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.0 U;ISIATIVE EXPENDITURES

summ'

S Tuu queetione are frequently raised concerning legielative session =
‘expenses in Hawaii - (1) What does our legislature cost? and (2) How does
- the expense of operating our legislsture compare with that of operating
other legislatures? This report attempts to answer these two questions

_ by gathering and comparing available cost statistics. Being expressed in .
terms of dollar-and-cents, it can not measure the quality of the legisla-. -
" tive product, a matter which ultimately csn be determined only by the voter.

N Regular session legislative expeneee in the Territory emount to 1e86 -
" than 1% of the total cost of operating the territorial government, Although
“legislative expenses have increased over the last decade, they have not kept |
~pace with the more rapid rise of general operating costs of government, Since
" the outbresk of World War II, the rate of increase of legislative costs has e
-quickened, and on the basis of preliminary figures, a record expense of over:

540,000 has apparently been established for the 1951 regular sesaion, Thie_r
is equivalent to approximately $12,000 per legislator, #7,500 per legislative
day, $1,500 for each measure enacted, and $300 for each measure introdueed
in the 1951 sesslon,

Comparison of Hawaii's 1949 regular seesion costs with those of jurie-jﬁﬁ"
dictione for which eimiler data wers obtained indicates that:

12 Jurisdictions had a total cost greater than Hawaii's; 17 less,
. 2 Jjurisdictions had a greater cost per inhabitant; 27 less.
‘1 jurisdiction spent more par legislator; 28 less,
9 juriedictions spent more per legislative day; 18 less.
- 24 Jurisdictione spent more per meessure introduced; 4 less.
- 10 jurisdictions spent more per measure enacted; 18 less.

' Then the population of Hawaii, the size of its legislature, end the i
1ength of its session are teken into mccount, the Territory might be expeeted
to have occupled & relatively lower position among the jurisdictions ranked
according to total session expenditures. However, when the larger mmber. ef _
measures introduced by the territorial legislature is considered, Hawaii‘ V* i
'relative position does not appear to be out of line, L .,IT

.~ Comperison of the manner in,which each legielative dollar is epent indi--
oates that & larger fraction of each dollar is paid to Hawaii's legislative .
‘employees than is paid to employees e¢lsewhers. Office supplies and equipment
also appesr to receive a greatsr proportion of the territorial legisiative .=
dollar than is the rule. The lack of oompereble price indices prevents deter-‘
minetion of how much of this disparity ie due to higher prices in the Territory._
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I. Introduction

Legislatures, bs they national, state, or territorial, are expensive.
It is frequently asserted that they cost too much money, In contrast, other
persons clasim that lesgislaturss probahbly spend too littls upon themselves sa the
fundamental, policy-making pert of the gavernmeﬁtnl machinery, FPerhaps beceuss
of partisl acceptance of this latter-view and becsupe the legislature is the leant
costly of the three major branches of government,l 1ittle attention has been given
to the nature and appropriatensss of legislative expenses, Yet, notwithstanding
the lack of study devoted to such expenses, very often two related questions are
raised - (1) What does our lsgisleture cost? and (2) How does the wxpense of
operating our legislature compare with that of operating other similar legisla-
tures? This report sttempts to answer these two questions for the Territory of
Hawali,

In general, legislative accounts as fourd in the journals of both houses
of the territorial legislature over the past twenty years are in sufficlent detail
to permit the making of sdequate comparisons, Variances in style over this period,
or between the records of the two houses af the legislature, are of litile import,
The task of comparing Haweii's legislstive expense with the amounts spent by
recent legislatures of other states and territories proved much more difficult,
Current Mainland data wers not available end such information ag was at hand did
not permit ready comperison, Expense figures which afforded opportunity for such

comparison wers, therefore, sought directly by questionnsire from appropriate atate

1Lugialaﬁive expense seldom exceeds two per eentum of the total general
operating cost of government; Infra, p. 18, BSee also, State of Wew York, Interinm

 Report of the New York State Joint Legislative Committee on Legislative Methods,
Pragtices, Frocedurss and rxpenditures (Albany: villiams Press, Inc., 1945), p.108.




and territorial officials, These figures, supplied by many (although, unfortu=
nately, not all) cooperating public officials have been used in this report to
show Hawail's legislative costs in relation to those of other jurisdictions.

One word of caution: the dollars apent by 8 legislature, be they meny or
few, are not necessarily an indicator of its efficiency or of the guality of its
product, It 13 generally agreed thet quantity of production or monsy spent in
production is not necessarily a measure of quality, In shorit, dollar~and-cents
romparisons alone capnot serve as a basis for determining the caliber of wvork
performed by legislative bodies, Hovever, such comparisons permit the building
of composite averages and aécertaining of those features in which the practices
of the Havaiian legislature are not typical of those on the Mainland, Thsy serve
to direct ettention toward sttalnment of a worthwhile public goal, that of obiain-
ing the highest quality public service possible per dollar spent.

A description of legislative expense in the Territory of Hawali in 1929
end froﬁ 1939 to 1951 is pressnted in Section II heleé. There an effort is made
to show the trend of expense in Hawall during the past two decades and to datermine
the menner in which the legislative dollar has been spent. Section III contsins
comparisons between Hawaii's expenditures and expendifures of states and other
territories of the United States, These compariscens are based upon legislative
expense fipgures for the 1949 and 1950 repular soecions in Jjurisdictions which
supplied material in form usable for this study, Ixpenses incurred during special
sepglons or betwesn sessions by interim or other special committees zre not in-
corporated in this report, Also omitted are the costs of services performed by

Permanent agencies reporting to or performing special or interim services for the

legislature,



II, Legislative Expense in Hawali, 1929-1951

4. Trends in Legislative Session Expense

Like all costs of government, the expense of operating Hewaii's legislature
has increesed substantially since 1929, This progresslive increase has been more
rapid since the 1943 regular session than prior to that lepislature, Cost of con-
ducting the 1929 regular session was only $116,127 as may be noted in Figure 1,
Two decades later, in 1949, this expense had passed the five hundred thousand
dollar mark, two and one-half times the 1941 expense. Nearly complete figures for

the 1951 session indicate that a record of over $540,000 has been establishad.2

Figure 1,3
Legislative Expense in Hawaii: 1929, 1939-1951

Index No.
300 +

1941 Expenze = 100
200 1
e
100 T _’A/’/

e : ' f : ; i
1929 1939 1941 1943 1945 1947 1949 19518

4Based upon & preliminary figure (See Note 2, below),
Source: House and Senste Journals,

2All expendge figures in this section are based upon account records in the
House end Senate Journals of 1929 and 1939-1949, and include federal payments,
Figures for 1951 in the House are based upon a report of the Committee on Accounts:
end Public Expenditures, dated June 25, 1951, 1951 Senate figures are bassd upon
Senate account records as of June 30, 1951. All 1951 figures include federal pay-
ments (except trevel) and estimated costs of preparing and publishing the journals,

3For total regular session legislative expense 1929, and 1939-1951 ses
Table 2, p. 6. These figures include federal payments as well as money appropri=-
ated from the territorial treesury. The amount stated for 1951 ig a preliminary
figure (see Note 2, supre),

-3-;



‘Thet Hawaii's legislative expense has increased is not surprising, given the rise
of general operating costs of government which reflect the increased cost of goods
and services generally as well as the expansion of governmental services éince
1929, Whether the increase in cost of regular sessions in Hawaili has been more
rapid than elsewhere cannot be readily established.®

1, legislative Expense Compared with General Operating Costs of Government.

Although legislative expense in Hawaii has risen rapidly, it hes not kept pace with
the overall rise of governmental cost payments (e,g, total expense for protection,

highways, schools, health, etc.) as may be noted in Figure 2,

Fipure 2.

Legislative Expense Compared with Governmental
Cost Payments in Hawaii: 1929, 1939-1951

Index No.
500—
1941 Expense = 100 .
1&00 T i ',-r’"; ’
Legislative Expense ,’
300 =~ Governmental Cost Payments -

200+

¥

100 ikl SEee —

[ l | 1
Rl a Bi L 1]

A + |
1921 1939 1941 1943 1945 1947 1949 19518
BBased upon a preliminary figure (See Note 2, p. 3).
Source: House and Senate Jourpals; Note, Table 1,
Infra, p. 5.

4A hint that this may be the case results from comparison of recent expense
in Arkansas and in Hewsii, During the period 1939-1949, legislative expense in
Arkansas rose 66 percent, in Hawaii 177 percent, Expendituree in both jurisdic-
tions reached record highs in 1949, Arkansas Legislative Council, Operation Costs
of Arkansag Geperal Assembly (August, 1950), p. 2.

L] 4—



Comparisons of this type are not of too great utility, since the incresase
in general governmental cost payments reflect in part the tremendous expansion of
the scops of administrative servieces, This has undoubtedly placed & greater bur-
den ubon the legislative body, but it is questionable whether the same degree of
expension has occurred in the legislative workload,

Legislative Expense as an Item of General Operating Costs. Since

2, Legislatd

legislative expense hss not increased as rapidly as have pgovernmental cost payments,
it is to be expected that legislative expense as an item of governmental cost has
diminished in importance during recent years. As is shown in Table 1, legislative
expense in Hawaii a ?ecade ago represented a total of 1,18 percent of governmental

cost payments, Today, this has dropped to less than 0.75 percent,
Table 1,

Legislstive Expense as Percent of Governmenital
Cost Payments in Hamaii: 1929, 1939-1951

Legislative Cost as Percent of
Govermmental Cost Payments

Year (%)
1929 0.9467
1939 0.9542
1941 1,1750
1943 0.9198
1945 1.0143
1947 0.8796
1949 0,7853
1951 0.69788

8Bagsed upon pgovernmental cost payments for fiscal year ending
June 30, 1950 and preliminary 1951 legislative expense figure
(See Note 2, p, 3).

