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Hon. Kevin B. Harrington, Chairman
Special Joint Committee on the Improvement of
thePractices of the General Court
Room 313, State House
Boston, Mass. 02133

Dear Senator Harrington:

On behalf of the Legislative Research Council and in conform-
ance with the request of your Special Joint Committee, I submit
herewith a report by the Legislative Research Bureau relative to
the legislative committee systems of Massachusetts and 24 other
selected states, most of them industrial and urban in character,
which responded to the questionnaire prepared by the Bureau in
consultation with your staff. This report collates and digests the
information supplied by those states in reply to the 18 questions
contained in that questionnaire.

The Legislative Research Bureau is restricted by statute to “sta-
tistical research and fact-finding.” Accordingly, this report contains
factual information only, without recommendations or legislative
proposals by the Bureau. The preparation of this report was prim-
arily the responsibility of James Hugh Powers of the Bureau staff.

Grateful acknowledgment is made to the legislative research and
reference agencies of the 24 states which cooperated so generously
by answering the above mentioned Bureau questionnaire and by
supplying related research material.
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Legislative Background of Study

This report comparing the legislative committee systems of Massa-
chusetts and 24 other selected states was requested by the Special
Joint Committee on the Improvement of the Practices of the Gen-
eral Court.

Established by legislative directive in 1965 (House, No. 3581),
the Special Joint Committee was directed, among other matters, to
consider improvements in the standing committee structure of the
General Court. To this end, the committee’s initial report to the
1966 General Court outlined a study program which pointed, hope-
fully, to a reduction from 35 to 20 in the number of joint standing
committees (House, No. 3975). Moreover, the committee report
criticized specific weaknesses of the present joint standing committee
system, notably (1) the uneven distribution of legislative business
among existing standing committees, (2) the unnecessary over-
lappings of committee jurisdictions, (3) the failure of the committee
structure to reflect current major problem areas, and (4) the thin
distribution of legislators—especially the 40 Senators—among the
present large number of standing committees.

Massachusetts Legislative Committee System

Early Developments
Unlike most state legislatures which rely mainly upon separate

standing (permanent) committees in each house, the Massachusetts
General Court has long depended upon a system of predominantly
joint committees for the conduct of legislative business. The first
joint committee was created, on an ad hoc temporary basis in 1645.
In time, the General Court came to rely less upon temporary sep-
arate and joint committees and increasingly upon standing com-
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mittees. By the middle of the 19th century a system of standing
committees had evolved, in which joint committees outnumbered
separate Senate and House committees. This standing committee
pattern has continued to date, supplemented as needed by ad hoc
temporary special committees and recess commissions created to
consider specific problems.

Number and Types of Standing Committees
With the sole exception of the Legislative Research Council

which was created by statute, standing committees of the General
Court are established by the Senate Rules, House Rules and Joint
Rules adopted in the opening days of the first annual session of
each newly-elected General Court.

The legislative rules provide for four types of standing com-
mittees: (a) separate “administrative” or “housekeeping” commit-
tees of each house, totalling six in number which do not sit jointly;
(b) two committees the Senate Committee on Rules and the
House Committee on Rules which function as separate commit-
tees of their respective branches, but which sit together “concur-
rently” to consider certain matters; (c) three “financial” joint
committees, whose Senate and House members also sit as separate
Senate and House Committees, respectively; and (d) 30 other joint
standing committees, whose members do not sit also as separate
Senate and House Committees. The latter count of 30 joint com-
mittees increases to 32 if there is added (a) the statutory Legisla-
tive Research Council and (b) the temporary Joint Committee on
Low Income Housing which for all practical purposes functioned
as a standing committee in 1966.

Committee Appointments
The members of standing committees, including the Legislative

Research Council, are appointed at the beginning of each political
year. Members of Senate committees and Senate members of joint
committees, special commissions, and the Legislative Research Coun-
cil, are named by the Senate President. Similarly, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives names all members of committees of
his branch, and House members of joint committees, special com-

missions and the Legislative Research Council. The number of com-
mittee appointments of Senators are not limited; but a House mem-
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ber may not be required to serve on more than two committees at
the same time or to be chairman of more than one. The first person
named by the Senate President to any committee or to the Legisla-
tive Research Council is its chairman. Similarly, the first legislator
appointed to a committee by the Speaker is its chairman, if it is a
committee of the House, or “House Chairman” (and second in com-
mand to the Senator chairman) in the instance of a joint committee.

The above-described appointment practices vest great power in
the presiding officer of each House, in that he names not only his
own (majority) party members, but also the minority party mem-
bers. The ratio of majority vs. minority party members varies from
year to year, and from committee to committee, depending upon
political developments. However, these appointments must be divided
evenly between the parties in the case of the Legislative Research
Council and certain special committees and commissions.

Under present Massachusetts practices, joint standing commit-
tees contain greater numbers of House members than Senate mem-

bers. Thus, in 1966, of 35 such committees there were (a) 27 con-
sisting of four Senators and 11 Representatives, (b) three with
five Senate and 11 House members, (c) two with six Senate and
13 House committeemen, (d) a Joint Committee on Insurance made
up of four Senators and 12 Representatives, (e) a Joint Ways and
Means Committee having four Senate and 17 House members, and
(f) a Legislative Research Council of four Senators and eight
Representatives.

Use of Subcommittees
The Legislative rules make no specific provision relative to (a)

the division of standing committees into subcommittees, (b) the
assignment of bills to subcommittees, or (c) the conduct of public
hearings by such bodies. These rules only have bearing on the
referral of petitions for legislation to full committees, and to reports
by such committees to the Senate and House thereon. By tradition
rather than rule, public hearings on bills are conducted by full
committees and not by subcommittees. Hence, the organization and
use of subcommittees is thus left, in practice, to the discretion of
the individual standing committees and their chairmen. No stand-
ing committee has organized itself permanently into fixed sub-
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committees. However, it is not unusual for the chairmen of stand-
ing committees to appoint ad hoc subcommittees to investigate
particular questions in depth or to try to arrange compromises of
conflicting views.

Committee Activity During Legislative Recess
Standing committees and special committees of the Senate or

House, joint standing committees, and joint special committees may
sit during the “recess” (interim between legislative sessions) only
when so authorized “by the concurrent votes of the two branches”.
Exceptions to this policy are (a) the Legislative Research Council
which has statutory authority to sit the year around, and (b)
special commissions whose statutory mandates generally include
permission to sit while the General Court is not in session.

Standing Committee Workloads
The workloads of individual standing committees differ widely,

when measured in terms of the numbers of measures assigned to
them for consideration. Over the years, some committees have ex-
perienced a fairly steady increase in their volumes of business,
while the workloads of other committees have fluctuated. Certain
committees have relatively small, stable workloads year in and year
out.

Among the most active of the standing committees are (a) such
“administrative” units as the House and Senate Committees on Bills
in the Third Reading which handled 1162 and 929 measures, re-
spectively, from January through August 1966, and (b) such “sub-
stantive” bodies as the House and Senate Ways and Means Commit-
tees with respective workloads during that period of 878 and 574
measures. In contrast, were the “substantive” Joint Committees
on Aeronautics and Federal Financial Assistance (with ten and five
hills, respectively), and the “administrative” Payroll and Elections
Committees of the House which considered no bills and performed
only pro forma or occasional tasks.

On the basis of the approximately 5,000 measures introduced
into the General Court between January 1 and August 31, 1966,
standing committees had workload ranges as follows: (a) 800-1162
measures, three committees; (b) 500-600 measures, two commit-
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tees; (c) 300-400 measures, two committees; (d) 200-300 mea-
sures, seven committees; (e) 100-200 measures, ten committees;
(f) 50-100 measures, 13 committees; and (g) less than 50 meas-
ures, 12 committees. This tally involves some “double counting”
inasmuch as many legislative proposals required the attention of
more than one standing committee.

Standing Committee Staffs
While the General Court provides every committee with a place

for holding public hearings, it provides few standing committees
with staff and office space. Hence, most committees must rely on
other sources for such professional staff assistance as they require,
notably: (a) the staffs of the Senate and House Counsel, the Legis-
lative Research Bureau, the Joint Committee on Taxation, the Rules
Committees and the Sergeant-at-Arms, in the legislative branch; (b)
personnel of agencies of the executive branch; and (c) lobbyists
and other “outside” individuals who may offer their help. Some
committees have benefited from a college-related legislative intern
program.

Currently, only eight standing committees have their own staff,
some of them much too small relative to their responsibilities, as
follows: The Senate and House Rules Committees (8 and 19 em-

ployees, respectively), the Senate and House Ways and Means Com-
mittees (4 and 9 staffers, respectively), the Legislative Research
Council (12 employees), and the Joint Committees on Counties (2
employees). Federal Financial Assistance (one employee), and Tax-
ation (8 employees). Without their own professional staffs, other
important standing committees are handicapped in the discharge of
their responsibilities (such as the Joint Committee on Judiciary,
Pensions and Old Age Assistance, and State Administration).

Legislative Committee Systems Elsewhere
Characteristics of 24 Selected Legislatures

In response to inquires by the Legislative Research Bureau, 24
other states supplied information concerning the organization and
practices of the standing committees of their state legislatures
(Calif,, Colo., Conn., Ga., RL, Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich., Mo., Nev.,
N.J., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, Ore., Pa., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt., W. Va., and
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Wise.). All but three of these 24 states are either urban or are
rural states containing significant urban areas. This group of 24
states includes (a) 12 with biennial legislative sessions, (b) five
with alternating “general” and “budgetary” annual legislative ses-
sions, and (c) seven with “general” annual legislative sessions
only as does Massachusetts.

Of the 24 states, one reported session workloads of slightly over
10.000 proposals (N.Y.); two reported such workloads of about
5.000 bills (Calif, and Conn.); two indicated that they have per
session workloads of about 3,500 measures (111. and Pa.); and the
remaining 19 states consider a range of from 546 to 2,681 bills per
session. This reduced volume found in the majority of the 24 states
results from (1) constitutional or other limits upon the length of
legislative sessions in 14 states, (2) “home rule” provisions in 21
jurisdictions, (3) restrictions upon “private” bills in 17 state leg-
islatures, and (4) greater delegation of authority to administrative
agencies in many states.

Numbers and Types of Standing Committees
The diversity among the states relative to committee structuring

is attributable to such variables as (1) the historical background
of each legislature, (2) the numbers of legislators available for com-
mittee service, (3) the political party composition of the legislature,
(4) legislative procedural policies, (5) the rapport between the two
branches of the legislature, (6) the relative importance of individual
committees politically and in terms of their workloads, and (7) the
time available for the transaction of legislative business.

In general, all state legislatures resemble the Massachusetts Gen-
eral Court in having a small number of “administrative” or “house-
keeping” standing committees in each house, while relying on a
much greater number of “substantive” standing committees to hold
hearings on hills and recommend action thereon. Although all of
the 24 other state legislatures except New York’s reported at least
one joint standing committee, only the legislatures of the two states
of Connecticut (31 joint committees) and Maine (25 joint commit-
tees) approach the Massachusetts General Court (35 joint com-
mittees) in their reliance on joint committees as the backbone of
their standing committee systems. Hence, most states depend upon
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separate standing committees of each chamber, the numbers of
Senate standing committees per state ranging from three to 35, and
the numbers of House standing committees varying from eight to
47.

Standing Committee Memberships
Normally, “administrative” standing committees have small mem-

berships, except for the politically important Rules Committees.
Much larger memberships are authorized for “substantive” stand-
ing committees, with variations commonly occurring to reflect the
relative importance and workloads of each standing committee.

The methods of appointing standing committee members differ
from one legislature to another.

In the Senates of 14 of the 24 states, both majority and minority
party members of Senate committees and Senate members of joint
committees are usually named by the Lieutenant-Governor, Senate
President or Senate President pro tempore who, in some states,
consults with the Senate Minority leader re minority party represen-
tation on committees. In five more states, Senate committeemen are
chosen by the Senate Rules Committee or a Senate Committee on
Committees (including Senate majority and minority party leaders
in its membership). Other procedures are reported by the remain-
ing five state Senates.

Comparable appointment procedures are reported in tbe 24
Houses of Representatives, with committee appointments being made
by (a) the Speaker in 22 states, (b) by a House Committee on Com-
mittees in one stale (Pa.), and (c) by the two party caucuses in one
state (Conn.). In six of the aforesaid 22 states, the appointment of
minority party members to committees is made by the Speaker upon
recommendation of the House Minority Leader (Colo., 111., hid.,
N.J., Ohio and Wise.).

In most (13) of the 24 states, Senate committeemen are named
for a two-year term to their committees. Similarly, in 17 jurisdic-
tions, House committeemen are appointed for a two-year period.
Senate rules in five states and House rules in eight restrict the num-
ber of committee appointments which their members may hold or

be required to accept at one time; in some instances, only the
members of Appropriations Committees are forbidden to bold other
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committee seats or are drastically limited in respect thereto.
In ten of the 24 states, joint standing committees (including leg-

islative council-type committees) are reportedly composed of equal
numbers of Senators and Representatives, whereas unequal Senate-
House representation characterizes joint committees of another six
states. The practices of the remaining seven states with joint com-
mittees were not reported.
Use of Subcommittees

Relatively limited use is made of subcommittees by standing com-
mittees of the 24 state legislatures. As a rule, such subcommittees
function in but a minority of the standing committees of the Senate
or House of Representatives concerned. Thus only two states re-
ported a formal structure of subcommittees within their standing
committee systems (Ga. and Ohio), while another nine states indi-
cated fairly regular use of ad hoc subcommittees by certain of their
standing committees, or in some instances by their legislative council
(Calif., Conn., N.J., N.Y., N.D., Ore,. S.C., Tex. and Wise.). Only
occasional ad hoc creations of subcommittees by standing committees
or by the legislative council were reported by ten states (Colo., 111.,
Ind., La., Md., Mich., Mo., Pa., Vt. and W.Va.). In the three remain-
ing slates, no subcommittees of standing committees were indicated,
although the legislative rules do not forbid the same (Me., Nev.
and R.1.).

Staffing of Standing Committees
Most standing committees of the 24 state legislatures function with

no staff at all and are wholly dependent upon other sources for
needed professional and clerical staff assistance. In at least six of
the states, all standing committees are provided with full-time or
part-time clerical help (Conn., HI., La., N.D., Ore. and R. 1.). In
another four states, a large proportion of standing committees re-

portedly are provided with professional and clerical staff on a full-
time or part-time basis, or both (Calif., Mich., N.D., and in the
House of Representatives only S.C.). Six states reportedly furnish
no staff to Senate and House standing committees, while doing so
only for their legislative council-type committee and possibly a few
other joint standing committees (Colo., Ga., Me,, Mo., N.J., Ohio.).

All 24 state legislatures have a Senate Counsel, House Counsel
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or joint Legislative Counsel, or some similar agency, to provide
legal services to the two houses and committees thereof, mostly in
connection with bill-drafting. In certain of these states, standing
committees also obtain help occasionally from the Attorney General.

At least 20 of the 24 stales have a legislative council-type agency
with full-time professional and clerical personnel whose services
are available to other committees and to interim study commissions
(Colo., Conn., Ga., 111., Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich., Mo., Nev., IV.J.,
N.D., Ohio, Pa., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt., and Wise.). Ten state legisla-
tures furnish full-time professional staff to the Appropriations,
Budget, Finance, or Ways and Means Committees of one or both
houses or in some cases to a joint standing committee of that
nature (Calif., Colo., Conn., Ind., Nev., N.J., Ore., Pa., W.Va. and
Wise.). None of the 24 responding states reported that it has estab-
lished any scheme of priorities in staffing its legislative standing
committees.

In the absence of a well-staffed legislative council or legislative
reference service, the majority of standing committees in most of
these 24 legislatures are ill-equipped to cope with the complex and
rapidly-changing circumstances of this century. Much depends upon
the degree of experience and independent professional expertise
possessed by individual committee members. And in the absence of
its own staff, such a committee must take on faith much of the in-
formation supplied by executive branch agencies or by representa-
tives of organized interest groups.

Interim Sessions of Standing Committees
The prevailing practice, among the 24 state legislatures, is to per-

mit legislative standing committees other than the legislative council
(if any) to sit during the interim between legislative sessions only
by specific authorization. However, legislative council-type com-
mittees usually have continuing authority to sit both while the leg-
islature is in session and after adjournment.

The California Legislature has granted continuing authority to
sit during the interim between legislative sessions (a) to its statu-
tory Joint Legislative Budget Committee and (b) to 14 permanent
fact-finding standing committees of the Senate created by Senate
Rule. During that interim, the 14 permanent fact-finding committees
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study specific matters referred to them, follow developments in
their topical areas, and report their recommendations to the next
legislative session.

Studies of State Legislative Committee Systems

Nationwide Studies
Within the past dozen years, at least four major studies of state

legislatures and possible improvements in their organization and
procedures, including their committee systems, have been made by
national organizations. These studies were made by the American
Political Science Association (1954), the National Legislative Con-
ference Committee on Legislative Processes and Procedures (1961),
the National Legislative Conference Committee on the Organization
of Legislative Services (1963) and the American Assembly (1966).
Both of the National Legislative Conference Committees were chaired
by the then President of the Massachusetts Senate, Hon. John E.
Powers of Boston.

These studies were stimulated by growing concern over internal
weaknesses of stale legislatures and the increasing tendency of the
public to look to the governor and to federal authorities for effec-
tive, prompt solutions to present day problems. Accordingly, each
study produced proposals intended to modernize these legislatures
so that they may serve the public better and maintain their role
in the scheme of checks and balances so essential to the preserva-
tion of liberty. Among the more important recommendations of
these four national organizations are those calling for

(1) Reliance by the legislature upon a committee system
composed mainly of joint standing committees (as is done in
Massachusetts).

(2) Reduction of the numbers of Senate, House and joint
standing committees, and their grouping along topical lines
which minimize overlapping of jurisdiction and afford a more
efficient distribution of the legislative workload among com-
mittees.

(3) Empowering standing committees to organize in sub-
committee for purposes of research and accelerating the con-
duct of committee business.

(4) Authorizing standing committees to sit regularly he-
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tween sessions of the legislature to study matters of statewide
concern arising in the respective jurisdictional fields, and to
recommend solutions to the incoming legislature.

(5) Reduction of the number of committee assignments
per legislator, so that each legislator may be able to give ade-
quate attention to his committee duties.

(6) Provision of adequate career professional and other
staff assistance to (a) major standing committees, (b) legis-
lative councils and other legislative service agencies responsible
for aiding standing committees without their own professional
employees, and (c) to legislative leaders.

(7) Creating a legislative research council.

State Studies
Massachusetts, On at least seven previous occasions, one or more

of the above-cited proposals has been made in some form or were
discussed by organizations which studied the Massachusetts General
Court. Six of these studies were conducted by legislative recess com-
mittees pursuant to directives of the General Court, viz.: (1) The
Joint Special Legislative Committee of 1911, (2) the Joint Special
Committee on Legislative Procedures in 1915, (3) the Special Com-
mission on Legislative System and Procedure in 1941-1943, (4) the
Special Commision on the Structure of the State Government in
1951, (5) the Special Commission on Parliamentary Procedure in
1952, and (6) the Legislative Research Council in 1965 (which
made findings of fact only). The seventh study was conducted by a
private educational organization, the Tufts Assembly, in 1962.
While some minor adjustments of the committee system and pro-
cedure were accepted by the General Court, the only major changes
winning its approval were (1) the creation of the Legislative Re-
search Council in 1954, and (2) limited staffing of a few major
standing committees.

A new study is now in progress, by the Special Joint Committee
on Improvement of the Practices of the General Court, on whose
behalf this Legislative Research Bureau report has been prepared.

Other States. In at least 20 of the 24 other states covered by
this survey, studies of the organization and procedures of the state
legislature have been undertaken within the past six years, or are
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now in progress (Calif., Colo., Conn., Ga., HI., Ind., La., Me., Md.,
Mich., Mo., Nev., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, Ore., R. 1., Vt., W.Va. and Wise.).
In some instances, these studies were authorized by the legislature
itself, while others represent the efforts of civic organizations.

Major reductions in the number of standing committees report-
edly were recommended in six of these 20 states (Calif., Conn.,
HI., Ind., La. and Md.); “interim” authority for such committees
has been urged in two of these states (Calif, and La.); and sub-
stantial improvements in committee staffing were advocated in many
of these states (notably, Calif., Colo, and HI.). On the last-named
point of staff, California’s legislature appears to have made the
greatest strides.

Congressional Committee System

Finally, this report discusses the committee system of the United
States Congress, which is based upon 16 Senate standing commit-
tees, 20 House standing committees and 10 joint standing com-
mittees. This committee structure stems from the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946.

Currently, congressional committees range in size from two to
50 members, with a membership of up to ten being most common.
Each major political party in the Senate and in the House has a
Committee on Committees which designates that party’s membership
on standing committees. Committee chairmanships are awarded usu-
ally to the majority party committeeman with greatest seniority.

Subcommittees are used extensively by congressional standing
committees. Most of these subcommittees are created by the stand-
ing committees on either a permanent or temporary basis, as
desired. A few are established directly by vote of the Senate or
House. In most standing committees, the standing committee chair-
man appoints the chairmen and members of subcommittees.
Subcommittees may report only to their parent standing commit-
tees, and may not report bills directly to the Senate and House
unless so ordered by either branch.

Since 1946, Congress has furnished professional staffs to all of
its standing committees. In 1966, these committees had a total of
1,252 employees, ranging from as few as ten to as many as 206
per committee.
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This report on legislative committees in Massachusetts and 24
other selected states is submitted pursuant to a request by Senate
Majority Leader Kevin B. Harrington of Essex, Chairman of the
Special Joint Committee on the Improvement of the Practices of
the General Court. That eleven-member Special Joint Committee, 1

proposed originally by Representative Harrison Chadwick of Win-
chester and endorsed by the two Committees on Rules, was cre-
ated by a joint order of the 1965 General Court which provides
as follows (House, No. 3581);

Ordered, That a special committee, to consist of four members of the
senate to be designated by the president thereof, and seven members of
the house of representatives to be designated by the speaker thereof, is
hereby established to investigate and study the present practices of the
general court, more especially with a view toward improving its efficiency
and relationship with, and for providing improved service to the public.

Said committee shall place special emphasis on the present system of
the functions of committees, with a view toward their possible consolida-
tion, wherever indicated, the employment of subcommittees, staff assistants
and more streamlined and efficient scheduling of hearings and reporting
of bills to the respective branches.

Said committee shall give especial attention to improving the methods
employed in the printing of bills, the filing and handling of duplicate and
perennially filed repeat bills, more effective methods of handling the daily
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LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES IN MASSACHUSETTS
AND OTHER SELECTED STATES

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Origin and Scope of Study

Legislative Background

1 Senators Kevin B. Harrington of Essex (Chairman), Beryl W. Cohen of
Norfolk and Suffolk, James DeNormandie of Middlesex, and John J. Moakley
of Suffolk; and Representatives Robert H. Quinn of Boston (Vice Chairman),
Wilfred E. Balthazar of Hudson, Harrison Chadwick of Winchester, Joel S.
Greenberg of Pittsfield, John J. McGlynn of Medford, Andre R. Sigourney of
Nahant, and Samuel E. Zoll of Salem.
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calendar and the engrossment procedures in dealing with bills favorably
reported.

Said committee shall recommend necessary improvements in the equip-
ment and services provided to members of the general court wherever
necessary in order that they may render service with a maximum of
effectiveness in the performance of their duties.

Said committee may, in the course of its investigation and study, make
recommendations on any other related matters which would materially
assist the members of the general court in its future deliberations, in
order that they may more efficiently carry out their constitutional man-
date in the furtherance of their service to the public with added dignity,
decorum and despatch.

Said commission shall file its report and recommendations with the
clerk of the house of representatives not later than five o’clock post-
meridian on the first Wednesday of November, nineteen hundred and
sixty-five. (Adopted by the House of Representatives on March 29, 1965,
and by the Senate, in concurrence, on May 20, 1965; underscoring supplied
editorially for emphasis.)

Subsequently, the reporting date of the Committee was extended
to June 1, 1966, and then to December 28, 1966, by two later
joint orders of the General Court (House, No. 4339 of 1965 and
Senate, No. 866 of 1966). More recently the scope of the Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction was enlarged, on recommendation of the two
Rules Committees, to include a study relative to legislative over-
sight of the activities and organization of state and local govern-
ment agencies (joint order, House, No. 3535 of 1966, based on
House, Nos. 1876 and 2214).

Senator Kevin B. Harrington, in his letter requesting Research
Bureau assistance, stressed that

As an aid to the revamping of the committee system in the General
Court, the committee would like information on the committee systems in
other states, more especially in industrial states with factors comparable
to ours and states which have recently accomplished a systematic revi-
sion of their committee system. The extent and nature of the use of sub-
committees in these states would also be of interest-1

The approach of the Special Joint Committee on the Im-
provement of the Practices of the General Court to the whole
question of the committee structure of the Legislature was spelled
out in greater detail in its First Report submitted in August of

1 Letter to the Acting Director of the Legislative Research Bureau, Mr. Daniel
M. O’Sullivan, June 7, 1966.
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1966.1 That document discussed the feasibility of reducing the
present 33 standing committees2 to 20, with a substracture of
subcommittees and a reassignment of workloads, in these terms
(House, No. 3975):

One of the specific areas this committee studied and one most essential
to the legislative process is the committee system. Without the committee
system the whole legislative task would crumble into disarray with the
Senate and the House of Representatives unable to cope with the mass
of unorganized materials with which they would be faced. The committees
are the real “work horses” of the legislative system. To them falls the
task of detailed examination of legislative proposals, of essaying through
public hearings the arguments for and against and how these arguments
relate to the various communities of interest in the Commonwealth, and
finally receiving information which will help them to make a more in-
formed determination. After sometimes lengthy or prolonged hearings,
the committee members meet in executive session, discuss and dispose of
these matters, either in the form of a favorable report, usually a bill or
a resolve as the case may be, or an unfavorable report.

Bills, resolves, and adverse reports appear on the calendar of the House
or Senate after the committees have deliberated and acted on them. The
committees’ action provides important cues to the legislator. Unable to
follow closely the thousands of matters filed annually, the legislator relies
on the expertise of the members of the committee handling a particular
bill. If he needs additional information on a bill which may determine his
vote, he seeks out committee members and discusses the bill with them.
If opposition to a matter arises, the member “carrying” the bill has the
responsibility of taking the floor and explaining the provisions of the bill
to the members or informally approaching the members to gain their
support. Without such a system of dividing responsibility and encouraging
expertise in certain areas, constructive work would be an impossibility.

The committee is convinced that a revamping of the “work horses” of
the General Court is long overdue. With the passage of time some com-
mittees have diminished in importance while others have become increas-
ingly important. Some committees consider over 300 matters in each session
while others consider fewer than 20. The structure of the committee sys-
tem no longer reflects accurately the major problem areas with which
society is faced. Though each committee has an area of subject matter
jurisdiction established by precedent, there is an overlapping of functions
over and above the few unavoidable conflicts which occur. Finally, the
large number of committees forces Representatives and Senators to spread
themselves too thin, some Senators having as many as six committee
assignments, with one usually being a committee chairmanship in the case
of majority party members. With the committee members being hard

1 Massachusetts Special Joint Committee on the Improvement of the Practices
of the General Court, First Report, House, No. 3975 of 1966, 20 pp.

2 This count excludes the permanent Legislative Research Council and the
temporary Committee on Low Income Housing.
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pressed to attend all their committee hearings, some of which occur
simultaneously, as well as appear before other committees in support of
their own legislation, some hearings are conducted with only a few mem-
bers of a committee present. The unfavorable public reaction is due to a
situation which is really beyond the member’s control.

These then are the major problems as we see them. Although the
committee could have made certain recommendations regarding the com-
mittee system at this time, we felt that a detailed and thorough treatment
allowing for a major revision in this area would be a preferable alternative.

Therefore, we have appointed a special subcommittee! to study this
problem and to present their recommendations prior to December 1.

Among the specific problems to which they will address themselves are
the following:

1. Reduction of the number of joint standing committees to a pro-
jection of 20 committees.

2. Major use of subcommittees which will have the benefit of dis-
tributing responsibility through subcommittee chairmanships, dividing
work more evenly, and contributing to a greater degree of specialization
within the committee.

3. Authorizing committees to sit during the interim between the first
and second sessions of a General Court.

4. A general look at the distribution of the work load among com-
mittees, the priority for stalling committees and the impact of the
Municipal Home Rule Amendment and other proposed constitutional
amendments on the committee system.

5. A system for the organization of committees. For example, they
could be patterned after the Congressional committee system, along
the lines of the executive departments, or in some other manner.
The final report in December will contain specific recommendations for

the revision of the committee system.2

The above report by the Special Joint Committee was referred
to the two Rules Committees, acting concurrently, for considera-
tion of the specific proposals contained therein relative to (1)
the consolidation of legal counsel and bill-drafting services, (2)
bill-drafting requirements, (3) late-filed petitions, (4) deadlines
for committee reports, (5) curbing “perennial bill” action in the
second year’s session of the General Court, and (6) simplifying
bill engrossment procedures The 1966 General Court prorogued
without action on that report by the Rules Committees.

1 Representatives Joel S. Greenberg of Pittsfield (Chairman), Harrison Chad-
wick of Winchester and Andre R. Sigourney of Nahant.

2 Massachusetts Special Joint Committee on the Improvement of the Practices
of the General Court, House, No. 3975 of 1966, at pp. 18-20.
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In keeping with the request by the Special Joint Committee,
this Legislative Research Bureau report presents salient compara-
tive information relative to the legislative committee systems of
Massachusetts and 24 other states. The pressures of other impor-
tant Bureau research assignments and limited time precluded
conprehensive treatment of all facets of such committee systems.
Hence, this discussion centers primarily on (a) committee struc-
ture and membership, (b) the use of subcommittees, (c) the
authority of such committees and subcommittees to sit during the
interval between legislative sessions, and (d) staff services for
legislative committees. No comparative analysis of legislative rules
is attempted, except as they relate directly to these foregoing
points. Finally, in line with standard Council practice, this report
makes no recommendations relative to the legislative committee
structure of Massachusetts and merely notes the substance and
“pros” and “cons” of recommendations by other authorities.

To develop the background of this study, the Bureau staff mem-
ber responsible for this report consulted with members of the
Special Joint Committee, including; the Chairman, Senator Kevin
B. Harrington of Essex; the Chairman of the Committee’s Sub-
committee on Committees, Representative Joel S. Greenberg of
Pittsfield; and Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester
(who also serves on the Legislative Research Council). Consulta-
tions were also held with (1) the Senate or House chairmen of
several joint committees, (2) the clerks of the two Rules Com-
mittees, (3) the staff of the Special Joint Committee, and (4)
the staffs of the Senate and House Committees on Ways and
Means.

Information as to committee systems elsewhere was supplied
by 24 of the 25 selected states which answered questionnaires
sent to their legislative research and legislative reference agencies.
These sources of information were further supplemented by pub-
lications in the files of the Research Bureau and by materials
generously furnished by the Citizens Conference on State Legisla-
tures and the National Legislative Conference.

Study Scope and Procedure
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Past Legislative Studies of Committee System of General Court1

Since the turn of the century at least six major studies of the
Massachusetts legislative committee system have been undertaken
pursuant to legislative directives. In common, all of these studies
were motivated by a concern within and without the General
Court over steadily lengthening legislative sessions, and criticisms
of various aspects of legislative operations.

Report of Joint Special Legislative Committee in 1911
The first of these studies, by the Joint Special Legislative Com-

mittee of 1911, resulted in a report which rejected artificial dead-
lines on legislative sessions, or limitations upon the practice of
free petition (House, No. 2046 of 1911). However, as summarized
recently by the Legislative Research Council, the committee’s
report

.
. . placed the blame for extended sessions on deficiencies associated with

committee procedure. Primarily, it suggested a readjustment of the oper-
ational methods of committee work by (1) the abolition of and merger of
certain committees, (2) reduction in the size of committees, (3) a more
equitable assignment of Senate members, (4) more frequent hearings,
(5) better attendance by committee members, (6) greater supervision of
the testimony of witnesses, (7) acceleration of executive sessions, and (8)
expeditious reporting of committee action on agenda items to the appro-
priate branch.2

Report of Joint Special Legislative Committee in 1915
Four years later, in conformity with a joint order of the 1914

General Court, an extensive report on legislative organization and
practices was submitted by the Joint Special Committee on Leg-
islative Procedure (House, No. 280 of 1915)3 This report was
critical of the then-existing system of 30 joint standing commit-
tees and of ten separate standing committees (the Senate and
House Committees on Rules, Ways and Means, Engrossed Bills,
and Bills in Third Reading; and the House Committees on Elec-
tions and on Pay Roll).

1 Source: Mass. Legislative Research Council, Reduction of Workload of the
General Court, Senate, No. 990 of 1965, 86 pp. At pp. 24-31.

2 Senate, No. 990 of 1965, supra., at p. 27.
3 Mass Joint Special Committee on Legislative Procedure, Report, House, No.

280 of 1915, 107 pp.
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The Joint Special Committee suggested four alternative plans
of committee organization, whereby the legislative workload could
be distributed more evenly among committees; two of these plans
proposed a merger of certain committees with a resultant reduc-
tion in the total number of joint standing committees, to 27 and
20, respectively. It also recommended the division of the fewer

but enlarged committees into subcommittees. Finally, the
Joint Special Committee proposed creation of a “Clerk of Com-
mittees” who, with his professional staff, would assist the com-
mittees in regard to (1) bill drafting, (2) handling administrative
details of committee hearings, (3) recodification, and (4) other
aspects of processing bills.

The committee system was further considered, nearly three dec-
ades later, by a Special Commission on Legislative System and
Procedure which was created by a resolve of the 1941 General
Court (c.95). Its report, submitted in 1943, proposed that the
number of Senators serving on each joint committee be reduced
from four to two in order to afford a fairer and more realistic
division of the efforts of the 40 heavily-burdened Senators among
the 28 joint standing committees then existing.l The Commission
recommended creation of a Legislative Council whose director
would also function as “Clerk of Committees” in the sense of
the 1915 report. However, the Commission suggested no reduction
in the number of joint standing committees, and noted that

A most outstanding and commendable feature of the whole legislative
system in Massachusetts is our joint committee system. There are twenty-
eight joint standing committees; each is composed of Senators and Repre-
sentatives, and each acts as a unit. The behavior of each joint standing
committee is determined by a majority of votes of all the members
thereof. .

. . Because the Senators and Representatives act as a unit,
much time and effort is saved. The public needs to appear but once under
the joint committee system, whereas formerly two appearances were
required, viz., once before a committee of the House and once before a
committee of the Senate. Thus, not only is the public saved the trouble
and expense of appearing a second time to repeat what had already been
told to a similar committee, but the legislators, too, are saved consider-

Report of Special Commission in 19Jt 3

1 Mass. Special Commission on Legislative System and Procedure, Report,
Senate, No. 50 of 1943, 120 pp. At p. 70.
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able legislative time and needless delay. Since the joint standing com-
mittee acts as a unit. . . . The branch to which the committee reports
is better able to be guided by the report of the joint committee and
to pass the measure in terms which are most likely to be acceptable to
the other branch. Thereby, the number of instances in which conference
committees are necessitated is kept at a minimum . . A

Reports of Two Special Commissions in 1951-1952
In 1951 the General Court adopted a joint order establishing

a new Special Commission on Parliamentary Procedure, with a
mandate to explore the legislative committee system (House, No.
2529). Shortly afterwards, the Special Commission was presented
with a memorandum by another special commission, popularly
called the “Little Hoover Commission” suggesting in general
terms (1) establishment of a Legislative Council which would pro-
vide research aid to the standing committees and (2) a reduction
in the number of such committees.2

However, the report of the Special Commission on Parliamen-
tary Procedure in 1952 did not propose any alteration of the com-
mittee structures of the General Court. 3 That report did propose
elimination of a joint rules requirement that certain adverse com-
mittee reports on bills be accepted by both branches of the Gen-
eral Court, a procedure which was wasteful of the time of the
General Court and a burden to the Senate. The General Court
accordingly adopted rules changes making final the acceptance of
such adverse reports by one chamber.

Tufts Assembly Proposals of 1962

In addition to the foregoing official studies of the General
Court, local private services have also examined the legislative
process with a view to its improvement. A most recent example
of such efforts is the set of proposals advanced in 1962 by the
Tufts Assembly on Massachusetts Government in its report. State

1 Ibid., pp. 64-65.
2 Mass. Special Commission on the Structures of the State Government, Mem-

orandum on the Legislative Branch Prepared for the Recess Commission
on Legislative Procedure, November 1051, 27 pp. mimeographed.

3 Mass. Special Commission on Parliamentary Procedure, Report, Senate, No.
2 of 1952, 6 pp.
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Declaring the legislative committee system to be “the heart of
the legislative process,” the Tufts Assembly called for “greater
responsibility within the legislature” and more effective organiza-
tion of committee work. To this end, it recommended

a. That the number of standing committees should be reduced. This
can be accomplished by consolidating committees which deal with similar
subject matter. A reduction in the number of committees will allow each
individual legislator assigned to a committee to spend adequate time
on its work.

b. That each party should have the power to determine the appoint-
ment of its members to committees. Party representation should be
proportional to the representation of the parties in the separate branches
of the legislature.

c. That each party in each branch should form a committee of its
members in the legislature to decide on committee appointments. The
majority party’s group should be headed by the presiding officer, and the
minority group by the minority leader. The members of the appointing
committee should be elected by the members of each party in a party
caucus.

d. That the creation and greater use of subcommittees should be util-
ized as a means to ease the work load of committees and to allow for
more penetrating study of proposed legislation.

e. That the legislature, after thorough evaluation of need, should be
properly staffed with a permanent staff and with technical assistance
assigned to committees as needed. The appointmnt of committee staff mem-
bers should be made on the basis of merit, competence, and experience.

f. That funds should be made available for the continuation of com-
mittee work between sessions of the General Court, particularly for the
purpose of conducting hearings on proposed legislation in other areas of
the state while the legislature stands adjoumed.2

That the legislature not prorogue at the conclusion of its first year,
but rather adjourn. The Assembly suggests that a rule change be effected
to allow all bills filed during the first year of the session and not acted
upon to be kept active for consideration during the second year. The
filing of bills during the second year of a term should be permitted only
through late-filing procedures currently in effect. This recommendation

In respect to bills and petitions the Tufts Assembly suggested
further

Government and Public Responsibility, 1962?

1 Tufts University, Lincoln Filene Center for Citizenship and Public Affairs,
State Government and Public Responsibility, 1962, vol. IV, Medford, Mass.,
1962, 169 pp.

2 Tufts University, State Government and Public Responsibility, 1962, pp. 138-
139.
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is made on the assumption that the proposal of the continuation of
annual sitting of the legislature is accepted.!

It recommended also that the staff of the Legislative Research
Bureau be expanded, and that this staff be utilized to provide
recess commissions with research assistance on a reimbursable
basis.

Historical Background 2

Unlike most state legislatures which have relied, since their
beginning, upon separate legislative committees in each house,
the Massachusetts General Court established at an early date tra-
ditions favoring the gradual evolution of a system of predomin-
antly joint committees for the handling of legislative business.

During the early unicameral years of the General Court, com-
mittees were created on a temporary ad hoc basis to deal with
special questions as they arose. When the General Court split
into two branches in 1644 (the Assistants and the Deputies), the
need for cooperation between the branches led in a year’s time
to the appointment of the first joint committee. With the passage
of time, a few additional joint committees came into being be-
tween the House of Representatives and the Governor’s Council
which had replaced the Assistants in 1691. The use of joint com-
mittees continued with the adoption of the Constitution of 1780.
That document divested the Governor’s Council of its legislative
role and authorized a bicameral General Court consisting of (1)
a 40-member Senate and (2) a large House of Representatives

CHAPTER H.

THE MASSACHUSETTS LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE SYSTEM

1 Ibid., pp. 139-140.
2 Source in part; Gagnon, Victor N. Jr., Joint Standing Committees Vn the

Massachusetts General Court, May 9, 1960, 86 pp. typed. A thesis sub-
mitted to the Department of Government of the University of Massachu-
setts at Amherst, Mass., in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a
degree with honors.
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whose membership fluctuated until fixed at 240 by a constitutional
amendment of 1857.1

However, while increasing in importance and acquiring “stand-
ing” (permanent) status, joint committees constituted a minority
of all legislative committees. Thus, in 1806, there were but seven
joint standing committees, as contrasted with two Senate commit-
tees and eleven House committees. Usually, such joint commit-
tees included the members of the related separate House com-
mittee, plus two or three Senators. By 1856, this ratio of joint
to separate committees had altered so as to shift the emphasis
in the legislative committee system to the joint committees (17)
as compared to separate Senate (5) and House (11) committees.
By 1906, this standing committee ratio had changed to 36 joint
committees (three of them composed of the members of the re-
lated separate Senate and House Committees sitting together),
five Senate committees and seven House committees. With fluc-
tuations, this trend has persisted into the present decade.

Over its 338-year life the General Court has made pragmatic
adjustments in its committee system to cope with the steady in-
crease in the volume and complexity of legislative business. This
development has been especially pronounced under the pressures
of industrial and technological change, war and urbanization. The
early satisfactory colonial experience with joint committees, and
possibly the harmony attending long periods of one-party domin-
ation of both branches since 1780, contributed to legislative ac-
ceptance of joint committees as a practical matter.

In common with other states, the Massachusetts General Court
currently utilizes legislative committee systems based primarily
on “permanent” or “standing” committees, supplemented from
time to time by “temporary” or ad hoc special committees and
special commissions created to consider specific problems as the
need arises. Unlike most states, Massachusetts has long stressed
joint committees as the predominant feature of its committee
system, including standing committees, special committees, and
special commissions.

Present Massachusetts Legislative Committee System

1 Mass. Constitution, Amendment Article XXL
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Number and Types of Standing Committees
General Aspects. With the sole exception of the Legislative Re-

search Council which was created by statute, 1 the standing com-
mittees of the General Court are established by the Senate Rules,
the House Rules and the Joint Rules adopted in the opening days
of the first annual session of each newly-elected General Court.
These rules remain in effect until the expiration of the two-year
term of that General Court which adopted them. Customarily,
the Senate Rules, House Rules and Joint Rules remain the same
from one two-year General Court to another, as succeeding Gen-
eral Courts simply readopt the texts of rules of the preceding
sessions. Occasionally, these rules are modified to reflect changes
in the number and memberships of standing committees, or to
accommodate legislative improvements such as the recently-
installed House electric roll call system.

Four types of standing committees are provided for in the leg-
islative rules: (a) six separate “administrative” or “housekeep-
ing” committees of each house, which do not sit jointly; (b)
two committees the Senate Committee on Rules and the
House Committee on Rules which function as separate com-
mittees of their respective branches, but which sit together “con-
currently” to consider certain matters; (c) three “financial”
joint committees, whose Senate and House members also sit as
separate Senate and House Committees, respectively; and (d) 30
other joint standing committees, whose members do not sit also
as separate Senate and House Committees.

These committees of the 1965-1966 General Court, grouped by
type, are listed in Appendix A together with certain related in-
formation which is discussed later in this report. Appendix A
includes as joint standing committees in category (d) the statu-
tory Legislative Research Council, plus one temporary special
joint committee (on low income housing) which for all practical
purposes functioned as a standing committee in 1966; on this
basis, the total of joint standing committees whose members do
not sit separately is raised from 30 to 32.

Committee Appointments. The members of standing commit-
tees, including the Legislative Research Council, are appointed at
1 G.L. c. 3, ss. 56-61, added by Acts of 1954, C. 607.
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the beginning of each political year. Members of standing and
special committees of the Senate, and Senate members of joint
committees, special commissions, and the Legislative Research
Council, are named by the Senate President. Similarly, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives names all members of standing
and special committees of that branch, and House members of
joint committees, special commissions and the Legislative Re-
search Council. The legislative rules place no limit on the number
of committee appointments of Senators; but a House member
may not be required to serve on more than two committees at
the same time or to be chairman of more than one (Senate Rule
13; House Rules 21-23; G.L. c. 3, s. 56; G.L. c. 4, s. 2A).

The first person named by the Senate President to any com-
mittee is its chairman. Similarly, the first legislator appointed
to a committee by the Speaker is its chairman, if it is a com-
mittee of the House, or “House Chairman” (and second in com-
mand to the Senator chairman) in the instance of a joint com-
mittee. However, the Senate President names the chairman of
the Legislative Research Council, whereas its vice-chairman is
designated by the Speaker. If for any reason the Senate or House
should provide for the election of a Senate committee or House
committee, respectively, the legislator receiving the highest vote
acts as chairman. (Senate Rule 13; House Rules 21-22; G.L. c. 3,
s. 56).

The legislative rules permit other methods of naming commit-
tees and their chairmen, except in the instance of special com-
missions and of the Legislative Research Council. However, such
alternative methods have not been resorted to in recent years
(Senate Rule 13; House Rule 21).

No formal criteria have been established for the appointment
of committee members or chairmen by the Senate President or
the Speaker of the House. Generally, longevity of legislative serv-
ice, committee tenure, experience, academic or professional qual-
ifications, geographical balance, and loyalty to the Senate Pres-
ident or Speaker are important but not binding considera-
tions. Seniority does not automatically assure a committeeman of
a chairmanship.

The above described Massachusetts practices re committee ap-
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pointments vest great strength in the presiding officer of each
House, in that he names not only his own (majority) party mem-
bers, but also the minority party members. However, as a cour-
tesy in 1966, the Democratic Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives solicited the suggestions of the Republican House Minority
Leader as to the appointment of minority party members of
committees. The ratio of majority vs. minority party members
varies from year to year, and from committee to committee,
depending upon political developments. However, these appoint-
ments must be divided evenly between the parties in the case of
the Legislative Research Council and certain special committees
and commissions.

In the instances of separate standing committees of each house,
and of joint standing committees, each member casts one vote.
However, when the two Rules Committees act “concurrently” in
joint session, each committee casts one vote as determined by
majority vote within its own membership.

Under the present Massachusetts practices, joint standing com-
mittees contain greater numbers of House members than Senate
members. Thus, in 1966, of 35 such committees there were (a) 27
consisting of four Senators and 11 Representatives, 1 (b) three
with five Senate and 11 House members, (c) two with six Sen-
ate and 13 House committeemen, (d) a Joint Committee on In-
surance made up of four Senate and 12 House members, (e)
a Joint Ways and Means Committee with 4 Senate and 17 House
members, and (f) a Legislative Research Council of four Senators
and eight Representatives. When this is translated into a ratio of
legislators available per committee, a result of 1.14 Senators and
6.85 Representatives per committee is obtained a very thin
distribution as far as the Senate is concerned.

The heavy number of committee assignments per Senator, as
contrasted with the assignment of such committee seats per Rep-
resentative, is further emphasized by the following tabulation
which counts both separate committees of each branch and joint
standing committees (including the Legislative Research Council):

This count includes the Special Joint Committee on Low Income Housing
which, for all practical purposes, functioned as a standing committee in
1966.
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Table 1. Number of Separate and Joint Standing Committee
Assignments of Massachusetts Legislators in 1966 SessionLegislators in 1966 Session

No. of Committees
Per Legislator Senators Representatives

No committee assignment 0 2
One committee each 3 91
Two committees each 3 116
Three committees each 4 25
Four committees each 15 6
Five committees each 8 0
Six committees each 6 U
Seven committees each x o

Total 40 240

Obviously, it is difficult if not impossible for every Sen-
ator to give adequate attention to every committee of which he
is a member, especially as many committees meet at the same
hour. Hence, Senators tend to participate only in those committee
proceedings which interest them and for which they have time.
This disadvantage is more pronounced in relation to members of
the dominant party who must receive a larger number of com-
mittee assignments to insure party control. Senators also feel at
some disadvantage in joint committee activities inasmuch as they
are a minority of the total committee members and hence can
be outvoted by their House colleagues. However, this latter dif-
ficulty is partly offset by the fact that the dissenting voices of
Senate members of joint committees carry great weight in their
own chamber.

Separate Administrative Committees of Each House. The six
separate “administrative” or “housekeeping” committees referred
to above include; (a) the Senate and House Committees on Bills
in The Third Reading which, with the assistance respectively of
the Senate Counsel and House Counsel, must examine and cor-
rect bills for the purpose of eliminating drafting errors and un-
constitutional features, and assuring their legal clarity; (b) the
Senate and House Committees on Engrossed Bills which, with the
assistance of the engrossing clerks of the State Secretary’s De-
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partment, are responsible for checking the accuracy of each en-
grossment of a bill or resolve; (c) a House Elections Committee,
to decide contested elections of House members; and (d) a House
Payroll Committee which is responsible for approving the House
payroll, but whose former duties have been largely absorbed by
the State Treasurer’s Department. Each of these committees has
three members, except for the House Elections Committee which
has seven (Senate Rules 12, 13, 33, and 34; House Rules 20, 21, 26,
27, 50, 52, and 54; Joint Rule 17).

The Rules Committees. The dominant Senate Rules Committee
(11 members including the Senate President who is chairman)
and the House Rules Committee (17 members, including the
Speaker of the House as chairman) have both “housekeeping”
and substantive legislative functions, summarized as follows in a
recent report by the Massachusetts League of Women Voters:

The powerful Committee on Rules of each house deals with internal
affairs, procedures, and matters affecting members of its branch. All
motions and orders for a change in rules or the adoption of new rules
are referred, usually without debate, to the Rules Committee. Also re-
ferred to the Committees on Rules are all latefiled petitions, all orders
or resolves to establish special commissions ... to study matters involv-
ing future legislation, and all orders authorizing committees to travel
or to employ stenographers, as well as motions and orders extending
the time for reports to be made to the General Court. . . . The House
and Senate Committees on Rules . . . act concurrently on matters affect-
ing the two branches.l

Each Rules Committee includes the majority and minority leg-
islative leaders and assistant leaders of its respective house. Each
member of such a committee has one vote when his committee
is meeting by itself. As noted previously when the two Rules
Committees act concurrently, each committee has but one vote.
This practice contrasts with that prevailing in joint committees
described below where members act as a single group, each mem-
ber having one vote.

The Three Financial” Joint Committees. Three joint commit-
tees of a “financial” character are composed of members who

i Mass. League of Women Voters, The Great and General Court: The Legisla-
ture of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass., 1965, 47 pp.,

at p. 12.
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also sit separately as Senate and House committees, namely: (a)
the Joint Committee on Ways and Means, consisting of the 11
members of the Senate Committee on Ways and Means, and the
17 members of the House Committee on Ways and Means; (b)
the Joint Committee on Counties, including the four members of
the Senate Committee on Counties and the 11 members of the
House Committee on Counties; and (c) the Joint Committee on
Municipal Finance, made up of the four member Senate Com-
mittee on Municipal Finance and the 11-member House Commit-
tee on Municipal Finance.

Of these “financial” committees, the most important are the
Joint Committee on Ways and Means, and its component Senate
and House Committees on Ways and Means which are second
only to the Rules Committees in stature and authority. In gen-
eral, the Ways and Means Committees consider all bills involving
(a) an expenditure of state funds, (b) a grant of state property,
or (c) any other impact upon state finances. Most of these num-
erous bills are assigned initially to the House Committee on Ways
and Means, due to state constitutional provisions requiring that
“All money bills shall originate in the house of representatives”
(Part H, c. I, s. HI, Art. VII). The Senate Committee on Ways
and Means functions as a counterpart to the House Committee,
and handles a smaller volume of legislation. The two committees
act as a joint committee only in respect to the relatively few
bills referred annually to them for such joint consideration under
the Joint Rules (Senate Rule 27; House Rules 25, 33, 40, 44 and
46; Joint Rule 1).

The two remaining “financial” joint committees and their com-
ponent Senate and House Committees on Counties and on
Municipal Finance consider bills imposing costs upon counties
and municipalities, respectively, or involving grants of county or
municipal property, as the case may be. In contrast with the
Ways and Means Committees, a far greater proportion of such
bills are dealt with through the joint committee vehicle where
the Committees on Counties and the Committees on Municipal
Finance are concerned (Senate Rules 27 and 36; House Rules
25, 33, 40, 44 and 46; Joint Rule 1).
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Othei' Joint Committees. The majority of joint standing com-
mittees remaining 30 in number if the Legislative Research
Council and Committee on Low Income Housing are excluded
do not normally subdivide into separate Senate and House Com-
mittees. They are organized on a subject-matter basis which only
incidentally parallels to a certain degree the format of the state
code or the organization of the executive branch of the state
government. These 30 joint committees, established by Joint Rule
1, include (a) 24 committees with four Senate and 11 House
members, (b) three committees with five Senate and 11 House
members, (c) two committees with six Senate and 13 House
members, and (d) one committee having four Senate and 12
House members. The six joint committees which varied from nor-
mal membership patterns in 1966 included those on (1) the Judic-
iary, (2) Highways and Motor Vehicles, (3) Taxation, (4) Public
Service, (5) Pensions and Old Age Assistance and (6) State Ad-
ministration.

The Special Joint Committee on Low Income Housing, which
functioned in effect as a joint standing committee in 1966 only,
had four Senate and 11 House members as provided by the joint
order adopted by the House of Representatives on February 7,
1966 and by the Senate, in concurrence, on the following day.

The Legislative Research Council. The statutory Legislative Re-
search Council, with four Senate and eight House members, is the
smallest of the “joint standing committees,” if one wishes to clas-
sify it as such. The Council is empowered to “determine all pol-
icies with respect to a legislative research program,” and to create
and supervise a professional legislative Research Bureau which
must carry out the Council’s “program of statistical research and
fact-finding” (G.L. c. 3, ss. 56-61). Since its creation, the Legisla-
tive Research Council has submitted only factual reports to the
General Court, while neither proposing nor opposing legislation;
however, this practice is a matter of Council policy rather than a
statutory requirement.

Use of Subcommittees. The Joint Rules, Senate Rules and
House Rules make no specific provision relative to (a) the divi-
sion of standing committees into subcommittees, (b) the as-



1966.] SENATE —No. 1032. 37

signment of matters to such subcommittees, or (c) the conduct
of public hearings by these subcommittees. The legislative rules
refer only to the reference of petitions for legislation to full
committees, and to reports by such committees to the Senate
and House thereon. By tradition rather than legislative rule, pub-
lic hearings on bills are conducted by full committees rather than
by subcommittees (Senate Rules 26-27 and 30; House Rules 25,
28, 43 and 44; Joint Rules 4, 5, and 10).

The organization and use of subcommittees is thus left, in prac-
tice, to the discretion of the individual standing committees and
their chairmen. No standing committee has organized itself per-
manently into fixed subcommittees. However, it is not unusual for
the chairmen of standing committees acting on their own initiative
or by informal or formal direction of their committees to appoint
ad hoc subcommittees to investigate particular questions in depth
or to try to arrange compromises of conflicting views. Ordinarily,
such subcommittees may hold meetings with interested authori-
ties and groups, but do not conduct public hearings as such.

Thus, for example, it is long-established practice in the House
Committee on Ways and Means for the chairman to appoint sub-
committees to examine into particular aspects of pending approp-
riation bills, or to study measures referred to that Committee
by House orders or joint orders for investigation during the leg-
islative interim. These subcommittees dissolve upon completion of
their assignments.

From time to time ad hoc special committees and more
frequently “recess” or “interim” commissions are established
by the General Court to study specific problems or legislative
proposals, and to make recommendations relative thereto. Special
committees of the Senate or House are created by orders adopted
by the Senate or House; joint special committees require a joint
order of the two branches. Such orders are not subject to ap-
proval by the Governor. However, his approval is necessary for
resolves establishing special commissions, unless his veto is over-
ridden. Unlike special committees which consist wholly of legis-
lators, special commissions usually include both legislators and non-

Special Committees and Special Commissions
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legislator members such as (a) appointees of the Governor, and
(b) certain officials who serve as members ex officiis.

The number of special committees and commissions authorized
by the General Court vary from year to year. At least 70 special
commissions, 11 joint special committees, one Senate special com-
mittee and four House special committees were created, or revived
and continued, by the 1965 General Court.

Conference Committees
Joint Rule 11 of the General Court authorizes the appointment

of “committees of conference” to iron out differences of opinion
between the Senate and House concerning particular legislative
measures. These committees consist of three members of each
branch named by the presiding officer thereof. They report, by
majority vote of their members, to the branch which originally
requested appointment of the committee.

Committee Activity During Legislative Recess

Standing committees and special committees of the Senate or
House, joint standing committees, and joint special committees
may sit during the “recess” (interim) between sessions of the
General Court only when so authorized “by the concurrent votes
of the two branches”; this authorization takes the form of a joint
order (Joint Rule 28). Thus, in 1965 such authority was granted
to most special committees, the Senate Ways and Means Commit-
tee, the House Ways and Means Committee, and the Joint Com-
mittees on Agriculture, Cities, Counties, Highways and Motor Ve-
hicles, Insurance, Natural Resources, Public Welfare, and Taxation.
The Committees on Ways and Means are rarely without such re-
cess authority.

Exceptions to this policy are (a) the Legislative Research
Council which has statutory authority to sit the year around, and
(b) special commissions whose statutory mandates generally in-
clude permission to sit while the General Court is not in session
(G.L. c. 3, s. 56; c. 4, s. 2A; individual resolves creating special
commissions).
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Standing Committee Workloads, Staffs and Facilities

The workloads of individual standing committees differ widely,
when measured in terms of the numbers of bills, resolves, reports,
resolutions and other documents assigned to them for consideration
and processing. Over the years, some committees have experi-
enced a fairly steady increase in their volumes of business as
the total number of matters introduced for consideration by the
General Court has swelled. Other committees have seen fluctua-
tions in their workloads from year to year as calls for legisla-
tion in their topical areas have risen or slackened in number. And
still other committees have enjoyed relatively small, stable work-
loads year in and year out.

Among the most active of the standing committees are (a)
such “administrative” units as the House and Senate Committees
on Bills in Third Reading which handled 1162 and 929 measures,
respectively, from January through August 1966, and (b) such
“substantive” bodies as the House and Senate Ways and Means
Committees with respective workloads during that period of 878
and 574 measures. In contrast, were the “substantive” Joint Com-
mittees on Aeronautics and Federal Financial Assistance (with
10 and five bills, respectively), and the “administrative” Payroll
and Elections Committees of the House which considered no bills
and performed only pro forma or occasional tasks.

From January through August 1966, approximately 5,000 bills,
resolves and other documents were included upon the agenda of
the General Court, many of them requiring the attention of more
than one standing committee. The resulting standing committee
workloads, detailed in Appendix A, revealed the following work
distribution pattern:

Committee Workloads

(a) Three committees considered between 800 and 1162 bills, etc.: The
Senate and House Committees on Bills in Third Reading, both “ad-
ministrative” in character; and the “substantive” House Ways and
Means Committee.

(b) Two committees considered between 500 and 600 bills, etc.: The
“administrative” Senate Committee on Engrossed Bills, and the
“substantive” Senate Committee on Ways and Means.

(c) Two committees considered between 300 and Jfoo bills, etc.: The
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"substantive” Joint Committees on Highways and Motor Vehicles,
and on the Judiciary.

(d) Seven committees considered between 200 and 300 hills, etc.: The
Senate and House Rules Committees; the "administrative” House
Committee on Bills in Third Reading; and the “substantive” Joint
Committees Pensions and Old Age Assistance, Public Service, State
Administration, and Taxation. (The Senate and House Rules Com-
mittees which considered only a few bills separately, considered 278
“concurrently”).

(e) Ten committees considered between 100 and 200 bills, etc.: The
“substantive” Joint Committees on Cities, Education, Election Laws,
Insurance, Labor and Industries, Legal Affairs, Mercantile Affairs,
Metropolitan Affairs, Public Health, and Public Welfare.

(f) Thirteen committees considered between 50 and 100 bills, etc.: The
“substantive” House Committee on Counties, Special Joint Committee
on Low Income Housing, and the Joint Committees on Banks and
Banking, Civil Service, Constitutional Law, Counties, Harbors and
Public Lands, Municipal Finance, Natural Resources, Power and Light,
Public Safety, Towns and Transportation.

(g) Twelve committees considered less than 50 bills, etc.: The “substan-
tive” Senate Committees on Counties and on Municipal Finance, and
House Committee on Municipal Finance; the “substantive” Joint Com-
mittees on Aeronautics, Agriculture, Federal Financial Assistance,
Military Affairs, Water Resources and Water Supply, and Ways and
Means; the Legislative Research Council; and the “administrative”
House Committees on Payroll and on Elections (with no bills).

The above comparison of committee workloads, measured solely
by the numbers of bills and documents assigned to them, is not a
wholly reliable basis for determining relative committee responsi-
bilities or the burdens on committee members.

In addition, bill counts of “substantive” committee workloads
may be misleading in that individual legislative proposals vary
greatly in their nature, complexity, length, impact and degree of
controversiality. Thus, of two committees, the one having the les-
ser number of bills to consider may be obliged to devote by far
the greater number of hours to its tasks.

While the General Court provides every committee with a place
for holding public hearings, it provides few standing committees
with staff and office space. Hence, most committees must rely
on other sources for such professional, clerical and other assist-
ance as they require, notably: (a) the staffs of the Senate and

Staffing of Committees
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House Counsel, the Legislative Research Bureau, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the Rules Committees and the Sergeant-at-
Arms, in the legislative branch; (b) personnel of agencies of the
executive branch; and (c) lobbyists and other “outside” individ-
uals who may offer their help.

The following discussion does not include, as “committee staff,”
court officers and pages who are assigned to committees by the
Sergeant-at-Arms of the General Court or by the Sergeant-at-
Arms of the House of Representatives from time to time. Such
court officers preserve order at public hearings of their assigned
committees, assist committees in their travel arrangements, and
perform related tasks. Pages perform miscellaneous errands.

Committees With Staffs. Currently, only eight standing commit-
tees have their own staffs, paid out of their own payrolls, namely:
The Senate and House Rules Committees, the Senate and House
Ways and Means Committees, the Legislative Research Council,
and the Joint Committees on Counties, Federal Financial Assist-
ance, and Taxation.

The Senate Rules Committee has a small staff of eight profes-
sional and clerical employees, including a clerical pool, who assist
individual senators.

Similarly, the House Rules Committee has a staff of one pro-
fessional and two clerical members who devote their whole time
to the business of the Committee. The Committee also has juris-
diction over a supplementary work force of approximately four
professional and 12 clerical employees assigned, variously, to the
Speaker’s personal staff, House Chairmen of committees, a mime-
ograph room, and a clerical pool.

The staffs of the two Committees on Ways and Means consist,
on the House side, of five professionals and four clerical personnel,
and on the Senate side, of two professional and two clerical em-
ployees. In 1965, the former committee was also assisted by a
legislative intern graduate student. The Senate Ways and Means
Committee staff includes a former State Budget Commissioner.
The House Committee on Ways and Means has benefitted from a
succession of competent staff directors with past legislative ex-
perience. Both Committees also depend upon cooperation from
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career fiscal and other specialists employed by agencies of the
executive branch under the civil service system.

The staff of the Legislative Research Council, organized in the
Legislative Research Bureau, numbers 12, including a Director,
two attorney-researchers, three researchers with specialized back-
grounds, two other professional specialists, and four clerical and
other employees. The Legislative Research Bureau is preoccupied
primarily with (a) studies assigned to the Council by vote of
the General Court, (b) studies requested occasionally by other
legislative committees and special commissions, and (c) research
requests of individual legislators. In its purely factual reports, the
Bureau makes no recommendations.

Authors of the 1954 statute (c.607) creating the Legislative Re-
search Council and Bureau anticipated that the Council would
take over many of the studies heretofore assigned to special com-
missions, while the Research Bureau staff would provide such as-
sistance as might be required by standing committees without
staffs and by special commissions. These hopes did not materialize,
except in modest degree. The “neutral” role of the Council, in-
herent in its statute, has militated against its taking policy stances
in the manner of a special commission. Furthermore, the great
variety of studies required annually by the General Court, and
the effectiveness of special commissions as vehicles for bringing
diverse interests together in political compromise, preclude aband-
onment of the practice of creating such commissions. Finally, it
is evident that a vast expansion of the Research Bureau staff
would be unavoidable if the ambitious scheme of having it service
most standing committees and special commissions were to be
followed. Conflicts would also arise if the services of the same
Bureau specialist were demanded simultaneously by several presti-
gious committees.

Hence, more pragmatic use is being made of the services of
the Legislative Research Bureau by the General Court. Factual
reports by the Council are often utilized by policy-proposing
standing committees and special commissions as a basis for the
development of specific legislative proposals.

Of the other joint committee staffs, the largest is that of the
Joint Committee on Taxation, which employs eight professional,
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clei’ical and other personnel. The provision of an adequate staff
for this committee was spurred by the sales tax vs. income tax
controversy which dominated the last two sessions of the General
Court. Less fortunate is the Joint Committee on Counties, with
only two non-professional employees, which must wrestle each
year with the multi-million dollar appropriation bill for the cost
of 12 of the 14 Massachusetts counties; this committee relies upon
the Bureau of Accounts in the State Department of Corporations
and Taxation an executive branch agency for facts and fig-
ures. The smallest staff one professional employee is re-
tained by the new Joint Committee on Federal Financial Assist-
ance (which also had the use of a legislative intern graduate
student in 1965).

The foregoing eight committees with staffs do not include the
Senate and House Committees on Bills in Third Reading, whose
staffs are in effect the offices of the Senate Counsel (four
employees) and House Counsel (eight employees), respectively.

Committees Without Staffs. Among the committees without
their own fulltime salaried specialist employees are several which
are responsible for heavy, complex workloads each year. These
committees, and their January-August 1966 “bill” workloads, in-
clude for example the Joint Committees on the Judiciary (356),
Highways and Motor Vehicles (354), Public Service (248), Pen-
sions and Old Age Assistance (220), and State Administration
(213). Some sentiment exists among legislators in favor of as-
signing appropriate full-time specialists to these “heavy duty com-
mittees,” in lieu of the present practice of obliging such com-
mittees to depend upon personnel borrowed from other commit-
tees with staff, from the Legislative Research Bureau, or from
executive agencies (which are parties at interest).

Critical Need far Staff. In discussing this problem with a Re-
search Bureau staff member, Senator Joseph D. Ward, Chairman
of the Joint Committee on the Judiciary, stressed the “desperate
need” of that Committee for its own full-time legal staff. Some
help was provided to this committee under the legislative intern
program in 1965 but this is not considered as an adequate sub-
stitute for a regular staff. The Senator indicated that without



SENATE— No. 1032. [Dec.44

professional help the Committee cannot give adequate considera-
tion to many important legislative proposals relative to the
judicial system, and that as a consequence such bills are often
referred to the Judicial Council which is composed of judges and
attorneys. Critics of this practice allege that the Judicial Council
is more conservative than the General Court in respect to pro-
posals for innovations and improvements in the judicial system.

The need for actuarial assistance to the Joint Committee on
Pensions and Old Age Assistance has been argued by some au-
thorities, who complain that the Committee is “forced too often
to guess” about the cost and other implications of proposals rela-
tive to the Contributory Retirement Law (G.L. c. 32), Old Age
Assistance, and non-contributory pensions.

Similarly, other critics allege that the lack of a professional
“administrative analyst” staff for the Joint Committee on State
Administration has been a factor in the passage of legislation
placing functions in the wrong state agencies, producing duplica-
tion of agency jurisdictions and efforts, and creating other condi-
tions which ultimately necessitate expensive “Hoover Commission”
surveys. They stress that the working problems of the Committee
will become more acute, with the recent voter approval of the
constitutional “executive reorganization” amendment. Under this
new constitutional authority, the Governor may submit plans re-
organizing state executive branch agencies which become effective
if not disapproved by the Senate or House within 60 days.

Advocates of more staff for legislative committees cite, on this
score, the following recommendation of the Committee on Organ-
ization of Legislative Services of the National Legislative Con-
ference chaired by former Massachusetts Senate President John
E. Powers:

Each legislative body should assess the adequacy of clerical and pro-
fessional assistance available to its standing committees, particularly those
whose concern and activities are far-reaching; and when such assessment
reveals the need for improved service, steps should be taken to supply
it. Perhaps the staffs of permanent legislative service agencies can be
drawn upon for this purpose; but in any event, the professional personnel
should be recruited on the basis of competence and performance.!

i Council of State Governments. Mr. President . . . Mr. Speaker, Report of
the Committee on Organization of Legislative Services of the National

Legislative Conference. Chicago, 111., 1963. 79 pp., at p. 30.
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Problem of Professionalism in Legislative Staff. In common
with other state legislatures, the Massachusetts General Court
has no merit system for the selection, evaluation and retention
of its legislative employees. Consequently, political and personal
considerations remain paramount in the selection of most non-
professional personnel (such as pages and court officers), but are
less controlling in the staffing of professional positions where
experience and technical training are deemed much more impor-
tant by the legislative leadership. There is little turn-over of per-
sonnel in technical and professional legislative staff positions as
a result of political developments, since every effort is made by
the Legislature to retain and promote such employees who are
discreet, conscientious and competent in the performance of their
duties. However, the original recruitment of professional employ-
ees is haphazard.

In staffing legislative committees and legislative service agen-
cies, legislative leaders in Massachusetts and other states are
faced with a very real dilemma.

On the one hand, legislative leaders and legislators generally
are under constant pressures, generated by our two-party system
and popular election politics, to find positions in the public serv-
ice for various supporters with varying qualifications. There is a
continuing problem of “reasonable” vs. “unreasonable” patronage,
inescapable in our democratic republican system of government.

On the other hand, it is evident that without greater profes-
sionalism in the staffing of legislative committees and service
agencies, state legislatures will find themselves at an increasingly
acute disadvantage in their dealings with the executive branch.
Hence it is argued that the streamlining of the Massachusetts
governorship in recent years, the increasing of gubernatorial
powers via constitutional changes, and greater professionalism in
the civil service in the executive branch, portend an upset in the
balance of power in Massachusetts if the Legislature does not
“modernize” itself as well. Legislative committees without ade-
quate independent professional staff will be no match for the ex-
ecutive official who appears before them with his expert team of
civil service professionals.
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Legislative Internship Program. Since August 1965, the Massa-
chusetts General Court has benefitted from a legislative intern-
ship program which has provided full-time internships to four
promising graduate students, and part-time internships to another
17 or 18 undergraduate students, each year. The program is under
the immediate direction of Professor George Goodwin of the Un-
iversity of Massachusetts at Boston, who is guided in turn by a
21-member advisory committee composed of legislators, academ-
icians and other eminent citizens. The student interns are selected
by the advisory committee from among applicants from colleges
throughout the Commonwealth. The cost of salaries of the four
full-time graduate interns is shared 50% by the Commonwealth,
and 50% by the Ford Foundation, whereas the compensation of
part-time undergraduate interns is financed by grants from the
federal government (90%) and the Sperry and Hutchinson Found-
ation (10%).

In the first year of this program, the four graduate interns
were assigned, respectively, to assist (1) the Special Joint Com-
mittee on Improvement of the Practices of the General Court,
(2) the Joint Committee on Federal Financial Assistance, (3) the
Joint Committee on the Judiciary, and (4) the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Special Joint Committee on Low In-
come Housing. In the second year, just started, such interns have
been detailed to the last-named committee, and to the Special
Commission on Civil Service and Public Personnel Administration.

Undergraduate interns have been assigned to individual legisla-
tors and to the offices of the legislative leaders for limited re-
search tasks.

Currently, only the Legislative Research Council and the nine
following standing committees have their own office space: the
Joint Committees on Counties, Federal Financial Assistance, and
the Judiciary; the Senate and House Rules Committees; the Sen-
ate and House Committees on Ways and Means; and the Senate
and House Committees on Bills in Third Reading (which use the
Senate and House Counsel’s offices).

Committee Office Space
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In compliance with the request of the Special Joint Committee
on Improvement of the Practices of the General Court, this chap-
ter discusses the legislative committee systems of 24 other states
which are either industrial jurisdictions, or states with recently-
revised standing committee systems, or both. This discussion is
confined to standing (permanent) committees, and does not at-
tempt analysis of state practices re temporary special committees.

To obtain the desired information for these comparative pur-
poses, the Legislative Research Bureau sent out a questionnaire
to the legislative research or reference agencies of a total of
25 states, including the four neighboring states indicated by un-
derscoring (Calif., Colo., Conn., Ga., HI., Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich.,
Mo., Nev., N.J., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, Ore., Pa., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt.,
Wash., W. Va., and Wise.). That questionnaire, which posed 18
inquiries relative to various aspects of legislative committee sys-
tems, was answered by all states except Washington.

Of the 24 responding states, most (21) are either urban indus-
trial states like Massachusetts, or are rural states containing sig-
nificant urban areas. The remainder (3) are rural states included
only because of their recent efforts to improve their legislative
committee systems (Nev., N.D. and Vf.).

Table 2 of this text presents comparative data for Massachu-
setts and the 24 responding states in respect to (a) their popu-
lations based on the 1960 federal decennial census, (b) the num-
bers of senators and representatives (assemblymen) currently
authorized in each state, and (c) the number of bills and other
documents introduced into each state legislature in its 1964 or
1965 regular general session (whichever is most recent). The
states are arranged in order of their legislative workloads as
measured in terms of such introductions, commencing with the

CHAPTER ID.

CHARACTERISTICS OF 24 OTHER STATE LEGISLATURES

States Selected for Survey

Sizes and Workloads of State Legislatures
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Table 2. Population, Legislative Membership and 1965 Bill Volume
in 25 Selected States U)

1960Population Number of Members No. of Bills, etc.

Senate(2) House IntroducedName of State (Millions)

New York 16.78
Massachusetts 5.14
California 15.71
Connecticut 2.53
Pennsylvania 11.31

Illinois 10.08
Rhode Island 0.85
Maryland 3.10
Wisconsin 3.95
Texas 9.57

Michigan 7.82
Louisiana 3.25
Maine 0.96
Oregon 1,76
New Jersey 6.06

Ohio 9.70
So. Carolina 2.38
Missouri 4.31
Georgia 3.94
Indiana 4.66

Nevada 0.28
No. Dakota 0.63
Colorado 1.75
W. Virginia 1.86
Vermont 0.38

57(5) iso
40 240

10,916
240 5,058(3)

5,021(4)
4,826

40 80
36 177(5)

203(5)50 3,672

58 177 3,590(4)
2,68146 100

43(5) 123(5) 2,177
33 100 1,999
31 150 1,771

38 1,730110
39 1,657(6)

1,591
105

34 151
30 60 1,387

1,38329(5) 60

33(5) 99(5) 1,369
46 124 1,356
34 163 1,192
54 205 1,141(6)

1,13850 100

20(5) 40(5) 1,095
49 109 925
35 65 863(4)

34 100 795
30 150 546

1 Sources: Council of State Governments, The Book of the States 1966-1967,
Vol. XVI, Chicago, 111., 592pp, At pp. 46-47 and 62-63; questionnaire returns
to Legislative Research Bureau.

2 Omits Lieutenant-Governor where he is member-at-large (as presiding officer
of Senate).

3 Count does not include bill redrafts (subsequent reprintings of revised bills
as new bill numbers).

4 Count does not include proposed constitutional amendments or resolutions.
5 Effective with 1966 election.
6 Year 1964.
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state reporting the greatest number of introductions (N.Y.) and
tapering off to the state with the least burdened legislature
(Vt.). This tabulation is based on data compiled by the Council
of State Governments in the 1966-1967 edition of The Book of
the States, and on information gathered from other sources by
the Legislative Research Bureau.

In general, Table 2 indicates no clear, reliable correlation of
(a) state population and the size of each state legislature to
(b) the volume of measures presented to each regular legislative
session for consideration. Evidently, other factors are more signif-
icant in determining the workloads of these legislatures.

The populations of the 25 states in Table 2 vary from a little
over three-quarters of a million persons in Nevada to over 16.7
million people in New York. Among these states, Massachusetts
is ninth largest, with a population of 5.14 millions; being surpassed
by New York (16.7 millions), California (15.7 millions), Penn-
sylvania (11.31 millions), Illinois (10.08 millions), Ohio (9.70
millions), Texas (9.57 millions), Michigan (7.82 millions) and
New Jersey (6.06 millions). Of the 16 smaller states, two have
populations of between four and five millions (Ind. and Mo.),
four have between three and four million people (Ga., La., Md.
and Wise.), five contain between 1.75 million and 2.53 million
persons (Colo., Conn., Ore., S.C. and W.Va.) and five have pop-
ulations of fewer than one million {Me., Nev., N.D., R.L, and Vt.).

In respect to the sizes of their legislatures, Massachusetts
which has the second largest state legislature nationally leads
the 25 states in Table 2 with its 40-member Senate and 240-
member House of Representatives. Among the 24 other states in
the table, Senate membership ranges from a low of 20 members
(Nev.) to a high of 58 members (111.); nine state Senates are
larger than the 40-member Massachusetts Senate (Ga., 111., Ind.,
Md., N.Y., N.D., Pa., R.I. and S.C.); one also has a 40 member
Senate (Calif.), and 14 states have smaller Senates (Colo., Conn.,
La., Me., Mich., Mo., Nev., N.J., Ohio, Ore., Tex., Vt., W.Va., and
Wise.). The Assemblies and Houses of Representatives of the 24
other states also vary, all being smaller than their Massachusetts
counterpart. These bodies vary from as few as 20 in Nevada to
as many as 209 in Pennsylvania (203 beginning in 1966) and
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205 in Georgia. A House membership range of from 99 (Ohio)
to 177 (Conn., and 111.) prevails among these states (Conn., HI.,
Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich., Mo., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, R. 1., S.C., Tex.,
Vt., W.Va. and Wise.). Smaller Houses exist in California (80)
Colorado (65), Oregon and New Jersey (60 each) and Nevada (40).

The volume of business of the 25 legislatures, in numbers of
bills and other documents introduced for legislative action, is also
indicated in Table 2. These figures must be regarded as approxi-
mate, since the 25 states do not report their statistics on a uni-
form basis. As noted New York leads in numbers of introduc-
tions (10,196), followed by the five urbanized states of Massa-
chusetts (5,058), California (5,021), Connecticut (4,826), Penn-
sylvania (3,672) and Illinois (3,590). Of the remaining 19 states,
only two had legislative workloads of more than 2,000 measures
(Md. and R. 1. ); 13 legislatures considered between 1,000 and
2,000 measures (Ga., Ind., La., Me., Mich., Mo., Nev., N.J., Ohio,
Ore., S.C., Tex., and Wise.); and four legislatures less than 1,000
measures (Colo., N.D., Vt., and W.Va.).

Constitutional and other limitations upon the frequency and
length of legislative sessions affect the workloads of those bodies.
Manifestly, a legislature such as the Massachusetts General
Court, which meets annually and without any restrictions upon
the length of its session, may consider a greater amount of leg-
islative proposals in a more judicious setting than a legislative
body which meets biennially or in limited annual sessions.

In 12 of the 24 states responding to the Legislative Research
Bureau questionnaire, biennial legislative sessions are required by
the state constitution {Conn., 111., Ind., Me., Mo., Nev., N.D., Ohio,
Ore., Tex., Vt. and Wise.). The remaining 12 states have annual
legislative sessions, as does Massachusetts (Calif., Colo., Ga., La.,
Md., Mich., N.J., N.Y., Pa., R. 1., S.C. and W.Va.). Of this latter
group, five jurisdictions have alternating “general” annual ses-
sions at which bill introductions are unrestricted, followed by a
“budgetary” annual session in the next year at which only ap-

Limitations cm Legislative Sessions

Frequency of Sessions
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propriation bills, gubernatorial messages and certain other mat-
ters may be considered (Calif., Colo., La., Pa., and W.Va.). One
of these five states (California) will convert to regular annual
sessions in 1967, by virtue of a constitutional amendment ap-
proved by its electorate in November 1966.

Constitutional or other provisions govern the length of legisla-
tive sessions in a majority (14) of the 24 responding states.
Among these, Missouri requires adjournment by July 15th, a pe-
riod of about 195 calendar days and Connecticut specifies adjourn-
ment by the first Wednesday after the first Monday in June,
allowing about 150 to 155 calendar days of session. Texas limits
its legislative sessions to 140 calendar days, while the Illinois
Legislature as a matter of tradition rather than of constitutional
mandate ends its sessions by July Ist (a six-month limitation).
The Colorado Legislature is allowed a biennial total of 160 cal-
endar days for both its alternating “general” and “budgetary”
annual sessions. Similar alternating 120 day and 30 day limits
apply to California’s annual legislative sessions. Maryland limits
its sessions to 70 days, with a lesser 61 day limitation effective
in Indiana. North Dakota imposes a 60-day limit, while Nevada
and Rhode Island seek a like objective by means of a 60-day
limit on the per diem pay of legislators. The states of Louisiana
and West Virginia have alternating 60-day and 30-day limits on
their annual sessions, and a similar practice of alternating 45-
day and 40-day limits prevails in Georgia.

On the other hand, 10 of the 24 states (and Massachusetts)
have no such session limitations (Me., Mich., N.J., N.Y., Ohio,
Ore., Pa., S.C., Vt., and Wise.).

Supporters of the foregoing types of session limitations argue
that they discourage dilatory handling of the legislature’s busi-
ness, and that they militate against the operation of “Parkin-
son’s Law” under which “the volume of legislative business ex-
pands to fill the time available for its consideration.” Critics, on
the other hand, argue that such limitations are unrealistic in an

Length of Session

Unrestricted Legislative Sessions
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era when legislatures must resolve a growing number of increas-
ingly complex questions arising out of rapidly-changing economic
and social conditions. Thus, the Committee on Legislative Process
and Procedures of the National Legislative Conference has as-
serted that

... legislatures cannot properly fulfill their important functions without
adequate time to consider and dispose of the questions before them. Un-
due restrictions defeat the deliberative character of legislatures, con-
tribute to the . . . legislative “log-jam” at the close of sessions, and result
in inadequate consideration of measures deserving close attention .

.
.

... The Committee desires to emphasize that the legislature has a
basic and significant function to perform .

.
. and that it should have

freedom of action and adequate time for that purpose. This is the heart
of the matter. The ills of democracy are not cured by

.
.

. undue or
unrealistic restrictions upon the legislature’s power to meet, to deliberate,
and to act.i

The volume of legislative business is also influenced significantly
by other factors such as (a) local “home rule” practices, (b) the
extent to which power is delegated by the legislature to adminis-
trative authorities, and (c) limitations upon the filing of “special”
or “private” bills.

Constitutional and statutory home rule provisions, granting
broad powers to local governments with respect to their charters
and local legislative authority, exist in all but three of the 24
states (Ind., Me., and N.D.). These provisions, discussed at
length in a recent report of the Legislative Research Council,2

tend to reduce the frequency with which local governments peti-
tion their state legislatures for enabling laws of one sort or an-
other. Such a constitutional home rule provision was ratified by
the Massachusetts electorate on November 8, 1966.

Information is not immediately available to indicate the extent
to which each of the 24 responding states may have eased its

Other Factors Affecting Legislative Workloads

1 Council of State Governments, American State Legislatures in Mid-Twentieth
Century, Final Report of the Committee on Legislative Process and Proce-
dures of the National Legislative Conference, RR-3, Chicago, 111., 1961,

22pp., at p. 11.
2 Mass. Legislative Research Council, Municipal Home Rule, Senate, No. 950

of 1965, 135pp.
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legislative workload by authorizing action by state administrative
agencies in certain situations. As an illustration, a 1965 study of
the Legislative Research Council, 1 shows that at least 11 of the
24 responding states have constitutional or statutory provisions
permitting administrative or judicial bodies to settle private
claims against the state (Calif., Conn., Ga., HI., Mich., Nev., Ohio,
Pa., S.C., W.Va. and Wise.).

Finally, 17 of the 24 states involved in this study have consti-
tutional provisions which either prohibit or drastically curtail the
consideration of private bills (Calif., Colo., Ga., 111., Ind., Me.,
Md., Mich., Mo., Nev., N.J., N.D., Pa., S.C., Tex., W.Va. and
Wise.). In addition, the “home rule” provisions of 21 of the 24
states generally bar legislative consideration of special bills ap-
plicable to but a single local government. These “private” and
“special” bill restrictions tend to limit the number of such bills
admitted by the legislature, while stressing general legislation as
the solution to the state’s problems.

Number's and Sizes of Standing Committees

The 24 states answering the Legislative Research Bureau
questionnaire furnished data as the numbers, types and sizes of
committees of their state legislatures. This information has been
supplemented by statistics published by the Council of State
Governments in the 1966-1967 edition of the Book of the States 2

While some states provided complete information relative to
their committees to both the Research Bureau and the Council
of State Governments, others appear to have supplied incomplete

Difficulties in Obtaining ComparativeData

CHAPTER IV.

STANDING COMMITTEE SYSTEMS OF 24 OTHER
STATE LEGISLATURES

1 Mass. Legislative Research Council. Reduction of Workload of the General
Court, Senate, No. 990 of 1965, 86pp. at pp. 68-75.

2 Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1966-1967, vol. XVI,
Chicago 111., 1966. 592pp. At pp. 45, 53, 68 and 80-81.
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data. Although states reported both “substantive” and “adminis-
trative” committees, others omitted the latter from their re-
sponses. Different treatment was also accorded to joint commit-
tees established by statute, as contrasted with those authorized
by legislative rule. The former category includes such bodies as
legislative councils, legislative audit committees and, occasionally,
joint budget (ways and means) committees. Hence, because of
these reporting and classification problems, some of the informa-
tion set forth in the following text must be regarded as approxi-
mate rather than exact.

As revealed in the following Table 3, the legislatures of Mas-
sachusetts and the 24 responding states covered by this survey
differ considerably with respect to the numbers of their standing
committees and of legislators serving on each such committee.
In addition, differences exist not only between legislatures, but
also between the two branches of the individual state legislatures.

These differences in legislative practice reflect such variable
factors as (a) the historical background and traditions of each
legislature, (b) the number of legislators available for commit-
tee service as shown in the preceding Table 2, (c) the presence
or absence of a strong two-party system in the state, (d) legisla-
tive procedural policies, (e) the extend to which rapport between
the Senate and House favors the use of joint committees, (f)
the relative importance of individual committees politically and
in terms of their workloads, and (g) the time available for the
transaction of legislative business.

In general, all states resemble Massachusetts in having a small
number of “administrative” or “housekeeping” standing commit-
tees in each branch of their legislature, while relying on a much
greater number of “substantive” standing committees to hold
hearings upon bills and report recommendations relative thereto.
Nearly all states indicated that they have rules committees in
each branch, which often have both “administrative” and “sub-
stantive” functions; in some cases, these rules committees act

General Considerations

Numbers of Standing Committees
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either concurrently or as a joint committee in matters of joint
concern to the two branches.

The number of senate standing committees reported by the 24
other states range from a high of 35 in California to a low of
three in Connecticut and Maine. The largest number of House
committees (47) is found in Missouri, the fewest (5) in Connec-
ticut. Also, Missouri has the largest number of separate Senate
and House standing committees (77) and Connecticut the smallest
separate committee total (8). Massachusetts compares favorably
with Connecticut, in that the General Court has but 14 separate
committees of each branch, six in the Senate and eight in the
House (if the separate Senate and House Committees of the
Joint Committees on Counties, Municipal Finance, the Ways and
Means are counted).

While all responding states except New York have at least one
joint standing committee either by statute (such as legislative
councils) or by joint rule (such as joint committees on rules or
on ways and means), only the two states of Connecticut and
Maine approach Massachusetts in depending primarily upon joint
standing committees for the conduct of their legislative business.
In contrast with Massachusetts which has 35 of these joint com-
mittees, Connecticut and Maine report 31 and 25 such committees,
respectively. California makes the next most extensive use of
joint standing committees (10), but that state relies primarily
upon separate Senate (35) 1 and House (26) standing committees.

Of the remaining 20 states, two reported six joint standing
committees each (N.J. and Wise.); one has four joint committees
(Colo.); four reported three such committees (Ga., Md., R. 1.,
and S.C.); seven indicated the existence of two joint standing
committees (HI., Ind., La., Mich., N.D., Ore. and W.Va.); and six
reportedly have at least one joint standing committee (Mo., Nev.,
Ohio, Pa., Tex., and Vt.). This count of “joint standing commit-
tees” includes the legislative council-type bodies found in all but
three of the 20 states (Calif., Ore., and W.Va.); in Pennsylvania

l This group of 35 Senate standing committees in California includes 21
standing committees of reference, and 14 permanent fact-finding com-
mittees which are active mostly during the legislative interim period.
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that body is composed of the full memberships of the Senate
and House.

If all separate and joint standing committees are counted, Mas-
sachusetts with 14 separate committees and 35 joint committees
(totalling 49) ranks in eleventh position relative to the total
number of legislative committees, as follows: Mo. (78), Calif.
(71), N.Y. (69), Tex. (69), Mich. (64), Ind. (60), Pa. (57),
W.Va. (55), 111. (51), N.D. (51), Mass. (49), Ga. (48), La. (44),
N.J. (42), Wise. (42), Nev. (41), Conn. (39), Ore. (38), Colo.
(36), S.C. (36), Ohio (35), R.I. (35), Me. (34), Md. (34) and
Vt. (33).

Sizes of Standing Committees
Seven of the other 24 states, about one-third of the total

respondants indicated the numbers of legislators on their stand-
ing committees {Conn., Ga., HI., La., Me., N.D. and Wise.).

In general, administrative standing committees have small
memberships, except for the politically important rules commit-
tees. Thus, in Connecticut, separate administrative committees of
each chamber normally have a minimum of three members,
while joint administrative committees other than the Rules Com-
mittee have six members; the latter committee consists of 10
Senators and 20 Representatives. Similarly, administrative stand-
ing committees of the Georgia Legislature are small, except for
the 20-member Senate Rules Committee and the 27-member
House Rules Committee. In Illinois, administrative standing com-
mittees range from three to 10 in membership, except for a 17-
member Senate Committee on Committees. Small administrative
standing committees are reported in Louisiana, Maine, North Da-
kota and Wisconsin, except for a 16-member Louisiana House
Affairs Committee and a 22-member North Dakota House Rules
Committee. These practices contrast with the similar Massachu-
setts structure of 3-7 member administrative standing committees,
except for the Senate and the House Rules Committees of 11
and 17 members, respectively.

Substantive standing committee memberships generally vary
from one state legislature to another, and from one house to
another. In Connecticut, most joint standing committees consist
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Table Numbers and Sizes of Standing Committees in Massachusetts
and 2Jf Other Selected Statesi

Number of StandingCommittees Range in Size (Membership)

State nnt Senate House Joint

LO 5-13 3-20 6-14
4 5-15 4-19 6-13
51 3-10 3-20 6-39
3 3-28 5-62 10(4)
2 3-22 6-35 10-12
2 5-11 7-16 16(4)

2 3-17 9-20 17-18
25 4-12 4- 7 7-19
55 3-11 3-17 12-28
3 3-15 6-31 6-20
2 6-9 5-16 6-14
1 5-15 5-50 20
1 3-5 5-9 8
6 6-9 7- 8 12
0 6-25 5-20 0

2 2-15 3-22 11(4)
1 7-9 7-25 14
2 5-9 9 14(6)
1 10-24 11-19 —(V)

3 5-13 9-17 7- 9
3 5-18 5-27 5-15
1 5-21 5-21 17
1 5-6 15 16
2 5-18 12-25 10-14
6 3-13 4-14 5-15

Senate House Joint

Calif.
Colo.
Conn.
Ga.

35(3) 26 10
20 13 4

3 5 31
20 25 3

111. 24 25 2
29 29 2Ind.

La. 20 22 2
3 6 25Me.
6(5) 8(5) 35Mass.

Md. 16 15 3

21 41 2Mich.
Mo. 30 47 1

19 21 1Nev.
N.J.
N.Y.

18 18 6
31 38 0

N.D.
Ohio
Ore.

24 25 2
13 21 1
20 16

35Pa.
R.I.

21
1517

8S.C.
Tex.
Vt.

25
4325
1517

W. Va.
Wise.

2429
2511

1 Sources: Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1966-1967,
vol. XVI, Chicago, HI., 1966; State replies to Mass. Legislative
Research Council questionnaire of July 13, 1966.

Includes legislative councils, legislative audit committees and other statutory
Senate-House joint committees where reported.

3 Includes 21 standing committees of reference, plus 14 permanent fact-finding
standing committees which function largely during interim.

4 Legislative Council or Services Committee. Memberships of other joint
committees not reported.

5 Includes three committees whose members also sit jointly with their counter-
part committee of the other branch as a joint committee (Counties, Munici-
pal Finance, Ways and Means).

6 Joint Ways and Means Committee. Legislative Counsel Committee not
reported.

7 Whole Senate and House membership comprise Joint State Government
Commission.
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of six Senators and 20 Representatives; a larger membership of
10 Senators and 29 Representatives is authorized for the two
joint committees on (a) Appropriations and (b) Education. Separ-
ate standing committees of the Georgia Legislature range in size
from four members to 28 members in the Senate, and from 11
members to 62 members in the House; in each instance, the
Committee on Temperance in each branch has the minimum mem-
bership, whereas, maximum memberships occur in the strategic
Senate and House Committees on Appropriations. In Louisiana
substantive committees have 6-17 members in the Senate and 9-20
members in the House with fiscal committees recording the larger
memberships. Most substantive standing committees in Maine, all
joint, have 10 members, while a maximum of 19 members serve
on the Legislative Research Committee. The North Dakota Senate
and House have such committees of 10-15 members and 21-22
members, respectively. In Massachusetts, joint standing commit-
tees vary in membership from 12 (Legislative Research Council)
to 28 (Joint Committee on Ways and Means), with most having
a membership of 15.

In all 24 responding states, the legislatures emulate the United
States Congress in basing their standing committee systems upon
functional administrative committees and “subject-matter” sub-
stantive committees.

The administrative committees of each state invariably include
in their number a rules committee or a committee with a dif-
ferent name but similar authority. The remaining administrative
committees reflect, by their functions, the varying procedural
and housekeeping practices among the 24 states.

Each state has a format of substantive committees whereunder
one such committee is organized to consider bills and other pro-
posals relating to a specific subject-matter area of state concern
or to a grouping of such topical areas. Over the years, each leg-
islature has altered the number of its substantive committees,
and their topical jurisdictions, in an effort (a) to achieve con-
tinuity and experience in committee consideration of legislative
proposals, (b) to adapt to changing conditions in the state as

Formats of Standing Committee Systems.
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reflected in the topics of bills filed, and (c) to prevent too uneven
or inefficient a distribution of legislative business among com-
mittees.

The substantive committee format differs from one legislature
to another, according to the preferences and needs of individual
legislatures and to the volume and kind of legislative business.
In general, a smaller number of joint or separate substantive
committees tends to expand the subject-matter jurisdiction of
each such committee. Conversely, a larger number of committees
breeds narrower specialization.

The subject-matter jurisdictions of legislative standing com-
mittees follow several patterns in the 24 selected state legislatures.
In California, these committees conform roughly to the format
of the state code. The state of Pennsylvania, on the other hand,
employs a legislative standing committee structure which paral-
lels the structure of the executive branch; under this plan, partic-
ular committees are “counterparts” to particular executive agen-
cies or groups of agencies. In five other states, the standing
committees closely resemble the Congressional committees in top-
ical jurisdiction (Ind., Md., R. 1., S.C. and Wise.). The responses
of the remaining 17 states suggest combinations of these prac-
tices, with extensive local innovations.

No state reported the use of non-specialized committees as part
of its legislative standing committee system, as is done in the
British House of Commons. Normally, every bill can be referred
to some one of the substantive standing committees, or to the
committees on rules. The closest approach in 20 of the 24 state
legislatures to a generalized “committee without portfolio” is
their legislative council which acts, however, only when extended
research is first desired with respect to a legislative proposal.

Certain types of important substantive standing committees
predominate, such as those on ways and means (appropriations),
taxation (revenue), education, labor (industrial relations), and
highways. Other committees vary in significance from state to
state. Thus, in an urban industrial state, committees concerned
with such issues as labor relations and metropolitan affairs are
more prestigious than committees on agriculture (whereas the
opposite is true in rural states).
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National Trends Reported hy Council of State Governments
In the 1966-1967 edition of its Book of the States, the Council of

State Governments has reported a nationwide trend toward the
reduction in the number of standing committees in state
legislatures;

The 1964-65 biennium saw, at reduced tempo, a continuation of the
trend to reduction in standing committees. The cumulative effects of
these changes over a twenty-year period are shown on the following inset
table. Between 1946 and 1965 the median number of House standing
committees serving each state dropped from thirty-nine to twenty-one,
and Senate committees have declined from thirty-one to twenty. Major
reductions in the past biennium affected both House and Senate com-
mittees in lowa and Senate committees in Kentucky.

Number of Number of States in Each Range
Standing House Senate (a) Joint

Committees 191,6 1965 191f6 1965 19J,6(h) 1965(0

10 or under 0 5 0 5 23 23
11-20 2 16 8 24 0 0
21-30 9 15 15 16 0 2
31-40 15 5 13 3 2 1
41-50 12 8 9 2 1 0
51-60 7 0 2 0 0 0
61-70 2 0 1 0 0 0

(a) Nebraska is included only under “Senate”.
Ct>) Excludes 22 states reporting no joint standing committees.
(O Excludes 23 states reporting no joint standing committees.

Legislatures, generally, make little use of joint referral or standing
committees, despite the frequency with which studies have suggested
them. Twenty-four states have no such committees; thirteen have only
one apiece; and ten have between three and six. Connecticut, Maine and
Massachusetts are, as they have been for many years, the only states
which rely on joint committees for the bulk or session-time hearings . . .1

Earlier caveats concerning different state practices in classifying
“standing committees” and in reporting counts thereof to the
Council of State Governments and to the Massachusetts Legisla-
tive Research Bureau apply to the above-quoted inset table.

i Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1966-1967, supra.,
p. 68.
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Among the 24 states which answered the Legislative Research
Bureau questionnaire, practices vary from state to state and from
one chamber to another in respect to the appointment of mem-
bers of standing committees. In general, Houses of Representa-
tives (Assemblies) give greater evidence of uniform practice than
do State Senates.

In the Senates of 11 of the 24 responding jurisdictions, both
majority and minority party members of standing committees are
appointed by the presiding officer of the Senate who is either
(a) the Lieutenant-Governor or (b) a Senate President elected by
the Senate itself as in Massachusetts (Ga., Ind., La., Me., Md.,
Nev., N.J., Ore., R. 1., Tex., and W.Va.). In another three states,
all such appointments are made by a Senate President Pro
Tempore elected by the Senate membership (Mo., NY. and Pa.).
In this whole group of 14 states only four reported that it is
the practice for the appointing officer to consult with the Senate
Minority Leader, and to be guided significantly by the latter’s
recommendations in the naming of minority party members of
standing committees (Ind., N.J., N.Y. and Pa.).

In five of the 24 states, all majority and minority members
of Senate standing committees are —• with certain exceptions
named by (a) the Senate Rules Committee or (b) by a Senate
Committee on Committees (Calif., 111., Mich., N.D. and Vt.). In a
sixth state (Ohio), the Senate President makes these appoint-
ments upon recommendation by a Senate Committee on Com-
mittees, while the Senate of a seventh state elects all standing
committee members on nomination by its Senate Committee on
Committees which consulted previously with the majority and
minority party caucuses (Wise.). Usually, the foregoing commit-
tees on committees consist either of (a) certain legislative lead-

Methods of Appointment

CHAPTER V.

APPOINTMENT OF STANDING COMMITTEES
OF 24 OTHER STATE LEGISLATURES

Senate Standing Committees
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ers plus a number of members elected by the Senate, or (b)
only of members elected by the Senate. Only two states indicated
that their Senate Committee on Committees must include a
guaranteed minimum number of minority party members (HI.
and Mich.).

Other practices are reported by the remaining three states of
Colorado, Connecticut and South Carolina. In Colorado, the Sen-
ate Majority Leader designates both majority and minority party
members of Senate standing committees. A similar procedure pre-
vails in Connecticut, where those leaders make their appointments
in tune with the sentiment of their own party Senate caucuses.
In the one-party South Carolina Senate, the Senate itself elects
all committee members.

Aside from appointed members, Senate committees may also
include certain legislative leaders automatically as members ex
officiis. Thus, in Georgia, the Senate President is a member ex
officio of every Senate committee.

Most (18) of the 24 responding states indicated that members
of their Senate standing committees are named to such commit-
tees for a two-year term, either as a matter of formal rule or
of informal tradition (Calif., Colo., Conn., HI., Ind., Me., Mich.,
Mo., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, Pa., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt, W.Va. and Wise.).
This group of 18 states includes eight with annual legislative
sessions or with “split” alternating general and budgetary annual
sessions (Calif., Colo., Mich., N.Y., Pa., R. 1., S.C. and W.Va.).

In another five states, members of Senate standing committees
are appointed for only one year at a time (Ga., Md., Nev., N.J.
and Ore.); at least two of these five states have biennial legis-
lative sessions, and seem to require reappointment of their Sen-
ate standing committees in event of a special session (Nev. and
Ore.). Annual sessions prevail in the other three states of this
group (Ga., Md. and N.J.).

Finally, in the single state of Louisiana, members of the Senate
standing committees are reportedly designated for four years,
their full Senate elective term.

Terms of Appointment
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Limits Upon Committee Appointments Per Senator
Only five of the 24 responding states reported any restrictions

by their Senates with regard to the number of standing commit-
tees upon which any one Senator may serve (Conn., Ga., Mich.,
N.D. and Wise.). In Connecticut and Wisconsin, informal limits
of three and two standing committee appointments per Senator
are effective respectively. The two states of Michigan and North
Dakota limit the number of standing committee appointments of
only those Senators serving on their Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees. The former state forbids such additional committeeman-
ships, while the latter allows only one additional standing com-
mittee assignment. Georgia imposes a ceiling of four standing
committee memberships per Senator.

House Standing Committees
Method of Appointment

With but two exceptions (Conn, and Pa.), the respondent states
follow the Massachusetts practice whereby the Speaker of the
House of Representatives or Assembly names both the majority
and minority pary members of all House committees (Calif.,
Colo., Ga., 81., Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich., Mo., Nev., N.J., N.Y.,
Ohio, Ore., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt., W.Va. and Wise.). In at least
six of the 22 states in this group, minority party members of
committees are named by the Speaker upon the recommendation
of the House Minority Leader, in accordance with tradition or
with the House rules (Colo., HI., Ind., N.J., Ohio, and Wise.).

In Connecticut, majority and minority members of House stand-
ing committees are named by the Speaker and House Minority
Leader, respectively, in conformity with decisions made in the
House caucuses of their political parties.

In Pennsylvania, the member of all standing committees except
the Rules Committee are appointed by the House on recommen-
dation of its Committee on Committees consisting of the Speaker,
seven members of the majority party and three members of the
minority party (whose method of selection was not reported);
the House Majority and Minority Leaders are ex officiis members
of every such standing committee without voting rights. The Rules
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Committee, however, consists of the Speaker and ten other mem-
bers including (1) the House Majority Leader, (2) the House
Minority Leader, (3) the House Minority Whip, (4) one other
minority party member named by the Minority Leader and (5)
six other majority party members designated by the Speaker. The
Speaker names all special and select committees.

In 17 of the 24 states, members of House standing committees
are named to those committees for a two-year period (Colo.,
Conn., HI., Ind., Me., Mich., Mo., N.Y., N.D., Ohio, Pa., R. 1., S.C.,
Tex., Vt., W.Va., and Wise.). Biennial legislative sessions are the
rule in all but seven of these states (Colo., Mich., N.Y., Pa., R.1.,
S.C. and W.Va.). One-year appointments prevail in six other
states (Calif., Ga., Md., Nev., N.J. and Ore.). In one state, Louisi-
ana, committee members are reportedly selected for a four-year
term. By and large, the Senate and House practices of these
states are similar, with some modest variations.

Limits Upon Committee Appointments Per House Member
In contrast with five state Senates which limit the number of

committee appointments per Senator, at least eight of the 24
responding states reported such formal or informal limitations
on the number of committee seats allocated to each member of
their respective Houses of Representatives (Calif., Conn., Ga.,
111., Mich., N.D., Ohio and Wise.). Of these eight states, two
have limitations of four committees per Representative (111. and
N.D.); four report a three-committee restriction (Calif., Conn.,
Ga. and Ohio); one emulates Massachusetts by limiting to two
the number of committee assignments per Representative (Wise.);
and one other state forbids other committee posts to members
of its House Ways and Means Committee (Mich.).

As previously indicated, only two of the 24 responding states
rely primarily upon joint standing committees to consider and
report on legislative proposals, as is done in Massachusetts {Conn.
and Me.). Three more of these states have between five and ten

Terms of Appointment

Joint Standing Committees
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such joint committees, while depending largely upon separate sub-
stantive standing committees in each branch (Calif., N.J. and
Wise.). And the remaining 18 states have in most instances only
one, two or three standing bodies, including statutory entities
such as legislative councils.

Except in the case of legislative council-type committees and
other statutory joint standing bodies, states having joint stand-
ing committees generally provide that their Senate and House
members shall be appointed in the same manner and for the
same terms as required for the naming of most standing com-
mittees of their respective branches. The number of joint stand-
ing committees on which any legislator may serve is subject to
such limitations if any as his branch may have relative
to its own separate committees. These aspects have all been des-
cribed in the preceding text.

In the instance of statutory joint standing committees, these
requirements vary in many states from those applicable to other
standing committees which are created by the rules of the legis-
lature.

The Senate members of the Colorado Legislative Council are
named by the presiding officer of the Senate rather than by the
Senate Majority Leader, who makes appointments to other stand-
ing committees on the part of the Senate. Moreover, the appoint-
ment of Council members by the presiding officers of the Senate
and House are subject to ratification by their respective cham-
bers in both Colorado and Maryland. In Illinois and Vermont,
Senate members of the Legislative Council are designated by the
Senate President and not by the Senate Committee or Commit-
tees. Furthermore, in some states whose Senate or House stand-
ing committee members serve but one year on those committees,
the terms of legislative council members have been fixed instead
at two years (for example, N.J.). In this context, the term “leg-
islative council” is also used to embrace similar committees of
different titles.

Ratios of Senate to Hcnise Members
State practices differ in respect to the matter of “equal” vs.

Method of Appointment and Terms
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“unequal” Senate and House representation on joint standing
committees.

Thus, in at least ten states, joint standing committees (includ-
ing legislative council-type bodies where existing) are reportedly
composed of equal numbers of Senators and Representatives
(Calif., Colo., Ind., La., Md., Mo., Nev., Ohio, Ore., and Vt.) .

Unequal numbers of Senate and House members characterize all
or nearly all of these committees in another six of the 24 re-
porting states, (Conn., Me., N.D., R. 1., Tex., and Wise.). The prac-
tices of the remaining seven states were not reported.

Of particular note are the ratios of Senate to House members
effective in the states of Connecticut and Maine which, like
Massachusetts, rely on joint standing committees as the basis of
their committee systems. Most of Connecticut’s 31 joint standing
committees have six Senate and 20 House members, with several
committees having as few as three Senators and three Repre-
sentatives and with several other committees having as many
as ten Senators and 29 Representatives. In Maine, most of that
state’s 25 joint committees consist of three Senators and seven
Representatives, although the Legislative Research Committee is
somewhat larger (seven Senators, ten Representatives and two
ex officiis members).

Committee Chairmen
Most of the 24 responding states resemble Massachusetts in

respect to their methods of designating the chairmen of legisla-
tive standing committees.

Like Massachusetts, all have certain committees which auto-
matically include the legislative leaders of both parties, and of
which the principal majority party Senator or Representative is
chairman. That leader, in the Senate, may be the Senate Presi-
dent, or the Senate President Pro Tempore, or, in the absence
of the foregoing, the Senate Majority Leader. In the House of
Representatives the Speaker is the chairman. As a rule, such
ex officiis chairmanships occur only in respect to Committees
on Rules, Committees on Committees or other committees of
different title performing like'functions.
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In all but one of the 24 states (S.C.), the officer or Committee
on Committees who appoints members of Senate and House
standing committees also names the chairman of each such com-
mittee. In the instance of joint standing committees created by
the rules of the legislature, it is common practice for the Senate
appointing authority to designate a Senate Chairman of each
such committee while a “second in command” House chairman is
designated by the Speaker. The sole exception to these practices
is the State of South Carolina wherein the Senate and House
elect their respective committees, such committees then electing
their own chairmen.

States having legislative council-type or other statutory stand-
ing committees do not follow the same practices in naming the
chairmen of such bodies as they do in naming the chairmen of
their other standing committees. Thus, in at least six of the re-
sponding states, the legislative council elects its own chairman
(Colo., HI., La., Ohio, R.I. and Wise.), while the Senate Presi-
dent or House Speaker is chairman ex officio of the legislative
council in another three states (Ga., Ind., and Tex.). Information
as to the practices of the remaining states is not immediately
available.

State responses indicate relatively limited use of subcommittees
by standing committees of the legislatures in the 24 states covered
by this survey. As a rule, such subcommittees occur in but a
minority of the standing committees of the Senate or House of
Representatives concerned.

Thus, only two states reported a formal structure of subcom-
mittees within their standing committee systems (Ga. and Ohio),
while another nine states indicated fairly regular use of ad hoc
subcommittees by certain of their standing committees, or in
some instances by their legislative council (Calif., Conn., N.J.,

CHAPTER VI.
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N.Y., N.D., Ore., S.C., Tex. and Wise.). Only occasional ad hoc
creations of subcommittees by standing committees or by the
legislative council were reported by ten states (Colo., HI., Ind.,
La., Md., Mich., Mo., Pa., Vt. and W.Va.). In the three remaining
states, no subcommittees of standing committees were indicated,
although the legislative rules do not forbid the same {Me., Nev.
and R. 1.).

The foregoing information based on state questionnaire re-
sponses is consistent in part with a recent finding by Malcolm
E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson in their comprehensive report.

The whole fabric of the committee system in the states makes it dif-
ficult for the committees to be tightly run citadels of power. The com-
mittees have little or no staff and budget, and they often function for
only a few months during a legislative term. There are only a few
states, such as North Carolina, in which subcommittees are extensively
used; elsewhere there appears to be no need for such structural com-
plexity. There is a large turnover of committee membership in every
session, which make it difficult to develop widely accepted norms and
traditions for committee operation or to accumulate a core of members
who are experts on the subject matter with which the committee deals.
Expert knowledge comes less from committee experience than from the
custom of putting on committees legislators with specific occupational or
professional experience. Lawyers are assigned to the judiciary committee,
insurance men to the insurance committee, and farmers to the agricultural
committee. Not only does this create obvious problems concerning con-
flicts of interest, but it may turn the committee into an arena for compet-
ing interest groups, each of which is directly represented on the com-
mittee.!

Several factors enter into the obvious preference of most state
legislatures for a division of their workloads among many teams
of legislators with full committee status, rather than for the as-
signment of this work to a modest number of standing commit-
tees organized in permanent, formal subcommittees.

Firstly, the more standing committees there are, the more num-
erous are the prestigious “full” committee chairmanships available
for assignment by the majority party leaderships in the Senate
and House of Representatives. From a political viewpoint, such

The Legislative Process in the United States:

1 Jewell, M.E., and Patterson, S.C., The Legislative Process in the United
States, New York, N. Y., Random House, 1966, 573 pp., at p. 228.
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“full” chairmanships are understandably more attractive than sub-
committee chairmanships which must rank in importance after
the chairmanship and vice-chairmanship of their parent standing
committees. In those Senates and Houses of Representatives
which have the larger memberships, more candidates are avail-
able for service on committees, and hence there is greater com-
petition for the desirable chairmanships.

Secondly, a certain amount of “red tape” is likely to character-
ize relationships between a parent standing committee and its
component subcommittees, especially if the latter are authorized
to hold the original public hearings upon matters referred to
them for consideration. Usually, subcommittee reports must go to
the parent committee for adoption or rejection, and may not reach
the floor of the Senate or House of Representatives without par-
ent committee endorsement. Further hearings of controversial
bills or subcommittee reports before the full parent committee
may be sought if the parent committee or some influential interest
group is not satisfied with the subcommittee decision.

Finally, individual organized interest groups dealing with the
legislature prefer, in many instances, to have their problems con-
sidered by specialized “full” standing committees which report
directly to the Senate or House floors and whose attention is
not divided broadly among many other loosely related interests
simultaneously. No hostile “over-committee” stands astride the
path of a report by the specialized subject matter committee
favorable to the particular interest group as a political hazard
added to those already posed by the appropriations and rules
committees.

Of the 24 states covered by this report only two Georgia
and Ohio indicated that they have established formal, perm-
anent subcommittees within certain of their standing committees.
Of the two, Georgia has the most elaborate committee structure,
with subcommittees in three out of 20 Senate standing commit-
tees, and in 20 of 25 House standing committees; no subcom-
mittees were reported in Georgia’s three joint standing commit-
tees. In contrast, Ohio reported permanent subcommittees in two

Two States With Formal Subcommittees
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of its House standing committees, while no such subcommittees
were indicated in the Senate.
Georgia

The rules of the Georgia Senate provide for three types of sub-
committees of Senate standing committees, namely: (1) specific,
permanent subcommittees in three of the 20 standing committees;
(2) subcommittees created by Senate resolution; and (3) such
additional permanent or temporary subcommittees as each stand-
ing committee may see fit to organize within itself. No subcom-
mittees of the two latter types were reported in the Senate in
1965-1966.

Thus, the Senate rules specifically require (a) an eight-member
Subcommittee on Higher Education within the 22-member Senate
Committee on Educational Matters, (b) a five-member Forestry
Subcommittee within the 16-member Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Natural Resources, and (c) a Subcommittee on Institu-
tions and Mental Health, with such number of members as the
Senate President determines, within the Senate Committee on
Health and Welfare. The Senate President selects the membership
and chairmen of the Subcommittees on Higher Education and on
Institutions and Mental Health, whereas the chairman of the par-
ent Committee on Agriculture and Natural Resources designates
the membership and chairman of the Forestry Subcommittee. If
any subcommittees are created by Senate resolution, the Senate
President names their members and chairmen. Apparently, the
members and officers of other subcommittees, created on motion
of their parent committees, are designated in such manner as
those parent committees determine (S.R. 198-200).

In contrast, the Georgia House of Representatives does not pro-
vide in its rules for specific, named subcommittees within its
25 House standing committees. The House rules stipulate that
the Speaker “may create, within his discretion, within any stand-
ing committee a subcommittee or subcommittees and constitute
the membership thereof” (H.R. 33); in such instances, he also
names the chairmen of these subcommittees (H.R. 212). Further-
more, any standing committee may provide, on its own motion,
for the organization of its membership into permanent or tempor-
ary subcommittees on such bases as it desires (H.R. 33 and 214).
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Accordingly, the 1965-1966 Georgia House of Representatives was
reported to have a total of 75 specialized subcommittees which
were distributed among 20 of its 25 standing committees as
indicated in the following Table 4.

Table If. Number and Sizes of Subcommittees of Standing
Committees in the Georgia House of Representatives, 1965-1966

Total Number of Members Per
House Standing Committee on Members Subcomittees Subcommittee

1. Appropriations 62 8 5-6
2. Agriculture 34 6 3
3. Education 44 5 5-8
4. State Institutions & Property 32 5 5-6
5. Ways& Means (e.g. Taxation) 22 5 4
6. Natural Resources 20 5 3-4
7. Highways 41 4 6-7
8. Judiciary 27 4 5-6
9. Hygiene & Sanitation 21 4 4-6

10. Industry 28 3 5-7

11. Motor Vehicles 28 3 6
12. Insurance 24 3 4-6
13. Industrial Relations 22 3 5-6
14. Defense & Veterans Affairs 17 3 4-5
15. Welfare 16 3 4
16. Special Judiciary 15 3 4-5
17. Temperance 11 3 3-4
18. Banks & Banking 36 2 8-10
19. Rules 27 2 8
20. University System of Georgia 24 1 8

21. Game & Fish 21 0
22. State of the Republic 18 0
23. Local Affairs 12 0
24. Auditing, Enrolling, Engrossing

& Journals 9 0
25. Interstate Cooperation 5 0

The largest number of subcommittees per House standing com-
mittee occurred in the 62-member House Committee on Approp-
riations, which had eight subcommittees of five or six members
each. Their jurisdictions were, respectively: (1) agriculture,
parks and public works, (2) the department of revenue, (3)
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education, (4) health, welfare and related agencies, (5) the high-
way department and related agencies, (6) labor, defense and public
safety, (7) law, legislative and regulatory agencies, and (8) the
state retirement system. The least number of subcommittees was
reported in the House Committee on the university system of
Georgia, which had a single subcommittee on the long range pro-
gram. Five standing committees lacked subcommittees altogether.

Most (15) of the 25 House standing committees had three,
four or five subcommittees with between three and eight mem-
bers, depending upon the volume of business considered by the
committee, the extent to which the subject matter lent itself to
specialized subcommittee treatment, and the availability of Rep-
resentatives for subcommittee service. Evidently, many standing
committees with subcommittees do not assign every committee-
man to a subcommittee, but make assignments only as needed
and desired.

In Georgia, both the Senate and House have rules which place
subcommittees under the control of their parent Senate or House
standing committees, and which stipulate that no matter referred
to a subcommittee may be reported to the Senate or House
floor as the case may be, until that matter has been acted upon
by the parent standing committee (S.R. 200 and H.R. 214).
The three joint bodies of the Georgia Legislature the Leg-
islative Services Committee, the Legislative Auditing Committee,
and the Joint Finance Committee are believed to have authority
to designate subcommittees of their members. However, their
practices were not reported.

Ohio
By legislative rule, permanent subcommittees exist within two

of the 21 standing committees of the Ohio House of Representa-
tives. The Speaker of the House is required to divide the 24-
member House Committee on Finance into three subcommittees
on general finance, education, and welfare, respectively; and he
must also organize the 23-member House Judiciary Committee
into two subcommittees on general and special judicial matters.
The House rules do not specify the size of each subcommittee,
thereby leaving this to determination by the Speaker. Each of
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these subcommittees has a chairman which is subject to the author-
ity of the chairman of its respective parent standing committee.
Subcommittee reports must be submitted to their parent commit-
tee whose concurrence is necessary if those reports are to reach
the House floor (H.R. 20).

No such permanent subcommittees were indicated in the Senate
standing committees Neither the Senate nor House rules appear
to prevent other standing committees of either of those two
branches from creating subcommittees as desired, either on a
permanent or temporary basis. The 14-member joint Ohio Legisla-
tive Service Commission has statutory authority to establish sub-
committees, and does so from time to time on an ad hoc basis
(Ohio Stats., s. 103.12).

In nine of the 24 states reviewed by this study legislative stand-
ing committees including legislative councils in certain in-
stances make use of temporary subcommittees organized on
an ad hoc basis during each legislative session, but do not utilize
permanent subcommittees. Usually, some standing committees cre-
ate subcommittees every year, their number and membership being
dictated by practical workload considerations. Other standing com-
mittees of the same legislature may use subcommittees only oc-
casionally, while still other standing committees function without
resort to subcommittees at all (Calif., Conn., N.J., N.Y., N.D.,
Ore., S.C., Tex. and Wise.).

Salient aspects of the practices of these nine states are sum-
marized below:

California. In the California Senate there are 35 standing com-
mittees, including 21 committees of reference and 14 “permanent
fact-finding committees” which resemble recess or interim com-
missions. With one exception, there is no formal rule governing
the creation of subcommittees in these 35 committees. In prac-
tice, such committees organize subcommittees as desired, from
one session to another, subject to policies laid down by the Senate
Rules Committee (which is one of the 21 committees of refer-
ence). The sole exception is the 40-member permanent General

Eight States Using Ad Hoc Subcommittees Regularly
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Research Committee whose subcommittees are appointed, under
specific rules provisions, by the Senate Rules Committee, as the
latter committee deems necessary (S.R. 12 and 12.5).

The 26 standing committees of the Assembly have implied au-
thority under the Assembly Rules to organize subcommittees, sub-
ject to requirements formulated by the Assembly Committee on
Rules (A.R. 12 and 56). The Joint Rules specifically authorize
the 14-member Joint Legislative Budget Committee to organize
in subcommittees, while this authority is only implicit for the
remaining nine joint committees (J.R. 37).

Connecticut. In Connecticut, the legislative rules specifically em-
power the Senate and House Committees on Rules to divide into
subcommittees, but are silent as to such authority for the re-
maining two Senate and four House standing committees (S.R.
14 and H.R. 22). By implication, the Joint Rules of the Connecti-
cut Legislature permit 28 of that body’s 31 standing committees
to organize their own subcommittees (J.R.3). Customarily, sub-
committees are named during each legislative session by a few
of the larger, busier joint standing committees, while most of
the remaining joint committees do so intermittently. One stand-
ing committee the statutory Legislative Council provides
in its rules for (sub) committees named by the Council Chair-
man, and has four or five such groups engaged in studies or
other duties each year (L.C.R. 4-5). Each standing committee
regulates the assignment of matters to its subcommittees, and
the disposition of subcommittee reports.

New Jersey. This state reported no subcommittees in Senate
or Joint standing committees, but did indicate that subcommittees
are created fairly regularly by House standing committees. No
formal rules exist relative to such subcommittees, or to the as-
signment of bills to them, or to subcommittee reports.

New York. In the Senate, standing committees create their own
subcommittees from time to time. Subcommittee chairmen are
named by the chairman of the standing committee, with the con-
sent of the Senate President Pro Tempore.

North Dakota. The North Dakota Legislative Research Commit-



1966.] SENATE—No. 1032. 75

tee, a joint standing body of the Senate and House, uses ad hoc
(sub) committees regularly. The Senate and House have no rules
relative to subcommittees, although subcommittees are organized
occasionally by standing committees.

Oregon. Only the Joint Committee on Ways and Means was
reported to make use of subcommittees. That standing committee
creates subcommittees on the basis of the volume and subject
matter of its workload at each legislative session.

South Carolina. Although legislative rules are reportedly silent
on the score, standing committees in the South Carolina Senate
and House usually divide themselves into subcommittees at each
legislative session. The presiding officers of each chamber assign
bills to every standing committee and may indicate which sub-
committee these bills should go to for initial consideration.

Texas. The rules of the Texas Legislature contain references to
subcommittees, but do not lay down requirements as to their
appointment. By custom, standing committees in each branch cre-
ate such subcommittees as they desire during legislative sessions,
and define their duties. The 17-member statutory Texas Legisla-
tive Council uses four standing (sub) committees of four to six
members each organized on a subject matter basis, plus additional
temporary (sub) committees as desired. The organization and du-
ties of these (sub) committees are governed by Council rules
(ss. 4-10).

Wisconsin. The joint Wisconsin Legislative Council has statu-
tory authority to create (sub) committees among its membership,
and does so frequently (Wise. Stats, s. 13-35). The legislative rules
make no provision for subcommittees within other standing com-
mittees, and the latter reportedly have created no subcommittees
for years.

Within the 24 state legislatures covered by this report most
standing committees function with no staff at all and are wholly

State Practices Generally
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dependent upon other sources for needed professional and clerical
staff assistance. At least six of the 24 states reported that they
provide full-time or part-time clerical help to all of their standing
committees {Conn., 111., La., N.D., Ore. and R. 1.). In another four
states, a large proportion of standing committees reportedly are
provided with professional and clerical staff on a full-time or
part-time basis, or both (Calif., Mich., N.D., and in the House
of Representatives only S.C.). Responses of six states indicated
that they furnish no staff to Senate and House standing com-
mittees, while doing so only for their legislative council-type com-
mittee and possibly a few other joint standing committees (Colo.,
Ga., Me., Mo., N.J., and Ohio).

All 24 state legislatures have a Senate Counsel, House Counsel
or joint Legislative Counsel, or some similar agency, to provide
legal services to the two Houses and committees thereof, mostly
in connection with bill-drafting. In certain of these states, standing
committees also seek help from the Attorney-General from time
to time.

At least 20 of the 24 states have a legislative council-type
agency with from three to 20 full-time professional and clerical
personnel whose services are available - insofar as possible —to
other standing committees, to special committees and to interim
study commissions (Colo., Conn., Ga., HI., Ind., La., Me., Md.,
Mich., Mo., Nev., N.J., N.D., Ohio, Pa., R. 1., S.C., Tex., Vt., and
Wise.). State responses also indicated that full-time professional
staff are provided to the Appropriations, Budget, Finance, or Ways
and Means Committees of one or both Houses or in some
cases to a joint standing committee of that nature, by at least
ten legislatures (Calif., Colo., Conn., Ind., Nev., N.J., Ore., Pa.,
W.Va. and Wise.). In some of these jurisdictions, the staff of that
committee extends limited assistance to other standing commit-
tees, as in the instances of California’s Joint Legislative Budget
Committee and the West Virginia Joint Committee on Govern-
ment and Finance.

None of the 24 responding states reported that it has estab-
lished any scheme of priorities in staffing its legislative standing
committees.

In the absence of an unusually well-staffed legislative council
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organization or legislative reference library service, the majority
of standing committees in most of these 24 legislatures are ill-
equipped to cope with the complex and rapidly-changing circum-
stances of the mid-twentieth century, much less to project future
needs of their states. Much depends upon the degree of experience
and independent professional expertise possessed by individual
committee members, whose committee assignments may be de-
termined primarily on other bases than their knowledge of topics
referred to their committee for consideration. And in the absence
of its own staff, such a committee must take on faith much of
the information supplied by executive branch agencies (which
may have their own bias and also be understaffed) or by rep-
resentatives of organized interest groups. Indeed, in many states,
important standing committees of the state legislature are believed
to be operating with less staff or consultant assistance than is
made available by certain local governments to their own local
study committees.

State responses to the Legislative Research Bureau question-
naire bear out the recent observation of the Committee on Or-
ganization of Legislative Services of the National Legislative Con-
ference that

... great strides have been made in recent decades in many states to
meet the substantive needs of the legislature in the fiscal, legal and re-
search field. In this broad category, perhaps the greatest current need
is to expand the professional assistance available to the standing com-
mittees.

...

Comparatively few standing committees are reported in the 1961 survey
. .

. (by the Council of State Governments)!
... as being assisted by

professional staff. In each of seven states, one committee is so served;
in another twenty states, a greater number of committees receives staff
assistance, ranging up to maximum numbers in these states: nine com-
mittees each in Florida, Oregon and South Carolina; nineteen committees
in California; and twenty-five committees in New York. Among thirty
states which report that their standing committees have assistance, it
is supplied for Senate committees in eighteen, for House committees in
fourteen, and for joint committees in thirteen.

Standing committees are served in part by the staffs of permanent

1 Council of State Governments, Professional Assistance for Legislative Stand-
ing and Interim Committees and Legislative Leaders, RM-353, Chicago, 111.,
Aug. 1961, 22pp.
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legislative service agencies, in part (as in California and New York) by
staffs of special interim study committees, and in part by staffs which the
standing committees hire. . .1

Since 1961, there has been a change in the practices of some
of the above-mentioned states discussed by the Council of State
Governments report, as a direct or indirect result of pressures
stemming from court-inspired “one man, one vote” reapportion-
ment of state legislatures. Thus New York, which was reported
as having at least 18 joint standing committees in 1961, all with
research or legal staff, reported no such joint committees in 1966,
and indicated staffing only for “many” Senate committees.
Practices of Individual Responding States

California. In California the chairmen of Senate and House
standing committees may, with the approval of the Senate Rules
Committee or Speaker, respectively, employ a committee staff
consisting of one executive secretary, plus such additional profes-
sional and clerical personnel as are authorized by the Senate
Rules Committee or Speaker (as the case may be). The number
of Senate and House standing committees with full-time staff in
1966 was not reported to the Research Bureau by California au-
thorities. However, the foregoing 1961 survey by the Council of
State Governments 2 revealed such staffing for eight Senate
standing committees and ten Assembly standing committees of
the California Legislature.

The most impressive staffing is provided to the important 14-
member Joint Legislative Budget Committee which was created
in 1941. That committee is served by a staff consisting of a leg-
islative analyst who is staff director, a team of 31 administrative
analysts and a 12-member clerical force. All personnel are hired
by the committee. The staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee assists both the Senate Finance Committee and Assembly
Ways and Means Committee. To the extent reasonably possible,
it provides information to other of the 21 Senate standing com-
mittees of reference, 14 permanent fact-finding committees of the

1 Council of State Governments, Committee on Organization of Legislative
Services of the National Legislative Conference, Mr. President . . . Mr.
Speaker, RRII, Chicago, 111. 1963, 79 pp., at pp. 28-30.

2 Council of State Governments, Professional Assistance for Legislative Stand-
ing and Interim Committees and Legislative Leaders, supra.
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Senate, 26 House standing committees, and ten joint standing
committees, in which the California Legislature is organized.

California legislative committees also receive help from the legis-
lative reference service of the State Library, and from executive
branch agencies.

Colorado. Full-time professional staffs are provided in Colorado
to the Legislative Council, Joint Budget Committee and Legisla-
tive Audit Committee, all being joint standing committees. These
agencies hire their own personnel. Other standing committees
of the Colorado Legislature have no regular staff, and depend
on the Legislative Council for such help as it is able to provide.
The Council is studying a plan which would permit it to provide
staff regularly to at least seven of the 20 Senate standing com-
mittees and seven of the 13 House standing committees. This same
plan would have the staff of the Joint Budget Committee serve
the Senate and House Appropriations Committees, as in California.

Connecticut. This neighbor of Massachusetts has furnished full-
time professional staff to its Legislative Council and to its Joint
Committees on (a) Appropriations, (b) Finance, (c) General Law,
and (d) Judiciary. These latter four joint committees each employ
four research assistants and three or four stenographers. All stand-
ing committees are supplied with clerical help during the sessions
of the Legislature. The Legislative Council and other standing
committees hire their own personnel. The Council staff provides
technical assistance to other standing committees, and to special
committees and interim committees created by the Legislature.

Georgia. Only the Legislative Services Committee is reported
to have a staff. Other standing committees rely on that committee
and the State Library for such help as they require.

Illinois. The Legislative Council has a professional staff which
undertakes its own research projects, and also assists other stand-
ing committees. The latter committees each employ a secretary,
but no professional staff. Consideration is now being given by
legislative leaders to proposals of the Illinois Commission on the
Organization of the General Assembly for (a) an enlargement of
the professional staffs of the Legislative Council and Legislative
Bureau; (b) the provision of two professional staff members
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each to five major parallel standing committees in each house
(on education, highways, judiciary, public welfare, and revenue
and appropriations); (c) the employment of ten full-time career
assistants for the Senate and House leadership; (d) the hiring,
by an unspecified legislative agency, of a career professional to
make cost projections for contemplated state programs; and (e)
establishment of two legislative secretarial pools to assist legisla-
tors generally. The Commission estimated the annual cost of these
staffing proposals at approximately $750,000.

Indiana. Both the Indiana Legislative Advisory Commission, a
joint body, and the Senate and House Ways and Means Commit-
tees have small full-time staffs. The Commission has recommended
to the next General Assembly a substantial expansion of the Com-
mission’s staff to include a secretariat and three specialized units
on public law, research, fiscal and management matters, and spe-
cial legal services.

Louisiana. The Legislative Council has a full-time professional
and clerical staff of between eight and ten members which carries
out the studies of the Council and furnishes research and legal
assistance to other committees on a limited basis. Full-time clerical
staffs have been authorized by the legislature for the Senate Fi-
nance Committee and House Appropriations Committee. Other
standing committees are assigned clerical help during the session
either on a full-time or part-time basis.

Maine. Standing committees of the Maine Legislature may hire
their own staff; but outside of the joint Legislative Research Com-
mittee, few apparently are provided with funds for that purpose
except on a very limited basis. Professional assistance is furnished
to legislative committees primarily by the staffs of the Legisla-
tive Research Committee and the State Library. The Department
of Finance, an executive branch agency, details two staff special-
ists to help the Joint Committee on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs.

Maryland. The full-time professional staffs of the Legislative
Council and Department of Legislative Reference furnish assist-
ance, mostly in regard to bill-drafting, to standing committees of
the Maryland Legislature. A Fiscal Research Bureau loans special-
ists to the Senate Finance and House Ways and Means Commit-
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tees. During sessions, two major committees each retains a full-
time bill analyst. No standing committee, other than the Legisla-
tive Council, appears to have year-round professional staff.

Michigan. The Legislative Council in Michigan, through its Leg-
islative Service Bureau, provides research and bill-drafting assist-
ance to committees insofar as available personnel permits. Other
standing committees may employ staff, but only about half of
them are reported to have done so. The nature and extent of this
latter staffing was not indicated.

Missouri. The response of this state attributed full-time profes-
sional staff to the Legislative Research Committee alone. Other
standing committees were reported to have no such employees.

Nevada. Bill-drafting services, fiscal information and research
assistance is obtained by standing committees, on a modest basis,
from the Legislative Counsel Bureau under the Legislative Com-
mission. The Legislative Auditor assists the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and House Ways and Means Committee, each of which em-
ploys a few fiscal specialists.

New Jersey. The Law Revision and Legislative Services Commis-
sion of the New Jersey Legislature, and the Joint Appropriations
Committee, both have full-time professional staffs. Legislative com-
mittees rely substantially on the former agency for staff assistance.
In 1967, the Law Revision and Legislative Services Commission will
hire two additional specialists who will serve four key standing
committees on a full-time basis.

New York. The questionnaire response of New York was sketchy,
indicating only that “many” Senate committees hire their own
staff and that professional assistance is provided to legislative
committees by the State Library’s Legislative Reference Service.

North Dakota. The Legislative Research Committee provides re-
search and bill-drafting help to standing committees on request.
In addition, every standing committee of the Senate and House
employs a clerk who carries out report-writing and bill-drafting
duties. Fiscal research assistance is extended to the Senate and
House Appropriations Committees by the State Budget Director,
an executive branch official. The response of North Dakota sug-
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gested —■ but did not clarify the existence of a staff for the
joint Legislative Audit and Fiscal Review Committee.

Ohio. Currently, the Ohio Legislature equips only its joint Leg-
islative Services Commission with a full-time professional staff,
while providing no such personnel to its other standing commit-
tees. The Commission staff includes 15 legal and research special-
ists, and an unreported number of clerical employees. Within the
limitations of this work force, the Commission endeavors to fur-
nish other legislative committees with such assistance as they
may request.

As the result of complaints about inadequate staffing, the Ohio
Legislative Study Committee on Facilities, Services and Proced-
ures and the Legislative Services Commission are considering pro-
posals under which the Commission staff would be nearly doubled,
to permit it to provide continuing service to about half of the
standing committees in each House. Not included in this group
are the two appropriations committees, for which a permanent
joint staff of their own has been proposed.

Oregon. The Legislative Counsel Committee and a few of the
more important standing committees have professional staff. In
general, all standing committees have clerical staff, some of them
on a part-time basis. Committees hire their own personnel, subject
to the availability of funds and to control by the presiding officer
of their respective branch.

Pennsylvania. Professional staff is authorized for the Legisla-
ture’s Joint State Government Commission, and for the Senate
and House Appropriations Committees. The status of staff serv-
ices to other committees has been described thus in the response
submitted by that Commission to the Massachusetts Legislative
Research Bureau:

In Pennsylvania, the legislative council of other states is the Joint
State Government Commission. By statute, the duty of the Commission
is to furnish such technical staff services as shall be requested by the
standing committees of the Senate and House during regular or special
sessions of the General Assembly. In compliance with this mandate, the
Commission has furnished staff services to standing committees. The staff
services have ranged from occasional surveys to extensive continuous
research operations lasting in some subject matter areas throughout the
session. In some instances, the cooperative effort of House or Senate
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committees and the Commission staff have eventuated into drafts of
legislation subsequently adopted by the General Assembly.

In Pennsylvania, there is no Legislative Reference Service as part of
the State Library in Harrisburg or the Pennsylvania State University at
University Park. There is the Legislative Reference Bureau, another
service agency of the General Assembly, whose primary purpose is to
draft legislation and to pass upon bills to be introduced for style and
format.

Rhode Island. In this state, the Legislative Council has a full-
time professional staff, while other standing committees employ
only a full-time clerk. The Legislative Council staff provides re-
search and legal assistance to other committees on their request—-
an infrequent occurrence however.

South Carolina. Full-time professional staff is authorized only
for the Legislative Council. Legal and clerical employees may be
hired by other committees only when approved by the legislative
leadership.

Texas. The Texas Legislative Council employs a full-time profes-
sional force which performs research duties both for the Council
and for other legislative committees. Certain major Senate and
House standing committees have full-time clerks. Assistance is
given to committees by the Legislative Reference Service. And a
Legislative Budget Board is authorized to provide analysts to aid
the Senate Finance and House Ways and Means Committees.

Vermont. The Legislature has provided a full-time professional
staff for its Legislative Council and clerical staffs for the Senate
and House Appropriations Committees.

West Virginia. The Joint Committee on Government and Fi-
nance employs a staff, but the Judiciary Committee and Finance
Committee in each House have not exercised their authority to
hire their own staffs. Fiscal committees receive technical aid from
the Legislative Auditor’s Office.

Wisconsin. Full-time professional staffs exist under the Legisla-
tive Council and the Legislative Reference Bureau of the State
Library, which provide research and other assistance to standing
committees on request. In addition, five full-time staff members
are retained by the Joint Committee on Finance.
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In general, it is the prevailing practice among the 24 states
responding to the Legislative Research Bureau questionnaire to
permit legislative standing committees other than the legislative
council (if any) to sit during the interim between legislative ses-
sions only by specific vote in specific instances. That vote, by
the Senate or House in respect to their own standing committees,
or by joint vote in the case of joint committees, limits the time
during which any such committee may exercise its “interim” study
authority, and defines the scope of that study. On the other hand,
continuing authority to sit while the legislature is both in and out
of session is accorded to legislative council-type committees of
the 20 states in this group having the same. Such councils receive
this authority by statute rather than by legislative rule or reso-
lution.

Certain exceptions to this general pattern merit mention.
The California Legislature has granted continuing authority to

sit during the interim between legislative sessions (a) to its stat-
utory Joint Legislative Budget Committee (Govt. Code, ss. 9140-
9143) and (b) to 14 permanent fact-finding standing committees
of the Senate created by Senate Rule (S.R. 12.5) 4 During ses-
sions of the legislature, Senate consideration of bills and resolu-
tions takes place in 21 Senate standing committees of reference,
which normally are not authorized to sit during the legislative
interim. On the other hand, during that interim the 14 permanent
fact-finding committees of the Senate take over, to study specific
matters referred to them, to follow developments in their topical
areas, and to report their recommendations to the next legislative
session. In contrast, the Assembly (House of Representatives), by
two-thirds vote, authorizes various standing committees to sit dur-

CHAPTER Vffl.

INTERIM AUTHORITY OF STANDING COMMITTEES

1 These 14 permanent fact-finding committees include committees on (1)
Agriculture, (2) Business and Commerce, (3) Education, (4) General Re-
search (5) Governmental Administration, (6) Governmental Efficiency, (7)
Judiciary, (8) Labor and Welfare, (9) Local Government, (10) Natural
Resources, (11) Public Health and Safety, (12) Revenue and Taxation, (13)
Transportation, and (14) Water Resources.
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ing the legislative interim; and it does not utilize the “double”
type of standing committee system effective in the Senate.

According to responses submitted by four of the 24 states, Sen-
ate and House standing committees have continuing authority to
sit during the legislative interim (Colo., N.J., R.I. and S.C.). In
New Jersey, standing committees which sit during the interim may
not issue reports within 60 days before a state election, nor may
they hold public hearings without specific legislative authoriza-
tion. Evidently, standing committees of these four states make lit-
tle use of their interim authority.

In several of the 24 states the legislature has given specific
continuing interim powers to fiscal committees, viz: (a) the Joint
Legislative Budget Committees in California and Louisiana, (b)
the joint Legislative Audit Committees of Illinois and North Da-
kota, (c) the Joint Committee on Government and Finance in
West Virginia, (d) the Wisconsin Joint Committee on Finance,
and (e) the Senate and House Appropriations Committees in Mis-
souri. The New York Senate has vested with such powers its
five standing committees on (1) Affairs of the City of New
York, (2) Codes, (3) Finance, (4) Insurance, and (5) Judiciary.

At least four of the 24 states are states with annual legislative
sessions which have established carry-over systems for the han-
dling of legislative proposals (Ga., Mich., R.I. and S.C.). Under
such systems, described in detail in the recent Massachusetts Leg-
islative Research Council report titled Reduction of Workload of
the General Court/ the unfinished business remaining at the end
of the first session is considered by the next session at the same
legislative stage it reached in the previous session. Apparently,
fairly extensive use of the carry-over occurs in Georgia and
South Carolina; almost no use of that device is reported in Rhode
Island; and such usage is only beginning in Michigan. Of the
responses of these four states, only that submitted by South Caro-
lina suggested any attempt to integrate carry-over practices with
continuing authority for standing committees to sit during the
legislative interim.

1 Mass. Legislative Research Council, Reduction of Workload of the General
Court, Senate, No. 990 of 1965, 86 pp., at pp. 52-60.
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Within the past dozen years, at least four major studies of
state legislatures and possible improvements in their organization
and procedures, including their committee systems, have been
made by national organizations. These studies, whose findings and
recommendations are summarized below, were made by the Amer-
ican Political Science Association (1954), the National Legislative
Conference Committee on Legislative Processes and Procedures
(1961), the National Legislative Conference Committee on the
Organization of Legislative Services (1963) and the American
Assembly (1966). Both of the National Legislative Conference
Committees were chaired by the then President of the Massachu-
setts Senate, Hon. John E. Powers of Boston.

In its report American State Legislatures, published in 1954,
the Committee on American Legislatures of the American Polit-
ical Science Association recommended that State Legislatures re-
organize their committee systems to provide greater responsibility
to the legislative body they serve.1 That Committee expressed
concern that the committee systems of most state legislatures were
poorly constituted to handle the large workload of the legislature
in an efficient, informed, rational manner. It further complained
that some legislative committees in some states had been allowed
to become “little legislatures” in themselves with “irresponsible
power injurious to the Legislature’s public image. Accordingly, the
Committee stressed the following criteria as essential features of
a sound legislative committee system.

1. A substantial reduction of the number of standing committees, and
the assignment to each committee of a broad area or related areas of
legislation.

CHAPTER IX.

NATIONWIDE STUDIES OF
STATE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES

Pi'oposals of American Political Science Association

1 American Political Science Assoc., American State Legislatures, Report of
the Committee on American Legislatures, Belle Zeller, Editor, New York,
N.Y., Thos. Y. Crowell Co., 1954, 303pp., at pp. 97-104.
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2. The utilization of joint committees by the two houses of the legisla-
ture where practicable in order that committee work may be effectively
coordinated, the consideration of pending legislation expedited, and the
wasted effort and expense of duplicate hearings on the same legislation
avoided. The use of joint committees requires that each house establish
substantially identical committees.

3. The reduction of the number of committee assignments of members
of the legislature so that each member can give the necessary attention
to the work of the committee to which he is assigned. The ideal, it
would appear, has been achieved by the United States House of Repre-
sentatives, which limits each member to one committee assignment, al-
though the smaller size of most state senates might necessitate each
senator serving on a minimum of two committees.

4. The appointment of committee chairmen who can provide able
leadership, and the assignment of members to committees with due regard
to their special qualifications. Attention should be given also to making
each committee representative of the public interest and of the political
complexion of the legislative house to which it is attached.

5. The establishment of rules that provide for advance notice of
hearings and adequate committee records and require prompt considera-
tion of measures referred to committees, thus avoiding the last minute
rush. Of especial importance is the establishment of an effective and
workable discharge rule through which the legislative body may prevent
the arbitrary pigeonholing of bills by a committee.

6. The utilization of a permanent legislative council or a limited num-
ber of interim committees to investigate the most important subjects
of legislation and to propose suitable legislation in advance of sessions.

7. Adequate and competent committee staffs to assemble data needed
by each committee, to aid in the preparation of bills, reports, and the
scheduling of hearings, and otherwise to assist the committees in their
work.i

The Committee on American Legislatures suggested that it
would be feasible for state legislatures to limit their standing
committees to the following 12 in each house or, preferably, to
this number of committees on a joint standing committee basis:
(1) judiciary, (2) revenue and taxation, (3) appropriations and
finance, (4) governmental efficiency, (5) agriculture, (6) labor
and industry, (7) transportation and highways, (8) health and
welfare, (9) education, (10) local government, (11) conservation,
and (12) elections.

1 American Political Science Assoc., American State Legislatures, pp. 97-98.
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Proposals of NLC Committee on Legislative
Processes and Procedures, 1961

Committees should be reduced in number in many states. In any
revision of the committee system, due regard should be given to organ-
izing committees on the basis of related subject matter, equalization
of work-load, cooperation between legislative houses, and reduction in
undue committee burdens on individual members.

Provisions should be made for public hearings on major bills, with
adequate facilities for such hearings. Advance notice of hearings should
be published and made readily available, giving time and place of hear-
ing and subject matter of legislation to be heard. Rules of procedure by
committees governing hearings should likewise be published and made
readily available.

The right of legislative committees to hold closed or executive sessions
when necessary should be recognized, and its desirability emphasized.i

This study committee did not suggest any specific number of
standing committees as ideal, since it held no set standard to be
achievable. Essentially, it urged that “the end objective should
be to enable the individual legislator to do his constructive best
in reviewing and perfecting bills in committee.” Hence, it was
suggested that meetings of standing committees be so arranged
as to minimize conflicts of hearing dates for committee members.

Two years later, a follow-up committee of the National Legis-
lative Conference also stressed the importance of a streamlined
legislative committee system in its report Mr. President... Mr.
Speaker.

.

? Some of the principal recommendations of this Com-
mittee on the Organization of Legislative Service are synopsized
below:

In 1961, the National Legislative Conference’s Committee on
Legislative Processes and Procedures echoed the preceding 1954
proposals in part, when it recommended that

Proposals of NLC Committee on Organization of
Legislative Services, 1963

f Council of State Governments, American State Legislatures in Mid-Twen-
tieth Century, Final Report of Committee on Legislative Processes and
Procedures of the National Legislative Conference, RR-3, Chicago, 111., 1961,

22pp., at p. 16.
2 Council of State Governments, Mr. President . . . Mr. Speaker . . ~

Report
of the Committee on Organization of Legislative Services of the National
Legislative Conference, RRII, Chicago, 111., 1963, 79pp.
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Assistance For Legislative Leaders, Individual Legislators and Standing
ing Committees. To help meet the problems of legislative leadership,
particularly in light of the mounting business of our state legislative
bodies, the presiding officers and often other legislative leaders should
have adequate staff. Since states differ greatly as to the demands on
the legislative leadership and as to the availability of other service
personnel on whom the leaders may rely, the Committee cannot make
more specific recommendations as to the numbers and types of such
employees or as to methods of recruitment which should be utilized.

Each legislative body should assess the adequacy of clerical and
professional assistance available to its standing committees, particularly
those whose concerns and activities are far-reaching; and when such
assessment reveals the need for improved service, steps should be taken
to supply it. Perhaps the staffs of permanent legislative service agencies
can be drawn upon for this purpose; but in any event, the professional
personnel employed should be recruited on the basis of competence and
performance.

Fiscal Services. Each state should provide the staff with which to
make effective the legislature’s control over the appropriating process.
The function of budget review involves reviewing executive budget
presentations, examining reports on past fiscal operations, and bringing
this information to bear as the appropriations bill is undergoing legisla-
tive consideration. These are tasks which require professionally trained
staff. The activities of such a staff should be under the supervision
and guidance of legislative committees probably the legislative appro-
priating committees during the session, and a joint legislative budget
review committee or other interim agency composed of legislators between
sessions. An adequate fiscal policy must be based on a continuing evalu-
ation and re-evaluation of the present against the experience of the
past and the probabilities of the future. This activity, which is fiscal
analysis in nature, should be conducted by the same staff as that recom-
mended for budget review.

Since it is the direct obligation of the legislature to make its intent
unmistakably clear with respect to the appropriation act (as well as
with respect to other legislation), then the legislature should establish
clear guidelines and incorporate them in some appropriate, permanent
legislative record. The legislature should require that each bill which
would affect income or appropriations be accompanied by an estimate
of its fiscal impact in terms of dollars. The staff serving the legislative
budget review agency should have access to the state departments for
the purpose of ascertaining their budget requirements.

There should be a post-audit of state fiscal operations in each state,
organized and controlled so that the legislature will obtain information
of the kind and at the times that it or its audit committee specifies.
The position of post-auditor should be made subject to legislative control
and supervision. The legislature should establish a continuing joint
audit committee to specify the scope and type of audits desired as guides
to the post-auditor, and to receive and to act upon the post-audit reports
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when deemed desirable. It should be empowered to call before it the
responsible executive officers of the state department or agency and
hold them accountable for any failure to comply with the state laws
and legislative intent.

Research Services. The legislature should review the types of in-
formation service now available to it and to the individual members,
and bring these services up to a point of maximum efficiency. This is
particularly true of the library services which are basic to all of the
legislative research services.

Each legislature should establish a joint legislative committee to study
between sessions any matter of statewide concern which might come
before the legislature and responsible for developing proposals for legis-
lative action based upon such studies, for submission to the next session.
To assist its joint legislative interim study committee, the legislature
should establish a competent professional staff, working under the super-
vision and direction of the joint legislative committee. To the extent
that funds, staff, and major assignments permit, the research assistance
of that staff be available to all legislators.

Each legislature should arrange for an appropriate agency controlled
by and serving it to review the operation of existing laws and their ad-
ministration, and also to review rules and regulations of the administra-
tive agencies of the state.

Other Services. No legislature should be denied special or additional
services which are reasonable in cost and in the public interest, and
which have the effect of enabling the legislature and its members to
discharge their public responsibilties properly.!

At its annual conference held at Arden House in Harriman, N.Y.,
early in 1966, the American Assembly an educational organiza-
tion endorsed 18 proposals for the improvement of the 50
state legislatures. Of these 18 proposals, the two following ones
were particularly relevant to the legislative committee system:

Proposals by the American Assembly in 1966

12. Competent professional staff should be provided the legislature,
including staff for the leadership, both majority and minority . . . where
legislative councils exist, they too should be properly staffed. And com-
petent, professional staffs should be provided, on a year-round basis,
for at least the most important committees . . .

14. State legislatures should utilize a strong system of standing com-
mittees, few in number, with broad well-defined jurisdictions. Com-
mittees in both chambers of two-house legislatures should have parallel
jurisdiction to permit joint hearings. The committees should, as far as
possible, reflect the major functions of state government. Bills should
be assigned to committees by subject matter. Where feasible oom-

1 Council of State Governments, Mr. President . .
. Mr. Speaker . .

~
pp, 1-7.
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mittee memberships should be proportional to the number of each party
in the legislature and each party should be responsible for making com-
mittee assignments of its members. The number of committees, their
jurisdictions and rules for reference should be determined by a com-
mittee on committees. Committees should meet regularly in open sessions,
and in executive sessions when necessary, hold hearings and publish
reports when appropriate. All committee decisions should be made in
open session.i

In many states, the legislature or civic groups have initiated
their own local studies of the committee system and other aspects
of the legislature in an effort to redress any imbalance which has
arisen between the legislative and executive branches as a result
of archaic, inefficient legislative practices. Such studies have been
undertaken within the past six years, or are reportedly in prog-
ress, in at least 20 of the 24 states which responded to the Mas-
sachusetts Legislative Research Bureau questionnaire (Calif., Colo.,
Conn., Ga., HI., Ind., La., Me., Md., Mich., Mo., Nev., N.Y., N.D.,
Ohio, Ore., R. 1., Vt., W.Va. and Wis.).

Where recommendations have emerged, they have tended to
reflect the circumstances, traditions and needs peculiar to the
individual state concerned. Hence, a detailed comparison of such
proposals, point by point, would not be especially helpful to per-
sons interested in improving the arrangements of the Massachu-
setts General Court. However, the text below summarizes the
highlights of study findings and recommendations re the standing
committee systems of seven of the 24 states, which are fairly
representative of efforts by the states on their own behalf (Calif.,
Colo., Conn., HI., Ind., La. and Md.).

California. In its report of 1960, the California Citizens Legis-
lative Advisory Commission2 recommended that both houses of

STATE STUDIES OF LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE SYSTEMS ELSEWHERE

CHAPTER X.

1 American Assembly, State Legislatures in American Politics, Report of 29th
American Assembly, New York, N.Y., Columbia University, 1966, 15pp., at

pp. 7-8.
2 Calif. Citizens Legislative Advisory Commission, Second Progress Report to

the Citizens of California, Sept. 1960, 31 pp., at pp. 22-25.
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the state legislature reduce both the numbers and sizes of their
standing committees, as well as the number of committee assign-
ments per legislator. The legislature was urged to use joint interim
committees of the Senate and Assembly, rather than separate
Senate and Assembly interim committees. Also advocated was the
selection of committee staff “on the basis of merit and expert-
ness and not on the basis of political or other consideration.”

Colorado. Currently, the needs of Colorado legislative commit-
tees are being studied by the Committee on Legislative Proced-
ures of the State Legislative Council. Under consideration is a
plan so to alternate standing committee meetings and hearings
as to permit service to seven of these committees in each house
by the staff of the Council. Also being contemplated is a modest
reduction in the number of standing Senate (20) and House (13)
committees.

Connecticut. In 1965, a study committee of the Connecticut
General Assembly proposed that, once the reapportionment diffi-
culties of that body were resolved, both the size and numbers
of standing committees be diminished if the House of Representa-
tives were reduced in size.l The study committee recommended
strongly the use of subcommittees for research and public hear-
ings in order to enable committees to conclude their work sooner.
Thus, it was hoped that standing committees would gain “more
time for the overall study of bills.” In respect to staff, the report
declared that “the real problem seems to be one of supervision
and direction.”

Illinois. Extensive modernization of the organization, staffing
and procedures of the Illinois Legislature is being recommended
by the 20 member Commission on the Organization of the Gen-
eral Assembly, established in 1965. The Commission includes both
legislators and public members. It has proposed to the 1967 Legis-
lature, among other things, that

1. The number of standing committees be reduced from 24 to 17 in the
Senate and from 25 to 15 in the House, and that such committees
have fewer members in certain instances.

1 Conn. Interim Committee to Study, Review and Report on the Procedural
Aspects, Facilities and Needs of the General Assembly, Report, February
1965, 22 pp., at pp. 11-13.
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2. Full-time professional staff be supplied to the five “major legislative
committees’ in each House (Education, Highways, Judiciary, Public
Welfare, and Revenue and Appropriation), and that parallel com-
mittees of each chamber have authority to sit regularly as joint
interim committees.

3. Other committees be supplied with staff by the Legislative Council
and Legislative Reference Bureau, both of which should hire additional
personnel for this purpose.

4. There be established a Joint Rules Committee, composed of the leaders
of both houses, to facilitate the more efficient management of legisla-
tive business.

Indiana. The Study Committee on Legislative Operations,
created by the 1965 Legislature of Indiana, has proposed that the
number of Senate and House standing committees, now 29 in each
chamber, be cut to 21 apiece.

Louisiana. Reduction of the 20 Senate and 22 House standing
committees to 11 such standing committees per chamber was
urged by the Public Affairs Council of Louisiana, a private citizen
organization, in 1965.1 Under this plan, each chamber would have
standing committees on (1) Rules and Procedure, (2) Commerce,
(3) Public Works, (4) Education, (5) Finance, (6) Mineral Re-
sources, (7) Natural Resources, (8) Local Government, (9)
Health and Welfare, (10) Public Institutions, and (11) Judiciary.
It was recommended that most interim studies of the Legislature
be assigned to the Legislative Council, with occasional use also
of parallel Senate and House standing committees sitting jointly
as interim committees. Later, in 1966, a reduction in the number
of standing committees was suggested, in general terms, by the
Legislature’s Committee on the powers, duties and responsibilities
of the Governor, as part of a scheme to restore a balance be-
tween the executive and legislative branches.

Maryland. Recently, the Legislative Reference Department of
Maryland discussed committee developments in that state as fol-
lows:

Currently we are considering another major decrease in the number
of committees. In the Senate of Maryland there are now 29 members
but under reapportionment beginning in 1967 we will have 43 members.

1 Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, Inc., PAR Analysis, No. 129,
“Improving the Louisiana Legislature, November 1965, 23 pp.
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The Senate has always been divided Into two major committees and a
dozen or more minor committees. The thought now is to have three
major committees with 14 members each, and of course, the 43rd mem-
ber of the Senate would be the President with no committee assignment.
At that time, except for a rules committee, all other committees in the
Senate would be abolished.

In the House of Delegates our present thought is that we would
divide the House into five major committees, with 28 members each.
There is a total membership in the House of 142 delegates, one of whom
is the Speaker with no committee assignment, and the other one of
whom is the Majority Floor Leader with a sort of roving and ex officio
assignment to all committees.l

Skepticism about many legislative reorganization studies under-
taken within the several states has been expressed by the Hon.
Albert J. Abrams, Secretary of the New York Senate who ob-
served recently that—2

Most legislative reorganizations seems to be far off track since they
do not attempt to provide services for the true functions of the Legisla-
ture, and concentrate instead on the easy job of structure.

By constitutional mandate, the bicameral Congress of the United
States consists of (1) a Senate which recognizes the status of
each state as an equal partner of limited sovereignty within the
Federal Union and (2) a House of Represenatives based primarily
on population as determined by each federal decennial census.
The United States Constitution, since its ratification in 1788, has
required each state to choose but two Senators who serve for
staggered six-year terms;until 1913 that choice was made by
the respective state legislatures, and thereafter popular election
of those legislators prevailed (Art. I, s. 3; XVII Amend.). In

CHAPTER XI.

CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE SYSTEM

Historical Background

Constitutional Aspects

1 Letter from C. N. Everstine, Director, Maryland Department of Legislative
Reference, July 21, 1966.

2 Letter by A. J. Abrams, Secretary of the New York Senate, November 7,
1966.



1966.] SENATE —No. 1032. 95

contrast, the Constitution leaves to Congress the task of fixing
the number of Representatives, stipulating only that each Repre-
sentative shall be elected for a two-year term and that each
state shall be entitled to at least one such Representative (Art.
I, s. 2; XTV, XV and XIX Amends.). Thus, the Senate is a con-
tinuing body by virtue of the staggered six-year terms of its
members whereas the “life” of the House is limited to the two-
year term served together by all of its members.

The membership of the Senate has increased from 26 in 1790
to 100 in 1960, when Hawaii was admitted to the Union. The
House of Representatives, which had an original membership of
65 in 1790, has had a fixed membership of 435 since 1912; a
temporary increase to 437 members was authorized by Congress
in 1959-1960, to provide representation for newly-admitted Alaska
and Hawaii until a new reapportionment could be arranged follow-
ing the 1960 federal decennial census. Presently the lower House
has a membership of 435.

In general, the Constitution vests “all legislative powers” of
the federal government in Congress, empowers each House to
determine the rules of its proceedings, and authorizes each cham-
ber to choose its own officers other than the popularly elected
Vice-President of the United States who presides over the Senate
(Art. I, ss. 1-5). These constitutional provisions underly the Con-
gressional committee system, although that system is not discussed
specifically in the Constitution itself.

Like state legislatures, Congress utilizes (1) standing commit-
tees, which are the most important because they are, normally,
the only committees that can report bills; (2) special or select
committees; (3) joint committees representing both houses, either
on a permanent or temporary basis; and (4) ad hoc conference
committees, created to resolve Senate-House differences over par-
ticular bills. Originally, Congress relied primarily on select com-
mittees to handle most of the workload. Since the early 19th
century, standing committees have dominated the scene.

The development of the Congressional committee system has

History of Congressional Organization
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The Congress always has recognized that sound internal organization
and procedures are essential to the successful discharge of its constitu-
tional responsibilities. A fundamental feature of its internal organization
is the committee system the basic tool for the division and efficient
handling of the legislative workload. The first congressional committee
was created in 1789. Since that time, numerous committees have been
created, their responsibilities have expanded, and reliance upon them
has increased. The curbing of the power of Speaker Cannon in 1911
was, in part, based on a desire to strengthen the committee structure.
The well-established importance of the committee system demands that
all aspects of committee operations be thoroughly examined and evaluated.

Another landmark in the history of congressional organization was
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921. This act created the Bureau of
the Budget and provided that all requests for appropriations be con-
tained in a single executive budget. The act also established the General
Accounting Office, an arm of the Congress, charged with the responsibility
of auditing all federal expenditures. In view of the increasing size and
scope of the administrative budget over $lOO billion Congress more
than ever requires effective organizational capacity to receive and evaluate
fiscal information. The Joint Committee has therefore devoted a sub-
stantial part of its effort to the study of fiscal controls.

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 provided the foundation
for modern congressional organization. It resulted from the work of
our predecessor committee, the Joint Committee on the Organization
of Congress, during the 79th Congress. For the first time in its history
the Congress recognized that a comprehensive and detailed study of its
organization was needed.

The 1946 act producted a number of specific accomplishments. It
reduced the number of standing committees from 81 to 34, and specified
or clarified their jurisdictions for the first time. Committees were given
permanent professional staff and clerical assistants. The act prescribed
formal procedures for committee deliberations. It called for continuous
legislative oversight of the executive branch by the standing committees.

The provisions of the act extended beyond the committee system. The
Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress was expanded
and given statutory recognition; lobbyists were required to register so
that their stake in pending legislation could become a matter of public
record; changes were introduced in the appropriations procedures and
the method for handling the annual budget.

The 1946 act has provided the organizational framework for Congress
for the past 20 years. Some of its experiments notably the legislative
budget have proved unsuccessful. Other reforms require modification.

been outlined recently by the special Joint Committee on the Or-
ganization of the Congress of the United States, as follows:



1966.] SENATE —No. 1032. 97

Still others have been constantly violated and deserve more consistent
enforcement.!

There was considerable resistance in Congress to the reduction
in numbers of committees sought by the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, because of the loss of committee chairmanships
and committee seniority involved. Subsequently, the number of
standing committees was increased from 34 to 36 by the creation
of one new standing committee in each House.

Number of Committees. Currently, Congress makes very limited
use of joint standing committees to handle its legislative work-
load, and depends mostly upon 16 separate Senate standing com-
mittees and 20 separate House standing committees for that
purpose.

In order of prestige, the 16 Senate standing committees are
those on (1) Foreign Relations, (2) Finance, (3) Commerce, (4)
Judiciary, (5) Appropriations, (6) Armed Services, (7) Agricul-
ture and Forestry, (8) Interior and Insular Affairs, (9) Banking
and Currency, (10) Labor and Public Welfare, (11) Public Works,
(12) Government Operations, (13) Rules and Administration, (14)
Post Office and Civil Service, (15) District of Columbia, and (16)
Aeronautical and Space Sciences.

In like order of prestige the 20 House standing committees are
those on (1) Rules, (2) Ways and Means, (3) Appropriations,
(4) Foreign Affairs, (5) Armed Services, (6) Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, (7) Judiciary, (8) Agriculture, (9) Education
and Labor, (10) Banking and Currency, (11) Public Works, (12)
Post Office and Civil Service, (13) Science and Aeronautics, (14)
Un-American Activities, (15) District of Columbia, (16) Interior
and Insular Affairs, (17) House Administration, (18) Government
Operations, (19) Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and (20) Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

Committee Organization2

Number and Sizes of Standing Committees

1 Joint Committee on The Organization of the Congress of the United States,
Final Report . . .Pursuant to 8. Con. Res. 2, 89th Congress, 2d. session.
Senate Report No. 1414, Washington, D.C., July 28, 1966, 97 pp. At pp. 2-3.

2 Principal Source: Jewell, M.E., and Patterson, S.C., The Legislative Process
in the United States, Random House, Inc., New York, N.Y., 1966, 573 pp.
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Congress has ten joint standing committees, viz: (1) Atomic
Energy, (2) Economics, (3) Internal Revenue Taxation, (4) De-
fense Production, (5) The Library of Congress, (6) Disposition of
Executive Papers, (7) Immigration and Nationality Policy, (8)
Navajo and Hopi Indians, (9) Non-Essential Federal Expenditures,
and (10) Printing. The most important of these are the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, the Joint Economic Committee
and the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation.

Size of Committees. Congressional standing and select commit-
tees range in size from two to 50 members, with a membership
of two to ten being most common. On this score, an analysis of
535 committees, commissions and boards of the 88th Congress
by the special Joint Committee on the Organization of the Con-
gress of the United States noted that

. . . The Appropriations Committees were the largest in both Houses
50 members in the House and 27 in the Senate. The Committee on the
District of Columbia, with seven members, was the smallest full com-
mittee in the Senate, while in the House it was the Un-American
Activities Committee with nine. As a general rule, Senate full com-
mittees tended to be about one-half the size of their counterparts in
the House.

Although most subcommittees had from two to ten members (90 per-
cent of them in the Senate and 76 percent in the House); there were
a number of exceptions, particularly the standing subcommittee on Public
Works of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, on which were 21 of the
full committee’s 27 members. Also, there were 21 members on the stand-
ing subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. The membership of 10 joint
committees ranged from 4 to 18, the largest being Atomic Energy.l

Appointment Methods and Criteria. In Congress, Senators and
Representatives are appointed to committees primarily on the
bases of (1) party affiliation, (2) seniority of service in the Sen-
ate or House as the case may be, (3) loyalty to the leadership
of their respective parties and (4) professional knowledge and
competence in the subject matter area of the committee con-
cerned. Committee seats are usually divided between the two ma-
jor political parties in proportion to the total numbers of majority

Appointment of Standing Committee Members

i Joint Committee on the Organization of the Congress of the United States,
Final Report, supra., at pp. 60-61.
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and minority members elected to the Senate or House as a whole.
An exception is made with regard to the Rules, Ways and Means,
and Appropriations Committees of the House, whereon much more
favored representation is accorded to the majority party.

Technically, committee membes are “elected” to their posts by
vote of their respective chambers. However, in reality, each major
political party in the Senate and House of Representatives desig-
nates its members of standing committees and special committees
by the “committee on committees” procedure described below by
Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson in their book The

Legislative Process in the United States:
. .

. seniority on a committee determines, virtually without exception,
which member of the majority party will be chairman, but the influence
of seniority on the initial choice of committee members is more complex.
Since the committees vary in importance, most congressmen want a seat
on one of the key committees. ... At the start of a congressional session,
members in both houses make formal applications for seats on committees
where vacancies exist. Each party determines how its seats on the com-
mittees will be filled.

The House, with its larger membership, has more formalized procedures.
The Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee constitute
that party’s Committee on Committees, and meet with the Speaker (if a
Democrat) and floor leader. Each member screens requests for com-
mittee assignments from representatives in a designated number of states.
These requests are channeled to the committee through the senior Demo-
crat in each state delegation, and his influence may be important to the
congressman seeking a choice assignment. The Ways and Means Com-
mittee is made up primarily of senior congressman, and in the delibera-
tions over committee assignments the more senior members carry par-
ticular weight. The Republican Committee on Committees serves no
other function. It is composed of one member from each state with
Republican congressmen, normally the senior member from that state;
each member has as many votes as there are Republican representatives.
The actual work of this group is delegated to a subcommittee, normally
dominated by the states with the most Republican representatives, where
the same voting pattern is followed. . . .

Both party committees sometimes consult the senior members of their
party on the committees where vacancies exist, and these members
usually have what amounts to a veto power on new members. . . .

It is evident that the formal institutions in both parties for choosing
committee members are seniority-conscious groups. . . . The party leaders
might be expected to emphasize other factors, including the views of
congressmen on policy questions. But the party leaders’ part in the
selection process is an informal one, dependent on their personal influence
and political strength. . . .

Party leaders concentrate their efforts on in-
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fluencing choices for a few of the major committees, and in this respect
they work closely with the senior members of the committee that makes
the selections. . .

. New Democratic members of the Ways and Means
Committee are nominated by the leadership and normally approved with-
out question by the caucus. . . . Party leaders in the House have an
influence over committee assignments that is often powerful, but it is
exercised with a cautious restraint that is in striking contrast to the
authority exercised by party leaders in many state legislatures.

In the Senate the procedures for choosing committee members are less
formal, because of the smaller task involved, and the practices of the
two parties are in greater contrast. Each party has a committee on
committees, which is called the Steering Committee by the Democrats.
The Democratic members are nominated by the floor leader and the
Republican members by the conference chairman, both subject to approval
by the conference. Republicans until recently relied heavily on the
seniority rule to guide their decisions. The result was to deprive some
of the most able younger senators of seats on the most important com-
mittees, relegating them to relative obscurity. Beginning in 1959, the
more senior Republicans gradually yielded to the pressure of younger
members and of the party leadership, and permitted junior senators to
have at least one seat on a major committee. In cases of conflict over
a particular vacancy on a key committee, however, the Republicans have
in most cases continued to follow the seniority rule.

The seniority rule was just as important in the Democratic party
until 1953 when the new floor leader, Lyndon Johnson, succeeded in
gaining approval for a new policy, which gave less weight to seniority
and guaranteed that each freshman senator would have at least one seat
on a major committee. .

. . The result has been to give the most talented
Democrats committee assignments that made them rather quickly into
effective senators. Another effect of this new policy, and an important
one, has been to give the floor leader greater influence over committee
assignments. .

.
.

As a result of the process and criteria of selection, the members of
most important Senate and House committees tend to be experienced
congressmen, moderate in their views, who have demonstrated a capacity
for working within the system and cooperating with the leadership.!

Chairmanships. Committee chairmanships are awarded almost
exclusively on the basis of seniority to the majority party mem-
ber who has served on the particular committee for the longest
period of time. In a newly-created committee, the chair normally
goes to the majority party committeeman with the longest service
in the house from which the committee is drawn. By tradition,
individual Senators may not hold more than two Senate standing

1 Jewell, M.E., and Patterson, S.C., The Legislative Process in the United
States, Random House, Inc., New York, N.Y., 1966., at pp. 213-217.
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committee chairmanships simultaneously, but may serve as chair-
men of any number of additional select committees or joint stand-
ing committees.

Limitations on Committee Appointments per Member. The Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946 has established a limitation
of two “major” standing committee assignments per Senator, while
apparently allowing him also to hold additional appointments to
“minor” standing committees of the Senate, select committees
and joint committees. Thus, some Senators serve on as many as
five important committees (which involves subcommittee service
as well). In the House of Representatives, no limitation of com-
mittee posts per Representative was reported. However, House
members generally serve on fewer committees usually less than
three because of the larger membership (435) of that chamber.

In Congress, it is prevailing practice for individual standing
committees and select committees to create their own subcom-
mittees as desired, either on a permanent or temporary basis.
Only occasionally do the Senate or House act formally to establish
specific subcommittees with specific instructions within particular
committees. Neither chamber maintains detailed control over sub-
committee organization. However, the Senate and House Rules do
impose certain procedural standards requiring subcommittees: (1)
to hold open hearings, with certain exceptions; and (2) to sit with
a quorum of not less than one-third of their authorized member-
ship, except when they sit solely for the purpose of taking testi-
mony. Normally bills are referred to subcommittees by the parent
committee or parent committee chairman; subcommittees report
only to the parent committees, and may not report measures
directly to the Senate or House floor unless specifically authorized
by the chamber concerned (a rare occurrence). Hence, subcom-
mittee reports usually reach the floor only with parent committee
approval.

In general, the chairman of the parent committee has a con-

Organization and Role of Subcommittees 1

1 Source; Goodwin, Geo., “Subcommittees: The Miniature Legislatures of
Congress”, American Political Science Review, Vol. 56, No. 3, Sept. 1962, at
pp. 596-604.
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trolling voice in the organization of subcommittees of his com-
mittee and in the selection of the subcommittee chairmen and
members. In most standing committees, the chairman of the par-
ent committee makes all such subcommittee appointments without
approval of the parent committee. In some committees, the chair-
man makes all these decisions alone, while in others he consults
the ranking minority party member re the designation of minority
party members of subcommittees. Partisan loyalty to the parent
committee chairman, and seniority, are dominant factors in his
choice of majority party members and chairmen of subcommittees.
He also controls the ratio of majority vs. minority party repre-
sentation on subcommittees of his committee, except as other-
wise determined by action of the Senate or House. Often, the
chairman and ranking minority party member of each standing
committee are ex officiis members of most or all subcommittees
of that committee.

The parent committee chairmen may also control their subcom-
mittees (1) by regulating the allocation of staff and funds to such
subcommittees, and (2) by restricting, or denying to such subcom-
mittees, the power of subpoena.

The matter of adequate control over subcommittees is of con-
stant concern to parent committee chairmen for both political
and administrative reasons, especially where an active subcommit-
tee chairman is working in a specialized field with staff of his
own. In an in-depth study of this problem, Prof. George Goodwin
of the University of Massachusetts has observed that

The most effective controls over subcommittees lie clearly in the
hands of the individual committees. Whether these controls are exercised
by a dominant senior minority of the membership or by a majority of
the full committee varies from one committee to the next. There is
likely to be a tug of war between the chairman, often joined by other
senior members, and the junior members. The latter may attempt to
win greater control because they do not agree with the policies of the
senior members, because they are impatient with committee inactivity
on a particular topic, or even because they seek the publicity that can
come from a skillfully timed subcommittee investigation. Chairmen are
generally fearful of letting too much power slip into the hands of mem-
bers. Many chairmen are painfully aware that a subcommittee, especially
an investigating subcommittee, can capture the limelight and severely
limit the freedom of action of the parent committee. A subcommittee
tail, in other words, has more than once wagged a committee dog. Often,



1966.] SENATE No. 1032. 103

though by no means always, chairmen are conservatives reluctant to
share power with their more liberal junior colleagues. Again, a chairman
may hold out against delegating subcommittee powers to individual com-
mittee members because he lacks confidence in their competence or
readiness to discharge committee duties adequately.!

Multiplication of Subcommittees Since 191/6
While the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 reduced the

total number of full committees and has tended to prevent their
further multiplication, it has not achieved the same result relative
to subcommittees. Thus, the Joint Committee on the Organization
of the Congress of the United States has reported that

The full committee structure, of course, has remained little changed
from that established under the provisions of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, when standing committees were reduced from 81 to 34.
In the 88th Congress there were 18 full committees in the Senate, of
which 16 were standing, and 22 in the House, of which 20 were standing.

On the other hand, there has been a considerable proliferation of
subcommittees. There were 139 in the Senate, of which 97 were standing
and 42 ad hoc, and 223 in the House, of which 124 were standing and
99 ad hoc. Thus standing subcommittees of the Senate and House
totaled 221, or more than 40 percent of all committees and boards or
commissions upon which members served in the 88th Congress. The
ad hoc subcommittee total of 141, of which 99 were in the House, was
perhaps unduly large because of the establishment of ad hoc subcom-
mittees to handle individual bills, especially by the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, which created 41 of them. An additional
14 standing subcommittees served 2 of the 10 joint committees of the
88th Congress. All told, there were 376 subcommittees, or more than 70
percent of all . .

. (535)
.

.
. committees, boards and commissions. .

.
.

It is sometimes asserted that the accomplishment of the 1946 act in
reducing the number of standing committees has been negated by the
proliferation of subcommittees ...

(in contrast with 174 such subcom-
mittees in 1945). .

. .

This assertion, however, is misleading. Many subcommittees are estab-
lished on an ad hoc basis for limited purposes. Furthermore, subcom-
mittees, unlike full committees, are not autonomous units. They function
within the jurisdiction and are subject to the control of the full com-
mittee. They cannot report legislation to the Houses. Most do not have
a separate staff. Many meet infrequently.

1 Goodwin, Geo., “Subcommittees: The Miniature Legislatures of Congress”,
American Political Science Review, supra., at p. 600.
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Subcommittees are flexible and desirable devices for dividing the com-
mittee’s workload. .

.
.1

Many factors have contributed to the increasing use of subcom-
mittees by Congress. Among the more significant are: (1) the
need to cope with the growing and shifting specialization of leg-
islative activities resulting from the increasing magnitude and
complexity of problems facing government; (2) the need to parcel
out committee duties in order to solve the problems of obtaining
a quorum and dividing work rationally among committee members;
and (3) political conflicts within full committees.

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, for the first time,
authorized standing committees of Congress to employ permanent
professional staff. Each committee was empowered to employ four
professional assistants and six clerical personnel on a full-time,
permanent basis. Subsequently, individual committees were allowed
to hire additional employees. By July 22, 1966, at least 1,252
employees were being carried on the payrolls of Congressional
committees.

Of this group of 1,252 people, 642 were employed by Senate com-
mittees (594 of them by the 16 standing committees and 48 by
three select committees); 513 employees were retained by House
committees (including 494 by 20 standing committees and 19 by
a single select committee); and 97 individuals were working for
eight joint standing committees. In the Senate, the fewest number
of employees were assigned to the Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct (5) and the largest number were engaged by the
Senate Judiciary Committee (206). House committee payrolls
ranged from as few as three employees, of the House Rules Com-
mittee, to as many as 63, employed by the House Committee on
Government Operations. More modestly, joint committees hired
from two (Joint Committee on Immigration) to 31 employees
(Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation). Of this total of
48 committees with staff, 11 had fewer than 10 employees, 16

Staffing of Committees

1 Joint Committee on the Organization of the Congress of the United States,
Final Report, supra., at pp. 13-14 and 59-60.
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had 10 and 20 employees, 11 had 21 and 35 employees, and 12
had larger staffs.

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 stipulates that au-
thorized professional staff must be employed by committees “on
a permanent basis without regard to political affiliations and sole-
ly on the basis of fitness to perform the duties of office” (s. 202).
Reportedly, some committees have observed the spirit of this
statutory requirement more faithfully than others. Hence, many
staff appointments are governed by patronage considerations. In
any event, many committees have employees who have served
through severed changes of factional and party control. In addition,
congressional staff employees have tended to have excellent edu-
cational backgrounds, with nearly two-fifths of all professionals
having law degrees.

Only a few subcommittees of standing committees have perma-
nent staff of their own. In most instances, the chairman of the
parent committee details committee staff to serve subcommittees.
Commonly, committee chairmen prefer not to assign committee
staff members permanently to particular subcommittees, and in-
stead rotate such employees among subcommittees from time to
time, as circumstances make feasible.
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MASSACHUSETTS LEGISLATIVE STANDING COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP, WORKLOADS, STAFF AND OFFICES

THROUGH AUGUST 1966

A. Six Separate Senate and House Administrative Committees
Not Sitting Jointly

No. of No. of
Members Matters Staff Office

Assignedi Provided SpaceCommittee
3 929 Yes* Yes3Senate 3rd. Reading Comm.

House 3rd. Reading Comm.
Sen. Comm, on Engrossed Bills
Hse. Comm, on Engrossed Bills
House Elections Comm.

3 1,162 YesS Yes3
3 c.500 No No
3 c.200 No No
7 2 No No
3 2 No NoHouse Payroll Comm.

B. Two Committees Which Sit Concurrently lOne Vote per Committee)

No. of No. of
Members Matters Staff Office

Committee Sens. Reps. Assignedi Provided Space

2 Yes Yes
4 Yes Yes

Senate Rules Committee (Alone) 11
House Rules Committee (Alone) 17

11 17 278Both, Sitting Concurrently

C. Three Joint Committees Whose Members Also Sit As Separate Committees
of the Senate or House for Certain Purposes

97 Yes YesJt. Comm, on Counties:
Sen. Comm, on Counties
Hse. Comm, on Counties

4 11
434

11 77
Jt. Comm, on Municipal Finance;

Sen. Comm, on Mun. Fin.
Hse. Comm, on Mun. Fin.

82 No No
21 No No
27 No No

4 11
4

11

Jt. Comm, on Ways & Means:
Sen. Comm, on W & M
Hse. Comm, on W & M

3811 17
574 Yes Yes11

17 878 Yes Yes

D. 32 Other Joint Committees
Committee

4 11
4 11
4 11

10 No No
20 No No
74 No No

Aeronautics
Agriculture
Banks and Banking

4 11 161 No NoCities

APPENDIX A
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D. Other Joint Committees (cont.J

No. of No. of
Members Matters Staff Office

Committee
Civil Service
Constitutional Law
Education

Sens. Reps. Assignedi Provided Space
4 11 88 No No
4 11 66 No No
4 11 188 No No
4 11 118 No No
6 13 5 Yes Yes
4 11 82 No No
4 11 354 No No
4 12 152 No No
6 13 356 Yes Yes
4 11 117 No No
4 11 163 No No
4 8 22 Yes Yes
4 11 50 No No
4 11 190 No No
4 11 130 No No
4 11 44 No No
4 11 72 No No
4 11 220 No No
4 11 67 No No
4 11 146 No No
5 11 87 No No
4 11 248 No No
4 11 130 No No
4 11 213 No No
5 11 264 Yes Yes
4 11 89 No No
5 11 75 No No
4 11 33 No No

Election Laws
Federal Financial Assistance
Harbors & Public Lands
Highways & