, Becton, Bertini Borg Durkin 
Inglima, Jones, O'Connor, Peer, Sam~artin~, Skevi~, 
Weber, -Woodcock 

BURLINGTON COUNTY 

Belopolsky, Dimon, Forsythe, Kelley 

CAMDEN COUNTY 

Deighan, Bennie, Malandra, McCord, Scholz, 
Thatcher, Perry, Weinberg 

CAPE MAY COUNTY 

Perskie, Sandman 

CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

·1·•,-:L:· I,Io:ruvitz, Lupton 

ESSEX COUNTY 

Bate, Clancy, Clapp, Cohen, Duff, Fernicola 
Foley, Handler, Jacobson, Kimmelman Lynch,' 
Sarcone, Stiles, Tate, Tompkins, Va~ Riper, 
Dunn, Hume 

GLOUCESTER COUNTY 

Connery, Hunt, Caulfield, Cotton Castano 
D • ' ' ugan, Gaulkin 9 Glauberman, Grossi, Kelly, 
Koch, MacPhail, Musto, Roth, Phelps, Roberson 

HUNTERDON COUNTY 

Lance, Rittenhouse 

MERCER COUNTY 

Bash, Goldberg, Hollendonner, Weinroth, 
Lockard, Pierson 

MIDDLESEX COUNTY 

Borst, Crabiel, Evanko, Gallagher Jacks, 
Metzger, Willis, Yelencsics ' 
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MONMOUTH COUNTY 

Beadleston, Gross, McGann, Reilly, Sterner, Stout 

MORRIS COUNTY 

Hillery, Manahan, Maraziti, Roach, .Thomas, Barklis 

OCEAN COUNTY 

Gucci, Novins 

PASSAIC COUNTY 

Biber, Dunn, Evers, Keegan, Lacava, Roemer,, 
Sisco, Sullivan 

SALEM COUNTY 

Davis, Leap 

SOMERSET COUNTY 

Bateman, Meredith, Ozzard, Shaffer 

SUSSEX COUNTY 

Hollander,.Woolfenden 

UNION COUNTY 

Bailey, Cawley, Dietz, Gannon, Jamison, 
McDonough, McGowan, Schreiber, Orkin, Pfaltz 

WARREN COUNTY 

Curry, Dumont 

SECRETARY JOHN E. DIMON: Mr. President, you have 

a quorum and you may proceed with the agenda. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

The reports of standing committees? 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Beadleston. 

MR. ALFRED N. BEADLESTON: Mr~.President, the 

report of the Organization and Operation. Committee, which 

was filed with you at our last meeting, has now been 

implemented, printed, put into final form and duly signed 
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PRESIDENT: Thank y1 
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1 , Rei 11 y, Stern er , Stout 

:i, .Roach, . Thomas, Barklis 

m, .Lacava, Roemer, 

L, Shaffer 

mnon, ·Jamison, 
!iber, Orkin, ?faltz 

Mr. President, you have 

1 the agenda. 

:-. Secretary. 

::ornrni ttees? 

Beadleston. 

Mr~.President, the 

>eration. Comm1 ttee, which 

~eting, has now been· 

tnal form and.duly signed 

by Co-Chairman Crabiel and myself, has been mailed to 

all the Delegates, and I now·present it to·you in that 

final form. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Beadleston. 

The report of the Organization and Operation 

Committee, which you have before you, having been filed 

and advanced, without reference, imm~diately to second 

reading, the Chair will at this time.rule that all the 

proposals contained in the Operation Committee's report, 

which incorporate also all those proposals, .petitions 

and other matters considered by the Ope_J:'ation Committee, 

are deemed to be properly before the House, the subject 

of debate, discus~ion and action on second reading today. 

Unless the Chair hears a dissenting note, it will 
I 

consider its action to have the approval of all the 

Delegates. 

I should state further that the recommendations 

of the Operation Committee, as to the order in which 

matters shall be considered, as suggested by the Operation 

Committee, will be followed in this regard. 

Debate will be entertained and if the question is 

moved votes will be taken first on Proposal No. 46, that 

is the first item on the Operation Committee's report. 

Following in order will be action and again,if the motion 

to-move the question is made, votes will be taken on.: 

Proposals.No. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

In your consideration of any question, the rule 

states the time limitation a speaker may require and also 
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the order in which preference shall be giijen to a speaker. 

The Chair wishes to point out that there is 

available to every Delegate the opportunity to preserve 

for reconsideration any proposal which is voted upon 

today. The means of preserving a proposal for reconsideration, 

as spelled out in the rules 9 are as follows: 

A person must be a member of the majority and to 

become a member of the majority a proposer may request 

of the Chair that his vote be changed following the final 

tabulation. There will be, positively will be, a·n 

opportunity given 9 a matter of a minute or so 9 following 

the vote, for any person to reconsider and change their 

vote. 

Upon a request for reconsideration, any proposal 

must of necessity lay over, under the provisions of our 

rules. 

The Limitations as to debate are 9 as we all 

recognize, an outer or extreme limitation and the initial 

time period of 15 minutes, it is to be hoped~ is just 

that, an extreme time limit and not necessarily a 

suggested time limit. 

The report of the Operation Committee 1 having 

been received and having been considered and the 

determination of priority having been made by the Chair, 

the Chair recognizes Delegate Goldberg. 

MR. DAVID J. GOLDBERG: Mr. President~ I rise for 

the·purpose of placing before this Convention Proposal 

No. 46. 
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5 been made by the Chair 9 

Mr. President, I rise -for 

1is Convention Proposal 

I find myself somewhat surprised by the_ act;ion 

of the Operation Committee that this should be the first 

proposal to come before this body for a determination. 

I think in a sense, however, that it is entirely 

fitting that the first proposal to b~- :consi'dere'd by1- -this 

body formally be one c9ntaining the element of unicameralism· 

because I think we have all learned in this Convention 

that there is a great deal of interest and a fair amount 

of support £or this basic concept. And I think even 

those people who came into this Convention with a belief 

in the idea of one house were surprised to find the breadth 

of interests and the strength of opinion· in support of this 

general proposition. 

We know that there is only one legislature in the 

United States which now has unicameralism, and this fact 

alone would seem to rule out any serious consideration o•f 
' 

such a proposition. ,But I think we have all learned also 

that the factors which determine the kind of government 

that we wish for our legislature were seriously changed 

by the decision in Reynolds v. Sims. The reasons for 

pref err.ing two houses over one no longer contain the 

same validity, no longerlave the same purp,ose behind 

them. We are now confronted with a mandate of the United 

States Supreme Court interpreting the Constitution of the 

United States which now says that all elected representatives 

in the State Legislature must represent population, and 

that ~o other factor can be.given any major consideration 

in the apportionment of members of the legislature. And 
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this factor alone makes it necessary to consider very 

seriously what functions a two-house legislature has. 

I have not considered myself a proponent of only 

unicameralism, indeed I have a proposition with other 

Delegates for a bicameraL,legislature o And?. the ref ore, 

I, for one, am not one that is wedded to unicameralism 

alone. I can, under proper circumstances, support both. 

But I think there are very compelling reasons why this 

entire body could consider carefully and seriously the 

advantages that will be inherent in a unicameral proposal. 

For one thing, we know that many delegates, 

.probably a clear majority of the delegates, are seriously 

concerned about providing representation for every county. 

And we know, based on the population figures of our various 

counties, that this means that we must consider a 

legislature somewhere in the neighborhood of 100 members. 

Andpresutnably in a bicameral legislature this would mean 

that we would have an assembly in that neighborhood if 

we wished to in fact guarantee every county one seat. And 

if we were to have a bicameral legislature with such an 

assembly, based on the discussions we've had during the 

many weeks of this Convention, it would appear that this 

would then·require an additional house, a senate, of 

forty members. And we would find in New Jersey that we 

would move from a legislature, last year, of 81 members, 

and a legislature of this year of 89 members, all of a 

sudden to a legislature of 140 and perhaps even 150 
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members. 

Now this is not necessarily bad. But I think 

we are all sorely troubled by the consequences of so 

increasing the size of the legislature if it is in any 

way avoidable. And I would point out that what, in effect, 

.you would have under those circumstances is really a 

bicameral legislature consisting of the concept of 

unicameralism in the · assembly wi'·th th. e addition of a senate. 

And the question is, do we need it? and does it serve any 

use.ful purpose? 

And, as I say, now that the Court has ruled that 

all representatives must be selected on the basis of 

population alone, it is somewhat difficult to see what 

additional function the senate can perform beyond an 

assembly that is so structured, especially an assembly as 

large as a 100-man house. 

Now it is true that tradition would seem to dictate 

that a bicameral legislature has many advantages. And 

we have heard many arguments about the advantages of a 

s~cond look, and the advantages in defeating hasty 

and I thi.nk everyone would wani to avoid legislation, 

a situation where you had hasty legislation or ill

conceivedlegislation, but I would point out that in 

a unicameral legislature there are ways of safeguarding 

against any of these evils; for instance, on constitutional 

amendments, which now can be passed by both houses of 

the legislature in one year, .it is possible, for instance, 

to require that no constitutional provision could be 

9 



passed until after two years. Provisions could be 

written in indicating that a minority of the legislature 

could hold action over on any piece of legislation 

for a week or so, or whatever time period is deemed 

desirable. Requirements could be written in that would 

make it necessary to have a public hearing on legislation 

if a small number of representatives in that house so 

desired. 

So I think the problem of ill~conceived or hastily 

conceived legislation is a problem that is not peculiar 

to unicameralism,in the first plac~ and a problem that 

can be guarded against in any kind of a legislature. 

Now the particular proposition that I advance 

today is basically for a unicameral legislature, a senate, 

consisting of not less than 100 nor more than 120 members 9 

every county will be entitled to at least one representative 

and members would run generally at large, except in those 

counties which would elect eight percent or more of the 

total number of representatives; and these larger counties, 

half of the members would be elected at large, the 

remainder would be elected half from each of two equal 

districts within the county. In a hundred member senate 
' 

for example, Essex County would have 15 representatives, 

7 of whom would be elected at large and 4 from each of 2 

equal senate districts: Bergen wo·uld have 13 · , representatives, 

5 elected at large and 4 from each of 2 equal ~enate 

districts; Hudson would have 10 representatives, 4 elected 

at large and 3 from each of 2 equal senate districts; 
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neral legislature, a senate, 
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E from each of two equal 

In a hundred member senate, 

i have 15 representatives, 

large and 4 from each of 2 

would have 13 representatives, 

each of 2 equal ~enate 

J representatives, 4 elected 

equal senate districts; 

Union would have 8 members, 4 of whom would be elected 

at large and 2 from each of 2 equal senate districts; 

the remaining counties, having 7 representatives or 

less, would elect each of their representatives at large 

within their county. 

The proposal further provides that once this 

program is in operation half of the senate shall be 

elected every 2 years, each senator having a term of 4 

years. In a 100 man senate this would mean that in the 

largest county, Essex, with a total representation of 

15 members,in any election a voter would have to select 

no more than 4 at-large representatives and 2 from within 

his district. And I believe that:this would tend to guard 

against one of the objections to a large house, namely, 

that the~e :~ould be so many representatives that a voter 

could not effectively choose from among them. 

I think that this proposal, and I think the arguments 

basically before this house are familiar to everyone and, 

therefore, Mr. President, I will reserve my remarks for 

any questions that may arise. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The Chair recognfzes Mr. Sarcone. 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President, through you, before 

addressing remarks in opposition to this proposal, may 

I ask the sponsor a question? 

PRESIDENT: He will respond. 

MR. SARCONE: First, is there any state in the 

United States with a unicameral or bicameral legislature which 
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provides for an election of representatives at-large 

and in single-member districts? 

MRo.GOLDBERG: Pardon me 9 was that in single-member 

.districts? because this is not a single-member proposal. 

MR. SARCONE~ wo/:r: with sub-districts. 
I 

MR. GOLDBERG: . Well, at the time that Reynolds v. 
I 
l 

Sims was decided, the:rie was a companion case, ,Davis v. 

Mann, and in there the Supreme Court discussed the theory 

concept of fl~terial di~tricts 9 and I would submit that 

what is set forth in proposal 46 is a type of floterial 

district~ 

That case involved the Commonwealth of Virginia and, 

as a matter of fact, in Virginia at that time they were 

using 9 from time to time, a floterial district which 

consisted of 1 representative elected at large in an 

area consisting of several counties and 1 representative 

from a county by itself. 

I believe this is comparable, in many respects'il to 

what .is being suggested in Proposal No. 46. 

I will say, however 9 in answer to the question, that 

this is not now, at this time, a general practice, but 

I think Reynolds v. Sims is changing all of the general 

practices. 

MR. SARCONE~ Through you, Mr;, President, another 

question. 

I call attention to paragraph 2 which provides 

that'the·senators shali be elected at large from their 

.· respective counties, except that· in each county allotted 

12 

a number of senators equal 

of the total number of sena 

what basis, untler the Pone 

under what principle doest 

MR. GOLDBERG: Well 

I'm certain, if you are goi 

for any purpose, it is in a 

sense the 8 percent figure 

How~v~r, theref~ a 

that figure. Basically, I 

within each county. I have 

believe that we are all wed 

counties in New Jersey are 

extremely vital that we mai 

possible, representation as 

this State and that that sh 

this State, not merely the 

There is, however 1 
'\ 

we've all recognized it and 

county ~ith an extremely la 

them strictly at large, you 
J 

delegation running at large 

this; re~ult because ~hey fe 

voter to make a &election b 

peopl.e. . As a result, this 

the largest county 8 percen 

for determining whether a c 

large category; that you wo 



representatives at-large 

ts? 

n me, was that in single-member 

ot a single-member proposalo 

with sub-districts. 

at the time that Reynolds v. 

a companion case, Davis v. 

me Court discussed the theory 

ts, and I would submit that 

1 46 is a type of floterial 

~e Commonwealth of Virginia and, 

ia at that time they were 

Eloterial district which 

e elected at large in an 

Junties and 1 representative 

nparable, in many respects, to 

,:,oposal No. 46. 

in answer to the question, that 

!, a general practice, but 

~hanging all of the general 

1 you, Mr. President, another 
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a number of senators equal to or greater than 8 percent 

of the total number of senators, 11 - what authority or on 

what basis, under the !1 one man, one vote" doctrine -

under what principle does the sponsor fix 8 percent? 

MR. GOLDBERG: Well 1 as Delegate Sarcone knows, 

I'm certain, if you are going to select a cut-off point 

for any purpose, it is in a sense arbitrary. In that 

sense the 8 percent figure is an arbitrary selection. 

However, there is a reasoning behind s~lecting 

that fi~ure. Basically, I have proposed at-large election 

within each county. I have proposed that because I 

believe that we are all wedded to the concept that the 

counties in New Jersey are very important and that it is 

extremely vital that we maintain for them, insofar as 

possible, representation as a county in the legislature of 

this State and that that should go for every county in 

this State, not merely the small ones. 

There is, however, one problem that crops up and . 
we've all recognized it and that is when you get into the 

county ~ith an extremely large population, if you run 

them strictly at large, you have an extremely large 

delegation running at large. And many people have criticized 

this result because they feel it is very difficult for a 

voter to make a selection between such a great number of 

people~ As a result, this plan was designed so that .in 

the largest county 8 percent seemed a reasonable figure 

for determining whether a county falls into a so-called 

large category; that you would not elect everyone strictly 
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at large but half at large and half within two sub

districts9 thereby guaranteeing,-one, that the number 

of representatives to be selected by any voter would be 

reduced and, secondly, guaranteeing each area of these 

larg.e counties some individual representation while pre

serving the at-large concept. 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President and ladies and 

gentlemen of the Convention: First, with reference to a 

remark that was made by the sponsor, he appeared to 

wonder why Proposal 46 was first on the calendar as 

recommended by the Organization Committee. 

I would like to point out, Mr. President and 

ladies and gentlemen of the Convention, that· about a week 
• 

ago, certainly afte~ the members of the Apportionment 

Committee had been working diligently in an attempt to 

not only advance proposals but to try for a compromise 

proposal which would meet the support of this Convention 

and then the matters were turned over to_ the 

Organization Committee, - it was at a meeting 1n Trenton 

of the Organization Committee when the Republican members 

of the Organization Committee were advised that.out of 

a number of plans that we had been talking about and 

suggested compromises, that proposal 46 - there were 

two others that were mentioned - but proposal 46 had 

the unanimous support of the Democrat Delegates to this 

Convention. So, therefore, it was at my suggestion, as 

the Republican Floor Leader, that if we had a proposal 

that had so much support certainly this proposal should be 
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1onsor, he appeared to 

·st on the calendar as 

n Committee. 

out, Mr. President and 

nvention, that· about a week 

rs of the Apportionment 

igently in an attempt to 

to try for a compromise 
. 

support of this Convention 

ed over to .. the 

3s at a meeting in Trenton 

;vhen the Republican members 

/Jere advised that out of 

Jeen talking about and 

>posal 46 - there were 

- but proposal 46 had 

!mocrat Delegates to this 

was at my suggestion, as 

IBt if we had a proposal 

.nly this proposal should be 

first to come to the floor for a vote so that we might 

debate it and discuss it. 

Now, as I understand proposal 46, it provides for 

a unicameral legislature of 100 or possibly to 120 

members apportioned among the 21 counties according to 

population and the Method of Equal Proportions. It 

.provides that all members shall be elected at large from 

the counties except in those counties allotted more than 

8 percent of the total members which, in effect, under 

the 1960 censu~ means the 4 largest, most populous counties 

of our State, Essex, Bergen, Hudson and Union; that· 

about one-half of the members would be divided among two 

equal population legislative districts and they would be 

elected at large from these two districtso For example, 

if 100 were the size of the legislature, Essex County would 

be entitled to 15 members, 7 would be elected at large from 

the county, 4 would be elected at large from each of 2 

districts to be drawn within the county. 

As I understand it, proposal 46 provides that 

following the 1970 and subsequent census, the legislature 

would perform the reapportionment, the redistricting and 

the classification of members into 2 classesd The proposal 

is silent as to who would perform these functions now 

for use before the 1970 census becomes effective 0 

Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen of this 

Convention, I~ on behalf of the Republican Delegates to 

this Convention, must oppose proposal 46. 

I believe that it does not meet the one-man~ one-vote 
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principle enunciated in the case of Baker v. Carr, 

Reynolds v. Sims and later decisions, and more particularly 

the recent decision in Burns v. Richardson involving the 

Hawaii Legislature. 

While the United States Supreme Court in the last 

two decisions named approved two specific legislative 

plans providing for multi-member districts with at-large 

elections in both houses of bicameral legislatures, I 

would point out that the cotirt placed 4 constraints on 

the use of multi-member districts; namely, one, and I 

quote from the court's majority opinion by Justice 

Brennan: 

t 1Where the requirements of Reynolds v. Sims are 

metu - and here the court was referring to a substantially 

equal population base, - napportionment schemes including 

multi-member districts will constitute an invidious 

discrimination only if it can be shown that 'designedly 

or otherwise? a multi-member constituency apportionment 

scheme, under circumstances of a particular case, would 

operate to minimize or cancel out the voting strength of 

racial or political elements of the voting population'. 

It.may be that this invidious effect can more easily be 

shown.u 

Two, and I quote from the court: 11 if in contrast 

to the facts in Fortson, 11 .. C:. that::i•s Forston v. Dorsey, the 

Georgia decision - 11 districts are large in relation to 

the total number of legislators, 11 

Three, 11 if districts are not appropriately sub-
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re not appropriately sub-

districted to assure distribution of legislators that 

are resident over the entire district, or" 

Four, 11 if such districts characterize both houses 

of a bicameral legislature rather than one." 

While the court did not elaborate fully on these 

4 criteria and we must await further court decisions 

regarding the specificity of each, I submit 'that Proposal 

No. 46, and all other propa.s~la. to be .. considered by this 

Convention, must be viewed with the§e 4 general standards 

in mind. 

In fact, it would appear that the sponsor of 

Proposal 46 had these standards in mind when he drafted 

this. proposal. But, I submit, it is nothing but an ingenious 

attempt to serve partisan purposes and, at the same time, 

mollify the court with a superficial, but.unr~al, compliance 

with these standards. In an apparent attempt to satisfy 

the court standard that the districts should not be large 

in relation to the total number of legislators, the 4 

largest counties are to be bisected, with at-large elections 

within the half-counties. But this goes only a fraction of 

the way the court indicated. I submit that the court 

meant single~member districts., not some superficial 

contrivance which, for all practical purposes, is still 

at-large elections. 

The sponsor, I believe, also had in mind the court's 

admonition that no multi;..member, at-large reapportionment 

scheme can, designedly or otherwise, cancel or minimize 

any racial or political element. Again, the attempt here 
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has been to retain partisan advantage with what. is 

imagined to be the minimum compliance with the court 

standard. Again, I submit, the court was suggesting in 

strong terms single-member constituencies. Anything less 

falls short of the court's intent. 

In regard to the court's standard regarding the 

assurance that the legislators should be distributed over 

the entire district, I would call to your attention the 

present interim legislature with its multi-member, at-large 

constituencies in both houses, and your particular attention, 

for purposes of illustration, to my own county of Essex~ 

Essex is entitled to 4 senators and 9 assemblymen. 

Of these 13 legislators, as I understand it, 12 reside in 

Newark and the Oranges, the other in adjoining Belleville. 

While Proposal 46 would improve this situation 

somewhat'.I again, it goes only part of the way. Again, the 

clear ans~er to the court's standard is single-member 

districts. 

And I point out, insofar as the County of Essex 

ls concerned, that Proposal 46, with the method which has 

been suggested of at-large elections and the County of 

Essex divided in half, not only minimizes but cancels 

out the racial voting strength of a group of our county. 

One othe~ point directly related to the one-man, 

one-vote· principle. Under Proposal No. 46, again taking 

Essex County only for purposes of illustration, the 

legislators elected from that county would have equal 

standing in the legislative chambers. But some of them 
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their vote.and influence-would be the same. Would they 

represent their half of the county or the whole county? 

But they are 'beholden Qnly to the half. I find it difficult 

to :r:'~"t;t?'i:i~l,tz~ thi$ app~rtiont11~rit: .. conc<>ction w:Lth .the 

one-tnan,·· one~vote principle. 
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science p~{t}t .o;I: view,·. J~lls. short of what we should 

strive for. There can be no question that the·- greater 

the degree of at-large elections we contrive, the greater 

the possibility of cancelling out ra<;dal and political 
•·. · ... , 

' ' 

minorities. At one extreme,. we ;c.,puld have state-wide, 

at-large elections, ·which none of us wants. At the other 

extreme, we could hav~ 'proportional·repres~ntation, and 

I see very l:i, ttle or no·: sentiment for this at this 

Convention.· ' A reason~ble mid.cite cottrse would be a moderate 

size legislature with single-member district~. Any system 

that g~arant~es a politic•l party with 51 to 56 percent 

of the popular vote 67 percent of "the legislative seats 

does not pass muster. 

Proposal No. 46 would have the Legislature, at 

least aft~rCT970,, draw· thfll d.i.st:i;-ijcts. It is silent about 

·.~::,;i;~tJii'!~~¼:w::f r:0:;~;m,::::\r:::·i:~re::t a::ere 
past ·New Jersey tegislatures to warrant this delegation of 

' . . 

discretiot1qry pow~r. Witness the failure to apportion the 
. . ' 

Assembly after the 1950 census under the present Constitution. 
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Only after 11 years of delay and only with the New Jersey 

Supreme Court waiting in the wings to order its own 

reapportionment plan did the Legislature act - literally 

minutes before the court-ordained time limit. 

Witness the Legislature's failure to act after 

Baker v. Carr and Reynolds v. Sims made it crystal-clear 

that our Legislature was malapportioned. 

We would not be here today if the Legislature 

had acted. We would not be expending $1.5 million on this 

Convention. 

Witness the inordinate delay 1n complying with 

Jackman v. Bodine. 

Witness the present Interim Legislature that 

the court approved, very reluctantly, as a temporary 

plan only - a plan that the court made clear would not be 

acceptable as a permanent plan. 

Witness the present.unsuccessful, frantic, 

helter-skelter, partisan, gerrymandering, last-minute 

attempts to redraw our congressional districts. 

I ask you, what can you see in this history to 

warrant our providing constitutionally that the members 

of the Legislature should be further involved 1n 

legislative apportionment or redistricting? 

I would add one other note in this regard. I know 

of no students of the legislative process who recommend 

that the Legislature be the apportionment agency. 

Mr. President, ladies snd gentlemen of the 

Convention, obviously we are looking for a plan that not 
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1d gentlemen of the 

>king for a plan that not 

only would receive bipartisan support, and possibly 

unanimous or close to unanimous support of this Convention, 

but.a plan that is going to be acceptable to the people 

and a plan that, if it has to meet a court test, will 

pass that test, and I submit this plan could not. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair would suggest that it is a 

most distasteful duty to shorten any speaker. However, 

the observation of our rules will help to-expedite 

debate. 

The Chair recognizes Delegate Andora. 

MR. ANTHONY D. ANDORA: Mr. President and fellow 

Delegates~ The 1people of this State sent us here in a 

fashion that was almost unprecedented in the history of 

this State. We came to the floor in a bipartisan spirit" 

Our business here began in a bipartisan spirit on our 

first day. In recent weeks that spirit has all but 

disappeared. If we are to fulfil the momentous task 

and responsibility that the people of New Jersey have 

placed in our hands, we must go from this hall, when 

we conclude our business, with a plan that has received 

a substantial degree of bipartisan support. If we fail 

in that end, we have failed to discharge our responsibility 

well for the people of this State and any plan that is 

adopted may not carry in November. 

We cannot be here solely as·Republicans or 

Democrats, or come up with a plan that 4s suited only to 

the ends of one party or the other because if the lessons 

of the past, over at least a century~ teach anything, they 
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teach that both parties would be held in disrepu,te and 

that there is no such thing as a safe plan. And the 

·lessons of the 19t1;1 century, when lines were drawn back 

and fol;'th, demonstrated very, very clearly that there ·is 

no ttsafe.u system for a political party. And it is only 

that political party that has a program of·responsfbility 

to the.· needs of the people that· in the end will prevail 

and win under. any system • 

. I originally came into this hall against a 

unicameral system and for a bicameral system. In recent 

weeks.-and really in rec.ent months, the unicameral plan 

or plans or idea has been dismissed and written off 

innumerable times and yet, oddly and strangely enough 1 

we find here today, when we are ·really getting .down to 

making final decisions, or hopefully so, that the 

unicameral idea is still very much.alive. And as I 

deliberated and listened to my fellow delegates disc:uss 

b t'ne~~varlous. objectives and goals which should go into 

the ·new plan for a legislature, it came to me that the 

. bes·t system that .we could devise would be a unicameral 

system. 

And this attitude and feeling is not limited 

to one side of the aisle, but.I find significant su,pport 

among _all delegates, regardless of party label, who 

are here •. And if all of us, I feel this truly and 

strongly, were .. to. vote as our heart really dictates to 

us, I feel firmly convinced that we would go from this 

hall today or tomorrow.or next Wednesday having adopted 
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feel this truly and 

heart really dictates to 

1at we would go from this 

: Wednesday having adopted 

a unicameral plan, and thatYs what I think we ought to 

do. 

Neither political party, nor any party that might 

be on the fringes and not here represented, is going to 

be made or destroyed by a unicameral or a bicameral plan. 

That is crystal-clear. 

We have before us the opportunity to erase the 

inefficiencies, the clutter, the delays and·the lack of 

responsiveness to the will of the people by the action 

that we take here. Seyond that there is an appeal in 

the relative simplicity of the unicameral as opposed to 

the various proposals that we have before us on the 

bicameral, and a degree of closeness to the will of 

the people that is only achiev,ab 1 e through a 

unicameral plan. 

Both of the major newspapers in my own home 

county, Bergen County, have after a great deal of thought 

and study, and not hampered by any partisan attachment, 

endorsed a unicameral legislature. 

The concern that we really find here lying 

under the surface of all the delegates deals with 

the type of representation, whether it be at-large 

or districting, and I think really that the unicameral 

plans that are before us offer the best and the greatest 

and really the only area for the necessary compromise 

that can take place that can lead us to that degree of 

unanimity or majority, at least, that this Convention 

must have. Short of that we finally resort to strange 
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hybrids that really in the end, I think, will lead us 

into difficulty with the people and the electorate who, 

after we go from here, must endorse and adopt any 

legislative article that we come up with. 

While my own personal preference is not for this 

particular type of unicameral plan that I see here before 

us, I feel that the unicameral idea is sufficiently 

strong and important - important. not only in this hall 

but for the future of this State - that we must and 

should support it. 

I would like to end with a quotation from:one 

of the editorials endorsing the unicameral idea, which 

summarizes really the feelings that I have about this, 

"The most logical way for the Constitutional Convention 

to discharge its responsibility is to recommend a 

unicameral legislature.rr 

PRESIDENT: Further discussion? 

The Chair recognizes Delegate Glauberman. 

MR. ISA,.DORE GLAUBERMAN: Mr. President, I rise 

only on one question that was raised by Delegate Sarcone. 

He stated his objection to the plan, No. 46, 

that he believes that it violates the rule of one-man 
I 9 

one-vote. 

I studied the cases, and I am sure that he did, 

and I failed to find any basis for that,idea. 

The principles laid down in Reynolds v. Sims are 

rather s1"mple. F1°rst th t t t · ·· , a s a e voting for assemblies 

should come under the equal protection clause of the 14th 
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and I am sure that he did, 
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rotection clause of the 14th 

Amendment. Therefore, it means that the federal government, 

the federal court has the right to check and see whether 

there was compliance. 

Secondly, one-man, one-vote. 

Thirdly, and I think most important in connection 

with this argument, that the vote of any citizen is 

approximately equal in weight to that of any other 

citizen in the State. rvm quoting from Reynolds v. Sims. 

Now let us see whether the plan as submitted by 

Mr. Goldberg violates any of these principles. Let 1 s 

take Bergen County of a population of 780,000. Under 

this plan 5 will be elected at large, 4 will be elected 

from each of 2 senate districts. Mathematically, if 

you figure it out you will see that I living, let's say, 

in Bergen would vote for 5 - I would have 5 over 780,000, 

my weight, - then I would vote for 4 which would be 4 

over 390,000. If you add the two together you will find 

that my weight was 60,000 for senator or assemblyman, 

whatever you call him. Therefore, there can be no question 

on the principle of one-man, one vote or the weight of 

the vote because the weight of the vote - the deviations 

on the vote will be the same all over the State. 

Now, no decision, may I say 9 since Reynolds 

v. Sims modifies that pr1·nc1"ple. Th · · ere is nothing, with 

all due respect to Mr. Sarcone 1 s interpretation, ~ 

there is nothing in the Hawaii Case which changes that 

idea. 

Let me read something else from the Sims Case. 
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Here is what the Court said: 11 Single-member districts 

may be the rule in one state while another state might 

desire to achieve some flexibility by creating multi

member or floterial districts. 17 

As Mr. Goldberg pointed out, this plan embraces 

the idea for the concept for the floterial districts. 

Now, the problem for us, I respectfully suggest, 

. irrespective of the believers in unicameral or bicameral 

or multi-member or single districts, .is not to confuse 

the issue ~ith constitutionality~ 

I respectfully say, there 1s no question of 

constitutionality, irrespective of the merits of the plan 

itself, insofar as Plan 46 submitted by Mr. Goldberg. 

Thank you very much. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes Delegate Lockard. 

MR. WALTER DUANE LOCKARD: Mr. President, we have 

heard, in the nearly three months that we have been in 

this convention, many arguments about single-member 

districts and multi-member districts, and the truth is 

th•t each of them has a persuasiveness. 

And further, I believe that because these both 

have some merit in them that the plan we come out with 

should combine them both. 

I think there will be, despite the learned 

legal arguments that we have heard, a possibility of a 

fatal challenge to any proposai that we put forth to 

the people and that they pass, if it does not.have some 
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the plan we come out with 

, despite the learned 

~eard, a possibility of a 

al that we put forth to 

, if it does not have some 

single-member districts in it because it will be simple 

to prove that certain individuals, certain groups of 

individuals, politically speaking, racially speaking, and 

otherwise, will have been denied an opportunity for fair 

representation. 

On the other hand, I feel that a legislature made 

up entirely of single-member districts, while it might 

be constitutional, is not the optimum thing for us to 

present .. 

I feel this way because the opportunity for 

someone to represent the whole of a county or an area 

is a very important consideration. If we go to pure 

single-member districts, we will have gone to a situation 

in which there is maximized the principle of parochialism 

and minimizing the infLuence of over-all county con

sideration that takes in, let 1 s say, both a center city 

and suburban consideration. 

It is good to center in one manYs head the 

consideration of both kinds of interest and let him 

wrestle in his conscience and in his sense of political 

responsibility what ought to be done. 

Therefore, I, for one, shall vote for neither 

of the first two proposals presented. 

was 

PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any further discussion? 

The Chair recognizes Delegate Hollendonner. 

MIL ANTON J. HOLLENDONNER, JR.: Mr. Chairman, I 

somewhat delighte'd to hear Delegate Lockard make his 
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remarks. Throughout the Convention I do agree that there 

has been a sdnce-re feeling for a unicameral legislature. 

.However, I would like to point out briefly several facts. 

When the phrase nunicameral legislaturen is used it is 

also attendant with a prayer to all delegates to throw 

aside partisan feelings and embrace the unicameral 

.proposal or concept or id~a. Very little is made of the 

very important £actors of representation. 

The phrase is also made 9 "one-man, one-vote. 11 

This is thrown at us constantly and the delegates are 

urged to follow the theory of one-man, one-vote. 

I would like to,. in my own way, add another slogan 

to this slogan and I think to fulfil the concept that 

all 0£ us would like to and the position supported by 

most responsible nonpartisan witnesses who have appeared 

before the various committees this slogan should read, 

none-man 9 ,one-vote, one-house and one-district. 11 

Now, · lest I be charged with making a partisan 

speech, may I brie£ly read from an excerpt of the 

Trenton Evening Times of June 2 9 1966, speaking of a 

unicameral house, 11The legislature is members, or most 

of them, should be elected from single-member districts. 

This happens to be the Republican viewpoint but we do 

not adopt it for partisan reasons. There is no good 

reason why each voter in all of Essex County should 

have to pick nine unfamiliar nameB off a.long ballot 

on election day; the result is election of slates of 

nonentities 9 hand-picked by party bosses. There is no 
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an excerpt of the 
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tureis members, or most 

single-member districts. 

1n viewpoint but we do 

1s. There is no good 

Essex County should 

[!es off a long ballot 

!lection of slates of 

:y bosses. There is no 

good reason why Republican voters in Mercer County 1 s 

suburbs, or Democratic voters in certain areas of 

Monmouth County - shouldn't have a chance to elect a 

legislator of their political views at times. 11 

Thi~ article further disposes, I think, fairly 

effectively, of the argument against single-member 

districts, when it says that 11 Gerrymandering is always 

a possibility when single-member districts are drawn; 

but this could be minimized for the present by having 

the convention draw the lines, and for the long range 

by establishing a permanent bipartisan reapportionment 

commission to revise them after each 10-year census. 11 

Mr. Presiuent, I challenge the proponents of 

a unicameral legislature. If they are really sincere 

and would like to see this form of government, I 

challenge them at this time to present a proposal 

which is 1based on fair and equitable representation, 

one which does not result iri a concentration of 

legislative powers in a few large counties, be they 

Republican or be they Democrat. And again, if they 

are really sincere, I again challenge them, let's vote 

on one-man, one-vote, one house and one district. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate 

Inglima. 

MR. ROBERT J. INGLIMA: Mr. President, fellow 

Delegates, I rise to sup~ort Proposal No. 46, 

specifically, and to support the concept of unicameralism, 

generally. 
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I might preface my remarks with the observation 

that I p~rsonally support the concept of a unicameral 

plan with half single-member districts and half with 

at-large representation. 

If this- particular· p-lan under consid_eration at 

the moment should be defeated, and I might say that in 

the contest of time and place and position this might 

well be, I sincerely urge that this Convention give 

full and unqualified consideration to the many other 

plans for unicameral representation which follow in 

the body of the propo,als. 

I think we should consider several of the facts 

which confront us as we have convened today and in the 

past months. 

It has come to my knowledge that most of the 

states indeed have adopted the bicameral form under the 

reapportionment plan and mandate. However, I think one 

significant fact cannot be overlooked by this Convention. 

This is the fact that in most of these instances the 

reapportionment was accomplished by the legislatures 

previously convened in these states. 

I submit that the legislators indeed have a 

viewpoint which is peculiar to themselves and this is 

also the problem which confronIB those.legislators who 

sit in this Convention at this time. 

To the extent that this problem e~ists, those 

legislators must divorce their thinking a1:1 Legislators 

from their thinking as delegates to this Convention. 
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r submit that the New Jersey plan which has 

obtained in the past is closely similar to the federal 

plan which has existed since the creation of this 

government. 

We have~ of course, knowledge of the evolution 

of this plan through the various plans which have been 

' · · 1 h' h was of course, for a proposed, the Vlrglnla pan w lc , 

representation on popu a lon; . e 1 t . th New Jersey plan which 

ha~ as its base an equal representation by the state, one 

followed by; the largely populated states, the other 

by the smaller states; and then the Connecticut 

· h' h one house one form and the other canpromlse w lc gave 

the alternate form. 

We also know by the analogy drawn by the courts 

that we cannot follow this particular type of representa-

. nt So we are left with the tion ln state governme . 

necessity of creating a new plan. 

I would suggest to the proponents of 

far as I Can tell there are several bicameralism that as 

· have bee·n advanced by them and on their arguments whlch 

behalf. One is that of checks and balances. And I 

say this is faulty and fallacious for several reasons. 

As we now see the proposals of the bicameralistsj 

the checks and balances which have served the best 

ln the Past are now precluded because the large purpose 

heavily populated counties will control both houses if, 

indeed the small counties have any representation .at all 

in either. so that the plans~ proposals and interests of 
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the large counties will, of course, predominate. 

The consideration of the same bill by both 

houses I also submit is fallacious because it results 

and has resulted in the defeat of many worthwhile bills 

and proposals in the past and there is no reason to feel 

that it won't happen again in the future. 

You have, as well, the argument that there should 

be dual consideration for safety sake, but I say that 

implicit in this remark is the derogation of the assembly 

itself because I feel that if you have enough faith and 

confidence in a legislator to support him in either house 

you 1;,hould not derogate him by the claim that all of his 

deliberations and judgments are and should be subject to 

a check and balance by another house. 

Then we go to the argument of tradition. I say 

that we have a legislature which has as its primary 

purpose the development of legislation for the benefit 

and protection and government of the people of our 

state. 

We are living in an age of great progress 9 ladies 

and gentlemen. We find that scientific accomplishment 

has been accelerated to an astonishin& degree. I donYt 

feel that we can rely upon the simple, time-worn cliche 

or tradition to perpetuate systems which are not designed 

to permit the greatest degree of progress. 

I am not in favor of the abandonment of tradition 

but I feel that it has to be modified by imagination. 

You must have foresight and the willingness to venture 
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the abandonment of tradition 

modified by imagination. 

he willingness to venture 

in yet uqdiscovered or unexplored areas of thought. 

The produ:::t of these qualities is progress. 

The reason for our existence as delegates and 

as a convention is to create a new plan. It is not 

to disguise the old system in such a way as to make it 

judicially acceptable. 

I firmly believe that the courts have ventured 

far in the one-man, one-vote mandate.but, in effect, 

they 1ve discovered only half of a new world. They fail 

to follow through and bring this mandate to logically 

compelling conclusions. Too much time has been spent 

by the courts and by this convention and by others 

in an attempt to justify the continued existence of 

the bicameral system under the one-man, one vote mandate. 

The conclusion that I have reached is that the 

basic reason for the position of the bicameralist is 

inertia, a desire to maintain the status quo. I 

submit that had the desire to maintain the status quo 

predominated and ruled in the past, today instead of 

talking of the form of the legislature we would be 

discussing the best way to forage for food and to 

protect ourselves against the threat of the saber-toothed 

tiger and the dinosaur. 

I submit, ladies and gentlemen, and Mr. President, 

that the baton of leadership is in the hands of the 

State of New Jersey. We have a great responsibility, 

to ourselves as delegates, to our state, to our people, 

and to the nation to provide a new concept to fit the 
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times, to.make possibl~ for our State the greatest 

.progress possible. 

I submit that only unicameralism can fulfil 

the·se demands. Sin~rely and with all the persuasiveness 

at my command, I ur~e delega1e.s.:to consider, to learn, 

to fight for and to ~dopt a unicameral plan as the 

result of this Convention. 

Thank you'.. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate 

Perskie. 

MR. MARVIN D. PERSKIE: Mr. President and 

-fellow Delegates, there is another ve-ry basic problem, 

perhaps the most basic and serious. problem that con

fronts this Convention which is completely resolved 

by the unicameral resolution, that is the problem 

of_ the small counties. 

Now I feel well qualified to speak on this 

subject because I represent the smallest county ,in 

the State of New Jersey._. And al though Cape lYfay -may 

he --the smallest county, _our whaling _fleets and our _fish

ing fleets were combing - the seas and oceans adjac-ent 

-to -the State of New Je,rsey when our neighbors were 
• 

-either sand dunes or.untilled fields and bogs. _ 

The City of Cape May itself :is the -oldest city 

in the State of New Jersey. It is the olde-st resort 

in.the United States. It recently celebrated-its 

,300th birthday. In the Legislative Council which 

preceded the American Revolution, Cape May, which at 
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that time had 2,000 peoplej had a representative in 

the upper house and one in the lower house. 

We have now lost our representative in the upper 

house and we are fighting desperately to keep our 

representative in the lower house or any house that is 

established by this Convention. 

Mr. President, the unicameral system guarantees 

us a voice and I've heard many plans here today and on 

previous occasions which do not extend to us this 

guarantee. But it is most important that because we've 

been at intervals separate and independentj historic, 

geographic and economic units that we maintain our 

separate voice. 

Our problem.is not resolved by combining us with 

an unrelated group of problems from another county or 

even with a similar county whose interests are still 

distinct f~om ours. 

I ~rge the ado~tion of the unicameral resolution 

because it guarantees our voice and does not diminish 

it by adding on another house when we will have a weak 

enough voice in the one house as it is. 

Thank you • 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate Lance. 

MR. WESLEY L. LANCE: Mr. President, I think 

we all conclude by this time that there are two great 

issues which divide us here. One is the issue of 

whether the legislature should be unicameral or 

bicameral, and the other is whether the legislature 
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should consist of single-member districts or multi

member districts. 