Governmental cost payments froms¢ Report of the Auditor, Territory
of Harail to the Governor of Hawail and the 1951 ILegislature of
Hawaii, p. 93; and Report of the Auditor, Territory of Hawaii to
the Governor of Hawaii and the 1949 Iegislature of Hawaii, p. 85,




’

3. Per Capits legislative Expense, Another means of determining the

significance of increased expense is to check population figures to see vhether
population growth may have been responsible for the upward trend, It is somewhat
logical to assume increased population will require additional legislative duties,
in turn adding to legislative costs. (Relationship between population and legis~
lative cost is discussed on p. 28,) However, although significant population
increases have occurred in Hawaii since 1930, legislative expenses have incressed
at an even faster rate, Thus, per capita legislative expense has risen steadily,

as noted in Table 2.

Tabls 2,

Per Capita Legislative Expense in Hawaii: 1929, 1939-1951

Iegiglative Per Capita
Year Expense Population® Expenss _
1929 $116,127 357,649 $0.32
1939 189,675 414,991 0.46
1941 211,508 408, 660 0,52
1943 192,578 451,209 0,43
1945 288,620 458,084 0.63
1947 360,928 476,127 0,76
1949 525,275, 481,537 1,09
1951 546,311 467,711° 1,17

8Civilian population estimates compiled by Department of Health,
Territory of Hawaii,

bThe imount stated for 1951 is a preliminery figure (See Note 2,
Pe 3)a

cFigure for 1950,

In 1929 the regular session cost each inhabitant of the Territory only
$0.32, but by 1941 this figure had increased to slightly aver $0,50, Today, the

expense to each person is more than double what it was a decade ago and exceeds




$1;10. If comparative data developed for the year 1949 holds true for the year
1951, Hawaii's per capita legislative expense may be exceeded by only a few other

jurisdictions.5

4. Expense Per Legislator, Per legislative Day, Per Measure Introduced

and Enacted, Other ways of illustrating the trend of legislative expense over
a course of years are shown in Table 3, ZFEach of these presentation methods

reveals figures which reflect the growth of law-making expense in Hawali,

Table 3,

Legislative Expense in Hawall Per legislator, Per Legislative Day,
Per Measure Introduced, and Per Heasure Enacted: 1929, 1939-1951

. Expense Psr Expense Per Expense Per Expense Per
. Year legislator Legislative Day Measure Introduced Measure Enacted
1929 $ 2,581 $1,935 $132 & 440
1939 4,215 3,161 183 700
- 1941 4,700 3,525 177 592
- 1943 4,280 3,210 291 796
- 1945 6,414 4y 581 198-248 955
- 1947 8,021 5,821 He-2a5 1,322
1949 11,673 8,472 220257 1,219
- 19518 12,140 7,484 295 1,505

®Based upon preliminsry figure of expenditure for 1951 (See Note 2, p, 3).

The cost per measure (bills and joint resolutions) introduced has not incressed so
‘markedly because the number of measures introduced has also increased throughout
the years, However, this was not reflected in the number of measures which
eventually become law, Thus, as is shown in Table 4, prior to the regular session

of 1945 a measure, once it was introduced, had almost one chance in three of

SInfra, pp. 17, 18.



Table 4,

Percentage of Measures Enacted of Those Introduced: 1929, 1939-1951

Percentage Enacted

Year Measures Introduced Measures Enacted )

1929 881 264 29,97

1939 1036 271 26.16

1941 1197 357 29,82

1943 662 242 36.56

1945 3458 17685 290 19892499
1947 1820-/60/ 273 15.00-/7.95
1949 23843094 431 18,08 2/.07
1951 1850 ‘ 363 19.62

bacoming law, Since 1945 the chance of a measure becoming law has decreased to
one in five. This workload, and it is relatively very heavy when compared with
the workload of other legislatures,6 may well be indirectly responsible, in part,
for Hawaii's increased legislative expense.7

Reasons for this heavy workload are necessarily complicated and Qre not
explored here. Table 3 reveals that the 1949 expense per legislator was $11,673,
almost three times the 1939 figure (directly reflecting the overall expense in~-
crease), Expense per legislative day reached $8,472 in 1949, but dropped con-
siderably in 1951 as a result of the extended session which encompassed 73 legis-
lative days. Expense per measure introduced in 1951 reached an all-time high of
$295, only #$4 more, however, than in 1943, Cost per measure enacted reached a

high of $1,322 in 1947, but will probably exceed %1,500 per measure in 1950,

61nfra, Appendix B, Table 8B, p. 4l

7However, the increased 1951 expenses when coupled with the decreased
(over 1949) number of measures introduced tend to contradiet such an observation,



? B, The legislative Dollar in Hawaiil

Having congidered the total expenditures of recent Hawaiian legislatures

- and how these expenses have compared with the general overall cost of operating
government, it is next important to review the manner in which these lsgislative
dollars have been spent. Such a review mssists in determining the elements which
have contributed to the rising trend in legislative costs,.

1, Expenditure Items, The main items which enter into the total legisla=

tive expense are employees'! salaries, printing, office supplies and egquipment, and
comminications., For purposes of comparing Hawaii with the Mainland, members!
salaries end eXpense payments must be included, even though the Federal Government
pays part of this portion of the bill, Figure 3 shows graphically how each
legislative dollar in Hawail was spent in 1929, 1941, 1949, and 1951 for each of

these five categories,

Figure 3.
The Legislative Dollar in Hawail

Hembers' Salaries Employees' Salaries |PrintingtX ¥ Z
} - i
i

1 2¢
NN A ::a.i-;;'.;'%:‘;."»
1929 e ,\;\, 3¢ \}}/}« Pi15¢ 1158
‘t l - - 1

) ’ ‘,_Ezﬂﬁ
: s I R K N el
1941 WX/V 4,5,5¢, i13¢ 184

/ 11¢ [T e

X/\ u\; R
g%% e 57@\\2@
\ |
FHYLIEN \;. e ‘w‘ PR e
iy P\KJ\J RN B s

#llembers! travel less than 1¢. X Supplies & Equipment,
BBased upon preliminary figures Y illembers' Travel,
(See Note 2, p. 3). Z All Other,

Source: Compiled from House and Senate Journals,
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This 11lustration shows that the largest amount spent in 1929 was for membera!
saleries and expenses (40¢) while in 1949 the largest amount was allccated to
employees! salaries (57¢). In 1951 payment to employses reached an all-time high,
and amounted to almost 64¢ of each doller spent. The second largest amount of
each 1951 legislative dollar, 16¢, went for members' salaries and expenses, Third
largest item in 1951 was slightly over 10¢, representing office supplies and
squipment, This trend toward allocating a larger part of each dollar to employees
has been noted in most other governmental activity,

Before examining briefly each of these items of expenditure, it is inter-
esting to compare the dollar that is spent by the Senate with the dollar that is
expended by the House of Repfssentatives. This is done graphically in Figure 4.
Beceuse salaries and expense payments to members in the House are necessarily
double those made to Senators (House membership totals 30, Senaﬁe membership only
15), members! salaries and expense payments are excluded from this diagram and

only four major categories are included,

Figure 4.

Senate and House Dollar in Hawaii, 1951
(members' salaries and expense payments excluded)

o¢
Employees' Printing Supplies A11 Other
Salaries Equipment

Source: Based upon preliminary figures
(See Note 2, p. 3).

i
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The fact that both House and Senate dollars have been spent in approxi-
mately the same manner indicates that no single major expenditure item is stressed
appreciably more in one house than in the other,

2. Content of the Legislative Dollar,

-Paymonts_to lembers: Until 1945, payments to members of the territorial

legislature were limited to salary and travel payments made by the Federal Govern=-
ment at a rete of $1,000 to each member for attendance at a regular session and
20¢ per mile travel expense to and from each session.® In 1945 the Territory
supplemented these payments by allowing members, othef than those residing on the
igland of Oahu, $10 per day {including Sundays and holidays between the date of
convening and adjournment} to cover all personal expenses, but not travel,? This
territorial payment continued until 1949 vhen $15 per day was allotted to cover
each outside island member's personal expense and 35 per day to cover the inci-

dental expense incurred by Oshu members, 10

The 1945 measure caused total payments to members from federal and tarri—l
torial funds to rise from approximately $45,000 to $65,000, The 1949 measure,
in turn, increased this total payment to over $80,000 for the 1949 and 1951
sessions, or 16¢ of the legislative dollar for each session.

Payments by the Territory of travel expense of members while engaged in

legislative business have never been large. They reached a high point of $11,592

in 1947 when a delegation composed of four members of the House of Representatives

journeyed to Washington, D. C., in support of statehood,

8Section 26, Hawailan Organic Act. The Federal Government also pays $500
to sach membar for attendance at each special seasion,

Yact 86 (Series E-217), Session Laws of Hawaii 1945, p. 359.

10p 0t 17 (Series E-311), Session Laws of Hawaii 1949, Pp. 653, 654.

«]l~




-Payments to Employees: Payments to a record total of 229 legislative

employees rose to over $350,000 in 1951, representing approximately 64¢ of each
legislative dollar (an all-time high). Final 195] figures will probably reveal
that expense per employee (total number of persons named on the payroll, regard-
lecs of length of period included) will exceed the 1949 high of $1,541 per
emplnyae.ll
Viewed historically, employees' salaries since 1941 have more than kept
pece with overall legislative expense as is shown in Figure 5. As may be observed

there, employees' salaries rose over 200 percent during the period 1941-1951 while

overall expense rose tut 160 percent,

Figure §,

Payments to Legislative Employses Compared with Overall
legislative Expense in Hawaii: 1929, 1941-1951

303

258

261

1941 Expense = 100

136 139

91

LATE 4 T Aar

1949 19514

1929 1943 1945 1947

Key: [:::] Overall Legislative Expense 8Based upon preliminary figures
e (See Note 2, p. 3).
sy Employees' Salaries Source: Houss and Senate Journals.

