
If one compares American state constitutions with their federal counter-
part, one is immediately struck by how differently the documents deal
with constitutional change. Although the framers of the federal Consti-
tution wanted to make constitutional change easier than it had been
under the Articles of Confederation, they remained wary of an excessive
“mutability of the laws,” and they worried that too frequent constitu-
tional change would undermine popular attachment to the fundamental
law.1 The Federal Constitution makes no express provision for its own
replacement—any convention proposing a new national constitution
would, like the Philadelphia Convention of 1787, be operating on the
fringes of legality. It provides two mechanisms for proposing amendments
(proposal by Congress or by constitutional convention), but it requires
supermajorities in both instances: a two-thirds majority in each house of
Congress to propose an amendment or petitions from two-thirds of the
states to call for a convention. Finally, the Constitution requires an extra-
ordinary, geographically dispersed majority (three-quarters of the states)
to ratify proposed amendments.2

In contrast, from the outset most states made the amendment of their
constitution, the replacement of their constitutions, or both relatively
easy, and over time the general trend has been to facilitate state constitu-
tional amendment and replacement.3 Many states expressly authorize the
revision of their constitutions, and altogether the states have adopted 145
constitutions, an average of almost three per state.4 (Louisiana holds the
dubious distinction of having adopted eleven constitutions in less than
two centuries, prompting one wag to describe constitutional change in
Louisiana as “sufficiently continuous to justify including it with Mardi
Gras, football, and corruption as one of the premier components of state
culture.”5) The states have also developed an array of methods for propos-
ing constitutional amendments—constitutional convention, proposal by
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the legislature, proposal by constitutional commission, and proposal by
initiative—and many state constitutions authorize multiple methods for
proposing amendments. Most states have also adopted a simple majori-
tarian system for ratifying amendments—a majority of those voting on
the proposal, regardless of turnout or voter drop-off, suffices for ratifica-
tion. The effect of these arrangements is seen in the frequency with which
states amend their constitutions. Current state constitutions contain more
than 5,000 amendments, and most have been amended more than 100
times, Alabama’s 1901 constitution more than 740 times.6 If anything,
the pace of amendment appears to have quickened in recent years—from
1994 to 2001 the states adopted 689 constitutional amendments.7

Given the frequency of constitutional change, it might seem odd to
devote a volume to the obstacles to state constitutional reform and how
they might be overcome. Yet despite the proliferation of constitutional
amendments—or perhaps to some extent because of it8—state constitu-
tional reform has been relatively infrequent during the twentieth and
early twenty-first centuries. This is reflected in the decline in constitu-
tional conventions: whereas the states convened 144 from 1800 to 1900,
they called only 64 since then, and none since 1984. And whereas the
states adopted ninety-four constitutions during the nineteenth century,
they have adopted only twenty-three since then and only one in the past
quarter century.9

Of course, it is possible to introduce significant constitutional reform
without calling a convention or adopting a new constitution—amend-
ments proposed by constitutional commissions, by initiative, or by state
legislatures may also produce constitutional reform. But in thinking
about constitutional reform, it is important to distinguish it from the
ordinary constitutional change that is so prevalent in the states. Any alter-
ation of a state constitution, no matter how technical or minor, qualifies
as constitutional change. In contrast, constitutional reform involves a
more fundamental reconsideration of constitutional foundations. It intro-
duces changes of considerable breadth and impact, changes that substan-
tially affect the operation of state government or the public policy of the
state.10 The replacement of one constitution by another obviously quali-
fies as constitutional reform. So too may major constitutional amend-
ments or interconnected sets of amendments. However, most constitu-
tional change in the states does not qualify. Most amendments involve
relatively minor adjustments, attempts to deal with specific problems
without altering (or even considering) the broader constitutional founda-
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tions of the state. This is particularly true of those constitutional amend-
ments that are proposed by state legislatures (and state legislatures are the
most prolific source of amendments). This is hardly surprising. From
firsthand experience state legislators understand the adjustments needed
in the law of the state, many of which—given the level of detail in state
constitutions—must be accomplished via amendment. In addition, state
legislators benefit from the political status quo and therefore are usually
reluctant to introduce amendments promoting fundamental reform, as
such amendments could jeopardize their position. 