My personal feeling is that whatever we do 

should be 100'. percent single-member districts. 

On bicameralismf that's my personal preference~ 

but I could accept a unicameral legislature if it 

consisted of single-member districts. I think there are 

many Delegates to this Convention who put the issue of 

single-member versus multi-member districts first, in 

their thinking and assessment, and the second problem 

is that unicameralism or bicameralism is a secondary 

consideration. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you, Delegate Lance. 

The Chair recognizes Delegate Perry. 

MR. ELIJAH PERRY: Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

take exception to the statement of Delegate Sarcone 

in relation to the meaning or the need for single

membeT districts, single unit districts. 

I understood that only under this process could 

members of the minority race be guaranteed representation. 

Now I understand that maybe up in Newark in 

the ~redominantly Negro area this might be the case, 

but what is the case in the entire State of New Jersey, 

applying the one-man, one-vote rule. 

I feel this way, that if both parties and the 

leadership,as here represented, from the entire State 

practice· the brotherhood of man~ there is no need 

for single-member districts. And I sincerely feel that 

whether itYs singLe~member or whether it 1 s multi-member 
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tire State of New Jersey, 

rule. 

if both parties and the 

, from the entire State 

an, there is no need 

~nd I sincerely feel that 

1hether it 1 s multi-member 

the participation of minorities will come from 

the leadership and not whether or not the state 1s 

districted by single or multi members. And I want 

to take exception to that because I know of only 9ne 

place in the State of New Jersey where this might be 

right and that is in Newark, New Jersey. The rest of 

the Negroes in the State of New Jersey would not be 

able to win from a single district. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate Jones. 

MR. WALTER H. JONES: Mr. President, in respect 

to the proposal before us by Mr. Goldberg, I shall 

probably abstain from supporting it for reasons that 

are associated with constitutional questions and for 

others which I shall enumerate quite briefly. 

The important point to be made at this time by 

myself and some of the members of the Republican 

Delegation is that we very thoughtfully support a 

unicameral legislature. 

We do not wish to reflect upon the bicameral 

legislatures of the past. We prefer to say that we 

think that a unicameral legislature can do it better 

for the future. 

The real constitutional questions that are 

involved in Mr. Goldberg 1 s plan seem to me to be almost 

unanswerable in a convention sense. I find the 

Hawaii Case cited both by the proponents of the plan 

and by the adversaries to the plan, all with equal· 

vigor and all with so-called equal appeal. 
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For myself 9 and speaking quite humbly and 

respectfully to this audience 1 I have some difficulty in 

accepting the constitutionality of the plan and with 

that stumbling block and with that cloud I come to a 

hesitancy in supporting the proposal. And the reason 

that I do hesitantly come to a stop is because I am 

firmly of the opinion that this plan, as well may be 

true of other plans that we may consider and as well may 

be true of the ultimate plan that is passed 9 will go to 

the courts. 

.And while I appreciate that the Supreme Court 

of our State within whom the problem will eventually 

reside for the State of New Jersey alone will strain to 

try.to find constitutional aspects in what we do~ I feel 

that this plan may strain them too much and I would be 

greatly grieved to find the work of this Convention 

disposed of by a judicial decision. 

In short and in fine 9 as it relates to the 

constitutional aspect, everyone in this room, Republican 

or Democrat, ought to make every effort to make a 

proposal that the Supreme Court of New Jersey - and I 

would like to introduce in this subject matter a thought 

that seems to have bypassed many of our confreres here, 

a plan that the United States Supreme will also accept 9 

because it is wrong to consider just the Supreme Court 

of New Jersey in a litigious circumstance. A litigant 

will go to the New Jersey Supreme Court but he has every 

right to go to the United States Supreme Court. So I 
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However, the plan has other problems, so far as 

I am concerned. First of all, it lacks, as far as I 

can read it, - it lacks the great principle of being 

a self-executing plan. 

This proposal does ,not eliminate in future times 

the problem of reapportionment. And I prefer proposal 

No. 33 because 33 is a self-executing proposition which 

all the time permits reapportionment done on the basis 

of the population base and ends forevermore the problem 

of determining who and where and how many people shall 

sit. 

The other thing that I find lacking in this 

proposal is that it doesnit provide for participation 

by electorate. After all 1 they are the people that the 

courts have been concerned with in Reynolds Vo Sims and 

Baker v. Carr. 

It doesnYt provide for initiative and referendum 

and I think that on this basis it has weakness. 

And lastly, without going into all the reasons, 

it lacks a uniformity. It essentially sends the 

most vexatious part of the subject matter back to the 

Legislature whereas we know the legislature will 

probably act, and I want to sa~ not without understanding 

on my part, 1n a completely partisan fashion and when 

it does act 1n a partisan fashion the results sometimes 

are rather poor as far as the State of New Jersey is 

concerned. 
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Proposal 33 proposes a clean-cut, uniform 

disposition of that problem. And where a problem arises 

as to,districting 1 it leaves it with local representatives 

or with the people of the county. And I suggest to you 

that as it relates to Mr. Goldberg's to just simply be 

in favor of these districts and then send them back to 

the legislature for the drawing of the lines, in effect 1s 

just taking a hot potato from New Brunswick and sending 

it back to Trenton. And~ of course, in the final 

analysis, that's what Trenton did the first time and that 1 s 

why we are here now. 

For those reasons, it seems to me that at this 

time I cannot support the Goldberg proposal. 

·PRESIDENT: Is there any further discussion 

before the proposer of the proposition clo9es debate? 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Goldberg. 

MR. GOLDBERG: Mr. President, without wishing 

to.unduly prdlong the debate on this proposition, I feel 

it is necessary to comment upon a few of these matters 

raised by those who apparently oppose this proposal. 

I think 1 , firstly, the argument that this 

proposal is unconstitutional is little more than a 

semantic approach on the. part of the opponents to 

this plan. 

If you want to rationalize your opposition to 

this proposal then I think you can hide behind the 

argument that itis unconstitutional. But I don't think 

you can find support in the cases. If you take Reynolds 
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)On a few of these matters 

.y oppose this proposal. 

: argument that this 

is little more than a 

of the opponents to 

alize your opposition to 

u can hide behind the 

tionaL But I don l't think 

ases. If you take Reynolds 

v. Sims - and we're not dealing here with a bicameral 

legislature, but I think in a bicameral legislature the 

same argument would hold, you will find a very clear 

language in the case that single-member districts may 

be the rule in one state while another state might 

desire to achieve some flexibility by creating multi

member or floteri~l districts. And you have B much 

more extensive discussion on the concept of floterial 

districts in the companion case of Davis v. Mann. 

And I think even those who voice the fear of 

constitutionality or unconstitutionality have been 

unable to point to anything other than the langu19ge in 

the cases which, quite correctly, I believe.9 states that 

if you use any device for the purpose of disenfranchising 

someone or avoiding representation to groups that are 

entitled to it, that the court at that time on that 

evidence will strike it down. 

But I would submit that this plan in no way 

disenfranchises anyone. This is a unicameral plan, 

basically an at-large plan, and certainly if you were 

to accept the arguments of the opponents to this 

proposal, the only plan that would be acceptable under 

the courts would be single-member districts. And yet 

this situation is by no means universal throughout the 

country although many of the states have adopted plans 

which are not single-member districts. And the fact 

that we have a combination here of election at large in 

a county, whereas some are also elected from sub-districts 
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in the county, in no way has any invidious or 

mathematical or political defect. 

As Delegate Glauberman pointed out mathematically 

each voter has the same weight to his vote. 

I can understand p~ople opposing this plan. I 

think every plan to come before this body today will 

carry with it problems that we will all feel. There is 

in ·fact, in my opinion, no perfect plan. But I think 

it's a serious mistake to throw up the cloud of 

unconstitutionality because we must all admit that there 

is uncertainty as to what the Supreme Court will do in 

the future. And if we are going to use that uncertainty 

to oppose this plan, it can by the same token be used to 

oppose ·every other. And I think we must face our 

responsibilities on the merits and I would submit that 

this plan is valid; the question of whether it meets your 

other criteria is of course one that every delegate 

will have to answer for himself. 

PRESIDENT. Thank you. 

The question is now properly before the floor. 

I would state th~t the suggestion has been .made 

by some of the 'delegates, including _our good Senator · 

John Hunt, that the vote, when taken, be evidenced by 

both oral statement and also by some visible position. 

So, therefore, while withholding judgment as to whether 

this procedure will be fpllowed in all vote's 9 for this 

vote, the first vote on a proposal, we would ask each 

delegate, when voting, to rise in his place and state his 
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ask ~or one other note of c 
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his vote, change his vote f 
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made. 

Under our rules a II 

must be made before 1he clc 

following the main motion. 
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MR. SARCONE: Mr. F 

the Chair indicated a littl 

desires that each Delegate 

in the affirmative, negativ 
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vote? 

PRESIDENT: It is TI 

follow{ng .the course of the 

that it be done. 

'The question is ~ho~ 

·roll be called. 

(The Secretary call 
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properly before the floor. 

he suggestion has be~n .made 

eluding our good Senator 

en taken, be evidenced by 

by some visible position. 

ding judgment as to whether 

wed in all vote~, for this 

oposal~ we would ask each 

se in his place and state his 

vote; if it be an abstention, that he also rise and 

state that he abstains. 

The question being properly before the floor, I 

ask £or one other note of clarification. With regard 

to preservation for reconsideration, the Chair repeats 

there will be an opportunity for any person to record 

his vote, change his vote from its previous recorded 

status, so that a motion for reconsideration can be 

made. 

Under our rules a motion for reconsideration 

must be made before -the close of the second day 

following the main motion-. 

I trust that that is clear to everyone. 

Mr. •Sarcone~ 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President, in view of what 

the Chair indicated a little earlier, that the Chair 

desires that each Delegate rise and state his vote 

in the affirmative, negative or abstention, would 

it be necessary to indicate either a vote or a half 

vote? 

PRESIDENT: It is not necessary but it would help 

following the course of the count and I would request 

that it be done. 

·The question is how put and I ask that the 

roll be called. 

(The Secretary calls the roll): 
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AYES: Andora, Bertini, Durkin 9 Inglima~ 
O'Connor, Peer 9 Skevin, Perskie fhalf vo;e) Handler, 
Jacobson, Connery 9 Cotton (half vote), Dugan 9 

Glauberman, Musto, Phelps (half vote) Rittenhouse 
(half vote), Goldberg 9 Manahan 9 Roach, Biber 9 

Keegan, Meredith, Hollander (half vote), Jamison 9 

Orkin (half vote), Curry (half vote)o 

NAYS: Lilienfeld, Farley (half vote), Bartoletta, 
Becton, Borg, Sammartino 9 Woodcock, Dimon, 
Forsythe, McCord 9 Scholz, Thatcher, Weinberg (half 
vote), Sandman (half vote), Horuvitz, Bate, Clapp, 
Kimmelman, Sarcone, Stiles, Tate, Tompkins, 
Van Riper, Hume (half vote) 9 Hunt, .Caulfield 
(half vote), Gaulkin, Grossi, Koch, MacPhail, 
Roth 9 Roberson (half vote), Lance (half vote), 
Hollendonner, Weinroth, Pierson (half vote) 
Borst, Evanko, Gallagher, Willis, Beadleston, 
Sterner, Stoutj> Hillery, Maraziti, Thomas (half 
yo,te), Novins, Evers, Lacava, Sisco 9 Leap (half 
vote), Bailey, Cawley, McDonough, Schreiber, 
Pfaltz (half vote), Dumont (half vote)" 

PRESIDENT: Are you all properly recorded? 

While the talliers check the totals, have alJ_, 

Delegates recorded their vote ·in the manner they desire? 

(Silence) 

The vote has been tabulated. Before announcing 

·the·final vote, the Chair wishes to ask if any Delegatei> 

specifically if the Proponent of the Proposal, wishes to 

be 'recorded as he is now record.edin the affirmative? 

MR. GOLDBERG: Mr. President, how am I recorded? 

PRESIDENT: You.are recorded in the affirmativeo 

MRo GOLDBERG: I. wish to switch for the purpose 

of.preserving the·proposal. A1:1 a matter of procedure 1 

do I switch before the vote is announced, or at this 

point? 

PRESIDENT: Yes. 

MR. GOLDBERG: Then please record my vote in the 

negativeo 
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e in the manner they desire? 

bulated. Before announcing 

shes to ask if any Delegate, 

t of the Proposal, wishes to 

orded in the affirmative? 

esident, how am I recorded? 

~ecorded in the affirmative. 

~ to switch for the purpose 

As a matter of procedure 9 

Ls announced, or at this 

>lease record my vote in the 

PRESIDENT: Mr. Goldberg 1s recorded 1n the 

negative~ 

The vote shows in the affirmative, 22 1/2 votes; 

in the negative, 52 votes. 

MR, GOLDBERG: Mr. President, I move that the 

vote by which Proposal 46 was lost be reconsidered. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, I move that that 

motion lie over. 

MR. SARCONE: Second the motion, Mr. President . 

PRESIDENT: The motion to table has been made 

and seconded. This motion having priority over the 

previous motion to reconsider will now be voted upon. 

All those in favor, say "Aye. 11 

(Chorus of 11Ayes 1') 

Those opposed, 11 No. 11 

(Silence) 

MR, DURKIN: Would it be possible to call out 

the number of abstentions? 

PRESIDENT: Yes, we will obtain the number 

of abstentions in a moment. 

The number of abstentions is 37. 

Noting the hour and noting also that the 
' 

cafeteria is open for lunch commencing at 1 o'clock, 

we will stand in recess until 2:30 this afternoon. 

(Recess) 
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AFTER LUNCH 

·' 
,, 

PRESIDENT: Will the Delegates please resume their 

places. 

The meeting of the Constitutional Convention will 

come to order. 

The next order of business to be presented to the 

Convention is that as recomtnended 1..n Number 2 in the 

Operations Committee report, described as a minority report 

of the Apportionment Committee 9 and for the initial present

ation as proponent of that minority report, the Chair will 

~ecognize the Delegate from Cumberland County, Judge Horuvitz. 

MR. DAVID L. HORUVITZ: Mr. President 9 this report 

was sponsored by_ Delegate Robert Nevins of Ocean County and 

myself and I desire to. address the Chair and this body on 

the iestricted phrase of alloting and allocating each 

county one vote. 
I 

So that I will not burden thi's distinguished 

assembly with unnecessary vierbiage and repetition, I 

hope to use compression and selection in my remarks. 

Since the inception of representative government 

in the State of New Jersey, each county in the State of 

New Jersey has been entitled to a representative in the 

Assembly and in the Senate. Thus historically and traditionally 

we have been wedded to this fundamental theory of government. 

This concept has served us well because in no instance are 

the interests of each county identical with another. 

Rather each county has separate and diverse situations 

affecting them aLone which are not in common with other 
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ach county in the State of 

to a representative in the 

rhus historically and traditionally 

mdamental theory of government. 

Ll because in no instance are 

~dentical with another. 

:e and diverse situations 

~ not in. common with other 

coup.ties. While one voice in the wilderness . may be a 

small one, nonetheless it can be heard. Logic and persuasion 

in. the hands ·of an articulate pe.rson are potent vehicles 

in the arena of representative government. 

It has been said by many that the size of the Assembly 

will introduce many problems. But as far as I can see, 

Mr. President, these objections reduce themselves to one 

simple objection which seems to be a janitorial one, which 

upon reflection is not a formidable reason to reject the 

whole proposition. 

I adhere to the fundamental concept that each 

political entity in the State of New Jersey is entitled 

to one vote and that county lines should be maintained 

without interference. To suggest that this idea is parochial 

.or provincial or antedeluvian is to label fundamental 

concepts of character and integrity and candor as being 

old-fashioned. Not so~ In this highly-mechanized urban 

society, fun.q.amental concepts still govern our action and 

it is well that they should. 

Since the decision. of the United States Supreme 

Court in. Bak~r versus Carr, Reynolds · versus Sim:s~_,, Lucas 

versus 44th General Assembly of the State of Colorado, 

WM CA and a myriad of others which hold Lomenzo versus • , • . 9 . 

that seats in. both houses in a bicameral state legislature 

must be apportioned on a population basis, the proposition 

of 11 0 ne man, one vote1 ' controls and so it will in a unicameral 

legislature. This is the law of the land and we accept it. 

A vote for each county gives full expression to the fundamental 
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grounds for that historic decision. 

The proposal that Mr. Novins and I move states a 

general proposition. We may have a unicameral legislature 

of 94 metnbers with a 25 per cent possible deviation, a 

legislature of 100 members with 20 per cent deviation, or 

a legislature of 112 members with no possible conceivable 

deviation. The proposal is self-executing. As the population 

increases, the legislature increases. Keep in mind, gentlemen, 

that the House of Assembly as presently constituted, illegal 

as it may be with 60 members, has remained constant since 

the year 1844 when the population of the State of New Jersey 

was ~nder 500,000 people. 

I earnestly solicit your favorable action on this 

meritorious proposal and importune your affirmative vote 

regardless of party affiliations. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you. The Chair recognizes Delegate 

Kimmelman of Essex County. 

MR. IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN: Mr. President, officers and 

fellow delegates to this Convention: I rise to speak in 

support of the concept of single-member districts contained 

in the unicameral proposal just laid before this Convention 

by Judge Horuvi tz. While I an,d my Republican fell ow delegates 

from Essex County are not completely enatnoured wi'th the 

idea of a unicameral legislature, we nevertheless feel 

that the concept of single-member districting is paramount 

and that impels us to lend our support to this plan. 

We are convened here to implement the 11 one man, one voteu 

decisions of the United States Sup:- eme Court. That is no 
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~re, we nevertheless feel 

nber districting is paramount 

r support to this plan. 

o implement the 11 one man, one vote1 t 

s Suµ- erne Court. That is no 

secret. We may differ on how best to implement these 

decisions of the Supreme Court, but I think we all must 

agree that what the Supreme Court had in mind was providing 

the best possible representation for the people and that 

is the purpose of this Convention. 

As I see it, along with my colleagues from Essex 

County on this side of the aisle, single=member districts 

are the b~st way and the most effective way of implementing 

the 11 one man 9 one vote11 decisions 9 whether it be in a uni= 

cameral legislature or a bicameral legislature. 

Our present setup of multi=member districting really 

is absurd when you think about it. In•Essex County, for 

instance~ and you can take Hudson and Bergen with somewhat 

lesser numbers - we have 26 candidates on a ballot on two 

lines, all strung out. Bergen is somewhat less and Hudson 

somewhat less. I think if we permit a situation like that 

to continue where voters without any familiarity whatsoever 

with the candidates are confronted with a ballot with 16, 

20 names 9 and with some proposals in this Convention 9 it 

would string out as far as 30 and 40 names, If as delegates 

we permit such a situation to remain 9 we have abdicated 

our responsibility, 

I hear cries from some 0f the Democrat delegates 

here that if we had single=member districting, it would 

lead to all sorts of gerrymandering. But we can build into 

the proposals the constitutional principles of contiguity 9 

compactness and districts ·substantially equal in population 

to guard against that type of political gerrymandering to 
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which they speak. But multi-member districting really 

leads to a more serious typ·e f · o gerrymandering, a gerry-

mandering which can and does deprive minorities of their 

voting strength.and as a matter of fact multi-member district-

ing is the most convenient in.strumen.t for · · ·.· watering down. 

the effect of minorities and group votes 0 

Today in Essex County 9 for instance, there is no 

guarantee that minorities will have adequate .. representation 

on the tickets when-they are made up 0 I want to commend 

Delegate Perry from Camden County for his candor and honesty 

in his remarks with respect to the Newark situation.., A 

racial minority in.Essex County, situate in Newark, may be 

entitled to three or four Assemblymen., three or four SenatoFs, 

in a unicameral house. But there is no guarantee that they 

will have that number of candidates placed on a ballot. 

With respect to single-member districting, there would be 

that guarantee and they would have their voice. 

Now I say to Delegate Percy and other delegates, 

we are here to fashion a constitution or an article in a 

constitution. which will last not just for a few years, but 

for decades. Today we have a situation that prevails in 

Newark. Delegate Perry and others will admit it prevails · in 

Newark and should'be-rectified. Tomorrow this situation 

will be in another county, in another city .. We have to 

provide something here at this Convention to last and to 

cover those situations. 

in a As we see it, we can't deal with the problem· 

vacuum. We have tq,e Supreme Court decisions to go by. We 
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Perry and other delegates 9 

.stitution or an article in a 

not just for a few years 9 but 

a situation that prevails in 

others will admit it prevails in 

ed. Tomorrow this situation 

n. another city. We have to 

is Convention to last and to 

t deal with the problem {n a 

Court decisions to go by. We 

have the Supreme Court setting down the doctrine that 

where multi-member districts will effectively cancel out 

the voting strength of a minority or a racial bloc the ? 

multi-member districting will be set aside. And nowhere 

in any state is that more likely to happen than in the 

State of New Jersey because New Jersey is the most densely 

populated state in the country. 

The best present this Convention could give the 

people of the State of New Jersey is single=member d,istricts 

where the people will know who they are voting for. I 

could challenge almost any delegate in this room today to 

name the 13 representatives from Essex County. You couldn't 

and that's not right. Voters should know who they are 

voting for. They should be abl~ to identify themselves 

with a legislator. Responsibility should be fixed; it 

shouldn 1 t be buried amongst 13. A voter should have the right 

to be able to address himself to his representatives. He 

shouldn't be faced with the obligation of writing a letter 

to 10, 12, 13 or more representatives and hope to get a 

reply from one. 

