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llllISIAqVE EXPENDITURES 

T110 questions are frequently raised concerning legislative session 
expenses in Hawaii - (1) What doee our legislature cost? and (2) How does 
the expense of operating our legieleture compare llith that of operating 
other legisleturee? Thie report attempts to answer these two questions 
by gathering and comparing available cost statistics. Being expressed in 
terms of dollsr-end~cents, it can not measure the quality of the legisla­
tive product, a 11Btter which ultimately can be determined onl:y by the voter. 

Regular session legislative expenses in the Territory amount to lees 
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 coete of government. Since 
the outbreak of World War II, the rate of increase of legislative coats hae 
guickened, end on the bseie of prelimins.ry figures, a record expense of over 

• $540,000 has apparently ~en established for the 1951 regular eeeeion. Thie • 
· ie equivalent to approximately $12,000 per legislator, $7,500 per legislative; 
• day, $1,500 for each measure enacted, and $300 for each measure introduced 

in the 1951 session. 

Comparison of Ha11Bii1e 1949 regular eeeeion costs with those of juris­
dictions for which similar data were obtained indicates that1 

12 jurisdictions had a total coat greater than Hawaii1e; 17 lees. 
2 jurisdictions had a greater cost per inhabitant; 27 less. 
1 jurisdiction spent more per legislator; 28 less. 
9 jurisdictions spent inore per legislative day; 18 less. 

24 jurisdictions spent more per measure introduced; 4 lase. 
10 jurisdictions spent more per measure enacted; 18 lase. 

V!hen the population of Hawaii, the eize of its legislature, and the 
;Length of its session are taken into account, the Territory might be expected 
to have occupied a relatively lower position among the jurisdictions ranked 
according to total session expenditures. Hol'ISvsr, when the larger number of • 

· measures introduced by the territorial legislature is considered, Hawaii's 
:relative position does not appear to be out of line. 

Comparison of the manner in which each legislative dollar is spent indi­
cates that a larger fraction of each dollar is paid to Hawaii's legislative • 
employees than is paid to employees elsewhere. Office supplies and equipment . 
also appear to receive a greater proportion of the territorial legislative 
dollar than is the rule. The lack of comparable price incl.ices prevents deter-. 

• • lllin~tion of how much of this disparity is due to higher prices in the Territory. 



TABIE OF CONTENTS 

I. Introduction • l ••..•••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

II. Legislative Expense in Ha.we.ii, 1929-1951 3 • • • • • 

A. Trends in Legislative Session Expense 3 
B, The Legislative Dollar in Hawaii 9 .•• 
C. Total Senate and House Expense Compared 14 
D. Summary 15 • . , . • . . • • . • • • • • • 

III. State and Territorial Legislative Expense: Hawaii's 
Position Compared 17 .......... . . . . • 

A. Legislative Session Expense. 17 . , .•• • 
B. The Legislative Dollar - How It Is Spent. 25 • • 
C. Senate Expense Compared ~ith House Expense. 26 • • 
D. Determination of Hawaii's Position. 27 
E. Summary 30 . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . • • • • 

Appendix A 

Table 1. Legislative Expense per Employee - Hawaii 
1929, 1939-1951 32 .. , .. , . . . . , , • • • • 

Appendix B 

Table 1. Regular Session Legislative Expense in Thirty 
Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950) 33 , . . , . . . , . • • • 

Table 2. Per Capita Regular Session Legislative Expense 
in Thirty Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950) 34 . . . . 

Table 3, Regular Session Legislative Expense Compared 
r1ith General Governmental Operating Costs in 
Twenty-eight Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950) 35 ••. • • 

Table 4, Regular Session Legislative Expense per 
Legislator in Thirty Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950). 36 • 

L 



• • • • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

Table 5, Regular Session uigislative Expense per 
Legislative Day in Twenty-eight Jurisdic­
tions, 1949 (1950) 37 , ..•.. , •.. , , • • • • 

Table 6. Regular Session Legislative Expe!llle per 
Measure Introduced in Twenty-nine 
Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950) 38 .. , •. , . • • • • • 

Table 7. Regular Session Legislative Expense per 
Measure Enacted in Twenty-nine Jurisdic­
tions, 1949 (1950) 39 , .•.• , .. , . , , 

Table SA, Showing Percentage Measures Enacted of 
Those Introduced in Twenty-nine Jurisdic­
tions, 1949 (1950) .... , . , , , , • • 

Table SB. Number of l!easures Introduced per Legislator 
per Legislative Day in Twenty-seven Jurisdio• 
tions, 1949 (1950) 41 ••. , ......... , , . 

Table 9, The legislative Dollar in Thirty Jurisdictions, 
1949 (1950): How It Is Spen 42 t. . . . . . . . . . 

Table 10, The Legislative Dollar in Sixteen Jurisdic­
tions and the Territory of Hawaii, 1949 (1950)1 
How It Is Spent, 44 . • • . • ., • • • . • • • • . 

Table 11. Senate Expense as Percentage of House Expense 
in Seventeen Jurisdictions, 1949 (1950), 45 .. 

Table 12. Expense Ranks for Twenty-seven Jurisdictions 
After Adjustments for Population, Number of 
Legislators, and Length of Session ..... • 

Table 1.3. Expense Ranks for Twenty~seven Jurisdictions 
After Adjustments for Number of Measures 
Introduced, Number of Legislators, and Length 
of Session 47 .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 



I, Introduction 

I.egislaturee, be they ruitional, state, or territorial, are expensive. 

It is frequently asserted that they cost tao much money, In contrast, other 

persons claim that legislatures probably spend too little upon themselves as the 

fundamental, policy-making part of the governmental machinery, Perhaps because 

of partial aaoeptance of this latter-view and because the legislature is tha least 

costly of the three major branches of government,l little attention has been given 

to the nature and appropriateness of legislative expenses, Yet, notwithstanding 

the lack of study devoted to such expenses, very often two related questions are 

raised - (1) What does our legislature cost? and (2) How does the expense of 

operating our legislatUl'e compare with that of operating other similar legisla­

tures? This report attempts to answer these two questions for the Territory of 

Haffllii, 

In general, legislative accounts as found in the journals of both houses 

of the territorial legislature over the past twenty years are in sufficient detail 

to permit the making of adequate comparisons. Variances in style over this period, 

or betl'l8en the records of the two houses of the legislature, are of little import. 

The task of comparing Hawaii's legislative expense with the amounts spent by 

recent legislatures of other states and territories proved much more difficult. 

Current Mainland data were not available and such information as was at hand did 

not permit read:, comperison, Expense figures which afforded opportunity for l!Uch 

comparison were, therefore, sought directly by questionnaire from appropriate state 

1tt,gislative expense seldom exceeds two per centum of the total general 
operating cost of government; l!!m, p, 18. See also, State of New York, Intelj.111 
J!eport JI.!~ lffil! !.2!k State Joint Legislative Committee .l?!! L§gislative ~. 
Practice!!, Procedures ~ Expenditur.....!!.!I {Albany1 Tiilliams Press, Inc., 1945), p,1D8. 



and territorial officials. These figures, supplied by many (although, unfortu­

nately, not all) cooperating public officials have been used in this report to 

show Hawaii's legislative costs in relation to those of other jurisdictions, 

One word of caution1 the dollars spent by a legislature, be they many or 

few, are not necessarily an indicator of ita efficiency or of the quality of its 

product, It is genera~ly agreed that quantity of production or money spent in 

production is not necessarily a measure of quality. In short, dollar-end-cents 

~,mperisons alone cannot serve as a basis for determining the caliber of work 

performed by legislative bodies, Hor•ever, such comparisons permit the building 

of composite averages and ascertaining of those features in which the practices 

of the Hawaiian legislature are not typical of those on the Mainland. They serve 

to direct attention toward attainment of a worthwhile public goal, that of obtain• 

ing the highest quality public service possible per dollar spent. 

A description of legislative expense in the Territory of Hawaii in 1929 

and from 1939 to 1951 is presented i.n Section II below. There an effort is made 

to show the trend of expense in Hawaii during the past two decades and to determine 

the manner in which the legislativ9 dollar has been spent. Section III contains 

comparisons between Hawaii's expenditures and expenditures of states and other 

territories of the United States. These co~parisons are based upon legislative 

expense figures for the 1949 and 1950 rrer5itlar ses;sions in jurisdictions which 

supplied material in form usable for this study, Expenses incurred during special 

sessions or between sessions by interim or other special committees are 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 Hawaii, 1929-1951 

A. Trends in Legislative Session Expense 

Like all costs of government, the expense of operating Hawaii's legislature 

has increased substantially since 1929. This progressive increase has been more 

rapid since the 1943 regular session than prior to that legislature. Cost of con­

ducting the 1929 regular session was only $116,127 as may be noted in Figure 1. 

Two decades lster, 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 established,2 

Figure 1,3 

Legislative Expense in Hawaii: 1929, 1939-1951 

Index No. 
300 

1941 Expense: 100 
200 

100 

0 
1929 1939 1941 1 43 1945 1947 1949 1951a 

aBased upon a preliminary figure (See Note 2, below). 
Source: House and Senate Journals, 

2All expense figures in this section are based upon account records in the 
House and 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· 
and Public Expenditures, dated June 25, 1951, 1951 Senate figures are based upon 
Senate account records as of June JO, 1951, All 1951 figures include federal pay­
ments (except travel) and estimated costs of preparing and publishing the journals. 

3For total regular session legislative ex~ense 1929, and 1939-1951 see 
Table 2, p, 6, These figures include federal payments as well as money appropri­
ated from the territorial treasury, The amount stated for 1951 is a preliminary 
figure ( see Note 2, supr11) • 
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·That 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 since 

1929, Whether the increase in cost of regular sessions in Hawaii has been more 

rapid then elsewhere cannot be readily established,4 

1, Legislative Expense Compared with General..Qperating Costs of Government, 

Although legislative expense in Hawaii has risen rapidly, it hes not kept pace uith 

the overall rise of governmental cost payments (e,g, total expense for protection, 

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

Figure 2, 

Legislative Expense Compared with Governmental 
Cost Payments in Hawaii1 1929, 1939-1951 

Index No, 
500 

1941 Expense: 100 
400 

Legislative Expense . 
-·~·-·- Governmental Cost Payments /300 

I 

200 

o~-+-w--1----------+---+--I 
1921 1939 1941 1943 1945 1947 1949 1951a 

aaased upon a preliminary figure (See Note 2, p, 3), 
Source: House and Senate Journals; Note, Table 1, 

Infra, p, 5, 

4A hint that this may be the case results from comparison of recent expense 
in Arkansas and in Hawaii, During the period 1939-1949, legislative expense in 
Arkansas rose 66 percent, in Hawaii 177 percent, Expenditures in both jurisdic­
tions reached record highs in 1949, Arkansas Legislative Council, Qperation goats
!lf ~™ General Assembl:[ (August, 1950), p, 2, 



Comparisons or this type are not of too great utility, since the increase 

in general governmental cost payments reflect in part the tremendous expansion of 

the scope of administrative services. This has undoubtedly placed a greater bur­

den upon the legislative body, but it is questionable whether the same degree or 

expansion has occurred in the legislative workload. 

2, Legislative Expense as an Item of General Operating Costs, Since 

legislative expense has not increased as rapidly as have governmental cost payments, 

it is to be expected that legislative expense as an item or governmental cost has 

diminished in importance during recent years. As is shown in Table l, legislative 

expense in Hawaii a decade ago represented a total or 1,18 percent of governmental 

cost payments, Today, this has dropped to less than 0,75 percent. 

Table 1, 

Legislative Expense as Percent of Governmental 
Cost Payments in Hamii: 1929, 1939-1951 

Legislative Cost as Percent or 
Governmental Cost Payments

(%) 

1929 0,9467 
1939 0.9542 
1941 1.1750 
1943 0,9198 
1945 1.0143 
1947 o.8796 
1949 o.7853 
1951 0,69788 

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

Governmental cost payments from: Rep9!:i_gf the Audito!..,_j'.erritor;y 
of Har.ail to the Governor of fla,mii and the 19.2.!..J&,_gislature of 
Hawm, p, 93; and Seport of the Audit.9.!.,.J;g_:~:;eJtorv of Hawaii to 
~!Lfu!!fil:!}or of Haw~,ti and the 1949 Legislature of Hawaii, p, 85, 



3, Per Capit!_l,egisla:JJ.1e Expense, Another means of determining the 

significance of increased expense is to check population figures to see whether 

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 increased 

at an even faster rate, Thus, per capita legislative expense has risen steadily, 

as noted in Table 2, 

Table 2, 

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

Legislative 
Expense 

Per Capita 
,J;xpensL_ 

1929 
1939 
1941 
1943 
1945 
1947 
1949 
1951 

$116,127 
1!!9,675 
211,50!! 
192,57!! 
28!!,620 
360,928 
525,27\ 
546,311 

357,649 
414,991 
408,660 
451,209 
45!!,084 
476,127 
481,537 
467,711° 

$0,32 
0,46 
0,52 
0,43 
0,63 
0,76 
1,09 
1,17 

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

~he amount stated for 1951 is a preliminary figure (See Note 2, 
p. 3). 

°Figure 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 over $0,50, Today, the 

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

-6-



$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, Pe!...kegis1~e Day, Per Measure Introduced 

£nd Enacted. Other ways of illustrating the trend of legislative expense over 

a course of years are shown in Table 3. Each of these presentation methods 

reveals figures which reflect the growth of law-making expense in Hawaii. 

Table 3. 

Legislative Expense in Hawaii Per Legislator, Per Legislative Day, 
Per l!easure Introduced, and Per Measure Enacted: 1929, 1939-1951 

~ 
Expense Per 

Legislator 
Expense Per 

Legislative Day 
Expense Per 

Measure Introduced 
Expense Per 

Measure Ena~ 

1929 
1939 
1941 
1943 
1945 
1947 
.1949 
1951a 

$2,581 
4,215 
4,700 
4,280 
6,414 
8,021 

11,673 
12,140 

$1,935 
3,161 
3,525 
3,210 
4,581 
5,821 
8,472 
7,484 

$132 
183 
177 
291 
:J,98--:?49 
~.1~5 
~2-S7 

295 

$ 440 
700 
592 
796 
955

1,322
1,219
1,505 

aBased upon preliminary figure of expenditure for 1951 (See Note 2, p. 3). 

The cost per measure (bills and joint resolutions) introduced has not increased 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 

5Infra, pp. 17, 18. 
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Table 4. 

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

~res Introduced Measures Enacted 
Percenta~e Enacted 
- __,i~~ ..... ) --

1929 881 ·264 29. 97 
1939 1036 271 26.16 
1941 1197 357 29.82 
1943 662 242 36.56 
1945 
1947 

¾58/l<..S" 
~/~OJ 

290 
273 

_J,q i 8'," ::2 4,. ff 
J:-5 "oe- I 7- o 5" 

1949 ~,.1C44 431 .a:s-.e& :JI, af 
1951 1850 36.3 19.62 

becoming 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 trlth 

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 are 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. 

6rntra, Appendix B, Table SB, p. 41. 

7However, the increased 1951 expenses when coupled l7ith the decreased 
(over 1949) number of measures introduced tend to contradict such an observation. 
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B. The Legislative Dollar in Hawaii 

Having considered 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 legislative 

dollars have been spent. Such a review assists in determining the elements which 

have contributed to the rising trend in legislative costs. 

l. Expe~re Items. The main items which enter into the total legisla-

tive expense are employees' salaries, printing, office supplies and equipment, and 

communications, For purposes of comparing Hawaii with the Mainland, members' 

salaries and 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 Hawaii was spent in 1929, 1941, 1949, and 1951 for each of 

these five categories. 

-9-
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*Members' travel less then 1¢. 
8 Based upon preliminary figures 

(See Note 2, p. 3). 
Source: Compiled from House and 

Figure 3, 

The Legislative Dollar in Hawaii 

/ I I 

1949 

1951a 

Members' Salaries 

1929 

1941 

/ 

X Supplies & Equipment, 
Y lle:nbers' Travel. 
Z All Other, 

Senate Journals, 



This illustration shows that the largest amount spent in 1929 was for members' 

salaries and expenses (40¢) while in 1949 the largest amount was allocated to 

employees' salaries (57¢). In 1951 payment to employees reached an all-time high, 

and amounted to almost 64¢ of each dollar 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 

equipment, 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 ~ith the dollar that is 

expended by the House of Representatives, This is done graphically in Figure 4, 

Because salaries and expense payments to members in the House are necessarily 

double those made to Senators (House membership totals 30, Senate membership only 

15), members' salaries and expense payments are excluded from this diagram and 

only four major categories are included. 

-10-
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Senate and House Dollar in Hawaii, 1951 
(members' salaries and expense payments excluded) 

9¢ 
5¢ 5~ 

s I s ~~~I 
Employees' Printing Supplies & All Other 
Salaries Equipment 

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



The fact that both House and Senate dollars have been spent in apprcxi• 

ma.tely the same manner indicates that no single major expenditure item is stressed 

appreciably more in one house than in the other. 

2. .Qfill._tent of the Legislative Dollar. 

=Payments to Hembera1 Until 1945, payments to members of the territorial 

legislature were limited to salary and travel payments made by the Federal Govern• 

ment at a rate of $1,000 to each member for attendance at a regular session and 

20¢ per mile travel expense to snd from each session.8 In 1945 the Territory 

supplemented these payments by allowing members, other than those residing on the 

island of Oahu, $10 per day (including Sundays and holidays between the date of 

convening and adjournment) to cover all personal expenses, but not travel,9 This 

territorial payment continued until 1949 when $15 per day was allotted to cover 

each outside island member's personal expense and $5 per day to cover the inci­

dental expense incurred by Oahu members, 10 

The 1945 measure caused total payments to members from federal and terri• 

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 v1hen a delegation composed of four members of the House of Representatives 

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

8section 26, Hawaiian Organic Act, The Federal Government also pays $500 
to each member for attendance at each special session. 

9Act 86 (Series E-217), Session Laws of Hawaii 1945, p, 359. 

lOAct 17 (Series E-311), Session Laws of Ha!!!!1.!_1242, pp, 653, 654, 

-11-



-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 1951 figures will probably reveal 

that expense per employee (total number of persons named on the payroll, regard­

J.ecs of length of period included) will exceed the 1949 high of $1,541 per 

11 e~plcyoe.

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 out 160 percent, 

Figure 5, 

Payments to Legislative Employees Compared with overall 
Legislative Expense in Hawaii: 1929, 1941·1951 

303 

1941 Expense • 100 

55 

~ 
LJilllliliill 

1929 

136 

1945 

261 
248 

171 172 

1\l\!'.l\l\\\ 

1947 1949 1951a 

Key: D overall Legislative Expense aBased upon preliminary figures 
(See Note 2, p. 3). 

~j Employees' Salaries Source: House and Senate Journals, 

1½able showing expense per employee is presented in Appendix A, Table 1, 
p. 32. 



This rise in employees' salary payments 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 while 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 

1941 Expense - 100 

.112 
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8 Based upon preliminary figures (See Note 2, p, 3), 
Source: House and Senate JoJ!!!!!!l!!, 

Per diem payments in 1951 ranged from $11 to $45 in the House and from 

$9 to $40 in the Senate. Top flat rate payments in the House went to the two 

House attorneys ($5,000 each) and in the Senate to the two Senate attorneys 

12 ($6,000 each),

12HR 38 and SR 31 of 1951, House attorneys were given $1,000 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), 
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~ting Ex.E!!!nfil!: Printing expense (journal preparation and printing, 

and stationery printing) rose to an all-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 journa1.13 This may indicate that printing 

costs will represent considerably less thsn ll¢ of the legislative dollar as was 

the case in 1949, 

-Office_Supplies and Eguipmlll.!:1 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 $59,807, 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 

13uajor 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 
substantial revision of phraseology, 



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

Table 5, 

Senate Expense ae Percentage of House Expense: 1929, 1939-1951* 

Senate Expense as Percentage 
of House Expense 

_____oo §enete Expense House Expense 

1929 $ 35,336 $ 34,260 103, 14 
1939 66,211 78,297 84,56 
1941 70,524 95,984 73,47 
1943 73,504 74,241 99,01 
1945 102,066 122,744 83,15 
1947 136,736 159,212 85,88 
1949 198,795 244,850 81.19 
1951 233,480 225,426 103, 57 

*Payments to members excluded, For 1951, based upon a preliminary 
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 exceeded expenditures made by the 

House of Representatives, If this should prove to be the case, it will be the 

first time in the last decade that this has occurred, 

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 increased at as rapid a rate as have general operating 

costs of government, a progressive increase has occurred, particularly since 1943, 

tXpense per inhabitant, per legislator, per legislative day, and per measure 

introduced and enacted have all reflected this rise, During this same period the 
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l,egislative workload as indicated by measures introduced has become very heavy, 

but has not quite kept paoe with increased costs. An examination of the manner 

in which the legislative dollar has been spent in Hawaii reveals that certain 

major items of expense have expanded during the past two decades. Thia baa been 

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

have overall costs. 
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III. State and Territorial I.egil!lative Expelll!let 
Hawaii's Position Compared* 

A, Legislative Session Expense 

Legislative expense in thirty states and territories for the 1949 (1950) 

regular seseions14 ranged from a 1011 of $97,941 in Wyoming to a high of $1,827,996 

in Illinois, Hawaii with expense amounting to $525,275 \'1118 13th highest among 

these jurisdictions, seventeen of which reported less total expenss.15 

Since these jurisdictions differ iweatly with respect to the nU11ber of 

inhabitants, legislative expense in the very small states is understandably much 

lees than thst of very large jurisdictions, Adjustment of these figures to mini­

llile population differences makes direct comparison possible and much more useful, 

l. Per Capita Coste, The expense to each inhabitant of holding a regular 

session in these thirty jurisdictions ranged from 80,09 in Virginia to $1,2.3 in 

Alaska, Hemii l'li.th a per capita cost of $1,05 was third highest, next below 

Alaska and Delaware, Florida and Uest Virginie enjoyed central positions in this 

respect among these jurisdictions. Cost per inhabitant in these two states was 

only $0,25,16 

-!l!lata in this section are largely derived from replies mede upon question­
naire forms by legislative reference bureaus, state auditors, legislative officials 
or other governmental officers. Replies ~ere received from all 50 jurisdictions. 
Hol'lever, 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. 

l¼:entuoky, Louisiana, and Virginia, included in the .30 jurisdictions above, 
hold regular sessions in even-numbered years. 

15.rotal expenses in these jurisdictions sre presented in Appendix B, 
Table 1, p, 3.3 0 

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 fiscal year 1948-49 tend to show that relatively the same 

position, from high to low per capita 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, ,!,egislative Expense Compared with.Jl.!m!lral 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 Kansas 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 0,81 percent, occupied a position a little above that of Kansas and Indiana,20 

l7united 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 gf ~ Governmen~ Einances 1!} 1.2Li:2 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1950, p, 21, supplemented by the 1950 edition of this 
same publication). 

18A simple statistical correlation bet,1een the ranks established by United 
States Bureau of the Census data and by the figures used as a basis for this study 
re-,eals a coefficient of correlation of +,9097, Ranks used for this purpose are 

. for twenty-six jurisdictions, due to lack of complete coverage of figures used for 
this study and incomplete census data for fiscal year 1948-49, 

19Data for Alaska and Puerto Rico are not included, 

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



3, Factors Thich May Influence Lerdslative Expense, In addition to popu­

lation21 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 legislature for solution, 

(2) the area (square rniles) of the jurisdiction, (3) the number of legislators, 

(4) the cost of goods and services tvithin a jurisdiction, (5) the number of legis­

lative days, (6) the number of corunittees, (7) the number of employees, (8) the 

numher of measures introduced, and (9) the number of measures enacted, The first 

four of these factors, along r,ith population, may be considered "fixed" factors, 

factors which are usually beyond the power of the legislature ta change, The other 

factors may be termed "nan-fixed" factors, factors which may be varied by the 

legislators themselves. 

The "fixed" factors [;enerally determine the environment in nhich a legis­

lature must operate, The population of a jurisdiction increases or declines apart 

from legislative decision, although public policy over a period of years may in­

flu8nce population granth, This is likewise true in the main nith regard to the 

fVnda'.'lental questions which came before the le[;islature far decision, The area 

of a jurisdiction has long since been detemined in each instance, The number of 

legislators has been established by the constitution and can be changed only in 

Accordance 1cith the oreanic document and usually not by the legislature alone, The 

nc:'l';cr of legislative days might be considered a "fixed" factor because constitu­

tional limitations are sometimes placed upon the length of a regular session, How­

ev2r,even in those states ~ith constitutional limitations the legislature need not 

21rt should be acknanledged that population may exert an influence upon a 
number of the factors, considered here separately, related ta legislative expenses, 
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utilize the full constitutional period, Thus, the number of legislative days is 

considered here to be a "non-fixed" factor, 

"Non-fixed" factors may be changed fron time to tine by the legislature, 

In addition to deternining 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 theoretical minimum for each of these and in this sense they 

may be said to be "fixed", it would not appear that expenditures in any of the 

jurisdictions surveyed were et this base minimum, 

11Fixed 11 Factors1 Recognizing that the "fixed" factors help to determine the 

amount of money spent by a legislature and that they ere not controllable by the 

legislature, they should be taken into account when conparing legislative expense, 

For example, it may be misleading to compare the expense of a jurisdiction uith a 

very large legislature (e.g, Neu Hampshire) with that of a jurisdiction having an 

unusually small law-making body (e,g, Alaska), 

But once the problem is stated, the difficulties of quantifying these fixed 

factors for purposes of refining comparisons are almost insurmountable, Compari­

sons have previously been made among the several jurisdictions taking population 

differences into account (see page 17). r·e know the cost of goods and services in 

Hawaii is higher than in most areas on the Mainland, but unfortunately ho'l'l much 

higher has not been adequately determined to date,22 The complexity of problems 

demanding the attention of legislative bodies, although possibly related to popu­

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

22rhe Territory is not included within the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
surveys of Mainland prices, 
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expenses in terms of complexity of workload, The area of a jurisdiction as a 

factor may probably be discounted in view of modern transportation and communica­

tion improvements, About the only other 11 11 

11 11 

11 11 
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fixed factor referred to which can be 

utilized in comparing legislative session costs is that of the number of legisla­

tors, 

Expense per legislator 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 than 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 legislator or 

almost $8,000 more than Indiana and Louisiana, One jurisdiction, Puerto Rico, 

expended more per legislator than did Hawaii,23 

"Non-Fixed II Factors: Non-fixed factors--those which may be sltered 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 end introduces 

and enacte many measures with those of a jurisdiction which hes held a very short 

session end introduced and enacted a relatively small number of measures,24 

23cost per legislator for each jurisdiction is shown in Appendix B, Table 4,
P, 36, 

24comparisons taking into account other non-fixed factors are not dis­
cussed here, Later .in this report (seep. 28) the number of comr.iittees per se is 
shown 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 
to be useful for purposes of this report, 
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~ m legislative fl!!i25 was lowest in Nebraska, ~here the expense for 

each legislative day in the 1949 regular session was only $1,519, At the other 

extreme 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 Hawaii1 s cost 

per day, 26 

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

Tennessee, amounting to $ll6 per maasure,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 amount 

in the others. Hawaii 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 Hawsii,28 Hawaiian legislators introduced more measures 

per legislator per legislative day than did the legislators of twenty-six other 

jurisdictions studied,29 

25oats for twenty-eight of the thirty jurisdictions used, 

2½:xpense per legislative day in each of these jurisdictions is shown in 
Appendix B, Table 5, p. 37, 

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

28cost per measure introduced in each of these jurisdictions is shown in 
Appendix B, Table 6, p, 38, 

29A table showing the number of measures introduced per legislator per 
legislative day in twenty-seven jurisdictions is presented in Appendix B, Table SB, 
p. 41. 
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Cost per measure ~nacted (bills and joint resolutions) was lowest in 

Nevada, amounting to only $277.JO Ohio was highest 1·1ith a cost of $4,822 per 

measure, Vermont, r1hich spent $920 for each measure enacted, was mid1~ay among 

the t11enty-nine jurisdictions, Hawaii, 10ith a high "death rate" for measures 

(79 percent) spe~t $1,219 per measure enacted,31 Ten jurisdictions exceeded the 

cost figure for Hawaii, 

4, Hawaii's Position Reviewed, At this point a revie1·1 of Hawaii's rela­

tive position among the thirty jurisdictions considered may be helpful, This may 

be suml!larized as follo11s: 

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

(2) Cost per inhabitant: 2 jurisdictions spent more than Hawaii; 
27 less. (Appendix B, Table 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 
Hav1aii; 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 when the factors discussed above are taken into 

account. Ho11ever, similar data ,:;ere not available for each of these jurisdictions 

and no composite position is indicated, 

30nata for t11enty-nine of the same thirty jurisdictions. Expense per 
measure enacted for each jurisdiction is shorm in Appendix B, Table 7, p, 39, 

31Heasures enacted as a percentage of those introduced in twenty-nine 
jurisdictions are shorm in Appendix B, Table SA, p, 40, 
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Table 6 

Cost Per Legislator, Legislative Day, !.leasure Introduced, 
and Measure Enacted, 1949 (1950) Regular Session by Rank 

.!l:l!ri~dicti.QD 

Cost 
per 

Legislator 
i'l.Q_jurJ&,.l 

Cost per 
Legislative 

Day 
,(28 juris,l 

Cost per 
Measure 

Introduced 
_( 29_jyris . ) 

Cost per 
Measure 
Enacted 

(29 juris.) 

Alabama 12 2 22 20 
Alaska 13 24 4 12 
Arkansas 21 14 18 24 
Connectj.cut 
Delaware 

20 
5 

6 
19 

24 
20 

18 
17 

Florida 9 4 
HAWAII 2 10 25 11 
Illinois 3 2 3 
Indiana 16 7 5 5 
Kansas 22 13 13 22 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

19 
15 

12 
8 

16 
19 

10 
14 

Massachusetts 7 5 11 7 
tlontana 25 21 15 16 
Nebraska 17 28 23 26 

Nevada 26 27 28 29 
New Hampshire 
Nen Jersey 
North Dakota 

3:J 
6 

27 

15 
1 

20 

7 
8 

12 

13 
9 

23 
Ohio 4 1 1 

Oklahoma 11 9 3 8 
Oregon 
Puerto Rico 

8 
1 

17 
3 

10 
14 

21 
4 

Tennessee 18 16 29 28 
Utah 24 26 27 6 

Vermont 28 23 9 15 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
V/isconsin 
V/yoming 

23 
14 
10 
29 

18 
11 
22 
25 

26 
6 

17 
21 

27 
2 

19 
25 

L 



B, The legislative Dollar -- Hon 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 Hawaii's relative position emong these jurisdic­

tions. Additional insight may be obtained by examining the items of legislative 

expense. This, in effect, involves a review of hon the legislative dollar is spent 

in the several states and territories. Such a survey assists in the discovery of 

reasons for relatively high or lon legislative expense. 

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

and the 1949 legislative dollar in Hawaii ~ere spent in the manner sholV!l in 

Figure 7.33 

Figure 7_34 

The Legislative Dollar in Sixteen Jurisdictions 
and in Hal'l!lii: 1949 

Hawaii's 
Dollar 

I
Members' 

1
Salaries , 

X Supplies &Equipment. 
Y [,embers I Travel. 
Z All Other, 
Source: House and Senate Journals, HeTiaii; questionnaire 

replies. 

32Data completely suitable for use in constructins this composite dollar 
were obtained from only 16 jurisdictions although item breakdon1JSwere available 
from JO jurisdictions. The breakdonns,showing the amounts spent for each item 
together with percentage distributions, are presented in Appendix B, Table 9, 
pp. 42, 43. 

33Background data for Figure 7 are sho,m in Appendix B, Table 10, p. 44, 

34Alaska, Arkansas, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, llassachusetts, 
Nebraska, Nevada, Ohio, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont, and \1est 
Virginia. Selection of these jurisdictions was upon the basis of available data 
only. Ho,iever, it may be notea that most geographic areas of the nation end both 
large and small jurisdictions are represented, 
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Thia comparison reveals that HaTIBii 1s dollar emphasizes expenditures for 

employees' salaries and office supplies and equipment and that the amount (per­

centage wise) far employees' salaries noticeably exceeds the amount so allotted 

in the sixteen other jurisdictions, The relatively little portion of the Hawaiian 

legiElative dollar spent for members' salaries is not explained by the smaller 

size of Hawaii's legislature, Both Alaska and Nebraska have feuer legislative 

members, but approximated the composite legislative dollar with regard to this 

item, 

Employee salary payments, stated in percentages, exceeded payments to 

members in six of the sixteen jurisdictions. Of these six jurisdictions, only 

Oregan and Tennessee gave as large a share to employees as did Hawaii. Although 

it appears from this that Hawaii may allot an unusual proportion of its legislative 

dollar to employees, until a thorough study of payments to employees is made, any 

judgment in this area of expense uould be unwerranted,35 

C, Senate Expense Compared With House Expense 

Additional insight into unusually high or low legislative expenditures may 

be gained by ascertaining whether one house of a bicameral assembly spends propor­

tionately more of the legislative dollar than the other house, 

Experience 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 

35rt must be remembered that data concerning payments made to employees in 
Hawaii are likely more refined than that reported from other jurisdictions, Even 
if all data were accepted as exactly comparable, higher salaries generally pre­
vailing in Hawaii, as \7ell as other factors, v1ould need be considered before final 
comparisons oore made, 
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New Hampshire to 103.73 percent in Pest Virginia.36 West Virginia was the only 

state where the Senate had greater expenditures than did the lower house. 

The upper houses in one-half of these seventeen jurisdictions 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 1 s Senate spent 81,19 percent of the amount expended hy the House of 

Representatives, Four upper houses of the other jurisdictions surveyed spent a 

larger percentage than did Hawaii's Senate. 

D, Determination of Hawaii's Position Within The Expense Picture 

To this point, efforts to determine Hawaii's relative position within the 

legislative expense picture have been directed toward describing expenses in other 

states and territories and comparing Hawaii's expenses with them, It has been 

observed above that a given jurisdiction may have relatively high per capita ex­

penditures, normal expenditures per legislator, and perhaps low expenditures per 

measure introduced. As a result, a jurisdiction's expense may be shown to be 

relatively high or low, depending upon which factor utilized for comparison is 

stressed. One observer may maintain that a per capita expenditure position indi­

cates most correctly a jurisdiction's relative expenditure position, while another 

may insist that cost-per-legislative-day is a better indicator. As many as possi• 

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

36This correction, used already in this study, tends to allow more basis 
for comparison by eliminating the difference of payments to legislators due to the 
larger number of members in the lower house, 

37nata showing Senate expense expressed as a percentage of House expense 
(payments for members' salaries excluded) for seventeen jurisdictions, together 
With ranks, are presented in Appendix B, Table 11, p, 45. 
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of the fact that all factors which may bear a rellltionahip to expense should be 

taken into account, if comparisons are to be 17orth1'1hile and useful. 

Of possible more utility Tiould be an attempt to take all of these factors 

into account at one time, To do this, twenty-seven juriadictions38 ranked accord­

ing to legislative expense for the 1949 (1950) regular session were c01:1pared 11ith 

these jurisdictions ranked according to population and all the other factors men­

tioned, The closest relationship appears to exist between legislative session cost 

and the number of measures introduced, followed by population, number of measures 

enacted, length of session, and number of legislators, in the order named. Number 

of committees did not appear to bear any ascertainable relationship to legislative 

expense,39 

Next two assumptions must be made, assumptions nhich ere not demonstrable: 

(i) that these comparisons indicate the degree to nhich each of these factors 

influences legislative expense; end (ii) all other factors remain uniformily con­

stant, This permits taking multiple factors into account, just so long as they are 

not significantly inter"related.40 

38comparable date were available for only t~enty"seven jurisdictions, 

39simple rank correlations were sought, The coefficients of correlation 
(ranks) for each of these factors compared with legislative expense are es follows: 

1. Number of measures introduced ,7357 
2. Population ,6502 
3. Number of measures enacted .6013 
4. Length of session .3791 
5. Number of legislators .3645 
6. Number of committees ,0720 

40Thus, population cannot be considered as one factor along with number of 
measures introduced or measures enacted, or the latter two cannot be considered 
together, as they appear to beer a close relationship to each other. Considering 
them together may result in giving them too much total weight, as one msy be sub­
lllU!led by the other. 



In terms of dollars spent, Hamii ranked tenth among the twenty-seven 

jurisdictions included in the comparison, or roughly, in the top two-firths. 

Taking population, number of legislators, and length of session of the several 

jurisdictions into account, it was found that Hawaii's relative expense position 

among the several jurisdictions changed. If the Territory had spent upon its 

legislature at a rate established by all twenty-seven jurisdictions, it would have 

been found, with respect to legislative expense, among the lowest one-fifth of the 

jurisdictions.41 

Another possible combination of factors is the number of measures intro­

duced, number of legislators, and length of session. Here, after making allowance 

for the relative importance of each of these factors, it was found that Hawaii's 

position among the twenty-six other jurisdictions changed hardly et all,42 

41A 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 were chosen es weights because of 
their positive correlation 1,ith expense and because of a leak of significant inter­
relationship (coefficient of correlation of ,JO or less), The intent of such cor­
rection is to show en adjusted expense position for each jurisdiction if it were 
ta spend et a rate established by all twenty-seven jurisdictions, given its popu­
lation, the size of its legislature, 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 each jurisdiction by cost end as that rank ie adjusted, If the difference 
for a given jurisdiction is smell, the jurisdiction may have spent at a 11 11 

11 

11

normal
rate, If the difference is greet, a jurisdiction may have spent at an "above 
normal" or at a 11 bel011 noI'l'lal rate, Taking as "normal" those legislatures which 
did not show a change of ~ore than J (plus or minus), the result of this interpre­
tation reveals that 12 jurisdictions spent at a "normal" rate, 7 jurisdictions at 
en "above normal" rate, and 8 jurisdictions at o belm, normal" rate (see Appen­
dix 8, Table 12, p, 46, 

42Again these three factors were chosen es TTeights because of their positive 
correlation TTith expense end because of a lack of significant inter-relationship 
(coefficient of correlation of ,JO or less), 
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Solely taking these three factors into account, it would appear that the Territory 

spent for the 1949 legislative session at a rate comparable 11ith that established 

by all tnenty-seven jurisdictions and renained in virtually the same place among 

the states as when ranked according to total expenditures,43 

The disparity between the two multiple factor comparisons is due to the 

fact that the significant relationship between population and measures 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, \'/hen the heavy workload (measures intro­

duced) of Hawaii's 1949 legislature is considered, Hawaii's expenditure rate is in 

keeping 1,ith the expenditure rate elser1here, Except for this factor, however, it 

would appear that Harnii1 s legislative expenditures nere somewhat higher than they 

would have been if its legislative costs were incurred at the same rate as observed 

by all twenty-seven jurisdictions, taken collectively, 

E, Summery 

Examination of the 1949 (1950) state and territorial expense picture reveals 

that legislDtive expense in Hawaii exceeded that of et least a majority of tnenty­

six other jurisdictions studied, When the population of Hanaii, the size of its 

legislature, end the length of its session are taken into account, the Territory's 

relative position might be expected to be considerably loner, Honever, when the 

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

43The same method as described in footnote 41, £Upra, p. 29, was followed, 
Results of this effort are shovm in Appendix B, Table 13, p. 47, 

-30-



considered (rather than the population of the Territory), Hawaii's relative posi­

tion within the expense picture remains about constant. 

Comparison of the manner in which each legislative dollar is spent in Hawaii 

and other jurisdictions shows that a larger fraction of each dollar is paid to 

territorial legislative eMployees than is the general rule, Although it is recog­

nized that the cost of goods and services in Hawaii are higher than in most other 

areas and that the legislative workload may be unusually heavy, it is probable that 

the item of payment to legislative employees has materially contributed to Hawaii's 

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

-oOo-
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Table l 

GISIATIVE EXPENSE PER E!lPLOYEE -
1929, 1949-1951 

Employee Nmnber of 
Salaries Employees 

$41,825 67 

HAl'IAII 

Expense
per 

Employee

$ 624 
1939 102,939 158 652 
1941 115,185 162 7ll 
1943 110,770 122 908 
1945 160,456 1,31 1,225 
1947 198,675 164 1,211 
1949 300,572 195 1,541 
1951 349,084a 229 1,524 

"Based upon preliminary figures (See Note 2, p. 3). 
Source: House and Senate Journals 
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REGULAR SESSION ImISIATIVE EXPENSE IN THIRl'Y JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Years Years 
Legislative Expense in uhich Legislative Expense in which 

Session Held Regular Session Jurisdiction Session Held Year Regular Session Jurisdiction !fil!!: 

Odd 1949 $ 599,604 Nevada Odd 1949 $ 98,226 Alabama 
Odd 1949 158,802 Nen Hampshire Odd 1949 495,739 Alaska 
Odd 1949 347,5928 Nel'! Jersey Annual 1950 554,965c Arkansas 
Odd 1949 804,585~ North Dakota Odd 1949 252,687 Connecticut 
Odd 374,108 Ohio Odd 1949 1949 l,514,22lb Delallllll'e 

Odd 1949 691,421 Oklahoma Odd 1949 730,864 Florida 
Odd 1949 525,275 Oregon+ Odd 1949 483,949 HAWAII* 
Odd 1949 1,827,9968 Puerto Rico Annual 1949 760,879 Illinois 
Odd 1949 585,82$8 Tennessee Odd 1949 377,133 Indiana 
Odd 1949 374,522 Utah Odd 1949 140,1868 

Kansas 

Even 1950 365,357 Vermont Odd 1949 372,4708 
Kentucky 

Even 1950 545,634 Virginia Even 1950 283,253 Louisiana 
Annual 1,539,843 17est Virginia+ Odd 1949 496,193~ l.!assachusetts 1949 
Odd 240,L,47 Uisconsin Odd 1949 603,479 Montana 1949 
Odd 151,9308 Uyoming Odd 1949 97,941 Nebraska 1949 

Foetnehai 
• Includes ularles pa.Id to meabers for entire blennlal period as representing true cost of legislative session and in order to per•It 

salaries of a.embers during course of session on per diem basis. /,rkansa11 and Veraont pay co~parlsons with those states which pay full 
extra for special session attendance. 

Ill Questionnaire replies reported annual salary for ■ ember•, total ,.1ary pay,11cnts to •e~1bers included nr• doubled to p•rlflit co111parlsons. 
f.aiount paid for meabers' aalaries In Delaware Is based upon rate set by constitutional a•end111ent effective ~arch 7, 1949 (h!!.!. of Delaware, 
12!2., chapter 13). 

c Include• $100,000 printing eKpense (official estlmte). 

• House and Senate Journals, 19,9. 

+ Questionnaire returns supplertented by library source referred to by questionnaire reply. 

Source• 
--Replies 1111.de upon questionnaire for~• returned by appropriate legislattve reference bureau5 1 5tate auditors, legislative officials or 

other governmental officers. Year 1949 used except In states where regular legislative session aet In 1950 and In Mew Jersey where 
1950 annual seulon figure ■ only were subalthd. 
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Tab1e 2 

PER CAPITA REGULAR SESSION IEGISLATIVE EXPENSE IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Per Capita Per Capita 
Jurisdiction Expense+ Rank."'< Jurisdiction Expense+ Rank!< 

Alabama $ 0.1958 21 Nevada $ 0.6136 6 
Alaska 1.2344 1 l!e,1 H,rnpshire 0.9297 5 
Arkansas 0.1820 23 Ner, J ecrsey 0,1148 27 
Connecticut 0.4008 9 North Dakota 0.4078 7 
Delaware 1.1761 2 Ohio 0.1905 22 

Florida 0.2495 15 Oklahoma 0,3272 13 
HAr/AII 1.0510 3 Oregon 0.3181 14 
Illinois 0.2098 17 Puerto Rico 0,3442 10 
Indiana 0.1489 25 Tennessee 0.1146 28.5 
Kansas 0,1966 20 Utah 0,2035 18 

Kentucky 0,1241 26 Vermont 0.9860 4 
Louisiana 0,2033 19 Virginia 0.0854 30 
Hassachusetts 0.3283 12 West Virginia 0.2474 16 
Montana 0.4068 8 Wisconsin 0.1757 24 
Nebraska 0,1146 28.5 Wyoming 0.3371 11 

Median:$0,2485 
Mean: o.3873 

Footnotes: 
+ Final 1950 United States Census data used in determining per capita expense. 