It may perhaps advance our understanding of the distinction between
ordinary constitutional change and constitutional reform to recall the
analogous distinction drawn by state courts between constitutional
amendment and constitutional revision. Most states that employ the con-
stitutional initiative permit it to be used to propose constitutional amend-
ments but not constitutional revisions, and opponents of far-reaching ini-
tiatives have challenged them in court, asserting that the changes they
contemplate amount to a revision of the state constitution. In ruling on
such challenges, state judges have had to identify criteria for distinguish-
ing amendments from revisions. Thus, the California Supreme Court
noted that “our revision/amendment analysis has a dual aspect, requiring
us to examine both the quantitative and qualitative effects of the measure
on our constitutional scheme. Substantial changes in either could amount
to revision.”11 Similarly, the Florida Supreme Court asserted that an
amendment “if approved would be complete within itself, relate to one
subject and not substantially affect any other section or article of the Con-
stitution or require further amendments to the Constitution to accom-
plish its purpose.”12

The distinction introduced here between constitutional reform and
ordinary constitutional change, like the distinction between constitu-
tional amendment and constitutional revision, is admittedly not an exact
one. There will doubtless be close cases, and the line between constitu-
tional reform and ordinary constitutional change is hardly precise.
Nonetheless, the distinction is important because it underlines why fre-
quent change is not the same as fundamental change. It also highlights
why constitutional reform remains a crucial issue in the states. 

It may well be, as the Virginia Declaration of Rights asserts, “[t]hat
no free government, or the blessings of liberty, can be preserved to any
people but . . . by a frequent recurrence to fundamental principles.”13 But
even if this is not the case, in the first decade of the twenty-first century,
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reconsideration of the foundations of state constitutions is particularly
timely. For one thing, we are asking more of the states than we have in the
past. No longer are the states merely called on to address their traditional
responsibilities. The federal government has devolved new responsibilities
for policy development and implementation to the states, both because of
budgetary problems at the national level and because of a perception that
some endemic problems might be more effectively addressed at the state
level.14 State citizens too have increased their demands and expectations.
The states are therefore being expected to address new problems and to
generate novel solutions for long-standing, intractable ones. Are the states
up to the challenge? During the 1960s and 1970s, various commentators
raised questions about state governmental capacity, about whether the
states had the ability to manage and implement programs to deal with
their pressing problems.15 These concerns about state capacity led to sev-
eral noteworthy innovations, ranging from strengthening the governors’
appointment, personnel, and budgetary powers to professionalizing state
legislatures and consolidating state bureaucracies.16 Despite these steps,
questions about state capacity persist today. Because the states’ constitu-
tional arrangements have a major impact on state governmental capacity,
constitutional reform may be crucial in determining how effectively the
states meet their new responsibilities.

In addition, many state constitutions are quite frankly in need of
major overhaul or replacement. As noted, the frequency of amendments
to state constitutions has tended to obscure the infrequency of funda-
mental change, particularly during the twentieth and early twenty-first
centuries. More than two-thirds of the states now operate under consti-
tutions that are more than a century old. Of course, there is nothing
intrinsically wrong with “old” constitutions—the federal Constitution
was drafted more than two centuries ago, and few would wish to see it
replaced. Indeed, one might argue that for constitutions, durability is a
virtue rather than a vice. Yet, unlike the federal Constitution, contempo-
rary state constitutions do not continue in operation because of popular
veneration for the document or for its drafters—indeed, according to one
survey, only 52 percent of respondents even knew that their state had a
constitution.17 Moreover, there are several reasons why these older state
constitutions may be ripe for reexamination.

First, most existing state constitutions, written in the latter half of the
nineteenth century, were not designed for the long haul. Their drafters by
and large shared the Jeffersonian belief in constitution-making as a pro-
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gressive enterprise.18 Instead of emphasizing constitutional continuity and
deference to the wisdom of the past, they asserted that the practices and
institutional arrangements embedded in state constitutions needed to be
constantly readjusted in light of changes in circumstances and in political
thought. They also maintained that the experience of self-government in
America constantly expanded the fund of knowledge about constitutional
design, so that later generations were better situated to frame constitu-
tions than were their less experienced, and hence presumably less expert,
predecessors. Whether or not they were correct, this affected how they did
their work and what they expected future generations to do with it. As
William Andrews Clark, the chairman of Montana’s 1889 convention,
put it: “As the generations come and go, developing rapidly successive
changes and conditions, requiring new methods and additional powers
and restraints, we may expect that the genius and wisdom of our succes-
sors will eliminate, supplement, and amend” the work of the 1889 con-
vention.19 Thus, the very drafters of existing state constitutions expected
that their work would be subject to periodic reexamination and reform
and welcomed that prospect.

Second, the very character of current state constitutions implies the
need for periodic reform. In comparison with the federal Constitution,
state constitutions tend to be far more detailed and far more willing to
elevate policy pronouncements to constitutional status.20 For example,
whereas article III of the Federal Constitution uses only 377 words to
establish the federal judiciary, article VI of the New York Constitution
uses 15,310 words to establish the state judiciary.21 This propensity to
detail and to constitutional legislation is particularly common in consti-
tutions that were drafted during the late nineteenth century (when
twenty-six of today’s state constitutions were written) or that incorporate
the constitutional initiative (as do eighteen state constitutions). Yet it is
apparent in most other state constitutions as well, reflected in the fact that
half of state constitutions are more than 25,000 words long. My point
here is not to open a debate on whether it is wise to include extensive
detail in state constitutions or to constitutionalize policy matters. That
topic has been extensively debated, and there are respectable arguments
on both sides of that issue.22 Rather, my point is that the decision on con-
stitutional detail, whichever way one goes, has foreseeable consequences.
For the American states, which have by and large repudiated constitu-
tional minimalism and embraced constitutional detail, the effects of that
choice are highlighted in Chief Justice John Marshall’s famous opinion in
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McCulloch v. Maryland (1819). As Marshall observed, in order for a con-
stitution to “endure for ages to come,” it could not “partake of the pro-
lixity of a legal code,” but would rather have to confine itself to marking
“great outlines” and “important objects,” lest it lose the capacity to
respond to new situations.23 Detail is the enemy of flexibility, and flexi-
bility is the key to durability. In opting for constitutional maximalism the
states recognized that, as changes in circumstances and attitudes occurred,
their constitutions would become outdated and in need of reform. It is
not surprising, therefore, that there has been little reverence for the
founders of state constitutions and even less reluctance to tinker with
their handiwork. The states have made it easy to introduce needed
changes, and most state constitutions have been amended more than once
for every year they have been in operation.

If a constitutional amendment indicates a defect in a constitution,
then one could conclude from this proliferation of amendments that the
older state constitutions—and the younger ones too, for that matter—
have not survived because they have successfully solved the problems beset-
ting the states. Yet it is also possible to view the frequent constitutional
amendment in the states positively, treating it as an alternative mechanism
for constitutional reform, the twentieth century’s analogue to the nine-
teenth’s reliance on constitutional conventions and constitutional revision.
This seems far too sanguine an assessment. Although in some instances
states have pursued fundamental reforms via amendment, usually amend-
ment is not an adequate substitute for more comprehensive reform.
Indeed, constitutional amendments typically correct specific problems in
documents that were designed to meet the problems of another era, with-
out consideration of the broader constitutional design.24 Moreover, in
many states the proliferation of piecemeal amendments, adopted at vari-
ous times by majorities with quite different political agendas, has destroyed
the coherence of state constitutions as plans of government.

Third, in assessing the need for state constitutional reform, one must
acknowledge the distrust and dissatisfaction felt by citizens in many states
with the governments created by their constitutions. This is not to say, of
course, that state constitutions are to blame for all the deficiencies of state
governments. Yet neither are they blameless—state constitutions do make
a difference. This dissatisfaction is reflected in low voter turnout for state
elections and in poll data on public attitudes toward state government.25

These certainly belie any notion that the state constitutions have survived
because of popular satisfaction with the governments they have created.
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The dissatisfaction is indirectly reflected in the increasing resort to direct
democracy for policy making in the states, which indicates a perception
that state institutions are not appropriately responsive to citizen con-
cerns.26 Popular distrust is reflected as well in the adoption of constitu-
tional amendments designed to chasten or thwart the institutions of state
government by limiting the tenure of officials, reducing their powers, and
transferring their policy-making responsibilities to the people. These
reforms range from term limits for state legislators to constitutional
restrictions on increases in the rate of state spending to the demand for
referenda on all new taxes.27