Mrable showing expense per employee is presented in Appendix A, Table 1,
32, _
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This rise in employees' selary psyments was greater in the Senate than in

the House of Representatives, During the 1941-1951 period, payments to employees

rose approximately 245 percent in the Senate vhile House payments rose but 169

percent, This is shown graphically in Figure 6,

Figure 6 .
Senate and House Employee Salary Payments in Hawaii: 1929, 1941-1951

346

1941 Expense = 100

182
148 :
s s s s
E E g i)
N N N N
A A A A
T T T T
E E E E
1943 1945 1947 1949 19518

8Based upon preliminary figures (Ses Note 2, p. 3).
Source: House and Senate Journals.

Per diem payments in 1951 ranged from %11 to $45 in the House and from
$9 to 540 in the Senate, Top flat rate payments in the House went to the two
House attorneys (45,000 each) and in the Senate to the two Senate attorneys

(86,000 each),12

124R 38 and SR 31 of 1951, House attorneys were given 41,000 each for
service rendered during the extended portion of the session (HR 125); Senate
attorneys were paid $100 per day during the 13 day session extension (SR 83),

-13-




-Printing Expenses FPrinting expense (journal preparation end printing,

and stationery printing) rose to an ali-time high of $55,000 in 1949, but promises
to drop sharply (perhaps as much as 40 percent) in 1951 as a direct result of
certain planned economies in the House journal.l3 This may indicate that printing
costs will represent considerably less than 1ll¢ of the legislative dollar as was
the case in 1949,

-0ffice Supplies and Equipment:s Until 1949, expenditures for office sup-
plies and equipment (including rental expense) usually represented less than 8¢
of the legislative dollar, However, in 1949 this expense rose sharply, reaching
a figure of 559,807, or 11¢ of the legislative dollar, A slight decrease appears
likely in 1951. Purchase of new equipment and increased rental payments were
largely responsible for this increased cost,

-Communications: Communication expense of $6,000 in 1947 doubled in 1949

and remained stable at that figure in 1951, This item accounted for only 2¢ of

either the 1949 or the 1951 legislative dollar,

C. Total Senate and House Expense Compared
Even after greater payments to members because of larger membership are
taken into account, expenditures by the House of Representatives during the past

decade have usually exceeded by a slight margin those made by the Senate. In 1929

laMajor changes adopted by the House provide for the use of double column
pages instead of single column sheets and reductions in text brought about by
subgtantial revision of phraseclogy.




the Senate spent more than did the House, This is shown in Table 5 where payments

Table 5,

Senate Expense as Fercentage of House Expense: 1929, 1939-1951%

Senate Expense as Percentage
of House Expense

Year Senate Expense House Expense (%)

1929 3 35,336 $ 34,260 103,14
1939 66,211 78,297 84,56
1941 70,524 95,984 73.47
1943 73,504 Thy241 99,01
1945 102,066 122,744 83.15
1947 136,736 159,212 g5.88
1949 198,795 244,850 81.19
1951 233,480 225,426 103,57

#Payments to members exeluded., For 1951, based upon & preliminery
figure (See Note 2, p. 3).
to members (except travel expense) have been excluded from consideration, as was
done above, to allow equitable comparison, Preliminary figures indicate that
Senate expense during the 1951 session may have excesded expenditures made by the
House of Representatives, If this should prove to be the camss, it will be the

first time in the last decade that this has ocecurred,

D, Summary

legislative expense in Hawaii since 1929 has amounted to less than one

Percent of the total cost of operating government in the Territory. Although
legislative expense has not increesed st as rapid a rate as have genersl operating
tosts of government, a progressive incresse has occurred, particulerly since 1943,
Expense psr inhabitant, per legislator, per legislative day, and per measure

intrOduced and enacted have all reflected this rise, During this same perlod the



legislative workload as indicated by measures introduced has bscome very heavy,
but has not quite kept pace with increased costs., An examinstion of the manner
in which the legislative doller has besen spent in Hawail revesls that certain
nmajor items of expense have expanded during the past two decades, This has besn

especlally true of payments to employees which have risen much more rapidly than

have overall costs,




III. State and Territoriasl Legislative Expense:
Hawaii's Position Compared*

A, legislative Sesslon Expense

legislative expense in thirty states and territories for the 1949 (1950)
regular seseions 4 ranged from a low of $97,941 in Wyoming to a high of $1,827,996
in I1linois., Hawaii with expense amounting to $525,275 was 13th highest among
these jurisdictions, seventeen of which reported less total expense.ls

Since these jurisdictions differ greatly with respect to the number of
inhabitants, legislative expense in the very small states is understandably much
less tham that of very large jurisdictions. Adjustment of these figures to mini-
mise population differences makes direct comparison possible and much more useful,

1, Per Capita Costg. The expense to each inhabltant of holding a regular

sesgion in these thirty jurisdictions ranged from $0,09 in Virginia to $1.23 in
Almsks, Hawaii with a per capita cost of #1.05 was third highest, next below
Aleska and Delaware, Floride and West Virginia enjoyed central positions in this
respect among these jurisdictions, Cost per inhabitant in these two stastes was
only $0.25.16

#Data in this seetion are largely derived from replies made upon question-
naire forms by legislative reference bureaus, state auditors, legislative officials
or other governmental officers. Replies were received from all 50 jurisdictions.
However, comparable data for the 1949 or 1950 regular sessions useful for purposes
of this study were received from but 27 states and 2 other territories, Figures
for 1950 were used when the regular session met in that year and only information
therefor was supplied.

14Kentucky, Louisiana, and Virginia, included in the 30 jurisdictions above,
hold regular sessions in even-numbered years,

15Total expenses in these jurisdictions are presented in Appendix B,
Table 1, p. 33, |

16Per capita expense in these jurisdictions is presented in Appendix B,
Table 2, p, 34,
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Data developed by the United States Census Bureau covering all legislative

expenses for the entire fiseal year 1948-49 tend to show that relatively the same

position, from high to low per caplta costs, is assumed by the jurisdictions

included within the Legislative Reference Bureau's sample of thirty based upon

completed questionnaires.17 Such similarity would appear to lend credence to the

validity of the information contained on the questionnaires.18

2. lepislative Expense Compared with General Operating Expense. The cost

of conducting the 1949 (1950) regular session in only two instances exceeded two

percent of the total general operating expense of government.19 Louisiana's

legislature spent 0.29 percent of the state's general operating costs for its

regular legislative session while Delaware's assembly spent 2,57 percent. Within
this range Kanses and Indiana represented the central position, these state legis-
latures spending 0,78 and 0,77 percent of operating costs, Hawaii, with a figure

of 0.8 percent, occupied a position a little above that of Kansas and Indiana,<0

17nited States Census Bureau data supply only overall figures and include
expense of regular and special sessions as well as interim expense., No breakdowns
showing expense items are afforded. United States Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census, Compendium of State Government Finances in 1949 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1950, p. 21, supplemented by the 1950 edition of this
same publication). ’

18A simple statistical correlation between the ranks established by United
States Bureau of the Census data and by the figures used as a basis for this study
re7eals a coefficient of correlstion of +,9097, Ranks used for this purpose are
for twenty-six jurisdictions, due to lack of complete coverage of figures used for
this gtudy and incomplete census data for fiscal year 1948-49.

19Data for Alaska and Puerto Rico are not included,

20Data showing legislative expense as a percentage of general operating cost
for each jurisdiction are presented in Appendix B, Table 3, p. 35.



3., Factors FThich May Influence Legislative Expense. In addition to popu-

1ation21 there are other factors which would appear to exert an influence upon the
amount of legislative expenditures incurred at a regular session. Some of these
are: (1) the complexity of the problems placed before the leglslature for solution,
(2) the area (square miles) of the jurisdiction, (3) the number of legislators,

(4) the cost of goods and services within a jurisdictien, (5) the number of legis-
1stive days, (6) the number of committees, (7) the number of employees, (&) the
pumher of measures introduced, and (9) the number of measures enacted, The first
four of these factors, along vith population, may be considered "fixed" factors,
fectors which are ususlly bsyond the power Sf the legislature to change., The other
factors may be termed "non-fixed" factors, factors which may be varied by the
legislators themselves,

The “"fixed" factors pgenerally determine the environment in which a legis-
lature must operate, The populstion of a jJurisdiction increeses or declines apart
from legislstive decision, although publie policy over a period of years may in-
fluence population growth, This is likewise true in the main with regerd to the
frndamental questions which come before the legislature for decision, The area
of a jurisdiction has long since been determined in each instance., The number of
legislators has been established by the constitution asnd can be changed only in
Brcordance vith the organic document and usually not by the legisleture alone, The
mrser of legislative days might be considered a "fixed" factor because constitu-
Yional limitations ere sometimes placed upon the length of a regular session, How-

®vz2r, even in those states with constitutional limitations the legislature need not

211t should be scknowledged that population may exert an influence upon a
Dumber of the factors, considered here separately, related to legislative expenses.



utilize the full constitutional period, Thus, the number of legislstive days 1s
considered here to be a '"non-fixed" factor,

"Non-fixed" factors may be changed from time to time by the leglslature,
In eddition to determining the actual length of its session, a legislature itself
determines the number of committees organized, the number of employees hired, the
number of bills introduced, and the number of bills enacted. Although it is recog-
nized that there is a thecretical minimum for easch of these end in this sense they
may be said to be "fixed", it would not appeasr that expenditures in any of the
jurisdictions surveyad were at this base minimum,

"Fixed" Factors:t Recognizing that the "fixed" factors help to determine the

amount of money spent by a legislature and thet they are not controllable by the

legislature, they should be taken inte account when comparing leglslative expense.
For example, it mey be misleading to compare the expense of & jurisdiction with a
very large legislature (e.g. New Hampshire) with that of a jurisdiction having an

unusually small law-meking body (e.g. Alaska),

But once the problem is stated, the difficulties of quantifying these flxed
fectors for purposes of refining comparisons are almost insurmountable. Compari-
sons have previously been mede among the several jurisdictions taking population
differences into sccount (see page 17). Ve know the cost of goods and services in
Hewail is higher than in most areas on the Mainland, but unfortunately how much
higher has not been adequately determined to date.?2 The complexity of problems
demanding the amttention of legislative bodies, although possibly related to popu-

lation, defies evaluation in terms which will permit a re-stating of legislative

22he Territory is not included within the Bureau of Labor Statisties
Burveys of Mainland prices,



expenses in terms of complexity of workload, The area of a jurisdiction as a

factor may probably bes discounted in view of modern transportation and communica-
tion improvements, About the only other "fixed" factor referred to which can be
utilized in comparing legislative sessidn costs 1s that of the number of legisla-

tors.

Expense per lepislator in the thirty jurisdictions covered for the 1949

(1950) regular session ranged from $1,172 in New Hampshire to $13,119 in Puerto
Rico. One-<half of the jurisdictions spent more and one-half less then that ex-
pended per legislator by Indiana and Louisiana, these states expending $3,906 and
$3,925, respectively, In contrast to this, Hawaii spent $11,673 per legisletor or
almost $8,000 more than Indiana and Louisiana, One jurisdiction, Puerto Rico,
expended more per lesgislaetor than did Hawaii,?3

"Non-Fixed" Factorg: "HNon-fixed"factors--those which may be altered by the

legislative body itself--lend themselves more easily to use in qualifying legisla=-

tive expense data. Attention to these factors tends to eliminate the inequity of
comparing expenses of a jurisdiction which has a very long session and introduces
and enacts many measures with those of a jurisdiction which hes held a very short

sesslon and introduced and enacted a relatively small number of measures.%

% gost per legislator for each jurisdiction is shown in Appendix B, Table 4,
p. »

2400mparisons taking into account other "non-fixed" factora are not dia-
®ussed here, Later in this report (see p. 28) the number of committees per se is
showm to bear very little relationship to the expense of a legislative session,
Data showing cost per legislative employee did not appear to be sufficiently valid
© be useful for purposes of this report,
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Cost per legislative gggzs was lowest in Nebraska, vhere the expense for
each legislative day in the 1949 regular session wes only $1,519. At the other
exireme was New Jersey, where a very short session resulted in the highest cost
per day figure of $25,226. The midway point of the twenty-eight jurisdictions was
about $5,746 per day. Hawaii, with a session of sixty-two legislative days in

1949, spent $8,472 for each day., Nine of the jurisdictions exceeded Hawaii's cost
per day.26

Cost per measure introduced (bills and joint resolutions) was lowest in

Tennessee, amounting to $116 per measure 27 Highest cost per measure introduced
appeared in Ohio where expense reached $1,302 for each measure, Cost per measure
introduced exceeded $401 in one-half of the jurisdictions; less than this emount
in the others., Hawali fell way below the dividing point, having incurred the
expense of $257 per measure, Only four of the states surveyed spent less on each
measure introduced than did Hewaii,?8 Hawaiian legislators introduced more measures
per legislator per legislative day than did the legislators of twenty-six other

Jurisdictions studied,29

25Data for twenty-eight of the thirty jurisdictions used.

26Expenae per legislative day in each of these jurisdictions is shovm in
Appendix B, Table 5, p. 37.

27Data for twenty-nine of the same thirty jurisdictions,

28005t per measurs introduced in each of these jurisdictions is shown in
Appendix B, Table 6, p. 38.

2% table showing the number of measures introduced per legislaior per
legislative day in twenty-seven jurisdictions is presented in Appendix B, Table 8B,
P. 41,
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Cost per measure enacted (bills and joint resolutions) was lowest in

Nevada, amounting to only $277.30 Ohio was highest with a cost of $4,822 per
meesure. Vermont, which spent $920 for each measure enacted, was midway among
the twenty-nine jurisdictions., Hawaii, with a high "death rate" for measurss
(79 rercent) spent $1,219 per measure enacted.3l Ten jurisdictions exceeded the
cost figure for Hawali,

L. Hawaii's Position Reviewed. At this point a review of Hawaii's rela-

tive position emong the thirty jurisdictions considered may be helpful. This may
be summarized as follovss

(1) Dollars expended: 12 jurisdictions spent more than Hawaiij
17 less, (Appendix B, Table 1, p. 33.)

(2) Cost per inhabitant: 2 jurisdictions spent more than Hawaii;
27 less. {Appendix B, Tahle 2, p. 34.)

(3) Expense per legislator: 1 jurisdiction spent more than Hawaii;
28 less. (Appendix B, Table 4, p. 36.)

(4) Expense per legislative day: 9 jurisdictions spent more than Hawaii;
18 less. (Appendix B, Table 5, p. 37.)

(5) Expense per measure introduced: 24 jurisdictions spent more than
Hawaii; 4 less, (Appendix B, Table 6, p. 38.)

(6) Expense per measure enacted: 10 jurisdictions spent more than Hawaii;
18 less. (Appendix B, Table 7, p. 39,)
Table 6 below shows at a glance the relative position of Hawaii among
twenty-nine other jurisdictions vhen the factors discussed above are taken into
account. However, similar data were not available for each of these jurisdictions

and no composite position is indicated.

30pata for twenty-nine of the seme thirty juricdictions. Expense per
measure enacted for each jurisdiction is shovn in Appendix B, Table 7, p. 39.

31Measures enacted as a percentage of those introduced in twenty-nine
Jjurisdictions are shown in Appendix B, Table 8A, p. 40,
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Tahle 6

Cost Per legislator, Legislative Day, Measurs Introduced,
and Measure Enacted, 1949 (1950) Regular Session by Rank

Cost Cost per Cost per Cogt per
per Legislative Measure Ieasure
Legislator Day Introduced Enacted
Jurigdietion (30 juris.) (28 juris.) (29 juris.) (29 juris.)
Alabama 12 2 22 20
Alaska 13 24 4 12
Arkansas 21 14 18 24
Connecticut 20 6 24, 18
Delavare 5 19 <0 17
Florida g 4 .- -
HAWAII 2 10 25 11
I1linois 3 - 2 3
Indiana 16 7 5 5
Kansas 22 13 13 22
Kentucky 19 12 16 10
Louisiana 15 8 19 14
Hassachusetts 7 5 11 7
Montana 25 21 15 16
Nebraska 17 28 23 26
Nevada 26 27 28 29
New Hampshire 30 15 7 13
New Jersey 6 1 8 9
North Dakota 27 20 12 23
Ohio 4 - 1 1
Oklahoma 11 9 3 8
Oregon 8 17 10 21
Puerto Rico 1 3 14 A
Tennessee 18 16 29 28
Utah 24, 26 27 6
Vermont 28 23 9 15
Virginia 23 18 26 27
West Virginia 14 11 6 2
isconsin 10 22 17 19
Viyoming 29 25 21 25



B. The lLegislative Doller -- How It Is Spent

Our study of the legislative expense picture has, to this point, been
limited to a survey of total legislative expense in the several states and terri-
tories and to a determination of Hawail's relative position emong these jurisdic-
tions. Additionel insight may be obtained by examining the items of leglslative
expense. This, in effect, involves a review of how the legislative dollar is spent
in the several states and territories. Such a gurvey assists in the discovery of
reasons for relatively high or low legislative expense,

The 1949 legislative dollar in sixteen jurisdictions (excluding Hawaii) 32

and the 1949 legislative dollar in Haweii were spent in the manner shown in

Figure 7.33
Figure 7.34
‘The Legislative Dollar in Sixteen Jurisdictions
and in Hawaii: 1949
Members® | ‘Print- X %2
Salaries . Employees' Salaries t ing ' ¢ &g
Hawaii's RIS l ,\Q;%\\ Y QAR S =T
Dollar  VF§ ¢}§'h‘ﬁF¢{¥ S AR AN e P, 4 n:Atllx';
e TV AN | KT
Composite %‘\ \.fv\‘_,r.;igﬁ 7‘.. , ::i‘ilil
Dollar Xy 208 GO 13| B

Y liembers' Travel.
Z 411 Other.
Source: House and Senate Journals, Hewaii; questionnaire

replies,

3pata completely suitsble for use in construeting this composite doliar
were ohbtained from only 16 jurisdictions although item breakdownswere availsble
from 30 jurisdictions, The breskdowns,showing the amountis spent for each item
together with percentage distributions, are presented in Appendix B, Table 9,
pp‘ 42, 43- .

33Background data for Figure 7 sre shouwn in Appendix B, Table 10, p. 44.

34ﬂlaska, irkansas, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kenses, Massachusetts,
Nebraska, Neveda, Ohio, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont, and Vest

Virginia, Selection of these gurisdictions wase upon the basls of aveilable data
only, However, it may be noted that most geographlc areas of the nation and both

large and small jurisdictions are represented,
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This compsrison reveels that Hawaii's dollar emphasizes expenditures for
amployees' salaries and office supplies and equipment and that the amount {per-
centage wise) for employees' selaries noticeably exceeds the amount so allotted
in the sixtesn other jurisdictions., The relatively little portion of the Hawaiian
legislative dollar epent for members' salsries is not explained by the smaller
gize of Hawaii's legislsture., Both Alaska and Nebraska have fewer legislative
members, but approximated the composite legislative dollar with regard to this
item,

Employee salary payments, steted in percentages, exceeded payments to
members in six of the sixteen jurisdictions. Of these six jurisdictions, only
Oregon and Tennessee gave as large s share to employees as did Hawali. Although
it appears from this that Hawaii may allof an unusual proportion of its leglslative
dollsr to employees, until & thorough study of payments to employees is made, any

judgment in this srea of expense wwould be unwarranted,>?