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

So~: 
Questionnaire replies, 
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Tab1e 3 

llEXHJLAR SESSION IEGISLATIVE EXPENSE CO!ilPARED TIITH GENERAL GOVERNMENTAL 
OPERATING COOTS IN TWENTY-EIGHT JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

General legislative Genera I Leglslallve 
Governmenh I Expense ais Governmenta I Expense as 

Legislative Operating Percentage Legislative Cperat ing Percentage 
Expense Cosh, ffecal of Operating Expense Costs, Fiscal of Ope rat Ing 

1949-( 1950) Y.., l949Y Costs 1949-(1950) Year I 9~9Y Cosbs 
Jurisdiction Regular SessJonx ( In thousands) (!) Rank Jur-lsdlct ion Regular sessionx ( In thousands) (~) Ran

Alabama $ 599,604 $ 50,423 1.19 5 Nevada $ 95,226 $ 9,080 1,08 6 
Alaska ---- Ne1'1 Hampshire 495,739 25,340 1.96 3 
Arkansas 347 ,592a 49,397 o.70 17 New Jersey 554,965a 86,037 0,65 19 
Connecticut 804,585~ 87,281 0.92 8 North Dakota 252,687 ] ,06 23,735d 7 
Delaware 374,108 14,575 2.57 l Ohio l,514,22lb 212,l'.C0 C.71 16 

Florida 691,421 106,942 0.65 20 Oklahoma 730,864 134,601 0,54 12 
HAV!AII 525,275 65,0l6z 0.81 12 Oregon 483,949 72,275 o.67 18 
Illinois l,827,996a 361,001 0.51 23 Puerto Rico 
Indiana 585,828a 76,274 0.77 15 Tennessee 377,133 70,061 0.54 21 
Kansas 374,522 48,149 0.78 14 Utah 140,186a 36,868 0.38 26 

Kentucky 365,357 92,414 0.40 25 Vermont 372,470a 17,570 2.12 2 
Louisiana 545,634 189,052 0.29 28 Virginia 283,253 79,526 0.36 27 
Massachusetts 1,539,843 111,439 1.38 4 West Virginia 496,193b 63,186 Oc79 13 
Montana 240,447 27,275 o.88 9 Uisconsin 603,479b 71,36.J 0"85 10 
Nebraska 151,930a 31,884 o.48 24 Tiyoming 97,941 11,649 o.84 11 

Median: 0.775% 
Mean: 0.89% 
Footnoteu 

See footnotes Table I,~~£!.!., p. 33. 
d Fiscal ye.i.r ending June 30, 1950. 

Sourcess 
• Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, 1-1,a.wati. 
y Bureau of Census, United States Departllt!nt of Couerce, CoMpendlu• of State Government Finances in 1949 (Washingtons G.P.O., 1950), p. 201

supplemented by the 1950 edltlon of the saae publlcatlon. 
z Territorial Auditing Department, Consolidated Stateaent of Operatlona (Year ending June 30, 1949), p. 2. 

I 
\.,.) 
\J'I 
I 

k 



:,, 

'"" tiJa 
~ 
tIJ

Tabl.e 4 

REGUIAR SESSION IEGISLATIVE EXPENSE PER IEGISIATOR 
IN THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Number Expense Number Expense 
of per of per 

Jurisdiction Legislators* Legislator + Rank Jurisdiction Legislator# Legislator -t- Rank 

Alabama 141 $4,252.51 12 Nevada 60 $ 1,637.10 26 
Alaska 40 3,970.05 13 New Hampshire 423 1,171.96 30 
Arkansas 135 2,574.76 21 New Jersey 81 6,851.42 6 
Connecticut 308 2,612.29 20 North Dakota 162 1,559.80 27 
Delaware 52 7,194.38 5 Ohio 175 8,652.69 4 

Florida 133 5,198.65 9 Oklahoma 1628 4,5ll.51 ll 
HAP.fl.II 45 11,672.78 2 Oregon 90 5,377.21 8 
Illinois 204 8,960.76 3 Puerto Rico 58 13,ll8.60 1 
Indiana 150 3,905.52 16 Tennessee 132 2,857.07 18 
Kansas 165 2,269.83 22 Utah 83 1,688.99 24 

Kentucky 138 2,646.51 19 Vermont 276 1,349.53 28 
Louisiana 139 3,925.42 15 Virginia 140 2,023.24 23 
Massachusetts 280 5,499,44 7 flest Virginia 126 3,938.04 14 
Montana 146 1,646.90 25 l7isconsin 133 4,537.44 10 
Nebraska 43 3,533.25 17 P.yoming 83 1,180,01 29 

t1edian: $3,915.49 
Mean: 4,343.92 

Footnote: 
a Questionnaire reported 159, 

Sources: 
* !he Book of the States 1950-1951 (Chicago: The Council of State Governments, 1950), p. ll2. 

+ Questionnaire replies ( cost data); HousA anrl S"Snate J ourna1£, Haw.iii. 
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REGUIAR SESSION IEGISIATIVE EXPENSE PER IEGISLATIVE DAY 
IN TlENTY-EIGHJ' JURISDICTIONS, 1949 {1950) 

Number Expense Number 
of per of 

Legislative Legislative Legislative 
Jurisdiction Days Day Rank Jurisdiction Days 

Expense 
per 

Legislative 
Day .fum! 

Alabama 36 $16,655.67 2 Nevada 'S1 
AlcDl:a. 60 2,646.70 24 Neu Hampshire 87 
Ark~nsas 60 5,793.20 14 New Jersey 22 
Connecticut soa 10,057.31 6 North Dakota 60 
Delaware 86 4,350.09 19 Ohio 

$ 1,723.26 
5,698.15 

25,225.68 
4,211.45 

27 
15 

1 
20 

Florida 60 11,523.68 4 Oklahoma 86 
HAV'.AII 62 8,472.18 10 Oregon 97 
Illinois Puerto Rico 61 
Indiana 61 9,603.74 7 Tennessee 73 
Kansas 63 5,944.79 13 Utah 60 

8,498.42 
4,989.ll 

12,473.43 
5,166.21 
2,366.43 

9 
17 
3 

16 
26 

Kentucky 60 6,089.28 12 Vermont 129 
Louisiana 60 9,093.90 8 Virginia 60b 
l.lassachusetta 1468 10,546.87 5 West Virginia 60 
Montana 60 4,007.45 21 Wisconsin 181 
Nebraska 100 1,519.30 28 Vlyoming 40 

2,887.36 
4,720.88 
8,369.88 
3,334.14 
2,448.53 

23 
18 
ll 
22 
25 

Median: $5,745.67 

Footnotes: 
a \Then number of days in House and Senate differ, the average is used. 
b Counting Saturdays and Sundays. 

Source: 
Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hawaii. 
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REGUIAR SESSION Il'IiISIATIVE EXPENSE PER MEASURE* HlTROOUCED 
IN T\'lllliTY-NINE JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Number Expense Number Expense 
of per of per 

Lleasures Measure Lleasures Measure 
Jurisdiction Introduced Introduced Jurisdiction Introduced ~ Introduced Rank 

Alab:na 1997 $ 300.25 22 Nevada 660 $ 148.83 28 
Alaska 218 728.45 4 Nevi Hampshire 731 678.17 7 
Arkansas 960 362.08 18 New Jersey 869 638.62 8 
Connscticut 3051 263.71 24 North Dakota 594 425.40 12 
Delaware 1055 354.60 20 Ohio 1163 1,302.00 1 

Florida Oklahoma 933 783.35 3 
HA'ilAII 2044 256.98 25 Oregon 1059 
Illinois 1916 954.07 2 Puerto Rico 1852 

456.99 
410.84 

10 
14 

Indiana 817 717 .05 5 Tennessee 3251 
Kansas 891 420.34 13 Utah 647 

116.01 
216.67 

29 
27 

Kentucky 917 398,43 16 Vermont 603 617.69 9 
Louisiana 1517 359.68 19 Virginia 1226 
!fas sa chus etts 3434 448.41 11 West Virginia 702 
!Jontam, 599 401.11 15 \'/is cons in 1620 
Nebraska 546 278.26 23 Wyoming 320 

231.04 
706.83 
372.52 
306.07 

26 
6 

17 
21 

Bedian: $401.11 

Footnote: 
* Bills and joint resolutions. 

Source: 
Questionnaire replies; House and Senate !I,mrnals, Hawaii. 
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REGULA.a SESSION IEGISLATIVE EXFENSE PER ~ EHACTED 
IN TVIERl'Y-NINE JURISDICTIONS , 1949 (1950) 

E:xpense per Expense per 
Measures lleasure Measures !leasure 

Jurisdiction Enacted Enacted Jurisdiction Enacted Enacted ~ ~

Alabama 7fJ:J i 788.96 20 Nevada 354 $ 277.47 29 
Alaska 136 1,167.66 12 New Hampshire t.4J 1,119.05 13 
Arkansas 509 682.89 24 New Jersey 421 1,318.21 9 
Connecticut 996 807.82 18 North Dakota 366 690.40 23 
Delaware 41?8 897.14 17 Ohio 314 4,822.36 1 

Florida Oklahoma 437 1,672.46 8 
HA'IWI 431 1,218.74 ll Oregon 626 773.08 21 
11.li:naia 834 2,191.84 3 Puerto Rico 3'i?fl 1,966.10 4 
Jmiana 'JIJ7 1,908.23 5 Tennessee 1280 294.64 28 
Kansas 5ll 732.92 22 Utah 79 1,774.51 6 

Kentucky 280 1,304.85 10 Vermont 405 919.68 15 
Louisiana 568 960.62 14 Virginia 676 419.0l 27 
.Massachusetts 891 1,728.22 7 West Virginia 172 2,884.84 2 
Montana 262 917.74 16 Wisconsin 760 794.05 19 
Nebraska 318 477.77 26 Wyoming 154 635.98 25 

Median: $919.68 

Footnotes: 
* Bills and joint resolutions. 
• ~ of Dela\\'!U'..!!, 1949. 