Interestingly, whereas ordinary politics under state constitutions
often produces popular distrust and disinterest, constitutional reform can
sometimes have the opposite effect. In the past, campaigns for constitu-
tional reform have had a transforming effect on many of those involved
in them. For example, although many delegates to state constitutional
conventions have been political novices, their experience as delegates has
propelled many to pursue careers in public service. The delegates often
cite the convention experience as among the most important in their
lives, a chance to be statesmen rather than politicians. Ordinary citizens
who have become involved in campaigning for constitutional initiatives
also testify about how much they learned from the experience and how
committed they became to staying involved in the political life of the state
as a result.28 For voters, too, constitutional reform can have an energizing
effect. Data in several states that use the constitutional initiative indicate
that it increases voter interest and turnout on election day.29

Finally, constitutional reform—particularly the adoption of a new
constitution—can be a source of pride and a unifying force. Looking
beyond the borders of the United States, one sees this in South Africa,
where the postapartheid constitution has become a potent symbol of self-
government and of national unity.30 This is likewise true in several of the
countries that emerged from communist rule in the late twentieth cen-
tury. Within the United States, similar experiences are found in states
such as New Jersey and Montana that adopted constitutions in the last
sixty years.31

The chapters in this volume survey recent efforts to introduce con-
stitutional reform, analyzing the factors that contributed to the success or
failure of those efforts. These case studies have scholarly interest, as far too
little is known about the politics of state constitutional reform and about
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how that political activity fits into the broader scheme of state politics.
The studies also have practical import for constitutional reformers,
because their authors draw from the case studies broader lessons that
might inform reform efforts in other states. Let me highlight key elements
in each of these studies.

The Florida Constitution of 1968 provides for a unique system of
constitutional reform, mandating the periodic establishment of a revision
commission that has the authority to take its proposals directly to the vot-
ers, without legislative approval or review. In her chapter Rebecca Mae
Salokar assesses Florida’s experience with this innovative mechanism. She
notes that in 1978, the first time the commission proposed amendments,
none of its proposals were ratified. In 1998, in contrast, voters endorsed
eight of the commission’s nine proposals. In part, of course, differences in
the substance of what was proposed explain the divergent outcomes. In
part, too, factors outside the control of the commission may have influ-
enced the results—in 1978, an initiative legalizing casino gambling was
also on the ballot, prompting in response a major “vote no” campaign that
affected the prospects of all ballot propositions. Yet in part differences in
process help account for the commission’s greater success in 1998. The
1998 commission better reflected the state politically and demographi-
cally, so there were no groups that opposed the commission’s recommen-
dations because they felt excluded from the process. The 1998 commis-
sion made a major effort to consult the public prior to developing its
proposals, which gave them a greater legitimacy. And the 1998 commis-
sion had sufficient funding to publicize and explain its proposals prior to
ratification, thus ensuring an informed decision. Salokar concludes that
the learning experience from 1978 to 1998 bodes well for the continued
success of the revision commission in the future.

In the mid-1990s the California Constitutional Revision Commis-
sion proposed a set of major constitutional amendments to the California
Legislature, but the Legislature rejected all its proposals. The defeat of the
Commission’s proposed amendments stands in marked contrast to the
virtually continuous amendment of the California Constitution via the
constitutional initiative (as well as by amendments proposed by the Leg-
islature). In his chapter Bruce Cain concludes that the disparity reflects
the difficult set of veto points that proposals for constitutional revision
must navigate, in contrast with the relatively straightforward path for
constitutional initiatives. Once initiative proponents gather sufficient sig-
natures, an initiative goes directly on the ballot, bypassing the legislature,
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and merely needs to secure popular approval. In contrast, constitutional
revision requires that a proposal secure the approval of the commission,
of the legislature, and of the electorate, and at each point affected groups
can block adoption. In theory the commission seems to offer a better
approach to constitutional reform, with extended deliberation and an
array of proposals closely tied to a set of articulated values, in contrast
with the piecemeal and disjointed change produced by the initiative
process. But in practice, Cain concludes, for commissions to be effective,
they may need to tailor their proposals to suit those in a position to pre-
vent adoption of the proposals, rather than submitting what they might
view as simply the “best” recommendations.