C. Senate Expense Compared With House Expense
Additiopal insight inte unusually high or low legislative expenditures may
be geined by ascerteining vhether one house of a bicameral assembly spends propor-
tionately more of the legislative dollar than the other house,
 Experlence in seventeen jurisdictions surveyed reveals that Senate expense
expressed as a percentage of house expense, after payments to members have been

removed from consideration, varied from an unusual low of 12,84 percent in

351t must be remembered that data concerning payments made to employees in
Hawaii are 1likely more refined than that reported from other jurisdictions. Even
if 811 data were accepted as exactly comparable, higher salaries generally pre-

vailing in Hawaii, as well as other factors, would need be considered before final
Comparigons were made,

T



New Hampshire to 103.73 percent in Vest Virginia.36 West Virginia was the only
state where the Senste had greater expenditures than did ths lower house,

The upper houses in one-half of these seventeen juriedietions spent 71 per-
cent or more of the amount expended by the lower houses, The upper houses in the
other one-half of these jurisdictions spent less than this figure,37

Hawaii's Senate spent 81,19 percent of the amount expended by the House of
Representatives., Four upper houses of the other jurisdictions surveyed spent a

lerger percentage than did Hawali's Senate,

D, Determinetion of Hewaili's Posltion Within The Expense Ficture

To this point, efforts to determine Hawaii's relative position within the
legislative expense picture have been diracted toward describing expenses in other
states and territories and compering Hawaii's expenses with them. It has been
observed above that & given jurisdiction mey have relatively high per capita ex-
penditures, normal expenditures per legislator, and perhaps low expenditures per
measure introduced. As a result, & jurisdiction's expense may be shown to be
relatively high or low, depending upon which factor utilized for comparison is
stressed, One observer may malntain thet a per capita expenditure position indi-
cates most correctly a jurisdictlon's relative expenditure position, while another
mey insist that cost-per-legislative-day is a better indicator., As many as possi-

ble of these ways of comparing expense have been presented sbove in recognition

36This correction, used already in this study, tends to allow more basls

for comperison by sliminating the difference of payments to legislators due to the
larger number of members in the lower house,

37Data showing Senate expense sxpressed a3 a percentege of House expenss
(Pﬂyments for members! salaries excluded) for seventeen jurisdictions, together
vith ranks, sre presented in Appendix B, Teble 11, p. 45.
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of the fact that all factors which msy besr a relstionship to sxpense should be
taken intc sccount, if comparisons are to be worthwhile and useful,

Of possible more utility would be an attempt to take all of thess factora
into account at one time, To do this, twenty-seven jurisdictiona38 ranked accord-
ing to legislative expense for the 1949 (1950) regular session were compared with
these jurisdictions ranked according to population and all ths other factors men-
tioned. The closest rslationship appesrs to exigt betwsen logisletive seasion cost
snd the number of measures introducsd, followed by population, number of measures
enscted, length of session, and number of legislators, in the order named. MNumber
of committees did not appesr to bear any sscertainabls relationship to legislsative
expensstgg

Next two assumpiions must be made, asgumptions vhich are not demonstrable:
(i) that these compsrisons indicate the degres to which esch of these factors
influences legisletive expsnse; and (ii) all other factors remain uniformily con-
stant, This pernits taking multiple factors into asccount, just so long as they ars

rot significently inter~related, 40

BBCamperable data were availahle for only twenty-seven jurisdictions,

Bgsimple rank correletions vere sought, The coefficients of correlation
(Tankg} for each of these facltors compared with legislsiive expenss mare as follows:

1. Humber 6f peasures introduced LY
2. Populstion L6502
3., Humber of measures enscted 013
4. Length of session L3791
5. Bumber of leglslators . 3645
6. HNumber of committees L0720

4ﬁ?hns, porulation cannot be considared as one facior slong with number of
Beasures introduced or memsures senacted, or the latter two cannot be conaidered
tGgether, as they appear %o beasr @ cloge relationship to each other, Considering
then together mey result in ziving them toc much total weight, as one mey be sube-
fumed by the other,
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In terms of dollars spent, Hawaili ranked tenth among the twenty-seven
- jurisdictions included in the comperison, or roughly, in the top two-fifths.

Taking population, number of legislators, end length of session of the several
jurisdictions into account, it wes found that Hawaii's relative expense position
among the several jurisdictions changed. If the Territory had spent upon its
legislature at a rate esteblished by all twenty-seven jurisdictions, it would have
been found, with respect to legisletive expense, among the lowest one-fifth of the
jurisdictions,4L

Another possible combinstion of factors is the number of measures intro-
duced, number of legislstors, end length of session, Here, after making ellowance
for the relative importance of esch of these factors, it was found that Havali's

position among the twenty-six other jurisdictions changed herdly at all, 42

41y correction of expense rank for each of the jurisdictions was sought by
obtaining a weighted arithmetic mean of the ranks, using the coefficients of cor-
relation as weights, The above three factors wers chosen as welghts because of
their positive correlation with expense and because of & lack of significant inter-
relationship (coefficient of correlation of ,30 or less), The intent of such cor-
rection is to shov an adjusted expense position for each jurisdiction if 1t were
to spend at a rate established by all twenty-seven jurisdictions, given its popu-
lation, the size of its legislsture, and the length of its session, Results of
this effort are presented in Appendix B, Table 12, p. 46,

An interesting possible interpretation recognizes the difference between the
rank of esch jurisdiction by cost end as that renk is adjusted. If the difference
for & given jurisdiction is small, the jurisdiction may have spent at a "normal'
rate, If the difference is great, a jurisdiction may have spent at an "above
normal” or at & "below normal" rate, Taking as "normal" those legislatures which
did not show a chenge of more than 3 {plus or minus), the result of this interpre-
tation reveals thet 12 jurisdictions spent et a "normel" rete, 7 jurisdictions at
an "above normal" rate, and 8 jurisdictions at a "below normal" rete (see Appen-
dix 8, Teble 12, p. 46.

. 42Again these three factors were chosen as vweipghts because of their positive
correlation with expense and because of a lack of significant inter-relationship
(coefricient of correlation of .30 or less),



Solely taking these three factors into account, 1t would appear that the Territory
spent for the 1949 legislative session at & rate comparable with that established
by all tventy-seven jurisdictions and remained in virtually the same place among
the states &s when renked sccording to total expenditures.43

The disparity between the two multiple factor comparisons is due to the
fact thet the significant reletionship hetween population and messures introduced,
noted in most of the other jurisdictions, is not found in Hawaii, The Territory
has a relatively small population but introduced a relatively large number of
measures at the 1949 regular session. When the heavy worklced (measures intro-
duced) of Havaii's 1949 legislsture is considered, Hawaii's expenditure rate is in
keeping with the expenditure rate elsevhere, Except for this factor, however, it
would appesr that Hawaii's legislstive expenditures vere somewhat higher than they
would have been if its legislative costs were incurred at the same rate as observed

by a1l twenty-seven jurisdictions, taken collectively,

E, Summsry

Examination of the 1949 (1950) state and territorial expense picture reveals
that legislative expense in Hawaii exceeded that of at least a majority of twenty-
six other jurisdictions studied., When the populetion of Hawaii, the slze of its
legislature, and the length of its session are taken into account, the Territory's
relative position might be expected to be considerably lower., However, when the

heavy workload of the 1949 legislature as indicated by measures introduced is

43The same method as described in footnote 41, supra, p. 29, was followed,
Results of this effort ere shown in Appendix B, Table 13, p. 47.




considered {rather than the populetion of the Territory), Hawaii's relative posi-
tion wlithin the expense picture remains about constant,

Comparison of the manner in which each legislative doller is spent in Hawail
and other jurisdictlons shows that a lerger fraction of each dollar is paid to
territorial legislative employees then is the general rule. Although it 1s recog-
nized that the cost of goods end services in Hawaii are higher than in most other
ereas and that the legislative workload may be umusually heavy, it is probable that
the item of peyment to lepislative employees has materially contributed to Haweii's

relatively high rank among the various jurisdictions included in the survey,
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Table 1

LEGISIATIVE EXYENSE PER EIPLOYEE - HAVAII
1923, 1942-1951

Year

1929
1939
1941
1943
1945
1947
1949
1951

Lmployee
Salaries

$ 41,825
102,939
115,185
110,770
160,456
198,675
300,572
349,084%

Humber of
Employees

67
158
162
122
131
164
185
229

Expense

par
Employee

B 624
652
711

1,225
1,211
1,541
1,524

“Based upon preliminary figures (See Note 2, p. 3).

Source:

House and Senate Journals
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" pable T
REGULAR SESSION IFGISIATIVE EXPENSE IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950)

g YIGNEJdV

Years Years
in which Legislative Expense in which Legislative Expense
Jurisdiction Sesgion Held Year Regular Session Jurisdiection Session Held Year Regular Session
Alabama 0dd 1949 $ 599,604 Nevada odd 1949 $ 98,226
Alaska 0dd 1949 158,802 Nevw Hampshire 0dd 1949 495,739
Arkensas odd 1949 347,5928 New Jersey Annual 1950 554,965
Connecticut 0dd 1949 804,585% Forth Dakota 0dd 1949 252,687
Delaware 0dd 1949 374,108 Ohio odd 1949 1,514,221P
Florida Odd 1949 691,421 Oklahoma 0dd 1949 730,864
HAVATI* 0dd 1949 525,275 Oregon + Cdd 1949 483,949
Illinois 0dd 1949 1,827,996 Puerto Rico Annual 1949 760,879
Indiana odd 1949 5858282 Tennessee 0dd 1949 377,133
Kansas 0ad 1949 374,522 Uteh 0dd 1949 140,1868
,  Kentucky Even 1950 365,357 Vermont odd 1949 372,4708
W Louisiana Even 1950 545,634 Virginia Even 1950 283,253
t Massachugetis Annual 1949 1,539,843 West Virginiat o0dd 1949 496,193%
Montansa Odd 1949 L0 LLT Visconsin Cdd 1949 603,479
Nebraska 0dd 1949 151,9302 Tiyoming odd 1949 97,941
Fostnetesy

a includes salarfes pald to mesbers for entire blennlal period as representing true cost of legistative session and in order to permit
cowparisons with those states which pay full salaries of members during course of session on per diem basls. Arkansas and Vermont pay
extra for apecial session attendance,

b Questionnaire replies reported annual salary for members; total salary payments to mewbers included were doubled to permit comparisons.
famount paid for measbers! salaries In Defaware I3 based upon rate set by constitutional smendzent effectlve Warch 7, 1949 {Lawa of Delaware,

1949, chapter 13).
¢ Includes $100,000 printing expense {official estimate).