With single-member districting people would be 

assured of the best type of representation 9 of the best 

candidates being put forth by each party. If we all stop 

and consider this 9 if you will search your conscience 9 

if you will admit in public what you know to be so, you will 

cast your vote for any plan which embodies the concept of 

single-member districting throughout. 

[Applause] 
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PRESIDENT: The Chair recogn,izes Delegate CrabieL 

MR. J. EDWARD CRABIEL: Mr. President and Delegates 

to the Convention: I rise to oppose this proposal. I rise 

to particularly oppose the principles enunciated by the 

previous speaker concerning the need for single-member 

districts. 

I would like to point out that New Jersey is truly 

a state of home rule. In New Jersey the background of 

government is our counties. In fact 9 the Delegates to this 

Convention through their various comtni ttee:s have gone on 

record almost unanimously for the concept of maintain,ing 

county lines. They did this for a reason, the reason being 

that New Jersey is a state of home rule and that the county 

organizations, the county governments, are truly the backbone 

of the every-day affairs of running our State. 

I want to point out that the Legislature is charged 

with the duty of passing laws that affect our counties and. 

affect the way our counties are run. In fact, it is the 

legislature that creates the coµnties in the first place. 

I want to point out to you that the Freeholders, 

which comprise the governing bodies of our counties, which 

administer county government, are elected at large from the 

counties in which they govern. And I can think f th' . . . o no ing 

worse than having a legislature made up of single=member 

districts, individuals not in any way connected with the 

counties from which they come, and I can see only a provincial 

attitude on the part of most of the legislators that would 

be elected under a house such as that. 
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Mr. President and Delegates 
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I think this is very basic to our State. I 

believe that in the various court decisions concerning 

reapportionment the court took cognizance of the fact 

that under the ·uone man, one vote'' rule consideration 

could be given to counties to a certain extent 9 and 

therefore I feel it is very important to not consider 

that the people elected to the legislature,,whether it 

be in one house or two houses, be elected to single

member constituencies. 

As to the remarks of the delegate from Essex, 

where he talked about the fact ihat there is no way to 

communicate with a legislator, I know he is a former 

legislator and certainly he received much mail while he 

was a member'of the New Jersey Assembly. I can attest 

to the fact that the mailman comes to my home daily with 

a truck bringing mail. So there is no problem for the 

people of my county and I am certain there is no problem 

for any people to know who their representatives are and 

to communicate with tl:\em, On the other hand, I think 

it's very, very important that a legislator not only 

represent the community in which he lives, or· the several 

communities which are adjacent to him, but it is very 

important that he consider the entire county that he 

comes from in the way he votes on the floor of the 

legislature. 

So I would strongly urge that this Convention defeat 

this proposal of single-member district representation, 

because truly I cannot find it in my heart to think that 

this would be a proper form of representation in our 
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State, with the traditions and experience that it has 

in county government. 

I also want to pay a tribute to the very important 

services and contributions the county government does 

provide to our State and our citizens, and I think there 

is no question that on both sides of the aisle it is 

agreed that the Boards of Freeholders and the 0 political 

organizations which work with them and which they represent 

are providing the people with good representationo There= 

fore, I would urge with all the sincerity I can that no 

consideration be given to this resolution 9 particularly 

as it pertains to the single-member district approach. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Perry. 

MR. ELIJAH PERRY~ Mr. Chairman, I rise to clarify 

the statement made by the distinguished delegate from 

Essex County. I am sure, after having heard him 1 that 

he has not only misunderstood the message delivered by 

Delegate Sarcone but also my stand when I took the floor 

prior to the recess. 

I am against single=member districts - not for them. 

And I thought I made it clearly understood that I felt 

that single-member districts was not a criteria to deter= 

mine whether or not members of minorities would have an 

opportunity to participate in their government. I feel 

that we are a democratic country under a democratic 

process. I do not believe in Italians supporting just 
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1. their government" I feel 

1.try under a democratic 

Italians supporting just 

Italians, Jews supporting just Jews, and Negroes supporting 

just Negroes. I think it's a democratic country and I 

think we should support one another. 

I'm"against single-member districts; I'm against 

this proposal, and I'm for us acting democratically and 

supporting each and every member who runs for office. 

PRESIDENT~ Any further discussion? 

Delegate Duff of Essex. 

:MR. JOHN B. DUFF: Mr. President, I rise to speak 

in favor of the concept of bicameralism. From the tenor 

of some of the remarks made this morning and this after

noon, some delegates see~ to suggest that the people 

favoring bicameralism are somehow unprogressive, backward 
I 

or to use the sense of'- the remarks of my friend Mayor ' ' 

Inglima, even Neanderthal in their support of bicameralism" 

I philosophically am opposed to unicaineralisrn. 

Mr. President, what does society expect of a legis

lative body? It expects, first.of all, adequate and 

accurate representation of the electorate" It expects 1 

secondly 9 the capacity to enact adequate and effective 

legislation. It expects 9 thirdly 9 the facilities for 

the expeditious enactment of legislation that is needed 

in time of crisis" And 9 fourthly 9 Mr" President 9 it 

expects the legislature to have the ability to retard 

legislative enactment when community policy has not yet 

crystallized 1 when inac;tion is more protective of com

munity interest than is premature 9 ill-considered 

experimentation. This last function.~ I suggest 9 is cri ticaL 
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Although generally considered a controversy over 

form, the bicameral-unicameral debate is fundamentally 

an issue of political philosophyo It raises the question 

of speed and efficiency versus flexibilityo The stream

lining of deliberations is obviously attractive in our 

modern high-powered societyo It is not accidental? on 

the other hand, that the democratic influences of the 

early Greek Society and the democratic movement in the 

Eighteenth Century in .. our own country paralleled 

philosophical movement that placed more emphasis on 

contemplation rather than action" 

It is true that in today 1 s pragmatic, facetious 

society action is important and.action is often stressed 

over deliberation. But things change over the years and it 

may be in the future that we will be more interested in 

deliberating over measures and we will appreciate th·e 

time that two legislative bodies might take in considering 

a proposalo 

It is quite true that bicameral legislatures are 

in a sense inefficient 9 but is e.ffic:nency the only guide 

that we must consider in considering the structure of our 

legislature? I suggest it is not. As Andr~ Theuriet once 

remarked, ttif a republic becomes completely efficient, it 

becomes a government of expertso 11 If this be the case,:I 

go every time for inefficiency,.government of the people, 

rather than by the experts, because.too often the experts 

end up and give us a totalitarian state. When there.is 

uncertainty and"'"1:luUbt, the additional brake that the second 
' 
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As Andre Theuriet once 

)mes completely efficient, it 

'.'ts. 11 If this be the case,: I 

~Y, government of the people 9 

>ecause too often the experts 

:arian state. When there is 

ldi tional brake that the second 

house of the legislature can provide is both necessary 

and desirable in order that legislative action does not 

run ahead of popular acceptance. We have had too many 

examples in recent legislative history of the New Jersey 

Senate and Assembly that have proved quite conclusively 

that some legislation has run ahead of popuiar acceptance 9 

and we have been thankful that there has been a brake 

provided in one house of the Legislature. 

I think that the remarks of the. late President 

John F. Kennedy are appropriate here. Speaking in the United 

States Senate in 1955 on a proposal to change the system 

of electing the President of the United States 9 Mr. Kennedy 

observed 9 11When it is not necessary to change 9 it is 

necessary not to changeon 

Mr. President 9 I urge rejection of this proposal. 

PRESIDENT~ Further discussion? 

The Delegate from Union County 9 Mr. McDonougho 

MRo PETER Jo McDONOUGH~ Mro President 9 ladies 

and gentlemen of the Convention~ I rise to oppose the 

thinking of Senator Crabiel and what he had to say on 

this present proposal. 

I spent three years on the Board of Freeholders 

in Union County and never really had any trouble working 

with 21 Mayors and 42 Municipal Chairmen. I always very 

much favored their opinions because I thought the opinions 

of all of these people well spoke directly for the people 

under their control. 
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I would say that single-member districts are.the 

best for everyone. They are best for closeness to the 

•people and, while I do not in any way truly favor uni= 

cameralism 9 if it meant single-member districts it 

certainly would influence my thinking. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate Sandman 

of CapeMay. 

MR. CHARLES W. SANDMAN 9 JR.: Mr. President and 

fellow delegates: I voted against the previous proposal 

~asically because it involved itself in multi-member 

districts. I have always favored the bicameral system. 

However, since I do come from the smallest county in the 

State, I have to think of that kind of a system which will 

at least guarantee to the small county at least one seat 

in the legislature. For this reason 9 I can vote.for this 

particular plan. 

Now, I think that Judge Boruvitzvs proposal is one 

which is given in the.right direction. Number 1, as he 

said 9 it is not a final plan. It has other thin.gs that 

have to be added· to it to make it a final plan. So that 

if his plan does carry a majority of 57 votes 9 it cannot 

be the conclusion of this Convention. Other things will 

have to be done to make his a final plan. There are 

three things which: this particular plan does definitely 

fix. One, it sets the government as a one-house uni

cameral. Two, it specifically provides for single=member 

districts 9 and, three, it guarantees that e~h county 

will have at least one representative. There are 
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make final the number by which the house will be composed. 

He has no provision here as to who will set the boundaries 

or where they will be in the areas that have to be sub

divided. He doesn't provide for the operation of the uni

cameral under any method. This, of course, can be added 

by future resolutions or proposals. You could even amend 

this: to one of the Democrat proposals which I think I 

could easily vote for; namely, the Rittenhouse Plan, 

Resolution No. 26. 

The important thing that I think this does do is 

that it does give us a start in the right direction. There 

are peopl~ here from both sides of the aisle who favor a 

unicameral government. This proposal would establish a 
·-, 

unicameral. You can make many amendments to this proposal 

to make it fit something that everybody can agree upon. 

And I think we have to be cognizant of the fact that it 

would be foolhardy for us to leave here thinking that we 

have done a job if the final proposal we do adopt is 

adopted by a bare majority of one. Und~r such a setup as 

that, I would think that that proposal would definitely 

be defeated at the polls in November. I think here we 

have something that we can start on, something we can 
·\ 

expand upon, where we can carry it by a heavy vote and 

where, in November, both Democrat and Republican side by 

side can convince the people that this is the system lJew 
' ' 

Jersey should have. 
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I favor the single-member districts for many definite 

reasons. There is no question it gives the best and the 

closest representation and everybody is of the opinion that 

that government that is closest to the people has to be 

the best government. Here there can be no passing of the 

buck. Here you have identified representation. Here you 

have direct authority and responsibility of one man to the 

people who elect him. 

The Hawaii Case I think is quite clear and I am not 

going to argue the minority's point of view here. I think 

that we come the closest to living within the confines of 

"one man 9 one vote,j'j if we abide in a system of single-member 

districts. With this I have no problem in my mind and if 

we want to take the absurd example: which h:a: s. already been 

stated by the former Senator from Essex"' of the 13 existing 

seats in Essex County today, 12 come from the City of Newark 

and the Oranges and only one comes from one other municipal

ity. Now if that isn't erasing the electorate of the 

rest of that county 9 I don't know what is. This in my 

opinion strictly in itself violates the United States 

Supreme Court decision in the Hawaii Case. 

Let 1 s take the Nebraska Case 9 which is the only 

state in the Union that has a unicameraL It has 49 single

member districts. It doesn't have any districts that 

are multiple. And I don 1 t know how under any unicameral 

you can make a sensible setup unless you have it one man 9 

one district. Take the Congress of the United Stateso Is 

there one single congressional district in this country 
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unicameral. It has 49 single

have any districts that 

w how under any unicameral 

unless you have it one man 9 

ss of the. United States. Is 

district in this country 

that has more than one Congressman? Of course? there 

isn't. Each congressional district has but one. Congressman. 

Let's take another close look at what can happen 

when we get into multiple-member districts. Make no mistake 

about this; under any plan where you have multiple-member 

districts the five most populous counties of this State can 

control both houses of the Legislature. And it is possible, 

although it stretches the imagination 9 that in each county 

the vote which in Essex County, for example, which would 

elect under some plans as high as 17 members of the house -

all 17 of them can be elected by one vote. Take the absurd 

case.; if this happens in the five largest counties, each 

county carried by one vote, a plurality of five votes can 
r 

out-vote the remaining 16 counties even though they were 

carried by a million votes. Is there any person in their 

right mind that thinks that this carries out the concept 

of "'one man, one voten? I don I t think so. 

Now I am not trying to be partisan about this. I 

have no cares about who sets these boundaries. I would be 

perfectly willing to agree that a bipartisan commission set 

the boundaries. I am not saying that this Convention should 

have to do that. And if I am not interested in where the 

boundaries are set, I cannot be voting in a partisan method. 

This I think is the most important thing that draws to the 

end of being too partisan. I think something that points 

out really how a man on the street looks at this happened 

in Cape May County this week. I called a meeting of the 

Republican Committee. Admittedly it is a group of people 
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who know nothing about reapportionmento But I wanted to 

get a feeling of how they felt about this one thing. I 

explained to them very briefly what multiple=member voting 

meant and very briefly what single districts meant. One 

fellow got up, a farmer, and he said in his crude language, 

111 ain I t had much education. 11 He said, 1·11 don't understand 

anything about this reapportionment stuff." But he said, 

"If I understand the question that you asked~ if I lived in 

an area that was entitled to 16 representatives, would I 

want them all elected in one big bunch in one big area, or 

would I rather have one man elected from the area I come 

from," - and these are his words, a man who I don't think 

ever went to any school, but very successful as a farmer= 

he said, 11Senator, I don't have to be very smart to know the 

answer to that one. it He said t 1If I have 15 or 16 men 
' 

representing the area I come from, I want to know which one 

is my guy. 11 And this man, I think, hit the crux of the 

whole problem. He wants to know who is representing him, 

~ho is responsible to him and if that guy doesn't do his 

job 1 he is going 1 he 1 s going to toss him out at the next 

election. But if he has to figure out which one of 15 

represents him, he isn't likely to place the blame on the 

right person. 

This is serious business. The Horuvitz proposal 

in my opinion is the best of all proposals" It gives us 

one starting point. It is not final. It creates a unicame.ral. 

It definitely pins down single-member districts and it 

absolutely guarantees each county at least one vote. From 
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:y at· least one vote. From 

here, we can expand. Now collectively let':s do something 

where we can go to the polls in November, both sides 

together, to give this State the system it justly deserves. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? Delegate Peer;. 

MR. RICHARDS, PEER: Mr. President, fellow delegates, 

ladies and gentlemen: As the members of this Convention 

are well aware 9 there is considerable.sentiment among the 

Bergen County delegation in favor of a unicameral legis

lature. This is shared by both Republican and Democratic 

delegates from Bergen and certainly includes myself. However, 

I am opposed to any plan, even a unicameral plan, that 

contemplates an enlarged legislature, the members of which 

would all be elected from single-member districts. Such a 

legislative scheme may appear on the surface to effect 

equitable and reasonable apportionment of the legislature. 

But in my opinion 9 it would seriously damage the political 

organization of our state. Party. responsibility would be

seriously eroded, 'the influence and prestige of the legis

lature further weakened in comparison to the Executive and 

Judicial arms of the State government. It would become 

even more difficult than it is today to carry through 

programs necessary for the future prosperity' and progress of 

New Jersey. 

In the long run the people will be the losers if we 

permit any such political organization of our State by 

giving it a large legislature, all elected from single

member districts. Therefore I cannot vote for the proposal 

incorporated in the minority report of the Apportionment 
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Committeeo 

PRESIDENT: Thank youo Any further discussion? 

Delegate Tate from Essex County. 

MR. HERBERT H. TATE: Mr. President and fellow 

delegates: I arise in favor of.the single-member districts 

because I feel that for the first time and in keeping 

with the solemn decision of the Supreme Court 9 ,uone man 9 

one vote 9 ·n we are. about to have in the State of New Jersey 

true representation across the board 9 from top to bottom. 

As has already been said, under a single-member 

district plan we have the,closest representation. I think 

in the years of struggle that we have had in the State of 

New Jersey as minority groups 9 fighting for voice and 

recognition 9 not that there has ever been a denial of the 

ballot but there has been a denial of representation 9 

because we find in the State of Ne.w Jersey under the. present 

system that the only time that representation has been 

permitted, particularly to my own minority group 9 is when 

some political boss, some county leader, handpicks and 

decides that there shall be a Negro on that particular 

ticket. 

We only have to look down through the years to see 

that it was only two years ago that one other county outside 

of my great county of Essex County determined that the 

Negro had a voice and that was Mercer County. I think for 

39 years Essex County had led the way by giving the Negro 

an opportunity for representation and it was not until the 

directive of the courts that other counties began to fall in 
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line. And for the first time you had Hudson Countyf for 
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legislature. 

Now I am not speaking that the Negro should be 

singled out, but this decision was for 11 one man, one voten 

and we can no longer stand idly by and say that out of the 

goodness of some county boss's heart he-is going to select 

a minority person. 

We must be realistic. No matter how we look at it, 

wherever the person looks at the composition of a county 9 

he begins to divide it along ethnic grounds. But we shouldn't 

be placed in that position. All minorities should have an 

opportunity and this is what the court meant with Hone m~n 9 

one vote. 11 And. the closest re.presentation can come from 

that single-member district because then the responsibility 

will lie with the people there to send the best representatives 

to the legislature. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? Delegate Jacobson. 

MR. JOEL R. JACOBSON: Mr. President, I was greatly 

impressed by the eloquence of Senator Sandman, but I must 

say in all candor that his eloquence was not matched by 

his persuasion. 

In his remarks 9 Senator Sandman made two major 

points, that he supports single-member districts and he inveighs 

heavily against the winner-take-all philosophy of at-large 

elections. I would suggest 9 Senator Sandman, that your 

arguments would have been much more persuasive if you had 
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ever inveighed against the theory and practice of electing 

two United States senators at large from each state regardless 

of the size of that state, some of whom incidentally are 

smalLer than aom.e wards in our larger cities, or if you had 

ever criticized heretofore the winner-take-all policy of .the 

Electoral College which elects the President of the United 

States, a little bit more important than an Assemblyman 9 or 9 

for that matter, if I may be brutally candid, had you ever 

inveighed against the late, but unlamented Senate caucus 

system where five Senators, five·Senators from rural counties 

representing 19 per cent of the people, were able to thwart 

and frustrate the will of the remaining 81 per cent of the 

people. 

I would suggest, had you.done this before, your 

arguments today might have been more persuasive. 

[Applause] 

PRESIDENT~ The Chair recognizes Delegate Cawley. 

MR. JAMES M. CAWLEY~ Mr, President and members of 

the delegation, I would contend at this particular tirrie 

that this may be the plan that would get the most support 

from the public at large and this is the basic principle 

tl:i.at we have to remember in relation to any plan we bripg 

forth from this Convention. 

I would like to call your attention to the fact that 

we may have more outside support from organizations for 

this plan than any of the other 50 some odd plans which 

are before the Convention. 

With that in mind 9 may I state that the following 
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Jersey', the New Jersey As1 

New Jersey Motor Truck As1 

Highway Users Conference. 
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I think we should certain: 

vote before we go back to 
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t unlamented Senate caucus 

ve·,Senators from rural counties 
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u.done this before, your 
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ecognizes Delegate Cawley. 
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r. President and members of 

d at this particular time 

would get the most support 

is is the basic principle 

lation to any plan we bring 

llr attention to the fact that 

rt from organizations for 

r 50 some odd plans which 

[ state that the following 

organizations are in favor of single-member district plans: 

'the League of Women Voters, the New Jersey State Chamber 

of Commerce, the New Jersey Farm Bureau, the New Jersey 

State Grange, the New Jersey Association of Manufacturers, 

~,tte New Jersey _Education Association, the New Jersey Congress 

of Parents and Teachers Association., the New Jersey Bankers 

Association., the New Jersey Petroleum Council, the Savings 

Bank Association of New Jersey, the New Jersey Savings and 

Loan League, the Minerals and Allied Industries of New 

-Jersey', the New Jersey As_sociation of Real Estate Board~ the 

New Jersey Motor Truck Association, and the New Jersey 

Hi'ghway Users Conference. 

Now, gentlemen., this is a very impressive list and 

I think we should certainly consider it in relation to our 

vote before we go back to our constituents. 

With that, I move the question. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

I don't mean to preclude your additional motion, 

Mr. Cawley, but under our.Rules a proponent of, in this 

case, the minority report, has the right to close debate 

and, therefore, we would not wish to preclude him. 

Delegate Scholz. 

MR. FREDERICK J. SCHOLZ: Mr. President and 

Delegates, before addressing myself directly to the question, 

I respectfully ask the Chair that all the delegates be 

instructed not to indulge in personalities, not to impugn 

the motives of any delegate in the position that he might 

take on the floor; for to do ·so w~ld only tend· to lead 
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to dispute, to personalities entering into the picture and 

defeat the very pux<pose of this Convention.~ 

I direct myself specifically to the remarks in. the 

attempt by Delegate Jacobson to impugn. the position taken. 

by Delegate Sandman. 

I am very much in favor of single-member districts. 

I believe that in. this way we meet in essence the directive 

of the Supreme,Court. In. this way we can best serve the 

various segments of our population.. 

Reference has been. made several times to the Negro 

population., specifically in. Newark and my own. area possibly 

f C d C t But I t hink that other large congregations o am en oun. y. 

of people in particular areas, an:i again I will ref er to Newark, 

such as the Italian. section up along Columbus Avenue up in 

that area - there is absolutely no reason. why these people 

too shouldn't in. effect be guaranteed that they will be 

properly represented in. any legislative body. 

You can expand this and carry this on throughout the 

State in 'various areas, various groups of people, who can be 

represented at least to the extent possible numerically in 

relation to the number of representatives that we have_or 

will determine should make up our legislative bodies. 

I intend to vote for this proposal, the unicameral 

sys,tem as put forth by· Judge Horuvi tz, al though I much prefer 

the bicameral system and will support such a plan if it 

comes to the floor, bicameral with single-member districts, 

at a later, opportutiity. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair than.ks Delegate Scholz and the 
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oruvitz, although I much prefer 

support such a plan if it 

with single-member districts 
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hanks De.le.gate. Scholz and the. 

1 

Chair would like to state that he. thinks he correctly 

i11:.terpreted Delegate Jacobson's re.marks in so far as they 

ref erred to Senator Sandman as n at hi,ng, more. than a 

reference to their long-standing friendship stemming from 

many years 1 knowledge. 

Is there any further discussion? 

:MR. HORUVITZ: I move the question, Mr. President. 

PRESIDENT: The question is properly before the 

floor: The Chair takes it, Judge Horuvitz, that you are 

moving that the minority report proposed by you be substituted 

for the majority report and adopted as the. Apportionment 

Committee's report. 

I would ask the Secretary to poll the de.legation. 

SECRETARY (calls the roll): 

AYES: Lilienfeld, Farley (half vote), Bartoletta 1 

Dimon, Forsythe, McCordP Scholz, Thatcher 1 Weinberg 
(half vote), Sandfu~n (half vote), Horuvitz, Bate, 
Clapp, Kimmelman, Sarcone, Stiles, Tate, Tompkins, 
Van Riper, Hume (half vote), Hunt, Caulfield (half 
vote), Gaulkin, Grossi, Koch, MacPhail, Roth, 
Roberson (half vote), Lance (half vote), Hollendonner, 
Weinroth, Pierson (half vote), Borst, Evanko, 
Gallagher, Willis, Hillery, Maraziti, Thomas (half 
vote), Novins, Evers, Lacava, Sisco, Sullivan, 
Leap (half vote), Bate.manl) Ozzard (half vote), 
Woolfe.nden (half vote.), Bailey, Cawley, Curry (half 
vote), Dumont (half vote) 

NAYS: Ponzio, Bozarth ( half vote), Skevin, 
Belopolsky, Kelley, Deighan, Bennie, Malandra, 
Perry (half vote), Horuvitz, Lupton, Clancy, 
Cohen; Duff, Fernicola, Foley, Handler, Jacobson, 
Lynch, Dunn (half vote), Connery, Cotton (half 
vote), Castano, Glauberman, Kelly, Musto, Phelps 
(half vote), Bash, Goldberg, Crabiel, Jacks, 
Metzger, Yelencsics~ Beadleston, Gross, Reilly, 
Biber, Dunn, Keegan, Roe.mer, Davis (half vote), 
Hollander ( half vote), Dietz,- .Gannon, McGowan 

PRESIDENT: The Secretary will tally the votes. 
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Before the final vote is recorded, we have a tentative 

vote 9 and I think the proponent, Judge Horuvitz 9 would 

be interested. The tentative vote, not the official vote 1 

shows from the clerks a yes vote of 44.5 or .44 1/2 votes 

and nos of 40 1/2 votes. Are you all properly recorded? 

Judge Horuvitz. 

MR. HORUVITZ: Mr. President, inasmuch as the vote 

was carried by a majority of those voting, I move that it 

be laid on the table.for reconsideration. I don't think 

I have to change my vote under the Rules because a majority 

of those voting voted in the affirmative. 

PRESIDENT: Judge Horuvitz, one in the majority 

may vote for reconsideration. Judge Horuvitz is in the 

majority and may move for reconsideration. What is your 

motion, Judge? 

MR. HORUVITZ: To move for reconsideration. 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Cawley. 

MR. CAWLEY: I second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: Before receiving the motion, no motion 

is properly received until we have an official count. 

MR. ALFRED N. BEADLESTON: Question 9 Mr. Chairman 1 

on your ruling. 

PRESIDENT: Yes, sir. 

MR. BEADLESTON: I interpret the majority to 

mean a majority of 57, not the majority of those voting. I 

would assume, if. I am correct, that the prevailing side of 

this question was the losing side. In other words, the 

question did not carry; therefore, it lost. Therefore, the 
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the majority of those voting. I 

(Ct, that the prevailing side of 

t.g side. In other words, the 

:refore, it lost. Thereiore, the 

prevailing side is the losing side and I would suggest 

that the parliamentarian question. whether or not Judge 
C 

Horuvitz may not have•ruled himself out of the future 

~on.sideration. unless he changes his." vote a I just ask that 

you ~e careful in that respect because I do assume the losing 

side here is the prevailing side. 

PRESIDENT~ Judge Horuvitz is within the letter of 
( 

the rule. However, we have requested a ruling of the 

'parliamentarian. and the parliamen.tarian. 1 s interpretation..9f 

the rule-'is in conformance with Mr. Beadleston.'s 9 that 57 

votes being required, this is i~ the nature of a motion 

to substitute a minority ~eport.for a majority report, 

i:he motion would fail and the intent of the rule was to 

have the·successful party be the party only available for 

reconsideration.. 

MR. HORUVITZ~ Mr. Chairman., I would like to 

exercise self protection.. How am I recorded under this 

adverse parlimentary ruling? Am I recorded in. the affirmative? 

PRESIDENT: You are recorded in the affirmative. 

MR. HORUVITZ: All right. I change my vote to the 

negative and move that the matter be reconsidered. 

PRESIDENT: You are so recorded in the negative. 

Delegate Thomas • 

MR. PETER.W ... "THOMAS: Mr. Chairman 9 I rise on a point 

of order on the interpretation of the Rules because Rule 48 

says that motion to reconsider must be made by a delegate 

who voted in the majority and the same majority shall be 
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required to adopt a motiono Now that could only mean the 

majority as voted for the particular proposal and not a 

majority of 57 when 57 did not in fact vote one way or the 

other. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair appreciates the fact that 

Delegate Thomas as Chairman of the Rules Committee has spent 

a great deal of time on this and that there is a tenable 

argument in support of the. literal interpretation of the 

word 11majori ty"'' vote. However, since it is the intent of 

the ruling to preserve for futu~e consideration the. proposal 

in question and since we. have a final ruling from the 

parliamentarian, and further since Judge Horuvitz has 

complied with the, ruling that the parliamentarian has made, 
1 

the Chair will reject the argument. 

Is there any further desire on the part of the 

delegates to be recorded in a manner other than he first 

stated? (No response) 

Do we have a final tally sheet? 

The final tally shows in the affirmative 43 1/2 

votes, in the negative 41 1/2 vote.so 

At this time, the proposal having lost, it is in 

order, Judge Horuvitz, for a motion to reconsider should 

you so desire. 

MR. HORUVITZ: I move, Mr. President 1 that the 

motion be reconsidered. 

PRESIDENT: Is there a second to that motion? 

DELEGATE: I second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Bertini~ 
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MR. CHARLES L. BERTINI: Mr. President, I move 

the motion to reconsider be tabled. 

PRESIDENT: The motion was made that the motion 

for reconsideration be tabled. Is that motion seconded? 

DELEGATE: I second it. 

PRESIDENT: The motion to table is made and seconded 

- to t~bl~ the motion to reconsider. 

All those in favor, signify by saying naye." 

( Chorus of ·11Ayes. 11 ) 

Those opposed, HNo." 

The motion is carried. The motion to reconsider 

is tabled. 

The next matter to come before the floor is that 

of Proposal No, 36. 

MR. HOLLENDONNER: Mr. President, a point of order, 

please - may we have the complete count on that last tally? 

PRESIDENT; Yes. Oh, you want the abstentions. 

Just a moment. The total votes abstaining on the last 

proposal was 27 i that is 9 27 vo\tes, not 27 people. 

The next matter to come before the Convention is 

that of Proposal No. 36. It is referred to in the Operation 

Committee report as the third item. Proposal No. 36 was 

origina·11y promulgated by Delegates Sarcone, Lance and 

Beadleston. The amendment has been circulated and has been 

presented to you and, I take it, is moved as a part of the 

main question. The Chair recognizes Delegate Beadlestono 

:MR, ALFRED N, BEADLESTON: Mr, President and members 

of the Convention, before yielding to Senator Lance and to 
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I 

be sure that the question is proposed with the amendments 9 

I would like to move the proposal with the amendment 

and if you deem it necessary 9 I will read the amendment. 

If you deem that the amendment is now properly offered 9 

I shall refrain from doing so 9 except to explain that the 

purpose of the amendment is to keep this Convention 

from mandating a September Primary and leaving it properly 

with the Legislatur~ in any given year to determine 

whether a Primary should be in April, June 9 September or 

any other month. It is up to you, sir, as to whether you 

want me. to move the question and read the proposed amendment 

or whether you consider with this language that it is 

properly so moved. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair considers the amendment as 

being incorporated in the main question and the description 

from the reading of the proposal which, I assume 9 Senator 

Lance will make should clarify both the import of Proposal 

36 as ame.nde.d. 

MR. BEADLESTON: Thank you 9 sir. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Delegate. Lance. 

MR. WESLEY L. LANCE: Mr. President and delegates 7 

I recognize this proposal will not be universally acclaimed 

by these delegates at this Convention. However I do 9 

submit that it is a <::omplete proposal coveri .ng many facets 

of the job that we have to do here. It incorporates into 

a single proposal many basic principles. First 9 it p:i::,ovides 

for a bicameral legislature and it is the first proposal 
I 

before you today for a bicameral legislature. S d . econ, 

it provides for ··single-member districts in each of the 
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· proposal coveri .ng many facets 
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prin.ctplesj First, it provides 

and it is the first proposal 

eral legislature. Second, 

r:- distri·cts in each of the 

two houses. I don't propose to speak on the merits of 

single-memher districts.. It has been done at great length 

by others. However, I state in passing.that the use of 

multi"'l't?ember districts permits the engulfment of populations 

and is in itself a form of gerrymandering not by geographic 

districts, but a form of gerrymandering of.people. 

Third, as to the size of the legislature, the 

philosophy here is to keep pretty much to the present·size 

of the Assembly and the Sen.ate. The Senate is for a fixed 

number of 40 members. Some people think that is too large. 

Those of us who introduced this proposal are not fixed on 

the n,umber of 40. I think we all agree the Senate should 

not go, over 40. As to the size of t,he Assembly, it keeps 

the Assembly at its present size of 60. Some people.think 

that is too small, that it ought to go to 80 or it ought 

to go to 94, which would give each county one Assemblyman 

with a 25 per cent relative deviation; ·or some people would 

go to a 100 which would give each county one Assemblyman 

with a 20 per cent re-l_ative deviation. 

Fourth, who handles the apportionment procedure 

under this proposal? This Convention and its delegates 

handle the functions for the next two elections. After 

the 1970 census, the apportionment function in all of its 

aspects is handled by a bipartisan, non-legislative com

mission. The apportionment function consists of three 

entirely different duties... First, there is the grouping of 

counties, and I say to you this mus.t be done under your 

plan or my plan or. anybody '·else's plan. Under this plan, 
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the grouping of counties until 1970 is done by this Con

vention. Thereafter 9 it is done by a bipartisan non

legislative commission. 

The second function in reapportionment is the 

determination of the number of seats which any district 

shall have, both for the present and the future. This 

proposal states that an automatic formula shall be used which 

is the method of equal proportionso There is no discretion 

in the mind of man in this proposal. 

The third function of reapportionment is the drawing 

of subdistrict lines. The drawing of subdistrict lines 

for the·present is done by the members of this Convention° 

For the future after 1970 and its census, the drawing of 

subdistrict lines will be done by a bipartisan commission. 

The fifth principle whicl;1. this proposal incorporates 

is the preservation of counties and county lines to the. 

extent possible with a legislature this small in number. 

This means that in the grouping of counties? never do you 

group anything but whole. counties. You will group one 

t two C ounties or three counties as the-circumstances coun y, 

require in order to get the populations needed. Moreover 9 

no subdistrict line or no subdistrict ever pokes its nose 

out of a county boundary unless it is necessary in some of 

the smaller counties, where, for example, small counties 

are incorporated and in order ti;:, get equal population this 

is necessary. In the large counties 1 however, subdistricts 

never go. outside of their own counties.· 

Number six 9 how does the bipartisan commission work? 

It consists of ten members, five,would be appointed by 
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for example, small counties 
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:ounties, however, subdistricts 
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he bipartisan commission work? 

ive would be appointed by 

the chairman of each political party and if this results 

in a deadlock, the Supreme Court of New Jersey, acting as 

a body, would appoint three Superior Court Judges, acting 

as a body, who would do the job and break the deadlock" 

Seven, who determines the number of seats? I have 

already covered this, This is determined by an automatic 

formula, the method of equal proportions, which is self

executing and which leaves discretion in the minds of nobody. 

Eight, what assurances have been taken here to 

assume the districts will be reasonable and to avoid gerry

mandering? There are five different safeguards. First, 

e--'ach subdistrict must be contiguous in territory. Second, 

eacr subdistrict must be compact in territory. Third, 

ea~h subdistrict must be equal in population with a relative 

deviation not to exceed 15 per cent. Fourth - and many of 

you have probably not read all of these proposals - I know 

I have not - and this may be new to you - this proposal 

assures the.re shall be no division of small municipalitieso 

I will give you an exampleo Phillipsburg has 20 9 000 peopleo 

In a 60-member Assembly it would be entitled to 2/l0ths 

of one Assemblyman. This proposal says that you take a 

municipality and move it up to the next largest number 9 

which would be one 9 and this means that Phillipsburg could 

not be in more than one district, The aim is to protect 

against the division of small municipalities unnecessarilyo 

The fifth provision to prevent gerrymandering is that there 

shall be no excessive division of large municipalities. 

An example of that would be Trenton which has 117,000 people 
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which would entitle it to 1.1 Assemblymen in a 60-member 

house. You would take the next number up to two and 

Trenton could not be divided into more than two districts. 

In conclusion, I want to state that I have been in 

the political arena for 30 years. My introduction to it 

was when I was elected to the House of Assembly for the 

first time in 1937. And whatever I haven't gained in that 

30 years 9 I hope that I am not considered politically 

naive. I am not so politically naive as to believe that 

this proposal will pass this body because it provides for 

single-member districts in both houses which I know is not 

acceptable. in all quarters. However, I humbly submit to 

you when your eyes get bleary around next Wednesday about 

June. 15th, that the.re. is much in this plan which you could 

use as a model for fairness. Despite the difference of 

opinion on single-member districts versus multi-member 

districts which I know honestly.exists he.re'/ if you get by 

that hurdle in some fashion 9 there. is much in Proposal 36 

which you can use as a model for fairness in many other 

of its aspects. 

I might say also in conclusion that Proposal 36 gives 

to you a complete. plan for subdistricting.which gives the 

subdistrict lines for not only the State Senate, but also 

the Assembly and is an entirely complete plan in that respect. 

·PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes Senator Crabiel. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President and members of the 

Convention, I rise, number one, to say that I would oppose 

this proposal in its present form. I can support many 
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sident and members of the 

ne, to say that I would oppose 

form. I can support many 

aspects as outlined by the distinguished gentleman from 

Hunterdon County. I would concur that there are possibilities 

in this plan for further discussion. 

I would strongly point out our strong objections 

to single-member districts, which has previously been 

stated and certainly we can agree on this side of the aisle 

that perhaps there would be some possibility for a basis 

of a final plan to be determined by this Convention. The 

particular plan before us, however, I must oppose. with all 

vigor and I would urge a strong negative vote. 

PRESIDENT: Further discussion? 

Delegate Rittenhouse. 

May I ask the d'~'J.:e.gates to please direct their 

attention to the speaker. Senator Lance is a most respected 

man and one of our most knowledgeable people, This proposal 

of his is the result of a great deal of work and effort and 

it deserves 9 as do all of the proposals 9 your thoughtful 

consideration. 

Delegate Rittenhouse. 

MR. OSCAR W. RITTENHOUSE: Mr. President, fellow 

d . d tl m n I am pleased to speak delegates, la ies an gen e e .: 

to this proposal of my colleague of Hunterdon County1 

former Senator Lance. 

I speak in opposition to it, although I recognize, 

as has Senator Crabiel and the Chair, that it comes from a 

gentlemen much respecied· with3O years of experience in the 

legislature and it has in it many elements which I am sure 

will be able to be embodied by this Convention in a final 
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plan. It represents, as always, a great deal of thought 

by Senator Lance and it has a great deal of merit. 

I do not wish to speak to the elemen.ts of bicameral= 

ism. I think that has been thoroughly discussed here 

on the floor by both sides in the previous plans. Neither 

do I wish to speak to the quest1.· o· n. of single-member districts 

versus multi-member districts as that has been thoroughly 

aired. I happen to favor un.icameralism. I happen to 

favor something other than all single-member districts, 

which goes to the·third point of Senator Lan.cis plan, 

which is the makeup or the size of this bicameral legis

lature. 

I believe-that counties, as has been pointed out 

here-so eloquently before, have to form the backbone 

of the fabric of governmental m;lits within this State. 

They have tradition.ally. And I would like to look at it 

for a moment from the other end of the telescope, not 

only as to the relationship between the State and the 

county, but I find that in dealing with municipalities 

there are more and more areas 11 planning and zonin.g 9 

sewage, education and many ot
0
hers in. which the. cherished 

role of municipalities with home·. rule, is being threatened 

because they are not capable of entirely handling some 

of the-responsibilities which they have handled in the past. 

I find that there is a very definite danger; and 

I mean. that sincerely, that many of these responsibilities 

may gravitate upward to the State Legislature and I feel 

that there thould be.a stopping point in between. and the 
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very definite danger; and 

my of these respon.sibili ties 

:ate· Legislature. and I feel 

.g point in between. and the 

tradition.al,coun.ty unit should be that stopping point. 

I feel that the county government should, therefore, 

be· in.creased in. strength and by in.creasing it in. strength, 
"- ' 

._ I thi.n.k at the same time there has to be a voice from each 

county within. the State Legislature. 

My chief argument other than. the bicameral and 

single-member aspect of Senator Lan.ce 0 s plan. is that it 

provides for only 60 members in. the Assembly and in. so doing 

it makes it impossible for several of the counties in.this 

State to have a representative in. the State Legislature • 

I believe that will dilute county in£luen.ce-within. 

the Legislature and will dilute the power of the county 

and the ability of the county to deal with many problems 

which are properly the function.of, the county. I believe 

as a result that any plan of a bicameral nature or uni

cameral nature-which fails to give a .county.:a representative 

and ,maintain. county political integrity will do damage to 

the over-all county system in. the State of New Jersey and 

to either political-party, no matter how you look at it. 

For that reason, I would oppose· the plan and I 

would, of course, recommend to the rest of the delegates 

the other fine features of the plan which have been. outlined 

by Senator Lance for consideration of this body. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Roach. 

MR. WILLIAM L. ROACH, JR .. : I am going to address 

myself to a rather small point in. the proposal so I won't 

take much of your time. 
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My general att ude is that one should not be 

fooled by labels.on a package; one should also look at 

the small print il-1 a proposal,, And in particular 1 despite 

•the language. with which Senator Lance presented it on the 

fine anti-gerrymandering provisions of this proposalP I find 

that on looking at the specific districts which are being 

proposed in the propoeal 9 they do not satisfy some of 

these lovely conditionso 

In particular 9 I would like. to comment on Se.nate 

Districts 22 and 23 in Morris Countyo Despite the require= 

ment that these districts are supposed to be compact 9 

Senate Districts 22 and 23 are not compact and one of them 

is barely cont~guousa I take person.al offense at this 

particular pair of districts because a large part of the 

noncompactne~s comes from the. fact that my own municipality 

juts out like a little arm and is almost completely surrounded 

by te.rri tory from the other districts" 

I would urge your voting against this plan on the· 

basis of the general principles 9 but I would also urge your 

voting against it on the basis that some of these districts 

are not as well worked out as they might have been 0 

I hope when future proposals are considere,d 9 we 

will all look to details instead of reading just the fine 

language on the cover, Thank you, 

PRESIDENT~ Any further discussion.? (No r 0 pon ) e.g .Seo 

Does the proponent wish to move the question or 

exercise his right to close debate 0 

MR. DUMONT : Mr o President 9 may I speak on. this 

proposal, please, before the mover? 
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PRESIDENT: Delegate Dumont. 

MR. WAYNE DUMONT, JR.: I want to direct my attention 

particularly to the size of the Senate, 40 members. 

Now we have many experts working with us as assistants in 

this Convention who have tried for the last several months, 

even in the case of one of them for approximately two years, 

to devise a·Senate between 35 and 39 members where you 

woqld not have to cut county lines 9 a principle with which 

I believe we all agree, that we should try to preserve county 

lines. 

We have been advised by these men who have been 

expert through their experience in trying to work out dif~ 

ferent kinds of plans and maps that you either must have a 

40=member Senate or you must go to 34 members or less in 

order not to cut county lines. 

One of the virtues of this plan is the 40-member 

Senate and1 without trying to be provincial, I want to refer 

particularly to the district from which I come because we 

hear many times in this Convention about the larger counties 

believing that each smaller county should have representation. 

That is very thoughtful of them and? of course 1 we desire 

that. But before I get to the Assembly, I want to talk 

about the Senate. 

Under this plan, the three river counties of Sussex, 

Warren and Hunterdon would in all probability form one 

Senate district and that would be desirable because today 

the 10th Senate District consists of Morris~ Sussex and 

Warren. When that plan was written there was a provision 
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included in it which we all knew was not con.situtional 9 

_which we al)- knew could not be-included in the-permanent 

plan, but it was upheld temporarily purely as a temporary 

measure by the Supreme Court of New Jersey 9 in that it said 

in the bill that Morris County could only nominate.and 

elect one-out of each of the two Senators ·from either party 

who would be elected to represent the three counties at 

large. Since-we know that no such provision would be upheld 

constitution.ally in the-permanent plan, I submit that any 

such combination of the-three counties in the future-would 

mean, and I think this would be the kind of sentiment that 

would be-echoed by anyone who comes from a smaller county 9 

that the larger county in population 9 no matter how great a 

county that is, and Morris County is a great county 9 would 

have the-people and therefore the voters to overwhelm 

the smaller counties. And all we need do is look at the 

1965 population figures 9 estimates it is true 9 but they 

are supposed to be reasonaly reliable estimates 9 which show 

that Morris County has 328,170 people to a combined total 

for Sussex and Warren of 130 9 810 people, 

So I submit that in the districting of the Senate= 

and it wouldn 1 t make any differ~nce for the three counties 

whether there -was e-lection _at l~rge or by districts because 

-the three-counties would form tl).e-same district, of course 9 

.and be entitled to only one Senator - that the important thing· 

is that you would have.a combination of counties with 

common interests and with common problems, which is not the 

situation today, ~ince this type of combination could only 
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1.ation of counties with 

m problems, which is not the 

rpe of combination could only 

be provided under a 40-member Senate and not by redqcin.g 

to the next Lowest number, whic~ would. have to be under 

the.advice of our experts 34 members or lower, then I 

submit that this is the kind of Senate.district for which 

we ought to fight, certainly I would in. our particular area 9 

and that is why I am in favor of not just a Senate with 

up to 40 members, but a Senate with 40 members, period. 

I have no strong feelings about the size of the 

rAssembly, whether it be 60 or 80 or even somewhat larger. 
I 

The important thing is that there be some representation., 

even if there not be one fo;r:- every single county, no 

matter what the size of the county, that there be some 

representation in the over-all plan and this plan provides 

that, so better, perhaps, with a plan encompassing 80 

members and perhaps even. an. Assembly with 94 as advocated 

by Judge Horuvitz and by Mr. Novins. 

Then a word to the question·. of unicameral versus 

bicameral because. today's discussion was primari·ly-· on· the 

constitutional merits of one or the othero' .I believe it 

was in your tenure as President of the New Jersey State 

Bar Association or if it was not in your time as President, 

it was in the time of your immediate predecessor, Mr. President, 

there was a panel discussion held in Atlantic City in 

November of 1964 in which a few.of us participated in.eluding 

h th d I t hink still the present Governor of t e en., an 

Nebraska. He made two points, neither one of which 11 of 

course, had to do with constitutionality as we might concern 

ourselves with it here. One was that when you have a 
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unicameral house 9 you get a better grade of legislation. 

I donvt believe that is true because 9 first of all 9 all of 

us 9 . and I say this from 14 years of service in the Senate 9 

have·been known to put in what we ·•call dogs on occasion 

because of some group or even some one of our constituents 

who might feel the necessity for some important legislation. 

Secondly 9 he said that when you pass legislation 

. in one house 9 you can always correct it if it is bad by the 

executive veto 9 and I donvt agree with this statement eithere 

There has never been a governor in the times that I have 

known governors of both parties,in the State who didnvt make 

a mistake any more than a legislator might. Therefore, each 

and every one of them should be overridden on occasion with 
' 

respect to vetoes and this isnvt al,ways easy to do because 

there are always people in the·sa.me-party who because of 

the fact that they are.desirous of one thing or another 

from the Governor donvt care to irritate him or antagonize 

him 9 and therefore-would support the veto message-even 

though it might be bad and might be as a matter of fact a 

message against a good bill which ought to be overridden 

as a veto. 

In his comments this morning 9 Delegate Andora fro~ 

Bergen quote.d from the editorial of the Ridgewood pape.r 

d · that same editorial one of the comments they made an in 

in support of a unicameral legislature-is that there would be 

fewer bills introduced and swifter action on those·worthy 

of enactment. We need go back only a couple of months in our 

own State to pick up a pertinent example of what might have 

85 

happened with a one house 

you will have to excuse n 

not ever having been for 1 

went down the drait'!- becat 

a system of checks and b~ 

therefore •when the first. 

there available to stop j 

enlightened form of broac 

sequently passed for the 

been only one house. and : 

the future, it might wel: 

legislation like the· per: 

that one house and might 

would have been disastro 1 

PRES I DENT: Any f 

Delegate Bartolet 

MR. SAMUEL P. BAR 

being very much interest 

the history of this coun 

has been ve~y iuccessful 

legislatures even though 

latures some people have 

would want. But it is 

to have a representative 

Legislature, I don't thi 

greater than•20 Senator.1: 

give every county repre! 

I go along ¥ith 



ter grade of legislation.. 

:ause, first of all, all of 

s of service in the Senate, 

~e-call dogs on occasion 

ome one of our constituents 

r some important legislation .. 

~en you pass legislation 

r"rect it if it is bad by the 

e.e with this statement either. 

in the times that I have 

in the State who didn.vt make 

lator might. Therefore, each 

overridden on occasion with 

t al,ways easy to do because 

same party who because of 

of one-thing or another 

irritate him or antagonize 

t the veto message even 

t be as a matter of f~ct a 

ch ought to be overridden 

ning, Delegate Andora from 

1 of the Ridgewood paper 

of the comments they made 

slature is that there would be 

ter action on those-worthy 

only a couple of months in our 

t ex~tnple of what might have 

happened with a one house legislature.· A proposal which 
f 

,you will have to excuse me for never having supported and 

·B:ot ever having been for, namely, a personal income-tax, 

went down the drain because there were two houses ,;qith 

a sy,stem of checks and balances that could deliberate and 

therefore-when the first house passed it, the second was 

there available to stop it. And after that a much more 

enlightened form of broad ... base source of revenue was sub= 

sequently passed for the people of the State. Had there 

been. only one house and if there were only one house in 

the future, it might well be that a deplorable-piece of 

legislation like the personal income tax might have-passed 
\ 
that on.e house and might have -become law and I think this 

would have been disastrous for New Jersey. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Bartoletta. 

MR. SAMUEL P. BARTOLETTA: Mr. President, I feel, 

being very much interested in bicameral legislation, that 

the history of this country and the history of this State 

has been very successful arid has thrived on bicameral 

legislatures even though sometimes in the bicameral legis~ 

latures some people have not done the job that the public 

would want. But it is my firm belief that if we -are=:.. 

to have a representative form of government in the-State 

Legislature, I don't think our State Senate should be 

-greater than 20 Senators. I think a legislature of 112 would 

give every county .representation. 

I go along with the principle of bicameralism. I 
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believe definitely we-would have better results and that 

more astute men would serve in the· legislature .. and do 

a better job with-lesser numbers than great numbers. 

Thank you very much. 

PRESIDENT: Thank you.- Any further discussion? 

Delegate McCord. 

MR. SIDNEY P. MC CORD, . JR o : Mr. President f . members 

of the Convention.: I arise to speak on one rather minor 

point that appears.in. this proposal 9 but one to which I a~ 

most violently opposed and that is the·poin.t concerning 

future reapportionment and the function of the courts. 

I might say facetiously in.the beginning if it had 

not been. for the courts 9 we-wouldn't be in this mess. But 

that is not the·poin.t nor the·reason for my addressing 

myself to this point. 

This proposal provides that s.hould future. reapportion

ment commissions fail 9 then the Supreme Court shall appoint 

three•Superior Court Judges who shall carry out the function 

of the commission.. Now to me 9 this is an entire:mis•= 

conception of the-division.of powers of government. The 

· Judiciary was never intended by any stretch of the imagination 

to exercise a power such as this. 

Secondly 9 it may or may not smack of bipartisan.ism •. 

Who will guarantee-what a judge ·is after he has been appointed 

and served for quite a number of years when he must of 

necessity= and I favor this= have.divorced himself as 

nearly as humanly.possible·from the political scene? 

I believe.in the two party system and I believe the strength 
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:em and I believe the strength 

of our government, both in state and national affairs 

and in international affairs, lies in the fact that we 

do have a strong two-party system. 

I respectfully submit under this proposal we go 

a long way towards destroying that. But most important, 

and I think this should be considered very seriously by 

this Convention,is the fact that our courts have been 

second to none in the Nation in respect, in dispatch, in 

structure and many other facets, and above all have held 

the respect of just ordinary John Doe citizens and when 

a court speaks its words are heard and needed with very 

rare exceptions. 

To put three Superior Court judges in a post where 

they were to redistrict or regroup counties, regardless of 

the result in the next election, there would be a large 

segment in those counties who would be pointing an accusing 

finger at the three judges who have gerrymandered the 

result of that election. 

Now if you think that is putting it strong, think 

it over. It isn't putting it strongly. 

I am afraid this would reflect very badly and ultimately 

destory the image and the integrity that our court presents 

to the people of New Jersey. 

I intend to vote in favor of this proposal because 

it has so many other facets that I favor, but on this one 

point, should it near the 57 mark, I would reserve the right 

to change my vote to the negative and on this one point alone. 

Thank you very much. 
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PRESIDENT: Thank you, Delegate· McCord .. 

Any further discussion? Does the-proponent wish 

to e.xercise·his prerogative of closing debate? 

MR. LANCE: One fir:i.al sente:n.ce, Mr. President, 

Delegate Roach of Morris has made a far more.eloquent 

argument for a bipartisan commi~sion than·I did in my 

main,presentation. Originally I asked Dr. Ernest Reock 9 

.who is the head of the·Department of Government Research 

of Rutgers, to draw these lines and then these lines were 

submitted to Republicans. And I rather suspect that some 

Morris Republicans exercised their veto power over the 

fine work that maybe Dr. Reock did. So I think if we. had 

this type.of job done.by a bipartisan commission in the 

future.and do it by this Convention now, we will get 

a better product. 

PRESIDENT: The question is now properly before 

the Convention. The·proposal is that of Proposal Number 36 

.as amended and the references to that amendment have been 

.outlined to you. We,will ask the Secretary to.poll the 

Convention. 

(The·Secretary calls the roll)~ 

AYES: Lilienfeld, Farley (half vote) 9 Bartoletta 9 

, Dimon, Forsythe, . McCord, . Scholz 9 . Thatcher 9 

Weinberg (half vote) 9 Sandman (half vote) 9 • 

Horuvitz,.Bate 9 Clapp 2 Kimmelman 9 Sarcone'il Stiles'il 
. Tate 9 . Tompkins, Van Riper 9 . Hume ( h~lf vote) i 
Hunt; Caulfield (half vote) 9 Gaulk1.n, Grossi, 
Koch 9 MacPhail 9 Roth, Roberson (hal~ vote)'il 
Lance (half vote), Hollendonner, Weinroth 9 

Pierson (half vote), Borst 11 ·Evanko, G~llaghe.r 11 

. Willis,·. Beadleston 9 . Sterner 9 . Stou~ 9 . Hillery, 
Maiaziti Thomas (half vote), Novins 9 Evers'il Lacava, 
Sisco, ·S~llivan, Bateman! Ozzard (half vote) 9 · 

.Cawley, McDonough, Schreiber 9 Phaltz (half vote), 

. Dumont (rnrl:e vote) 
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NAYS: Ponzio? Bozl 
Bertini, Durkin, It 
Belopolsky,.Kelley. 
Perry (half vote), 
Clancy, Cohen, Dufj 
Jacobson, Lynch, D1 
Cotton (half'vote) 
Kelly; Musto, PhelJ 
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Dietz, Gannon, Jam: 
Curry (half vote) 

PRESIDENT: May we 

The.Clerks' tentat 

48, in the negative 56 •. 

MR. BEADLESTON: M 

PRESIDENT: Delega 

affirmative. 
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PRESIDENT: Delega 

as voting in the negative 

Is everyone else I 

The final tally st 

in the negative 57 votes, 

MR. BEADLESTON~ 1 

which that proposal was 
'-

PRESIDENT: The l 

seconded? 

DELEGATE: I seco· 

PRESIDENT: Motio 

the proposal be reconsid 

Sandman • 



Delegate McCord O. 

Does the proponent wish 

closing debate? 

entence,; Mr, President, 

.ade a far more eloquent ' 

.ission than· I did in my 

I asked Dr. Ernest Reock 
. ' 

ent of Governme.nt Research 

sand then these lines were 

I rather suspect that ,some 

heir veto power over the 

did. So I think if we had 

artisan commission in the 

ntion now, we will get 

n.is now properly before 

is that of Proposal Number 36 

to that amendment have been 

the Secretary to poll the 

~·roll): 

~y (half vote), Bartoletta, 
, Scholz, Thatcher, 
mdman ( half vote), 
Cimmelman,Sarcone, Stiles, 
~r, Hume (half vote), 
>te), Gaulkin, Grossi, 
>berson (half vote), 
~ndonne:r, Weinroth, 
~st, Evanko, Gallagh~r, 
~ner, . Stout, Hillery, 
rote), Novins,Evers, Lacava, 
L, Ozzard (half vote), · 
!iber, Phaltz (half vote), 

NAYS: Ponzio, Bozarth (half vote), Andora, 
Bertini, Durkin, Inglima, O'Connor, Peer, Skevin 9 

Belopolsky, Kelley, Deighan, Bennie, Malandra, 
Perry (half vote), Perskie (half vote), Lupton, 
Clancy, Cohen,,Duff, Fernicola, Foley, Handler, 
Jacobson, Lynch, Dunn (half vote), Connery, 
Cotton (half'vote), Castano, Dugan, Glauberman, 
Kelly, Musto, Phelps (half vote), Rittenhouse (half 
vote), Bash, Goldberg, Lockhard (half vote), 
Crabiel, Jacks, ·Metzger, Yelencsics, Gross, McGann, 
Reilly, Manahan, Roach, Barklis (half vote), Cucci, 
Biber 1 Dunn, Keegan, Roemer, Davis (half vote), 
Meredith, Shaffer (half vote), Hollander (half vote), 
Dietz, Gannon, Jamison, McGowan, Orkin (half vote) 1 

Curry (half vote) 

PRESIDENT: May we have your indulgence 9 please. 

The Clerks' tentative count shows in the affirmative 

48, in the negative 56 •.. Is everyone properly recorded? 

MRo BEADLESTON~ Mr" President 9 how am I recorded? 

PRESIDENT~ Delegate Beadleston is recorded in the 

.affirmative. 

MR. BEADLESTON: Change my vote to negative. 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Beadleston will be recorded 

as voting in the negative. 

Is everyone else properly recorded? 

The final tally shows in the affirmative.47 votes? 

in the negative 57 votes. 

MR, BEADLESTON~ Mr. Presidenty I move the vote by 

which that proposal was lost be reconsidered. 

PRESIDENT: The motion is madeo Is that motion 

seconded? 

DELEGATE: I second it. 

PRESIDENT: Motion has been made and 'seconded that 

the proposal be reconsidered, The Chair recognizes Delegate 

Sandman. 
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MR, SANDMAN~ I think there is an error in the counta 

PRESIDENT~ Delegate·Sandman 9 does your tally reflect 

the change of Delegate Beadleston from the affirmative to the 

negative? That would account 9 I think 9 for the. discrepancy" 

MR 0 SANDMAN~ If he changes his vote 9 you have 57 9 

.which is a majority" This is the point I am making" 

I don't think he wants to do that" 

PRESIDENT~ The 57 would be in the negative, Senator 

Sandman. 

ANDMAN I 1 gi I got exci te.d over that MR 0 S ~ apo o ze" 

PRESIDENT~ Thank you" 

Do I· hear a motion to table the reconside.ration? 

MR 0 SlARCONE~ I move it be tabled. 

PRESIDENT~ Is that motion seconded? 

MR 0 BERTINI~ Second the motion, 

PRESIDENT~ Motion to table, has been made and 

seconded O All those in favor~ signify by saying 1tAye, 11 

( Chorus of "/"/Ayes, 11 ) 

Those opposed 9 1~No "11 

( Sile.nee) 

Motion carried, 

MR. 0 HOLLANDER~ Mr, Chairman, again a point of 

order 9 may I have the abstentions: recorded publicly? 

PRESIDENT~ Yes the abste.ntions · were 7, abstente.es L ' . . 

The next order of business would ordinal't'ily be the 

fourth item on the Operation Committee's report 9 namely9 

-'-•--'= I am advised bu the floor leaders that Proposal No. '+J, uy 
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, signify by saying nAyeo iii 

drman, again a point of 

~ans recorded publicly? 

>stentions were 7, abstentees 1. 

Less would ordinarily be the 

;ommittee 1 s report, namely, 

l by the f lo0r leaders that 

they consider the debate on this proposal will probably 

be limited inasmuch as most of the philosophy which the 

proposal embodies has been discussed pro and cono With 
. \,, 

that in mind and with the expectation that brevity will 

not in any way be considered to be lack of enthusiasm either 

for or against, I would ask the proponent, Senator Crabiel, 

to speak concerning Proposal Noo 45. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President and members of the Con

vention: Proposal No. 45 establishes a bicameral legis

lature made up of a Senate not to exceed 40 members to 

come from whole·counties or combinations of counties and 

providing for a four-year term • 

This proposal provides for an Assembly of up to 70 

members 9 based on equal proportions principle and also based 

on a combination of counties and prov{des for a two-year 

term for the Assembly. 

The proposal further provides for redistricting or 

reapportioning by the Legislature according to census 

figures. 

In brief, why have two houses? We have heard it on 

the resolution before. I would just like to reiterate 

that it is traditional in government in this country. It 

works on the Federal plan. It tends to negate a stampede 

of legislation in one house. The longer terms in one house 

against shorter terms in the other house tend to make it 

more deliberative. It eliminates provincialism. 

I think I would close my presentation on the basis of 

a quote from Chief Justice Warren when he said, ·11A prime 
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reason for bicameralism is to insure mature and deliberate 

consideration of and to prevent precipitate action on proposed 

legislative measures •11 In addition, I could state. that 

this provides for election at large in the various districts. 

I would move the proposal. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes-Delegate Sarcone. 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen 

. of the C_onvention: In opposition to Proposal 45 9 since 

much of what I would say was embodied in the argument which 

I advanced this morning_in opposition.to Proposal 46 9 I will 

be very brief. 

I will limit my remarks in opposition not to the 

bicameral legislature nor to the size of the hous~ 9 but 

to two aspects: first, the election of multi=member, at=large 

representatives in both houses of this bicameral legislature; 

and, second, to the reapportionment of the legislature by 

the legislative body. 

In so far as the multi-member election at large 9 

this was debated at length this morning" Arguments in 

opposition were made this morning. I point out again that 

here we would have two houses, both with multi=member 

representation9 and under the Reynolds v. Sims 9 Baker v. Carr 9 

and more recently the Hawaii decision. 9 Burns v. Richardson 9 

most certainly there wi_lLtbe .a minimizing and cancelling 

out of racial and political eleme~ts and as was pointed out 

in:the Burns decision where it is characteristic of both 

houses of the legislature 9 certainly this would be invidious 

discrimination. I 'do not believe it would meet the i 1 one man 9 
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ecision, Burns v. Richardson, 

minimizing and cancelling 

ements and as was pointed out 

is characteristic of both 

tainly this would be invidious 

eve it would meet the 'i'lone man, 

one vote11 t:est. I do not believe that it would stand• 

muster undet the 14th Amendment. 

·As I urged this morning, ±n so far as the legislature 

attempting future reapportionment, certainly history has 

indicated here·in the State of New Jersey that the legis

lature should not be the body to do it. It should be a 

bipartisan commission where whatever is done will be done 

on a bipartisan basis. 

The plan will not have the support of the majority of 

the delegates. It will not have the support of the people, 

I submit, and it will not be able to be approved by the 

court if it should, and I believe it would, have to f ac'e 

a court test. 

For the reasons advanced, I urge you vote in 

opposition. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion which does not 

repeat previously advanced positions'? Senator Lance. 

:MR. LANCE: Mr. President, I address myself to the 

legal aspects of this proposal solely. There are a lot of 

lawyers here and I suppose you can get as many different 

opinions from the lawyers in this Convention as to what the 

Hawaii case means as there are lawyers and nobody is really 

going to know what the Hawaii case means until perhaps we 

have some more cases from the Supreme Court of the United 

States which spell it out more distinctly. 

To me the Hawaii case means that this proposal would 

be unconstitutional as applied to the State of New Jersey 

at the present tiq:ie. Now I didn't say the Hawaii case says 
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that you can't have multi-member districts in both houses 

in some states. Maybe you can. And I cl.idn 1 t say ·that you 

cou1tin 1 t have multi-member districts in both houses in 

New Jersey in some era. Maybe you can in the future. 