Virginia in 1970 adopted a new constitution that was drafted by an
eleven-member commission and revised by the Virginia General Assem-
bly before submission to the electorate for ratification. The success of Vir-
ginia’s campaign stands in sharp contrast to the contemporaneous failure
of reform efforts in New York, Rhode Island, Maryland, New Mexico,
Oregon, Arkansas, and Idaho. In his chapter, A. E. Dick Howard analyzes
why the constitutional reformers in Virginia succeeded and considers how
political changes have altered the prospects for reform in the early twenty-
first century. Howard credits the political realism of the drafters of the
Virginia Constitution, who at times sacrificed theoretical elegance in
order to avoid making unnecessary enemies and avoided altogether some
issues that might have antagonized important blocks of voters. He also
emphasizes the crucial role played by Virginians for the Constitution, a
privately funded organization that led the campaign for ratification. This
group created a grassroots network throughout Virginia, bringing infor-
mation about the constitution to voters and countering the claims of
opponents. The group also created a climate for approval by demonstrat-
ing the nonpartisan character of the constitution through endorsements
from political leaders of all ideological stripes and from diverse commu-
nity groups. Howard concludes that given the increased partisanship of
contemporary politics, with powerful single-issue groups and pervasive
popular distrust of government, the task of constitutional reform would
be far more difficult today than it was in the past.

Alabama’s 1901 Constitution is the nation’s most amended, with more
than 700 amendments as of 2003. Yet despite its manifest deficiencies, the
numerous efforts in Alabama to promote constitutional reform, which
began as early as 1915, have faltered. In his chapter Bailey Thomson exam-
ines the factors that frustrated reformers in the past and considers why the
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current campaign, mounted by Alabama Citizens for Constitutional
Reform (ACCR), has greater prospects for success. Whereas previous
reform efforts were championed by political leaders who either failed to
spend the necessary political capital for reform or fell victim to political
intrigues, ACCR’s campaign involves an independent citizens’ group that
has adopted a two-pronged approach. ACCR has mounted an effective
grassroots strategy, making use of newspaper coverage and public events to
inform and mobilize the state’s population. It has also enlisted business
leaders, representatives of other groups, and former officials from both
political parties to demonstrate a broad consensus in favor of reform.
These efforts have succeeded in placing constitutional reform on the polit-
ical agenda, with both the incumbent Democrat and his Republican chal-
lenger endorsing reform in the 2002 gubernatorial election. When Repub-
lican Bob Riley was elected, one of his first acts was to appoint a
commission to develop proposals on five constitutional reform issues, with
the expectation that the commission over time would address other issues
as well. While the ultimate outcome remains unknown at this writing, the
Alabama experience demonstrates the possibilities of bottom-up constitu-
tional reform.

Like Alabama, New York has experienced major problems attribut-
able, at least in part, to constitutional deficiencies. Unlike in Alabama,
however, the legislature is not an obstacle to constitutional reform,
because New York is one of fourteen states in which the question of
whether or not to call a constitutional convention is automatically placed
on the ballot periodically. In his chapter Gerald Benjamin examines why,
despite the problems with the government of New York, voters in 1997
overwhelmingly rejected calling a constitutional convention. Uncertainty
about what a convention might propose was a major factor. The New
York Constitution prescribes that the subject matter of the prospective
convention cannot be limited in advance, and both legislators and pow-
erful groups within the state were concerned more about how an unlim-
ited convention might jeopardize their interests than about how constitu-
tional reform might solve the problems plaguing government in New
York. The failure to mount an effective campaign in support of a con-
vention also was crucial. Governor Mario Cuomo had championed the
idea of a convention, but after his defeat by Governor George Pataki, the
main advocate of the convention no longer held political office, and
Pataki’s support for the convention was lukewarm. This lack of leadership,
combined with limited funds and lack of organization, frustrated efforts
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to inform and mobilize potential supporters. In contrast, groups against
the convention united in opposition and, with the backing of organized
labor, mounted a media blitz and worked the phone banks just before the
election, claiming that the convention would be dominated by career
politicians. Because voters typically do not have deep-seated convictions
about whether or not a convention should be called, this opposition tac-
tic proved effective: more than 60 percent of those voting on the question
rejected a convention, and large numbers of voters failed to vote on the
issue altogether.