* House and Senate Journals, 1949,

+ Questionnalre returns supplemented by Iibrary source referred to by questionpaire reply.

Sourcet
Replies made upon questionnalre forms returned by appropriate lagislative reference bureaus, state avditors, legislatlve officials or
other governmental officers. Year 1949 used except In states where regular leglzlative session met In 1950 and In New Jersey where

1950 annual session figures only wers submitted.



Table 2

PER CAPITA REGULAR SESSION IEGISIATIVE EXPENSE IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 {1950)

Jurisdiction

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
Connecticut
Delaware

Florida
HATAIT
I1linois
Indiana
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Montana
Nebraska

Median:$0.2485
Mean: 0.3873

Footnotes:

Per GCapita

Expenset Ranlc*

$ 0.1958 21
1.234/4 1
0.1820 23
0.4008 9
1,1761 2
0.2495 15
1.0510 3
0.2098 17
0.1489 25
0.1966 20
00,1241 26
0.2033 19
0.3283 12
0.4068 8
0.1146 28,5

Jurisdiction

Nevada

Mew Hampshire
Few Jersey
North Dekota
Ohio

Clclghoms
Oregon
Puerto Rico
Tennessee
Utzh

Verment
Virginia
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Viyoning

Per Capita
Expense *

% 0.6136
0.9297
0.1148
0.4078
0.1905

0.3272
0.3181
0.3442
0.1146
0.2035

0.9860
0.0854
0.2474
0.1757
0.3371

+ Final 1990 United States Census data used in determining per capita expense,

* Ranks given are highest to lowest, both here and in the tables that follow,

Source:

Questionnaire replies,
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REGUIAR SESSION IEGISIATIVE EXPENSE COMPARED TITH GENERAL GOVERNMENTAL
OPERATING COSTS IN TWENTY-EIGHT JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950)

General Legislative General Legislative
Governmental Expense as Governmental Expense as
Legislative Operating Percentage Legislative Cperating Percentage
Expense Costs, Fiscal of Operating Expense GCosts, Fliscal of Operating
1949-(1550) Year 1949Y Costs 1949-{1550) Year 1949Y Costs
Jurisdictlon Regular Session* (in thousands) (1) fank Jurisdiction Regular SessionX In thousands) {%) Rank
Alabama $ 599,604 § 50,423 1.19 5 Nevada & 98,226 $ 9,020 1.08 6
Alaska - - ———— - New Hampshire 495,739 25,340 1.96 3
Arkansas 347,592% 49,397 0.70 17 New Jersey 554,,9658 86,037 0.65 19
Connecticut 804,585% 87,281 0.92 8 North Dakota 252 687 23,735 1.056 7
Delaware 374,108 14,575 2,57 1 Ohio 1,514,221°  212,ec0d c.71 16
Florida 691,421 106,942 0.65 20 Oklahoma 730,864 134,601 0.54 1z
J,  HAVAIT 525,275 65,0167 0.81 12 Oregon 483,949 72,275 0.67 18
v Illinois 1,827,996% 361,001 0.51 23 Puerto Rico - — — -
Indiana 585,8288 76,274 0.77 15 Ternessee 377,133 70,061 0.54 21
Kansas 374,522 48,149 0.78 14 Utah 140,186% 36,868 0.38 26
Kentucky 365,357 92,414 0.40 25 Vermont 372,4’70a 17,570 2.12 2
Louisiana 545,634 189,052 0.29 28 Virginie 283,253 79,526 0.36 27
Massachusetts 1,539,843 111,439 1.38 4  Vest Virginia 496,193P 63,186 0.79 13
Hontana 240, 447 27,275 0.88 9 Wisconsin 603,479 71,363 0.85 10
Nebraska 151,9308 31,884 0.48 24 Wyoning 97,941 11,649 0.84 11
Hedian: 0.775%
Mean: 0.89% o
Foctnotes: Eg
Sea footnotes Table |, supra, p. 33. %5
d Fiscel year ending June 30, 1950. ;2
Sources: oo

x Questionnalre replies; House and Senate Journals, Hawali.

Y Bureau of Census, United States Department of Commerce, Compendium of State Govarnment Flnancas in 1943 (Washington: G.P.0., 1950) p. 20;
supplemented by the 1950 editlon of the same publieaticn. ) ’

z Territorial Auditing Department, Consolidated Statement of Operatlons {Year ending June 30, 1949), p- 2.
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" Table 4

REGUIAR SESSION IEGISIATIVE EXPENSE PER IEGISIATOR
IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 {1950)

Number Expense
of rper
Jurisdiction  legislators* legislator ¥ Rank
Alabama 141 $ 4,252,51 12
Alaska 40 3,970.05 13
Arkansas 135 2,574.76 21
Connaecticut 308 2,612.29 20
Delaware 52 7,194.38 5
Florida 133 5,198.65 9
HAVATT L5 11,672.78 2
T1linois 204, g,960.76 3
Indiena 150 3,905.52 16
Kansas 165 2,269,83 22
Kentucky 138 2,646,.51 19
Louisiana 139 3,925.42 15
Fassaclusetts 280 5,499.44 7
Montana 146 1,646.90 25
Nebraska 43 3,533.25 17

Median: $3,915.49
Mean: 4,343.92

Footnote:

a Questionnaire reported 159,

Sources:

* The Book of the States 1950-1951 (Chicago:

Number Expense
of per
Jurisdiction Legislators* lepisiator + Rank
Nevada 60 $ 1,637.10 26
New Hampshire 423 1,171.96 30
New Jersey 81 6,851, 42 6
North Dakota 162 1,559.80 27
Chio 175 8,652.69 4
Oklahoma 1628 4,511,51 n
Oregon 90 5,377.21 8
Puerto Rico 58 13,118.€0 1
Tennessee 132 2,857.07 18
Utah 83 1,688,99 24
Vermont 276 1,349.53 28
Virginia 140 2,023.24 23
Test Virginia 126 3,938.04 14
Wisconsin 133 4,537.44 10
Hyoming 83 1,180.01 29

4‘Questionnaire replies {cost data); Housa ard Senate Journals, Hawmii.

The Council of State Governments, 1950), p. 112.
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Table 5

REGUIAR SESSION IEGISIATIVE EXPENSE PER IEGISIATIVE DAY
IN TVENTY-EIGHT JURISDICTIONS, 1949 {1950)

Number Expense Humber Fxpense
of per of per
Legislative Legislative legislative Legislative
Jurisdiction Days _Day Rank Jurisdiction Days Day Rank
Alabama 36 $16,655.67 2 Nevada 57 $ 1,723.26 27
Alzsla €0 2,646.70 24 New Hampshire 87 5,698.15 15
Arkcnsas 60 5,793.20 1 New Jersey 22 25,2235.,68 1
Connecticut 808 10,057.31 6 Horth Dakota 60 belllad5 20
Delaware 86 4,350,09 19 Chio - -— --
Florida 60 11,523.68 4 Oxlahoma 86 8,498.42 9
HAVAIT 62 8,472.18 10 Oregon 97 4,989.11 17
Illineis - -—- -- Puerto Rico 61 12,473.43 3
& Indisna 61 9,603.74 7 Tennessee 73 5,166,21 16
3 Kansas 63 5,944.79 13 Utah €0 2,366,443 26
Kentucky 60 6,089,28 12 Vermont 129 2,887.,36 23
Louisiana 60 9,093.90 8 Virginia 600 4,720.88 18
Massaclusetts 146% 10,546.87 5 West Virginia 60 8,369.88 11
lMontena 60 4,007 .45 21 Wiscongin 181 3,334.14 22
Nebraska 100 1,519.30 28 Wiyoming 40 2,448.53 25

Median: 55,745.67

Footnotes:

a Then number of deys in House and Senate differ, the average is used.

b Counting Saturdays and Sundays.