But what I do say is that in my humble opinion the Supreme 

Court of the United States would not permit the State of 

New Jersey at the present time to have both houses at large 

and I cite to you these statistics in support of my factual 

conclusion. In.the year 1957 the Democratic candidates 

for Assembly got 52 per cent of the vote and 70 per ce.nt 

of the Assembly seats. In 1957 the Democratic candidates 

for Assembly on only 52.per cent of the-total vote came up 

with an Assembly of 42 to 18. In the year 1961 the 

Democratic candidates for Assembly got 50.8 per cent of 

the vote, whi·ch is less than 51 per cent, and came up with 

over 63 per cent of the seats. And in the year 1965, the 

Democratic candidates for Assembly with 54 per cent of the 

votes got over.68 per cent of the Assembly seats and with 

approximately the same number of votes for the Senate 

candidates, 54 per cent, got 65 1/2 per cent of the Senate 

seats. 

It is my conclusion, which I know will have a lot of 

difference even perhaps with members of my own party, 

that in the year 1966, based on present and recent past 

election results, you cannot have legally in New Jersey 

multi-member districts in both houses. Maybe you cou}--dn' t 

have a multi-member district solely in one hous.e. 

PRESIDENT: Any further disc_ussion? 
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Senator Crabiel. 

:MR. CRABI_EL: Mr. President, before moving the 

question, as the sponsor, I just would like to continually 

argue this point that keeps recurring on this matter 

concerning 51 per cent, 50 per cent, and appearing that 

there is something wrong with this type of proposal. 

I have not seen any court decision which in any way 

mitigates against two houses and mitigates against having 

at-large representation in either house and I can't see 

where New Jersey in any way can be compared to Hawaii in 

any way, a state that is made -- up of islands thousands of 

miles apart', a state that is made up of a tremendous 

cosmopolitan population, a state-that is made up of A.large 

city .plus lots of villages. I think that it is furtherest 

from comparison to even discuss the Hawaii case. But I 

very sincerely believe that there are many, many legislatures 

that are composed as we propose here. I am convinced that 

a legislature such as this would meet the principles of 

the Supreme Court and I would very seriously urge my 

colleagues to support this principle and I would_urge a 

vote on the propos~l. 

PRESIDENT: There being no further discussion, 

Proposal No. 45 is properly before the Convention. I would 

ask the Secretary to poll the delegation. 

(The Secretary calls the roll): 

AYES: Ponzio, Bozarth, Andora, Skevin, Belopolsky, 
Kelley, Deighan, Bennie, Malandra, Perry. ( half vote), 
Clancy, Cohen, Duff, Fernicola, Foley, Handler, 
Jacobson, Lynch, Dunn (half vote), Connery, Cotton (half 
vote), Kelly, Musto, Phelps (hal~ vote?; Bash, Goldberg, 
Crabiel, .J~, Metzger, Ye~nc-s1cs, Biber, Dunn.(halfvote) 
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Keegan 9 Roemer 

NAYS: Lilienfeld 1 Farley (half vote), Bartoletta, 
Becton; Borg, Weber, Woodcock, Dimon, Forsythe, 
McCord, Scholz, Thatcher, Weinberg (half vote), 
Sandman (half vote), Horuvitz, Bate, Clapp, 
Kimmelman, Sarcone,·Stiles, Tate, Tompkins, Van Riper 1 

Hume (half vote), Hunt, Caulfield (half vote), 
Gaulkin, Grossi, Koch, MacPhail, Roth, Roberson (half 
vote), Lance (half vote), Hollendonner, Weinroth, . 
Pierson (half vote), Borst, Evanko, Gallagher, Willis, 
Beadleston, Sterner, Stout, Hillery, Maraziti, 
Thomas (half vote), Nevins, Evers, Lacava, Sisco, 
Sullivan, Leap (half vote), Bateman, Ozzard (half 
vote), Woolf end en ( half vote), Bailey, Cawley, 
McDonough, . Schreiber, Pf al tz ( half vote) , Dumont 
( half vote) 

PRESIDENT: The tentative. vote from the clerks shows the 

affirmatives at 31 1/2, the negatives at 54. Are you all 

properly recorded? Senator Crabiel. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, how am I recorded? 

PRESIDENT: You are recorded in the affirmative" 

MR. CRABIEL: Change my vote to the negative" 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Crabiel will be changed and 

recorded in the negative. 

Are all other votes properly recorded? ·c No response.) 

The final tally shows affirmative, 30 1/2 votes in 

the negative, 55 votes in the affirmative. Delegate Crabiel. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, I move that the vote 

by which this motion was lost be re.considered. 

MR. COTTON: Second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: Motion made and seconded that the pro

posal be reconsidered. Do I hear a motion to entertain 

the tabling of such a motion? 

MR. BERTINI: I so move. 

MR. SARCONI;j:: Second the motion. 
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s affirmative, 30 1/2 votes in 

he affirmative.. Delegate CrabieL. 

esident, I move that the vote 

st be reconsidered. 

the motion. 

ade and seconded that the pro

I hear a motion to entertain 

n? 

ove. 

the motion. 

PRESIDENT: We have a motion to table reconsideration 

of Proposal 45. All those in favor, signify by saying ,;'Aye." 

( Chorus of i 1Ayes11 ) 

Those opposed, "No." 

(Silence) 

Motion is carried. 

Delegate Crabiel. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, before making this 

motion, I would like to emphasize the very seriousness of 

the time problem on the Convention. I am going to move that 

we recess for dinner until half past seven. I would ask 

that all delegates make every effort to be here as the 

Convention has much business to do this evening. 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President, in seconding the motion 9 

I don't want to make a speech 1 but I want to make some 

comments. I know that many of the delegates have come. to 

me and come to Senator CrabieL We have had conflicting 

requests. But we have to pick an appropriate time to recess 

for dinner and it seems that this is an appropriate time 

and I would ask that everyone remain for the important 

action that must be taken at 7:30. I second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: The Chair wishes to say also that the 

floor leaders did advise the Chair that part of the·recess 

will be occupied in the possible implementation of the 

next two proposals which will receive the consideration of 

this floor. So the recess is necessary for that additional 

reason. 

Motion to recess has be.en made. All those in favor, 
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signify by saying 11 aye. '11 

( Chorus of '11ayes 11 ) 

Those opposed, 1ino. 1'1 

Motion is carried. 

(Recess for dinner) 

AFTER DINNER 

PRESIDENT: Ladies and gentlemen, will the delegates 

please take their places. The Convention will please come 

to order. 

In order that some. of the delegates recognize the 

use-to which the recess period was put, the Chair would 

like to state that some of your delegates, especially 

those who are sponsors of Proposals 5 and 6 9 which are the 

matte.rs immediately be.fore us now, have labored during 

the entire recess with no dinner in. the hope of · implementing 

those proposals. 

The fifth item, so that you can plan your time - it 

is the intention of the Chair to move the fifth proposal 

of the Operation Committee, which is Proposal No. 36 as 

amended, and to then move Proposal No. 45 as amended, for 

debate and vote. It is to be hoped that since both these 

plans have been discussed in .. deta-i· 1 · th h wi out t e amendments, 

the debate should not be extensive. These two proposals 

will be the last work of the Convention for this day. 

Proposal No. 5 of the Operation Committee is 

Proposal No. 36 originally proposed by D 1 t s e ega es arc one, 

Lance and Beadleston. The amendments have been set forth 

in the Operation-Committee's report. The Chair recognizes 
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Delegate Sarcone. 

MR. SARCONE~ Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen 

of the Convention: As I understand it that which I will 

be speaking in favor of and moving at this time will be 

Proposal 46 with its amendments 9 of course 9 including 

the amendment that was proposed by Delegate Beadleston 

this morning and the amendment which I have proposed 

through the Organization Committee. 

In effect, of course, Proposal 36 was outlined 

in detail this morning by Senator Lance. Proposal 36 

provided for a bicameral legislature, an Assembly of 60 

members, single-member districts; a Senate of 40 members, 

single-member districts. The amendment which is now before 

us would amend the proposal so that the Assembly would 

continue to be 60 members, single-member districts, and 

the Senate would be a.40-member Senate with the Senators 

to be elected at large within the counties or combination 

of counties. 

Now at the outset, Mr. President and ladies and 

gentlemen of the Convention, may I say that I was vigorous 

in supporting, together with Delegates Lance and Beadleston, 

the original Proposal 36. I point out to this Convention 

that during the course of negotiations and workings by 

the Apportionment Committee, the Republican members of tre 

Apportionment Committee advanced the suggestion that was 

voted upon 9 that the Senate members be elected at large and 

the Assembly members from single-member districtso This 

received a majo±'ity vote of the members of the Apportionment 
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Committee, both Republican and Democrato Thereafter, 

in continuing with its work, when voted upon again, 

unfortunately the vote followed party lines and this 

proposal or this principle was not supported. 

Throughout the discussions that I have had with 

the Democrat leadership, in our effort to compromise not 

in principle 9 but develop a compromise which would be 

fair and to the best interest of the citizens of our State, 

the Republican delegates who entered this Convention and 

are still of the mind that the best representation is by 

single-member districts;,recognizing that the Democrat 

delegates offer as their position multi-member districts, 

whether it be multi-member in onehouse or multi=mem.ber in a 

two-house: legislature and that the issue of this Convention 

is multi-member again.st single-member, recognize as of 

this moment that this is a bipartisan ci"onvention, that 

each of us has 63 delegates with 56 votes on each side 

and that at this Convention neither party 1..s a majority 

nor is it a minority. We did not expect to have our way 

nor did we intend to strive to have our way. We expect 

that all that can be developed and all that should be 

developed at this Convention is.a fair plan, fair not so 

much to both sides of this Convention, but fair so that 

the people will accept it and that the courts will appr-ove 

it. 

So at the suggestion of Senator Crabiel at the 

Organization Committee meeting when we were assigning the 

proposal for a vote, which was our function 9 it was 
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rrve.ntion, but fair so that 

that the. courts will approve. 

f Senator Crabie.l at the. 

g when we. we.re. assigning the. 

sour function, it was 

suggested that I amend Proposal 36 to confor!Ji. with 

what we. consider to be. a compromise. proposal. I personally 

do not feel that the. amendment which I offer will give. 

the. be.st re.presentation in the. Senate be.cause. it will 

provide. for multi-member districts. In my county it will 

provide for six Senators being elected at large. and I 

know that under the situation as it exists in Essex 

County, this will mean ethnic groups will be cancelled 

out and minimized. This will mean that the. minority party 

will be cancelled out and minimized. But the. Re.publican 

delegates do not want a stalemate. at this Convention. 

We. have. said and we. have. continually said and by 

our actions I think we have proved it, we. meet you half 

way. And through this proposal, ladies and gentlemen of 

the. Convention, we. me.et you half way. You want multi-

member districts in both houses.:. multi-member representation 

in both houses. I say to you, you can 1 t have it. I say 

to you, you aren't entitled to it. You are one-half of 

this Convention. We are the other half. But we offer 

you what I submit is a true. compromise and we not only 

offered it in the Apportionment Committee., not only in 

the Organization Committee, but we now offer it on the floor 

of this Convention through this amendment. 

I submit to you that the Senate will be approved 

possibly by the court on a court test because the Assembly 

will remain with single-member ~istricts. And if we don't 

adopt this compromise, this fair compromise - oh, yes, I 

know t you can ta-lk- about law all ym want, but you go ahead, 
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keep striving for multi-member districts all the way, 

and if you think a county like Essex, with 13 representatives, 

all from one party, which obviously cancels out minority 

representation, cancels out an entire area of the·county 

if you think this is going to meet- a court test, I say 

you are not only kidding yourselves, but you are attempting 

to fool and deceive the people of the State of New Jersey. 

We are here at a Constitutional Convention and 

we have to deal with constitutional law. We can't turn 

our backs on that constitutional law. If you want to 

continue to gain political adva1;1tage because in the big 

counties the Democrat Party obviously is controlling and 

you want to continue on a winner,...take-all basis, continue 

f . But I ask. is this your function as a that way , ine. , 

delegate at this Convention? Are we not to forget when 

we ·get down to the wire Republican and Democrat and are 

we not to vote our minds and our conscience? 

I say to you, if we are not to end in a stalemate, 

we must compromise and compromise to me means giving and 

giving equally. We have given the Democrat Party in a 

sense the Senate. We have said, yes, you can have it now 

with multi-member representation even though we do not 

feel that this is to the best interest of the citizens 

of the State. But we must maintain the Assembly in single-

member district. In accordance with the last decision -

and I know some of you have said you disagree with Mr. 

Sarcone on that decision - but I have read it It has 

set guidelinesi Read it again. Read it when you go home. 
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with the last decision -

you.disagree with Mr. 
have read it It has 

Read it when you.go home. 

Don't turn your back on it. Read it. And if you are 

going to have multi-member districts, the only way you 

are going to save it is by having single-member districts 

in the other house to counteract any invidious discrimination. 

Now we offer this as a compromise and I am going to 

say this further 9 ladies and gentlemen of the Convention, 

we have compromised as far as we can compromise. 

(Applause) 

If you do not meet us in this compromise, you will 

be responsible for deadlocking this Convention. Do not 

ask us to compromise beyond compromise. We have said it in 

a number of ways. We cannot do it any further, not because 

we would be letting Republicans down, but we would be 

letting the people down who elected us to serve them. 

I submit to you that we had better decide between 

now and June 15th what is best for the people of this State 

as a result of what the delegates of this Convention have 

considered to be best, as a result of our deliberations and 

our considerations. 

I appeal to you; do not let outside influences who 

are not members of this Convention, who are not delegates 

to this Convention, influence you in your decision. And 

I know, and what's the sense of kidding, a party leader 

and a party boss does better in a big county with multi

member representation. We don't deceive anyone. This is 

what they want. They don't want single-member districts 

so that individuals might be able to appeal to the electorate. 

We know that. This is obvious. 
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I think we the members of this Convention ought 

to stand together and tell those outside the Convention, 

this is what we feel - this is what we believe in. If 

we are not to be deadlocked 9 ladies and gentlemen, join us 

in what we said a number of weeks ago and I repeat now 

with all the sincerity at my command - this is the only 

compromise, the only true compromise of this Convention -

a bicameral legislature with a Senate elected from multi

member districts at large and the Assembly individual 

single-member districts. Thank.you. 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Perskie. 

:MR. MARVIN D. PERSKIE: Mr. President, fellow 

members of this Convention, this is some compromise. I 

have heard Senator Sarcone speak of the disenfranchisement 

of ethnic groups. By his great, magnanimous compromise, 

he has disenfranchised five small counties and if he 

thinks I or any other member of these small counties is 

going to back to our people= and they are our boss= 

they are the outside influence if he thinks we are 

going to go back there and say that we knuckled down to 

any compromise which disenfranchised our county, he has 

another thought coming. That is no compromise. That is 

utter destruction of a little county that deserves to 

live and we won't accept that plan or any other one like it. 

(Applause) 

PRESIDENT: Delegate Crabiel. 

:MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen 

of the Convention: I didn't know thatrwe were in a debating 
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ident and ladies and gentlemen 

kn.ow thatrwe.•were in a debating 

society or that we were in. a place where we •would have -

applause. 

It seems to me in listening to the emotional 

outburst of the Republican floor leader that certain 

emotions have gotten way away from the facts of the issue. 

The Republican floor leader started off by talking.about 

the fact that this was a bipartisan convention. This is 

true. We recognize that this is a bipartisan convention. 

But before he finished, he stood and faced me and he 

said, "This is what we -will do and this is what will be 

done and nothing else •will sufftce but what I say •1.1 Now 

if that is compromise, if that is an attempt to get some

thing done, then that is not my understanding of why we 

are here or not my understanding of a bipartisan convention. 

If I want to talk about this being a compromise, 

I can say to you without equivocation that at least a 

half a dozen leaders of the Republican. Party on ,the first 

or second day of this Convention said to me, 11This we can 

do. Let's wrap the Convention up and go home." This is 

no new proposal. This has been the posi-tion. of the 

Republican. Party since the.day we-came here and I say to 

you that we should be sitting here now and talking in an 

effort to solve this problem rather than playing to the 

galleries or playing to the newspapers. 

I continually hear about the misrepresentatio'n, so 

to speak, in the County of Essex. The people in the 

delegation now there comefrom five municipalities in the 

county. The people in that delegation represent by the 
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population of towns that they are in over 60 per cent of 

the people in Essex. There is nothing particularly wrong 

with that. And I. pointed out to you earlier in the day 

that our biggest objection to single=member districts is 

the fact of the provincialism that would be displayed, 

tq.e fact that you do not represent the county as a whole 

and it is the county government in our State that is 

paramount. 

I say to you the Democratic Party position is that 

the legislature should be responsible, should represent 

"the people, and that county government in particular and 

county lines in particular should be represented. 

I also want to point out that it wasn't a Democratic 

man standing up here talking about deadlock. It was the 

Republican floor leader talking about deadlock while we 

are still talking and trying to solve a problem, while 

there are proposals before us to debate. 

I say in all fairness 9 le.t 1 s stop being emotionalo 

Let's look at the facts and see if something can't be 

done to solve this problem. We are here on our side of the 

aisle pledgErl to solving this problem. We want to make 

every effort to solve this problem. But just because we 

don't agree and be.cause. of a decision in Hawaii, which I 

pointed out earlier in the day has no resemblance to the 

facts in this case, that doesn't mean that our thoughts 

are.wrong or that we don 1 t believe that some of the legal 

points quoted here are factual 1 that doesn 1 t make us wrong. 

On the other hand, it doesn 1 t make you wrong. But it seems 
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solve this problem so that we can come up with a 

solution. 

I say to you? all you delegates, many hours are 

being spent. Each of you has spent many hours on this 

matter and I am certainly hopeful and I am certain if it 

is up to us 9 a proposal will be adopted which can get the 

support of this Convention. But because of the fact of 

the single-member districts in this proposal, I strongly 

recommend to my. polleagues ,that this proposal be defeated. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Beadleston. 

MR. ALFRED N. BEADLESTON: Mr. President and 

ladies and gentlemen of the Convention: Mr. Sarcone stated 

that this amendment is an attempt on behalf of the Republican 

delegates to come half way down the road. When our 

position has been both houses totally subdistricted, to 

say one house at large and the other one subdistricted, 

I would certainly say with two houses that 1 s coming half 

way down the road. 

But that's not all of it. You heard a moment ago 

that some of us have been meeting without food and that 

still ,applies, still without food, to try to further 

explore possibilities of compromise. At that meeting we 

on this side of the aisle took another step still further 

down the road stating that we would instead of suggesting 

single-member districts in one house with a 40-80 or 40-94 

legislature go for double districts, two Assemblymen 
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running 'in a district instead of one in a district 9 to 

still come.another 25 per cent of the way down the road. 

And I might add there seemed to be some possibility of 

agreement and we would have come back here prepared to 

still further amend this resolution for consideration 

of the delegates tomorrow and it is still a Republican 

possibility 9 coming 75 per cent of the way down the road. 

But when we·were almost at fruition 9 we were advised9 and 

I have many of our delegates here who will bear me out 9 

that the word had come through from Trenton that if the 

Democrats did not get exactly what they now are standing 

for, then let them deadlock the.Convention and the Governor 

would call a special session of the Legislature 9 a mal

apportioned? illegal legislature, to present a plan to 

the people for vote in November. Do you call that fair 

compromise? It's a disgusting disgrace. That's the whole 

story and let the prese print it that way. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Perry. 

MR. ELIJAH PERRY~ Mr. Chairman 9 I think that this 

Convention needs to stop this attempt at subterfuge and 

get on with the business of the day. 

I heard stated here again this evening about 

the attempt to procure minority sympathy in the comments 

of the distinguished delegate, the floor leader of the 

Republican Party. 

I contend as I did before, and I'll say it again, 

that single=member districts or multi-tnember districts have 
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nothing to do with whether members of my race have a 

chance to participate in their party functions. This 

Convention itself is indicative of that fact. We represent 

30 per cent of the people in this State and we have less 

than 1 per cent of the people represented in this Convention. 

It will have to come from the parties. 

I say to you, if you have a proposal, let it stand 

on its own merits and don't use a minority group, 

especially the Negro 9 as a scapegoat to cover up your 

true meaning. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Lance. I am not 9 of course, referring to 

Delegate Lance, but referring to this debate and any 

debate that follows, I think we have had quite a full 

exposition of the philosophies underlying most of the 

points which are going to be voted on in this proposal 

and the one that follows it. And the earlier recommendation 

that debate be limited to further or new fields, I think 

should be pertinent. Senator Lance. 

MR. LANCE: Mr. President, I don't propose to give 

you philosophy. I propose to give you free legal opinion 

at this time. 

I am one of the three sponsors of Proposal 36 which 

has been amended with my consent, but not with my approval, 

if that makes a difference. In my opinion the 14th Amend

ment to the Federal Constitution applies to a unicameral 

legislature and it applies to both houses of a bicameral 

legislature.. 
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Now as I read the Hawaii case, in one sentence 

it says if the voting strength of a political party is 

minimized by multi=tnember districts in a particular state -

.and you can prove that by evidence, which would be the 

election results, and it is more than just last year, but 

it would be for a reason.able number of election. - ·then you 

have.an unconstitutional legislative body. Footnote 14 

of the Hawaii case, Burns v. Richardson., decided about six 

weeks ago, in my opinion-so stated. 

It is my opinion that a State Senate in New Jersey 

in the year 1966 at large-is an unconstitutional body and 

also under all of the-so ... called reapportionment cases 

starting with Reynolds v. Sims and all of the other cases 

decided about the same time, the-Supreme Court of the 

United States said, if one house of a bicameral legislature 

is bad, the whole legislature is bad. If one house of a 

bicameral legislature is unconstitutional, the en.tire 

legislative plan is unconstitutional. Consequently, 

I propose-to abstain from voting at this time for the 

legal reasons I just gave regardless of what my philosophies 

might be for getting out of this sweatbox. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Evanko. 