Advocates of constitutional reform often assert that constitutional
commissions and constitutional conventions are superior mechanisms of
constitutional change, because they encourage due deliberation and a
comprehensive consideration of the state constitution. However, as Anne
Campbell’s chapter demonstrates, the constitutional initiative can also be
the vehicle for well-considered reform. Her case study of the adoption of
a constitutional initiative on campaign finance reform in 2002 shows that
use of the constitutional initiative to pursue one’s goals is often a last
resort, when reform through other political institutions is blocked by
entrenched interests, either because the reform will alienate key con-
stituencies or because it threatens the self-interest of politicians. In the
case of campaign finance, sponsoring groups employed the constitutional
initiative only after their proposals were twice blocked by gubernatorial
vetoes and their successful statutory initiative was gutted by subsequent
legislation. The constitutional initiative’s long gestation during legislative
consideration provided ample opportunity for full deliberation on its con-
tents. Moreover, the prospect of defeat at the polls after a long and expen-
sive effort to get on the ballot served to discipline the advocates of cam-
paign finance reform, ensuring that they crafted a proposal that would
win voter support. In this sense then initiative advocates find themselves
in the same predicament faced by constitutional commission members, as
described by Bruce Cain. Constitutional reformers must espouse not
what they view as the best policy simply but rather good policy that seems
likely to prevail at the polls. This, of course, is not necessarily a bad
thing—the requirement of popular support for fundamental reforms is
basic to our system of government.

Several conclusions emerge from these case studies. First, constitu-
tional reform can be pursued through a variety of avenues, not just
through constitutional conventions. This is important, given the appar-
ent loss of interest in conventions—Virginia changed its constitution via
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commission, Alabama chose a commission over a convention despite the
preference of reformers, and New York overwhelmingly rejected a con-
vention call. Second, good ideas are not enough to secure constitutional
reform. Reformers need to inform and interest the public in reform,
which means showing how it benefits them personally. However, if they
succeed in this task, popular support for reform can be used as it was in
Alabama to persuade politicians to take up the cause. Third, constitu-
tional reform efforts must be pursued in a political context not of the
reformers’ making. In particular, reformers must deal with officials suspi-
cious of how reform may affect their positions and their power and with
established groups intent on protecting their interests. Reformers must
avoid antagonizing potential opponents unnecessarily and may have to
compromise in order to accommodate them. The failure of reform in
New York is traceable to the reformers’ inability to reassure powerful
groups in the state that a convention would not propose changes detri-
mental to their interests. Fourth, despite the obstacles to reform identified
by the authors, the conclusion is that reform can succeed. The reformers
won in Virginia and Colorado, they largely won in Florida, and they may
succeed in Alabama. They failed in California and New York, but even in
those states the failure may be less than complete. In Florida, after the first
commission’s proposals were rejected, several were resubmitted and
adopted as piecemeal amendments, and it may be that studies and pro-
posals in California and New York will reemerge, as political develop-
ments underscore the need for constitutional reform. This in turn under-
lines a final point, made most eloquently by Governor George Busbee in
1983 during the successful campaign to revise the Georgia Constitution:
“Constitutional revision is not for the faint of heart. It is not a Sunday
drive in the mountains. It is an incredibly difficult, sometimes tedious,
sometimes exhilarating, always challenging undertaking requiring the
cooperation of all.”32

The Ford Foundation has provided generous support for State Con-
stitutions for the Twenty-first Century, and I gratefully acknowledge its cru-
cial role in this project. Julius Ihonvbere, my program officer at The Ford
Foundation, was an enthusiastic convert to the importance of state con-
stitutional reform in the United States and recognized that constitution-
makers in other federal systems could benefit a great deal from the state
constitutional experience. The educational leadership at Rutgers Univer-
sity (Camden) has created a vibrant intellectual atmosphere that encour-
ages scholarly endeavors. Provost Roger Dennis underwrote the creation
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of the Center for State Constitutional Studies and has been among its
strongest supporters ever since. Margaret Marsh, Dean of Arts and Sci-
ences, and Rayman Solomon, Dean of the Law School, have provided
steady encouragement for the Center’s work on this project. Their sup-
port is most appreciated. 

Robert Williams, Associate Director of the Center for State Consti-
tutional Studies, has worked tirelessly on the project, and I have benefited
immeasurably from his friendship, his wise counsel, and his good judg-
ment. Sylvia Somers, the Center’s invaluable Administrative Assistant, has
helped to keep the project on course with her usual blend of efficiency,
dedication, and good humor. I shall not attempt to thank individually the
many scholars, officials, judges, and others who have contributed their
insights and advice on this project—the list would be too long, and I
would worry about leaving out important contributors. They will, I hope,
find in State Constitutions for the Twenty-first Century ample evidence of
how valuable their insights were.

A final note: Bailey Thomson, who authored the chapter on consti-
tutional reform in Alabama, died shortly after completing the manu-
script. All who knew him will miss his gentle demeanor, his professional-
ism, and his dedication to improving government in his home state.
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