Sources

Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hawaii.
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‘Tabie &

REGUIAR SESSION IEGISLATIVE EXFENSE PER MEASUHE* INTRODUCED

IN TWENTY-NINE JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950)

* Bills and joint resolutions,

Source:
Questionnaire replies; House

Number Expense
of per

Measures Measure
Jurisdiction Introduced Iniroduced Rank
Alsbsma 1997 & 1300.25 22
Al=zska 218 728,45 4
Arkansas 960 362,08 18
Connzcticut 3051 263.71 24
Delaware 1055 354.60 20
Florida ——— -— -
HAVATY 2044 256,98 25
I1linois 1916 954.07 2
Indiana 817 717.05 5
Kansas 891 420,34 13
Kentucky 917 398,43 16
Louisiana 1517 359,68 19
Massachusetts 3434 448,41 11
Montaina 599 401,11 15
Nebraska 546 278,26 23
Hedian: 3$401.11
Footnote:

Humber
of
lfsasures
Jurisdiction Introduced
Kevada 660
New Hampshire 731
New Jersey €69
North Dskota 594,
Chio 1163
Oklahoma 933
Oregon 1059
Puerto Rico 1852
Tennessee 3251
Utah 647
Vermont 603
Virginia 1226
West Virginia 702
Wisconsin 1620
Viyoming 320

and Senate Journals, Hawaii,

Expense
per
Measurse
Introduced Hank
$ 148.83 28
678,17 7
638.62 8
425,40 12
1,302.00 1
783.35 3
456,99 10
410.84 14
116.01 29
216.67 27
617.69 9
231,04 26
706,83 6
372.52 17
306.07 21

g X1@mEddy



“6{“‘

Jurisdiction

Alsbams
Alasks
Arkansas
Comacticut
Delaware

Florida
HAWATT
Iliinnis
Indiana

Kansas

Eentucky
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Hortans
Nebraska

Hedian: $919.68

Footnoteg:

Urarsures
Enncted

760
136
509
996
nr

A, -

431
834
307
511

280
568
891
262
318

Expenss per
Heasure
Enacted

Rank

IN TWENTY-NINF JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950)

$ 788,96

1,167.66
682.89
807.82
897.14

1,218.7%
2,191.84
1,908,23

732.92

1,304.85
960,62
1,728.22
917.74
471,77

# Bills and jfoint resslutions,
a Iaws of Delapgra, 1949,

Source:

SBERY

BeawkE Bawkl

Heoasures
Jurisdiction Enacted
Kevads 354
New Hampshire 443
Nsw Jersey 421
North Dakota 366
Ohio 34
Oklahoma £37
Oregon 626
Puerto Rico 387
Tennessae 1280
Utah 9
Vermont 405
Virginia 676
West Virginia 172
Wisconsin 760
Wyoming 154

Questionnaire replies; House and Senste Journals, Hawaii.

Expansa'pér
Heazurs
Enacted

$ 277.47
1,119.05
1,318.21

690,40
4,822,36

1,672.46
773,08
1,966.10
294.64
1,774.51

919.68
419,01
2,884.84,
794.05
635,98

&
e
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Table Ba

SHOWING PERCENTAGE MEASURES* ENACTED OF THOSE INTRODUCED
IN TUENTY-NINE JURISDICTIORS, 1949 (1950)

Percentage Percentage
Measures HMessures
Enacted of Tngeted of
Number Kumber those Nunber Humber thosze
Measures  Heasures Introduced Heasures Measures Inftroduced
Jurisdietion Introduced Enseted (%) Rank Jurdisdietion Introduced Enacted (%) Reank
Alabama 1997 7E0 38,06 19 Koveda 660 354 53.64 g
Alaska 218 136 62.39 2 New Hampshire 731 443 6C .60 4
Arkanses 560 509 53.02 10 New Jersey ] 869 421 LA 11
Connecticut 3051 996 32,65 22 North Dakota 594, 365 61.62 3
Delaware 1055 A 39.53 17 Ohio 1163 314 27.00 24
Florida — = - - Oklahoma 933 437 46,84 14
& HAVALT 2044 431 21,09 27 Oregon 1059 626 59.11 5
'y I1linnis 1916 834 £3.53 16 Fuarto Rico 1852 387 20.90 28
Indians 817 307 37.58 20 Tennessesa 3251 1280 39.37 18
Kansas 891 511 57.35 7 Ytah 647 Kl 12.21 o
Kentucky 917 280 30,53 23 Vermont 603 05 67,16 1
Louisiana 1517 568 3144 21 Virginia 1226 676 55.14 8
Massachusetts 3434 B9l 25,95 25 West Virginia 702 172 24,50 26
Montana 599 262 £3.74 15 Wisconsin 1620 760 46,91 13
Nebraska 546 318 58,24 6 Tiyoming 320 154 48,13 12

Hedian: 43.74%

Footnotes:
* Bills end joint resolutions,
& Laws of Delavare, 1949,

Source:
Questionnaire replies, House and Senate Journels, Hewaii.
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Tabhle 8B

NUMBER OF MEASURES#* INTRODUCED PER IEGISLATOR PER IEGISLATIVE DAY
IN TTENTY-SEVEN JURISDICTIONS, 1949 {1950)

Number of
Veasures Introduced
per Legislator

Kumber of
Measures Introduced
per Legislator

Jurisdiction par lepislative Day Rank Jurisdiction per Legislative Day
Alabama 0.393 4 Nevada 0.193
Alaska 0.091 18 New Hampshire 0,020
Arkansas 6,119 14 ¥ew Jersey 0.488
Connecticut 0.124 12 North Dakota 0.061
Delaware 0.236 6 Chie e
Florida @ = 00éeree= - Oklahoms 0.067
HAVAIT 0,733 L Oregon 0.121
I1linois e — Puerto Rico 0.523
& Indiana £.089 19 Tennessee 0,337
oy Kansas 0.086 20 Utah 0,130
Kentucky 0,111 15 VYermont 0.017
louisiana 0.182 8 Virginia 0,146
Massachusetts 0.084 21 Vest Virginia 0,093
{iontana 0.068 22 Uisconsin 0,067
Hebraska 0.127 11 Wyoming 0,096

Median: 0.119

Footnote:

# Bills spd joint resolutions,

Source:s

Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hawaii,

el sl A
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THE IZGISIATIVE DOIZAR IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950):
HOW IT IS SFENT .

i, .
] ~ O [~ o
Q . o e @ o e
3 s B SE 5 oF A T x
: 352 83 g% 42 .f B3 g5 3., B, 2.
3 Ed  Bf dd &% Ep £F 3% Ee E7 BEF o
i £ 24 B, oZg Ef &5 2% 25 BE -8 2
5 =8 H& & & g8 B84 25 &E B HE 24 £
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) ) (&) (% (0 {£) (&)
% - :
i Alabama 61,24 29,54  wme- memmmmee meme emem mmee eeee 9,21 100 &
| Alaske 45.34 21,15 2114 3,21 0,07 0,01 1.26 7,24 ---- 0,58 100 i
Arkanssg 52,082 25,39 10,70 6.62  1.52 0,16 D56 (0,57 ~-== 2,40 100 =
Connecticut 22,892 2,,90 18,24 3.37 0,07 0.03 ~-=- 26,17 3.00 .31 100 =
Delawars 27,800 33,47 11,40 3.0 weew 067 meew 9,30 ==~ 1436 100 -
§ Florida 11,54  39.91  ~~ee mmme 18,65 wemmm mwmm mmee —ee= 29,00 100
g HAWATI 1554  57.22 10,52 1139 0.45 0.61 1.81 114 ---- 1,32 100
g I1linois €6,30%° 12,58  6.85 2.48  0.30 0,14 0,05 10,87 ~--- 0,42 100
§ Indiana 61,972 17.51 17.33 1.87  «m== 0,18 0.19 0,95 ~=== ===~ 100
b Kansas 39.78 41.22  13.94 2,38 wm—— 016 mem- 2,53  wme- m—mw 100
Kentucky 70,63 2571 1.09° 109  —ee=  cem= mece LAB meem me-e 100
Lﬂuﬁ.ﬂi&m %c% 34&11 39:310- (c) ————-.; 0»03 {d) 5505 —— 0019 lw
B&mcmat\ts %*3‘6 lgn 11.62 1&?&- 0:2& b - }-1083 2&94 2-95 mc
Hontana 36,78 40,12 19.38 {c) 0.26 0.2%, 0,63 1,90 === 0,70 100
Nebraska 49,368 26,63 20.32 L6 meem 04D 145 0,37 emmm eeee 100
Kmda 56 34 25003 8&90 ‘l-tgg ———— 0909 2.39 2'9‘&- - ——— Z.GD
Kew Hampshire 17,28 12,19 14,05 2,47 00  wmwe  meer meem eeee 63,92 3D
New Jersey 44,15 19,21 27,60 302 mmmm mmme mmme mmme e 607 1)
North Daketa  60.30 21,80 14.61 e {e) —-—— 3,33 IDC
Ohio 59.07% 2144 9.4 1.04 1.25 0,31 4.23 === 2,72 100

0.53




Table 9 {continued)

e
«©
g hil - e 3
- - B mE B £ a -
+ & 1) nt =28 =9 a O o 2] | 2]
t ™ @ 22 & B Y 7 B2 o8 @ -3 2o
% 2 -ﬁ &3 -f?t »ﬁ & g‘ 2 [ ] S @O [ ] Fe vt Pyt 3 &
2 g% §F B 3= dy K= =& 2p 42 °F 3
wfj 'g rﬁ rg.-s,-! f’; T Gy g.n-t-‘? ~t ot 0 © 8 % g f—"’q % -ig
& 23 Ha &g 8 22 &§ && =2& &8 24 &
(%) (2) (%) (%) Zy & @ () {3 (7)) (&)
Ckliahoma 44.88 30,51 6,69 o e mmmm wemm 0,64 ~=-= 17,27 100
(regon 7.52  57.60 21,10 8,22  --=~  0.32 2.45 0,51 ew-~ 2,28 100
Puerto Rico 22,87 L&A 453 3,91 0,38 3,03 GC.66 6,26 0,04 1419 100
Tennesses 10,86 57.65 24.78 0.38 0,01 0,18 —-- 5.80 ~--= 0,33 100 \
Utah 35.52%  29.36 24,26 1,87  =-—= 1.6 0,85 1,38 ---= 5,59 100
1 Vermont 70.95% 9,91 13.11 1.45 0,02 0,02 0.02 4,51 -~ 0,01 100
& Virginia 35.71 32,18  30.07 ———n ———— e e 148  0.55 — 100
' West Virginiam 25.39% 41,28 33.60 4,65 eww= 1,22 1,37 0,69 w-~- 2,81 100
Visconsin 38,98% 23,35 26,50 —e-- 0,15 0,76 3,67 5,53 ~=~- 106 100
Woming &.09 3{);‘{12 1?.8? - G,GB - —— 3.63 — 6.93 100
Footnotes:

* Tncludes members' subsistence payments when made,

2 Includes sslaries paid to members for entire biennial pericd ss representing true cost of legislative
session and in order to permit comparisons with those ststes which pay full salsries of mexnbers daring
course of session on per dienm basis. Arkansas and Vermont pay extra for specisl session stlendanca.

b Cost of digest printing only.

¢ Cffice Supplies and Equipment included in printing total.

d Less than ,01%,

e ileage included in members' salaries total--10¢ per mile, one round trip,
Source:

Questionnaire replies; House and Senste Journals, Hawail,
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Table 10

THE LEGISLATIVE DOLLAR IN SIXTEEN JURISDICTIONS AND THE TERRITORY OF HAWATI, 1949 (1950):
HOW IT IS SPENT

Hembers' Employees! Printing and Office Supplies [embers' iHiscellaneous Total

Salaries* Salaries Binding and E?uipment Travel Expense Expense

Jurisdiction () (%) () 2) (%) (%) {£)
Alaskat £5.34 21,15 21,14 3.21 T.24 1.92 100
Arkansas £2.08 25,39 10.70 6.62 0.57 FARYA 100
Conneaticut 22.89 24.90 1B.24 3.37 26,17 FAN A 100
Tllinois 66,30 12.58 6.85 2.48 10.87 (.92 100
Indiana 61,97 17.51 17.33 1.87 0,95 .37 100
Kansas 39,78 41.22 13.94 2,38 2,53 0.16 100
HMassachusatis 50.36 18,20 11.62 1.74 11,83 5 wide 160
Nabraska™ 49,36 26,63 20,32 1.46 0.37 1.85 166
Hevadsa 56.14 25,03 g.90 4,59 2.94 2440 100G

§: Ohio 58,07 PIRWIA 9,41 1.04 Loi23 L.BL 100

' Oregon 7.52 57 .60 21.10 8,22 0.51 5,05 100
Puerto Rico 22,87 4434 4.53 3.91 6,26 18,29 1600
Tennesses 10.86 57.65 24.78 3,38 £.80 0,52 100
Utah 35.52 29.36 24,26 1.87 1.38 7.60 100
Vermont 70.95 8,89 13.11 1.45 4.51 1.09 100
West Virginia 25,39 41.28 22,60 L.B5 0.69 5440 100
Composite Dollar  46.37 26.01 12.78 2,71 7.79 4e35 100
HAVATT 15.54 57.22 10.52 ) 11.39 1.14 4,19 100
Footnotes:

#* Includes members' subsistence payments when nade,

+ Jurisdictions with smaller legisletures than Hammii,

SOUTCE
Questionnaire replies; House and Senste Jourrals, Hawaii.
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' SENATE EXPENSE AS PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE EXPENGE* IN SEVENTEEN JORISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950)

Senate Senate
i Expenss Expense
as as
! Parcentage Percentage
! of of
1 House House
i Senate House Exponse Senate House Expense
H Jurisdiction Expenss Expense __ (%) Rank Jurisdiction Expense Expensa (%) Rank
H Arkansas  $ 51,542 $115,015  44.81 16 New Jersey  § 72,036 $121,987 59,05 13
] Delamars 110,636 169,046 65.45 12 Chio 219,444 396,877 55.29 EVA
. Florida 294,958 316,663 93,15 3 Okizhoms 172,155 230,694 74.62 7
;‘ HAVATI 198,795 244,850 81,19 5 Puerto Rico 249,654 311,179  €0.23 6
| I1linois 260,736 355,258  73.39 8 Tennessee 87,471 174,595  50.10 15
A Indiana 108,092 114,726 94,22 2 Utah 36,550 53,836  67.89 11
i P Kentucky 49,043 58,280 84,15 4 West Virginia 155,087 149,516 103,73 1
; Louisiana 157,009 223,505  70.25 10
! Hontana. 63,429 88,578 71,61 g
New Hampshire 42,341 329,609 12.84 17
Median: 71.61%
; Footnotles '
! * Hembers' salaries and subsistence psyments excluded in both housea. bd
Source:

% Questionnsire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hewadi,
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EXPERSE RANKS FOR TWENTY-SEVEN JURISDICTIONS AFTER ADJUSTMENTS FOR
POPULATION, NUMBER OF IEGISLATCRS, AND LENGTH OF SESSION

Keys

g g
<1
g g & gt g 3 4 Gia
:‘-.;; © 3 B % ﬁ:: B % - :% © % 3 g Py % -
i Eg 2 ¢ EE8L % 3 B2 2§ 5353 Y
i $F i ¢ f3if 3 | S 1
& & - 2 A2A2s £ S & < g B38E &
Massachusetts 1 2,20 1 + 1 N Delawars 16 .62 2 + 5 A
Connecticut 2 9.48 7 4+ 7 A Vermont 17 15.27 18 ~ 2 N
Puerto Rico 3 13.80 13 +11 A Kentucky 18 1321 9 - 7 B
Oklahoma 4 8,82 5 + 5 A Arkansas 19 15,03 17 - 4 B
Visconsin -5 5.46 2 .e N Virginia 20 9.01 6 —11 B
Alabama 6 11.48 10 + 5 A North Dekota 21 16,61 20 -4 B
Indiana 7 6.11 3 - 1 N Hontane 22 17.72 21 — b B
New Jersey g 10,14 g8 + 2 N Alaska 23 25,36 27 + 2 N
Louigiana 9 11,62 11 + 3 X Nebraska 24 16,04 19 - 8 B
HAVATI 10 20,50 23 +11 A Utah 25 18,49 22 -~ 7 B
Viest Virginia 11 15,00 16 + 4 A Nevada 26 2482 2% -1 N
New Hampshire 12  14.11 14.5 + 2 N Tyoming 27 23.95 25 -3 N
Oregon 13 14.11 145 + 1 N
Tennessee 14 8.74 4 -5 B
Kansas 15 12,27 12 - 3 N

* Asount by which the figura In the ®As Adjusted” column excaeds or I less than the corresponding figure In the "Rank by Expense™ colusn is shows
as plus or minus. A plus sign Indlcates that taking the factors of popuistien, nusber of legislators, and length of session into conslderation,
the legislature §a more expensive than [ts mere rank by tota! expense sould Indlcate. 2 minus Indicates the contriry. it was assumed that -
winor chenges signify that legisistive expsnses sce nersal, that large "~ amounts Indicats a ralativeiy more expensivs leglialature, and large
#_% anounts indicate x eelatively leas expensive legisfature. ’

§ Ratingt N - riomi" expenditures, glven population, size of [eglaiature and length of session,{+3 te -3}
\bave Mnorsal? expendituras. (#4 and above
B ~ Selow "norme [T expenditures. {~& and below

T



EXPENSE RANKS FOR TNENTY-SEVEN JURTSDICTIONS AFTER ADJUSTMENTS FOR
NUMBER OF MEASURES INTRODUCED, NUMBER (F IEGISIATORS, AND IENGTH OF SESSION

H XIONELIY

g : :
=) o & ] ]
g ¥ & g3 5 I & g3
43 + RS -+ s 4] e
- o ] T #=28% w - 8 T 5:2E% w
= B8 - 2 A 0 o 23 = - EE5S o
L <8 ¥ 3 82.3 & : =8 Z B EE.E 3
5 £ o z Hi§T % 5 £ = & 35T 3§
- 85 << X2 5383 & 5 & < 2 Q[o8E &
Mgssachusetts 1 1.50 1 + 1 N Delaware 16 12,50 12 - 3 N
 Comnecticut 2 3.89 2 + 2 N Varmont 17 15,74 18 -1 N
Puerto Rico 3 16,09 7 4 7 A Kentucky i8 14,72 i6 -~ 3 H
Oklshome 4/ 10,98 10 + 7 A Arkansas 19 13,5 15 ~5 B
Wisconsin 5 T2 4 + 2 N Virginia 20 11,08 1 -9 B
Alabamg 6 9.51 ) + 3 H North Dakotae 21 2T 22 w1 N
Irdiane 7 14.92 17 + B A Hontana 22 20.03 21 -2 N
New Jersey 8 18,74 20 +11 A Alaska 23 25,60 27 + 3 N
Louisiang 9 10,58 9 4+ 2 N Nebraszka 2L 2147 25 -3 N
BawalY 10 8,82 5 -1 N Pigh 25 20,41 23 -~ 5 B
Viest Virginla 11 18,67 19 + 8 A Nevada 26 21.03 24 -~ 5 B
New Hampshira 12 13,12 1 + 1 N Wyoming 27 2416 26 -2 N
Uregon 13 10,42 8 -3 3]
Tennessee 14 5.69 3 -8 B
Ransas 15 12,67 13 - 2 N

Key:

=4 Asoynt by which the figure In the ¥Aa Adjusted® coluwn exceeds or ls less than the corresponding figure in the Milank by Expense® column Is
shown a% plus or minus,. & plus sign Indicetes that taking the factors of nusber of msssures Introduced, nusher of legisistors, acd length
of seasion into consideraficn, the logisiature Iz wore expensive than Tis mece reak by expense would Indicate. 4 minus indlcates the
conkrarye Tt was assumed that afnor chenges sionify thai leghslatlve expenses tre soroal, thal large ™. 7 amounts indicate 8 relatively
morc expensive lepimlature, and farge "_" amounts Indfcate 3 relatively less expensive leglslature.

# Ratlingt N - "Horealn expanditures, given nuvber of Geapusco Introduced, size of fegislature and leagth of session. (*3 to -9}
A ~ Above Bnorme ¥ expendilures. ffﬂ and ahove
B « Below "ocraelh exprndiivren. i—# and below
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