MR. JOHN EVANKO, JR.: Mr,. Chairman, ladies and 

gentlemen.: Most of us have done a great deal of thinking 

on the matter that is before us and it appears obvious 

that there must be a wedding between the two-political 
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er discussion? 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and 

lone a great deal of thinking 

us and it. appears obvious 

between the two.political 

parties that are represented here. 

We recognize that we have the preced,ents of the court 

to contend with. But. more important, all of us are agreed 

that the concern of the voter and his welfare is the 

objective that we are primarily dealing with. 

Now, unlike some of my colleagues and unlike some 

of the delegates from the other side of the aisle, I 

have found that through the exchange of ideas we have come 

a long way towards solving our. problem. We have undertaken 

t.he propositions advanced by both sides. We have examined 

the advantages of the unicameral legislature.with single

member districts. We have examined the advantages of a 

unicameral legislature with multi-member districts. And 

it seems to me based on those votes that have been cast 

so far that there must be from us some po;i.nt at which we 

will meet. 

Now it is obvious to me and I am sure that it is 

obvious to all of us here in the Convention that through

out the State of New Jersey in our small governments, in 

our town governments, in the coµnty governments, we have 

essentially single-unit legislative bodies that perform 

efficiently. It is obvious too that these governments 

have served successfully throughout the history of the 

State of New Jersey; the only consideration to the voter 

was the qualifications of the.candidates that were presented 

to the electorate and the wares with which they came before 

them as to whether or not they received the confidence•of 

the electorate. 
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Essentially we have to put aside some differences 

that we all·have. The political advantages of either 

electing members at large or from single-member districts 

can best be decided by the voters who are depending on. 

us for this late wedding. And essentially we have made 

the expression through five proposals. We have indicated 

that total single-member districts would not serve the 

t f th Pol]_.ti"cal bosses or those of us that purpose, no o e 

represent political constituencies, but they wouldn't 

serve best the purpose of the electorate. We have expressed 

also the fact that single-member districts do 'not provide 

the answer either. 

The delegates on this side of the fense have found 

an open-mindedness on the part of many delegates from 

the Democratic Party and I for one have found in the 

expressions of Mr. Perry, in the expressions of Mr. Tate, 

the fact that tokenism is not an accepted proposition 

by the rank and file voter. We must remember there that 

total capitulatiort by those of us who are seeking a 

political advantage on this side is not an acceptable 

proposition not only to us 1 but to the electorate at large 

and total capitulation on the·part of those.delegates on 

that side of the aisle is also not an acceptable propositione 

So to the delegates, to those in the Democratic 

Party and to the delegates here on the Republican side, 

we·ask that this open-minded approach be handled in such a 

fashion that from your side we take the advantage of multi

member districts and from our side we.take the advantage 
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take the advantage of multi-

iide we take the advantage 

to the electorate of single-member districts, keeping 

in mind the fact that the proposition of single-member 

districts has been tried at the local level of government, 

at the county level of government1 and it has worked success

fully. And those candidates in those local governments who 

have displayed improper wares to the people were not 

returned to office and it would be the same. thing regardless 

of whether we go total multi-member or total single-member 

districts. 

Now it seems to me that the compromise offered by 

the Senator, with the exception of the fact that the lower · 

house does not provide a sufficient number of representatives, 

is a reasonable one and we appeal to the reasonableness on 

both sides of the aisle so from the Convention we will have 

the proposition that won 1 t necessarily give us the best 

political advantage, but will do far-the vo.ter the one thing 

that is intended and it will be a concept that will go 

beyond the appeal of the court. We are not here simply to 

determine what the feeling of the court is; we are here 

moreover to go beyond what the court has indicated we 

d We must do more for the voter than which has must o. 

been outlined for us by the judicial body because he expects 

from us an intelligent approach to the preservation of a 

bl t t m that has all of the reasonable, worka· e two-par y sys e 

advantage in the hands of the voter. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Inglima. 

MR" INGLIMA: Mr. President, as an individual delegate 
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very frankly I take exception to some of the remarks 

that have been made in the discussion on the subject 

proposal. 

It seems to me that there are those who would 

suggest that Proposals Numbers 5 and 6 are the end of the 

world as far as this Convention is concerned. 

Now so far we have discussed and voted upon four 

individual proposals. If, as has been indicated in these 

discussions on this particular proposal, there is an 

impasse on Proposals 5 and 6,or if there is not, it seems 

to me this Convention has some 47 other proposals which 

de.serve consideration and discussion and voting. 

Now I think that these other proposals which pro

vide a fine combination of a number of points on both 

sides, some in the unicameral form and some in the bicameral 

form, certainly deserve our consideration. I don't think 

we should talk at this point about things like deadlock 

or intractability. I think we have just begun our work 

and I know that this Convention can do the job it has 

set out to do if it is permitted to vote, upon the individual 

proposals as they come up. 

I personally would recommend that at this point 

we get on with the business of voting which we are here 

to do and then we will come up with something that repre

sents the consensus of this Convention's feelings. 

I personally have confidence in that consensus and I feel 

we should get on with it. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 
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ed to vote, upon the individual 

mmend that at this point 

voting which we are here 

with something that repre

nvention's feelings. 

n that consensus and I feel 

discussion? 

Delegate Gallagher. 

MR. JOHN P. GALLAGHER: Mr. President and fellow 

delegates: Over a hundred years ago the greath 16th 

President of the United States made this statement: "This 

world will little note nor long remember what we say here, 

but it can never forget what they did here. 1 • Well 9 they 

did remember that. But I donrt think that we can expect 

that they will remember what we say here. They will 

remember what we do here. That particular phrase was 

from the Gettygsburg Ad4ress. 

We are here to do something for the people of this 

State. I don 1 t think that we can stimulate the interest 

that is necessary in the people in the government unless 

we do have something that they can understand. I think we 

must face the facts that we do have to have some single

member districts. I think that we·all know about the 

apathy towards government of our citizens. We talk about it, 

but we do very little to stimulate the interest. I think 

it is about time that we did. I think we have a golden 

opportunity here at this Convention and I think we should 

settle down and do something for the people of this State. 

Thank you. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? 

Delegate Hunt. 

MR. JOHN E. HUNT: Mr. President and fellow delegates, 

throughout the day we have had considerable discussions 

about various points and looking about the floor this 

evening, I would venture to say that without any further 

. discussion on this one particular amendment everyone has 
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made up their mind as to what they- are going to do, 

whether or not they have been told what to do or whether 

they have made up their own minds individually. 

I would respectfully say to you, sir, that the 

amendment be restated by you, sir, from the Chair so that 

what has been said in the matter of amendment will not 

have been forgotten in the he.at of the discussion and that 

after that, we begin to·discuss the motion at hand. We 

.are just wasting time, spinning our wheels and acting like 

a bun.ch of little old wash women, discussing something 

that we know we are going to do without any further equi

vocation.. 

I · that the amendment be read so that move you, sir, 

we might kn.ow what we are voting upon and then proceed 

with the business. 

PRESIDENT: Is there any further discussion.? I 

am mindful and appreciate the suggestion. of Delegate 

Hunt. It is the prerogative of the proponent to close 

debate and I would ask that in that hopefully brief 

statement the proponent will read the amendment so that 

we have it before us. 

Is there any further discussion. before we close 

debate calling upon the proponent? 

Senator Sarcone. 

:MR. SARCONE: I believe it is on the desk, Mr. 

President. 

PRESIDENT: We have it~ I ,would be-glad to read 

it. I thought you wanted to say something. 
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I believe, Mr. Sarco: 

Could we now close-debate? 
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(The Secretary calls 
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they are going to do, 

told what to do or whether 

~nds individually. 

1y to you, sir, that the 

sir, from the Chair so that 

;er of amendment will not 

it of the discussion and that 

is the motion at hand. We 

tg our wheels and acting like 

1en, discussing something 

lo without any further equi-

he amendment be read so that 

.ng upon and then proceed 

y further discussion? I 

suggestion of Delegate 

f the proponent to close 

that hopefully brief 

ead the amendment so that 

scussion before we close 

ent? 

it is on the desk, Mr. 

I .would be-glad to read 

ay something. 

MR. SARCONE: No. 

PRESIDENT: The amendment suggested was first 

the.amendment made by Assemblyman Beadleston which was the 

change -from \'"'June -1st of the following year in which 

the decennial census of population was takenu and 

substituting for it the words 11within one-month of the 

receipt of official population statistics from the United 

States Bureau of the Censu·s on February 1 of the year 

following the year in which the census is taken, whichever 

date is later11 • 

The second amendment, the amendment which has 

been the subject of most of the debate.was the amendment 

by which the reference to an Assembly being elected 

from single-member districts was deleted and in its place 

-- I'm sorry -- to a Senate from single-member district, 

and in its place there-was substituted a provision for 

an at-large election of Senators from Senate districts 

with the subdistricting remaining for Assembly purposes. 

I believe, Mr. Sarcone, that states the amendment. 

Could we now close-debate? 

MR. SARCONE: Yes. 

PRESIDENT: The question has been moved and is 

properly before the house. I would ask the Secretary to 

cal 1 the roll. 

(The Secretary calls the roll): 

AYES: Lilienfeld, Farley (half vote), Becton, 
Weber, Woodcock, Dimon, Forsythe, McCord 
Thatcher, Sandman(half vote) Horuvitz Bate 
Cl . ' ' ' app 2 K1.mmelman, Sarcone, _Stiles, Tate, Tompkins, 
Van Riper, Hume (half vote), Hunt, Caulfield (half 
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vote); Grossi, Koch, MacPhail, Roth, Roberson (half 
vote), Borst, Evanko, Gallagher, Willis, Beadleston, 
Sterner, Stout, Hillery, Maraziti, Thomas (half 
vote), Novins, Evers, Lacava, Sisco, Bateman, 
Bailey, Cawley, McDonough, Weinberg 

NAYS: Ponzio, Bozarth (half vote), Andora, 
Bertini, Durkin, Inglima, O'Connor, Peer, Skevin, 
Belopolsky, Kelley, Deighan, Bennie, Malandra, 
Perry (half vote), Perskie (half vote), Lupton, 
Clancy, Cohen, Duff, Fernicola, Foley, Handler, 
Jacobson, Lynch, Dunn (half vote),. Connery, 
Cotton ( half vote), Castano, Glauberman, Kelly, Musto, 
Phelps CV2vote) 1 Rittenhouse ( half vote) , Bash, 
Goldberg, Lockhard (half vote), Crabiel, Jacks, 
Metzger, Yelencsics, Gross, McGann, Reilly, 
Manahan, Roach, Gucci, Biber, Dunn, Keegan, 
Roemer, Davis (half vote), Meredith, Shaffer (half 
vote), Hollander (half vote), Dietz, Gannon, 
McGowan, Orkin (half vote), Curry (half vote) 

PRESIDENT: The tally clerks announce the tentative 

vote as affirmative 43, negative 53 1/2. 

vote. 

MR. SARCONE: Mr. President, how am I recorded? 

PRESIDENT: In the affirmative. 

MR. SARCONE: Please change. my vote to a negative 

PRESIDENT: The vote of Delegate Sarcone will be 

recorded in the negative. 

The official tally, in the affirmative 42 votes, 

in the negative 54 1/2 votes. 

MR. SARCONE: I move that the proposal lay over, 

Mr. President. 

DELEGATE: Second.the motion. 

PRESIDENT: Motion has been made and seconded for 

the .,reconsideration of Proposal 36 as amended. Is there 

a motion that the reconsideration lay on the table? 

MR. BERTINI: I so move. 

DELEGATE: Second the motion. 
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ident, how am I record·ed? 
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hange. my vote to a negative 
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the affirmative 42 votes, 

1at the proposal lay over, 

wt ion. 

been made and seconded for 

tl 36 as amended. Is there 

1.on lay on the table? 

.otion. 

PRESIDENT: Motion made and seconded that the 

reconsideration lay on the table. 

All those in favor, signify by saying 11 aye."' 

( Chorus of 11ayes11 ) 

Those opposed, Hno. 11 

(Silence) 

The motion is carried. 

The. next item, Number 6 on. the Operation Committee's 

re.port, is that of Proposal No. 45. In the form presented 

it incorporates amendments which are set forth and have 

been. put·upon your tables. 

The matter is now properly before the Convention 

and the Chair.recognizes Delegate Crabiel. 

MR, CRABIEL: Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen 

of the Convention: Proposal 45 as amended is in ou.r 

opinion. a true and proper compromise. There has been 

considerable discussion during the day of the need to 

arrive at a just and equitable solution. I think before 

us in. this proposal is the basis of such a solution.. 

I want to emphasize that this is a bicameral 

solution., but this provides an. Assembly and I quote 

from the wording of the proposal itself ·1'of a size necessary 

to constitution.ally guarantee each county at least one 

member.; 11 · It very clearly states that the size of the 

Assembly shall be such as to constitutionally guarantee 

each county one member. Those who have been arguing and 

debating on this floor throughout the day will realize 

in this amendment and in this compromis.e-many of the 
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things that they have been pressing for. 

It further provides that in this Assembly, which 

will have at least one member from every county, that 

in the four largest counties of·the State half of the 

members of the Assembly shall be elected at large and 

the other half shall be elected in single-member 

districts. I submit to you this is truly a new proposal. 

This is truly a compromise in an effort to meet the 

Republican. Party half way in their desire for single-member 

districts as again.st our desire for multi-member districts 

and it is truly a method of seeing that every county, 

no matter how small, has representation in the legislature. 

I would seriously urge that every delegate look 

at this proposal and think about it and search your heart 

because I honestly and sincerely believe that this proposal, 

the amendment of 45 which was voted on earlier today, 

containsthe germs of a truly effective proposal that this 

Convention could endorse and the people of this State 

could support. 

I respectfully point out that if there are any 

ethnic or political problems in some counties and if 

there are doubts in some delegates' minds concerning 

the impact of the Hawaii decision, despite -the fact that 

there are none in mine, this proposal goes a long way to 

solving any of those doubts. 

For those reasons, I would very seriously urge 

your support of this proposal. I don't want to reiterate 

the arguments concerning the reasons for or against 
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I don't want to reiterate 

easons fo~ or against 

bicameralism, but I do want to point out to you that this 

proposal in particular is in effect a proposal that goes 

away from our originally stated position and certainly 

takes a long step forward in approaching the position of 

the Republican members of this Convention. 

I very sincerely and earnestly request that you 

consider it, that you think hard about it, that you think 

of what this would do to our great state and perhaps we 

can find it in our hearts here to bring together the 

members of this Convention around the proposal that is 

before you. I move the proposal. 

PRESIDENT: Further discussion? 

Delegate Sarcone. 

MR, SARCONE: Mr. President and ladies and gentlemen 

of the convention: I believe that the proposal which is 

offered by way of compromise, amendment to Proposal No. 

45, as we view it, continues with the Senate multi-member 

districts, the Senate elected at large, and in so far as 

the Assembly is concerned, it designates that in,the four 

largest and most populous counties, Essex, Bergen, 

Hudson and Union, one-half the number assigned to the 

1 d t large and the other in districts. county would bee ecte a 

We submit first that the taking or designating of 

· · b"t We don't view the the four largest counties 1.s ar 1. rary. 

h 1 . · the four largest counties as being any people w o 1.ve 1.n 

different from the people living in any of the other 

counties and we do not see any basis for limiting the 

· of s1.· n.gle-member districts only to those representation 
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four counties. Further, we submit that having partial 

or one-half elected from single-member districts and 

one-half at large from within these large counties is 

fundamentally wrong. In the County of Essex Assemblymen 

would be representing one million people and I believe 

we discussed this this morning and others much less. 

For the reasons which were advanced this morning 

on debate on Proposal 46, I submit that under the decisions 

that this plan would not meet the 1"one man, one vote11 test, 

that it would not meet the requirements of the 14th 

Amendment. 

In so far as it being a compromise, Proposal 45 

originally provided for representation in the Senate 

as multi-member, in the Assembly multi-member. Now the 

compromise says, we'll take some of the counties, 

four of them, and I submit arbitrarily - but here even 

you can only have half single-member districts and the 

other half at large. Oh, yes, this is a retreat, but 

it is a very small retreat from the completely at-large 

provisions of Proposal No. 45, and I submit it is not 

fundamentally a compromise. But more important than 

it not being a fair compromise and an equitable compro

mise, we submit that it would not be.constitutional if 

it had to meet a court test. For that reason I oppose it 

and urge that we vote no. 

PRESIDENT: Any further discussion? (Silence) 

Being no further discussion, the proponent under our 

Rules has the right to close debate. 
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the proponent under our 

debate. 

MR. CRABIEL: I move-the question., Mr. President • 

PRESIDENT: The q1,1estion. is properly before 

the house. The Secretary.will please call the roll. 

(The Secretary calls the roll): 

AYES: Ponzio, Bozarth(half vote), O'Connor, 
Skevin., Belopolsky, Kelley, Deighan., Bennie, 
Malandra, Perry (half vote), Perskie (half vote), 
Lupton., ..:.Clancy, Cohen., Duff, Fernicola, Foley,· 
Handler, Jacobson, Lynch, Dunn. (half vote), 
Connery, Cotton (Half vote), Castano, Dugan., 
Glauberman, Kelly, Musto, Phelps (half vote), 
Rittenhouse·(half vote), Bash, Goldberg, Lockhard 
(half·vote), Crabiel, Jacks, Metzger, Yelen.csics; 
Gross, McGann, Reilly, Biber, Dunn, Keegan, 
Davis (half vote), Meredith, Shaffer (half vote), 
Hollan.der.(half vote), Dietz, Gannon., McGowan, 
Orkin.(half vote), Curry (half vote) 

NAYS: Lilienfeld, Farley (half vote), Becton, 
Weber, Woodcock, Dimon, Forsythe, McCord, Scholz, 
Thatcher; Weinberg -( half vote), Sandman. ( half vote) , 
Horuvitz, Bate, Clapp 7 Kimmelman., Sarcone, Stiles, 
Tate, Tompkins, Van Riper, Hume (half vote) 1 Hunt, 
Caulfield (half vote), Grossi, Koch, MacPhail, 
Roth, Roberson. (half vote), Lance (half vote), 
Hollendonner, Weinroth, Pierson (half vote), Borst, 
Evanko, Gallagher, Willis, Beadleston, Stern.er, 
Stout, Hillery, Maraziti, Thomas (half vote),· 
Novin.s, ·Evers, Lacava, Sisco, Leap (half vote), 
Bateman, Ozzard (half vote), Woolfenden (half vote), 
Bailey, Cawley, McDonough, Schreiber, Pfaltz (half 
vote) 

PRESIDENT: The tentative tally shows 45 1/2 votes 

in the affirmative and 49 1/2 votes in the negative. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, how am I recorded? 

PRESIDENT: You are recorded in the affirmative. 

MR. CRABIEL: Will you change my v,ote to the 

negative. 

, PRESIDENT: D_elegate Crabiel' s vote will be changed 

to the negative. The official tally shows in the affirmative 

44 1/2 votes, in the negative 50 1/2 votes. 

MR. CRABIEL: Mr. President, I would move that the 
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vote by which this proposal was lost be reconsidered. 

/ 

PRESIDENT: Is that motion seconded? 

MR. SARCONE: I second it. 

PRESIDENT: A motion to lay over is now in order. 

MR. SARCONE: I move that Proposal 45 as amended 

lay overn 

MR. CRABIEL: Second the motion. 

PRESIDENT: Motion has been made and seconded 

to lay on the table re.consideration of Proposal 45 as 

amended. All those in favor signify by saying 11 aye. 11 

( Chorus of 11 ayes1 ·1 ) 

Those opposed, 11no. n 

(Silence) 

Motion carried. 

MR. SRACONE: I move that the Convention adjourn 

until tomorrow at 1:,00 p.m. As I understand it, Mr. 

President, a number of delegates on both sides of th~ 

aisle have. some court commitments and would have to 

either make appearances or request adjournments. Therefore, 

we are moving th e · Convention commence its f 1 o or activity 

at one o I clock.-

PRESIDENT: Before that motion is seconded and a 

vote is taken on the motion to recess, the Chair would 

ask all those delegates who are sponsors of the many 

proposals which are referred to in the Operation Committee 1 s 

report to seriously consider between now and one o'clock 

tommorow whether their proposals have not in fact been the 

subject matter of a debate and vote in one of the six 
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proposals which were before the house today. As 

you know, the report from the Operation Committee 

suggests the priority of consideration. However, the 

Chair will remain after adjournment tonight and will 

be here tomorrow morning from ten 0 1 clock on and any 

sponsor who can find it in his heart to either abandon a 
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MR. SARCONE: Mr. President, might I make two 

requests. First, I would like to announce that· the. Republican 

members will meet at 12 0 1 clock for a party conference. 

Secondly, a number of the delegates have.asked about 

lunch. 

PRESIDENT: Provisions have been made for lunch. 

Tickets will be available in the office and lunch will 

be available. 

MR. CRABIEL: I second the motion .• 

PRESIDENT: We have a motion made and seconded to 

adjourn until 1:00 P.M. tomorrow. 

All those in favor, signify by saying 11 aye. 1t 

( Chorus of 1t ay.esn) 

Those opposed, 1iNo. 11 

The motion is.carried. 
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