Source; 
Questionnaire replies; Bouse snd Senate JourIJ!!l!!, Hawaii. 
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Tab1e 8A 

SHO'f/l:00 PERCENTAGE MEASURES* ENACTED OF THGSE INTRODUCED 
IN TIJENIT-NU!E JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Number 
Measures 

,Jurisdiction Introduced 

Number 
Measures 
Enacted 

Percentage 
Measures 

Enacted of 
those 

Introduced 
(%) Rank Jurisdiction 

Number 
Measures 

Introduced 

Number 
Measures 
Enacted 

Percentage 
l!easures 

Enacted of 
those 

Introduced 
(%) Rank 

Alabama 1997 
Alaska 218 
Arkansas 960 
Connecticut 3051 
Delaware 1055 

76o 
136 
509 
996 
41?6 

38.06 
62.39 
53.02 
32.65 
39.53 

19 
2 

10 
22 
17 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

660 
731 
869 
594 

1163 

354 
443 
421 
366 
314 

53.64 
6c.6o 
4".45 
61.62 
27.00 

9 
4 

ll 
3 

24 

Florida 
HATIAII 'XJ44 
Illinois 1916 
Indiana 817 
Kansas 891 

431 
834 
307 
511 

21.09 
43.53 
37.58 
57.35 

27 
16 
20 
7 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Puerto Rico 
Tennessee 
Utah 

933 
1059 
1852 
3251 
647 

437 
626 
387 

1280 
79 

46.84 
59.11 
20.90 
39.37 
12.21 

14 
5 

28 
18 
29 

Kentucky 917 
Louisiana 1517 
t!assachusetts 3434 
Montana 599 
Nebraska 546 

280 
568 
891 
262 
Jl8 

30.53 
37.44 
25.95 
43.74 
58.24 

23 
21 
25 
15 
6 

Vermont 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Uisconsill 
iTyoming 

603 
1226 
702 

1620 
320 

405 
676 
172 
760 
154 

67,16 
55.14 
24.50 
46.91 
48.13 

1 
8 

26 
13 
12 

l.ledian: 43.74'1, 

Footnotes; 
* Bills and joint resolutions. 
a Lans of Delar,are, 1949. 

Source: 
Questionnaire replies, House and Senate l2J:!!:nals I Hawaii. 

I 

f.5 
I 



l~ 
t,j 

~ 
\;:! 
td 

Ts.b1e SB 

NUMBER OF t'IEASURES* INTRODUCED PER IEGISL/l.TOR PER LEGISLATIVE DAY 
IN TUENJ'Y-SEVEN JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Jurisdiction 

Number of 
Measures Introduced 

per Legislator 
per Legislative Day ~ Jurisdiction 

NtL"!ber of 
Measures Introduced 

per Legislator 
per Legislative Day .!lru!!!; 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Delaware 

0.393 
0.091 
0.119 
0.124 
0.236 

4 
18 
14 
12 
6 

Nevada 
Neu Hampshire 
Nen Jersey 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

0.193 
0.020 
0.488 
0.061 

7 
26 
3 

25 

Florida 
HAIIAII 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kansas 

0.733 

0.089 
0.086 

1 

19 
20 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Puerto Rico 
Tennessee 
Utah 

0.067 
0.121 
0.523 
0.337 
0.130 

23.5 
13 

2 
5 

10 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
ifontana 
Nebraska 

0.111 
0.182 
0.084 
0.068 
0.127 

15 
8 

21 
22 
11 

Vermont 
Virginia 
l1est Virginia 
rasconsin 
Wyoming 

0.017 
0.146 
0.093 
0.067 
0.096 

27 
9 

17 
23.5 

16 

Median: 0.119 

Footnote: 
* Bills and joint resolutions. 

Source: 
Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hat:mii. 
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THE IEGISLA'l'IVE DOIUR Di THIRTY JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) r 
HOW IT IS SPEMT 

Q
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.p 
0 

~ .... 
~ 

..., .,•-8. ... .,, mii .p 
Qi::l l'il .,m- -., ., vs.;: ~§, a, 
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,-1,
0

c-4 

Alabama 

(%) (%) (%) (%) _ill_ (%) .J&. .J&. .J&. 
61.24 :29.54 ---- ----

(%)

9.21 

m 
100 

Alaska 45.34 21.15 21.14 3.21 0.01 0.01 1.26 7.24 ·o.58 100 
Arkansas 
Connecticut

52.088 25.39 10.70 6.62 1.52 0.16 0.56 0.57 
22.S<Jll 24.90 18.24 3.37 0.07 0.03 26.17 3.00 

2.1,fJ 
1.,1 

100 
100 

Delaware 27.808. 33.47 ll.JIJ 3.01 o.67 ---- 9.30 l4..36 100 

Florida 11.54 39.91 18.65 29.90 100 
HAWAII 
Illillois 

15.54 57.22 10.52 ll.39 0.45 0.61 1.81 1.14 
66.:,oa 12.58 6.85 2.48 0.30 0.14 0.05 10.87 

1.32 
0.42 

100 
100 

Indiana 61.9?8 17.51 17.33 1.87 0.18 0.19 0.95 100 
Kansas 39.78 41.22 13.94 2.38 0.16 2.53 100 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Montana 
Nebraska 

70.63 25.71 1.09b 1.09 1.48 ----
30.26 .34.U 30. .34 (c) 0.03 (d) 5.05 ---
50.36 19.a:l ll.62 1.74 0.24 n.u:, 2.94 
36.78 JIJ.12 19. .38 (c) o.26 0.24 o.63 1.9(' 
49,368 26.63 3J.32 1.46 ...--- O.JIJ 1.45 o • .37 

0.19 
2.05 
0.70 

100 
100 
100 
100 
lCO 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

56.14 25.03 8.90 4.59 0,09 2.30 2.94 
17.28 12,19 14.05 2,47 0.10 
1,4.15 19.21 'Zl.60 3.02 
60.30 21.ao 14.61 (e) ----59.078 21.1,4 9.41 1.04 0.53 1.25 0.31 4.2.3 ---..-

53. Q,: 

6,.~~ 
3.3J 
2.'72 

100 
].()() 

10')
lDO 
100 

I 
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Table 9 ( continued) 
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Oklahoma 44.88 
Oregon 7.52 
Puerto Rieo 22.87 
Tennessee 10.86 
Utah 35.52a 

Vermont 70.95a 
Virginia 35.71 
l'/est Virginia 25.398 

Tlisconsin 38.988 

Wyoming 41.09 

Footnotes: 
* Includes members• 
a Includes salaries 

session and in or
course of session 

b Cost of digest pr
c Office Supplies a
d Less than .01%, 
e Mileage included 

Source: 
Questionnaire rep

(%) 

30.51 
57.60 
44.14 
57 .65 
29 •.36 

9.91 
32.lf.l 
41.28 
23.35 
30.42 

subsiste
paid to 

der to p
on per 

inting only. 
nd Equip

in members 1 

lies; Ho

(%) 

6.69 
21.10 
4.53 

24.78 
24.26 

D.ll 
.30.07 
.33.60 
26.50 
17.89 

nce pay
members 

er"lit co
die8 .basis. 

ment inc

sala

use and 

__ill_ 

8.22 
3.91 
0.38 
1.87 

1.45 

4.65 

ments when made, 
for enti

mparisons 
Arka

luded in 

ries total

Senate lf

(%) ...ill.. 

0.32 
0.38 3.03 
0.01 0.18 

1.16 

0.02 0.02 

1.22 
0.15 0,76 
0.03 

re biennial period 
t?ith those sta

nsas and Vemon

printing total. 

--10¢ per mile, 

il!~, Hawaii. 

(%) 

2.45 
o.66 

o.f.15 

0.02 

1.37 
3.67 

as 
tes nhic
t pay e

one round trip. 

(%) 

o.64 
0.51 
6.26 
5.80 
1 •.38 

4.51 
1.48 
o.69 
5.5.3 
3.63 

represen
h pay f

xtra for 

(%) 

----
0.04 

0.55 

ting true 
ull sal
specia

(%)

17.27 
2.28 

14.19 
0.33 
5.59 

0.01 

2.81 
1.06 
6.9.3 

cost 

J.!! 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

of legislative 
aries of me:e1bers during 
l session attendance. 
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Tab1e 10 

THE IEGISLATIVE DOLLAR IN SIXTEEN JURISDICTIONS AND THE TERRITORY OF HATIAII, 1949 (1950): 
HOVI IT IS SPENT 

!.!embers' Employees' Printing and 
Salaries* Salaries Binding

Jurisdiction {%) (%) (%)_ 

Office Supplies 
and E(uipment

%) 

r.leabers' 
Travel 

(%) 

f1iscellaneous 
Expense 

{%) 

Total 
Expense 

(%) 

Alaska+ 45.34 21.15 21.14 
Arkansas 52.08 25.39 10.70 
Connecticut 22.89 24.90 18.24 
Illinois 66.JO 12.58 6.85 
Indiana 61.97 17.51 17.33 

J.21 
6.62 
3.37 
2.48 
1.87 

7.24 
0.57 

26.17 
10.87 
0.95 

1.92 
4.64 
4.42 
0.92 
0.37 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Kansas 39.78 41.22 13.94 
Massachusetts 50.36 19.20 11.62 
Mebraska+ l,9.36 26.63 20.32 
llevada 56.14 25.0J 8.90 
Ohio 59.07 21.44 9.41 

2.38 
1.74 
1.46 
4.59 
1.04 

2.53 
11.83 
0.37 
2.94 
4.23 

0.16 
5.24 
1.85 
2.40 
4.81 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Oregon 7.52 57.60 21.10 
Puerto Rico 22.87 44,14 4.53 
Tennessee 10.86 57.65 24.78 
Utah 35.52 29.36 24.26 
Vermont 70.95 8.89 13.11 
'flest Virginia 25.39 41.28 22.60 

8.22 
J.91 
0.38 
1.87 
1.45 
4.65 

0.51 
6,26 
5.80 
I.JS 
4.51 
0.69 

5.05 
18.29 
0.52 
7.60 
1.09 
5.40 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Composite Dollar 46.37 26.01 12.78 2.71 7.79 4.35 100 

HAl1AII 15.54 57.22 10.52 11.39 1.14 4.19 100 

Footnotes: 
* Includes members• subsistence payments when made. 

+ Jurisdictions ~ith smaller legisletures than Hamiii. 

Source: 
Questionnaire replies; House and Senate Journals, Hawaii. 
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SENATE EXl'EllSE AS PERCElfl'AGE OF ROUSE EXPENSE* IN SEVENTEEN JURISDICTIONS, 1949 (1950) 

Senate Senate 
Expense Expense 

as as 
Percentage Percentage 

of of 
House Houae 

Senate House Experu,e Senate House Expense 
Jurisdiction Expense Expense (%) Jurisdiction Expense Expense B!!!! (%) 

Arkansas $51,542 $U5,015 44.81 16 New Jersey $ 72,036 $121,987 59.05 
Dela•re uo,636 169,046 65.45 12 Ohio 219,444 .396,877 55.29 
Florida 294,958 .316,66.3 9.3.15 .3 Oklahoma 172,155 2.30,694 74.62 
HAWAII 198,795 244,850 81.19 5 Puerto Rico 249,654 .311,179 80.2.3 
Illinois ~.736 .355,258 7.3 •.39 8 Temieseee 87,471 174,595 5().10 

Indiana 108,092 114,726 94.22 2 Utah .36,550 5.3,8.36 67.89 
Kentucky 49,04.3 58,2!30 84.15 4 West Virginia 155,087 149,516 10.3,7.3 
Louisiana 157,009 22.3,505 70.25 10 
Montana 6.3,429 88,578 71.61 9 
New Hampshire 42,.341 .329,609 12.84 17 

Median: 71.61% 

Footnotes
* Members' salaries and subsistence payments excluded in both houses. 

B!!!! 

13 
14 
7 
6 

15 

ll 
1

• 
Source: 

Questionnaire replies; House end Senate Journals, Hawaii, 
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·····~·•~,RABKS.F()R T11E!fl'I~SEVEN JURISDICTIONS AFrER iDJUSDIENTS FOR 
POPULATIOH, NUMBER OF IEGISIATOBS, AND IEIGTH OF SESSION 

e 
i 
'" "1 
ID 

1! 
~ 

! • 
tD 

'tJ 8 "d J tori ID $ I~=. .. 
'd s::lzl~'tf 0 ~ ,. .... ! Ddilj ::s ...,. Bl .s ~ ., ., lri 

CD "i "Cf -~ ::s cc ..-. .. l! t!J! IC ::I JJ • ~ ~J ~ d! ~ <i; :J ◄ 

j 
"Cf ., 
§ .., 
"' < 

• CD = 
Q)i= 

8 it t: fit 8 
t.lt¾! 
.....t .,,"d 
,::i .0 < 

) .. 
i 

-· 

Massachusetts 1 2.20 1 1 H Delaware 16 20.62 + 
Oonneoticut 2 9."8 7 + 7 A Vermont 17 15.27 
Puerto Rico 3 13.SO l3 +n A Kentucq 18 ll~21 
Oklahom 4 8.82 5 + s .A Arkansas 19 15.03 
Wisconsin 5 5.46 2 N Virginia 2D 9.01 •• 

Alabama 6 11.48 JO North Dakota 21 16.61 'T 5 A 
Indiana 7 6.ll 3 l N Montana 22 17.72 
Nen Jerse:, 8 10.14 8 "t 2 1l Alaska 23 25.36 
Louisiana 9 n.62 ll + 3 N Nebraska. 24 16.04 
HAWAII 10 20.so 23 +ll A Utah 25 18.49 

West Virginia ll 15.00 16 .... 4 A Nevada 26 24.82 
New Hampshire 12 14.11 14.5 N Wyoming + 2 27 23.95 
Oregon 13 14.11 14.5 -t l I 
Tennessee 8.74 ; 14 4 B 
Kansas 15 12.2? 12 3 H 

Mex• 
• AMunt by which t~e figure ln the •A$ Acfjuat•~ colu• ••c.ed• er 1• I••• than t"- cGrreapoftdtn9 flgur• In the 

u plu1 Of' •tnua. A pfus alp lndleatu thU taking the factor• of popul1UP1 nt,111Mr sf Jegialator•, •'1Ct leng
ttte· le9Jsl1tuN ts ere expen■ Jvt than lt■ aere rink by total ••panH .ovld lftdlc:1t1. A •inua tnctfcat•• the·co
•lnor chltngu 1l911ify that leglelatln npwnsu •n n.r•I., that llrte "+" &Mltnta Indicate • rat1Uvefy 11or• npenaiv1 
"-• IIIO\Hlts tndlcat• • rel1ttvely les1 ••,-nslv• l•aiafatur•• • 

; Ratln91 H - coraal" eitpendltvr••· given P.Op.ilatlati~ atze •f l•alsfature and length of Hallff.(+3 to -3) 
A • \bcwe •n•r•l• npendlb1re1. ,•4 and abow•J 
8 - BeJow "not-•f" upeMfturu. -4 &nd baJew 
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EXPENSE RANKS FOR 'l'l'iEliTY-sEVE!I JURISDICTIONS AFTER ADJUST1IE!ITS FOR 
NUMBER OF IIE.ASURES INTRODUCED, NUMBER OF IEGISIATORS, AND l:EI(;TH OF SESSION 

.. .,., ., 
Q .,~ Q ~ ; .,fl 'ti 0 'ti ., ., .... ., .,J1 ., ~: * .... J1

+' +' ., +' +' ! 
0 'Cl 8 fil 'ti 'Cl 0 ., 'ti 8 't:!t.... .... ., ;:I ~ ., Q a.,..., fg~,s +' ,t> ll .,.., 'ti .t"ll '1:1 +' H a, +' ~ ., 'ti Q ., ., 'ti.... 11 g < ~ .... ;:I .,.., r!!i11~ .... +' ..., 11 ti < !t.,.., H +' ~!ti! .. ' ., +'
;:I 'ti ..., m JI '1:1 'ti .., 11 .... a, l9 'ti.., &!! < < t:l .0 < &! ii!! < < A.O-< &! -

Jlassaobusetts 1 1.50 1 1- 1 N Delaware 16 12.50 12 -3 N 
Connecticut 2 3.89 2 -t 2 N Vermont 17 15.74 18 -1 N 
Puerto Rico 3 10.09 7 7 A Kentuclcy + 18 14.72 16 -3 N 
Oklahoma 4 10.98 10 7 .A Arkansas 19 13.56 15 -5 B + 
Wisconsin 5 7.24 4 + 2 N Virginia 20 11.08 11 -9 B

Alabama 6 9.51 6 + 3 N North Dakota 21 2D.27 22 -1 N 
Indiana 7 14.92 17 + 8 .A Montana 22 20.03 21 -2 N 
New Jersey 8 18.74 20 +ll A Al,i.ska 23 25.60 27 +3 N 
Louisiana 9 10.58 9 + 2 N Nebraska 24 21.47 25 -3 N 
HAWAII 10 B.82 5 1 N Utah 25 m.41 23 5 B 

West Virginia 11 18.67 19 +8 A Nevada 26 21.03 24 5 B 
New Hampshire 12 13.12 14 + l N Wyoming 'Z7 24.76 26 -2 N 
Oregon 13 10.42 8 -3 N 
Tennessee 14 5.69 3 -8 B 
Kansas 15 12.67 13 -2 N 

mi
• Aaount by which the figure in the •A• Mjutt•d" cofuan e~ce•d• ot I• It•• than tha corr«spondlng figure in the ~Rank by Expense" coluan la 

ahown •• plu• er ■ inua~ t plus sign Indicates that taking the fact~rc ~f nullbtr cf •,.eures intre>docad, nu-.ber of leg1s1ator•, and l•ngth 
of session lnto conwideraticn, the le3is1ature le aor~ •xpensfv• thin ft• aere rank by •xpen3e would Indicate. A ~inua lndlcates the 
conlr•ry. it rts asau-.ed that Qfno,r ehtA9es ni;JOtiy th&t legtslatlve exf>Cnses nr~ •or111.I, that t~rsc "+" a~ounts fndictt~ a rclatfvely 
1r.(m:: e:xpensf'lc ll!lghfature, u1d hrge: fl_tt a•ot1nt• tncHca.te a reiati:weSy hu U(p•n•h• le9Jslature. 

ti R•tl"l!t M .. "NorNJn expenditures, given n:acibet' of llf!A&Uf'C9 tntrodue11d1 alu of Jeghlat-ure and ieftgth of ,euion.. (+3 to -3) 
A - f.bovl'! ttnoriit-b Ht -e)(p-end!~ur«s~ (+c,i and abov•l 
8 .. 8elow nnor-x.fll exr~ndii:ures~ (-4 and beJo. 
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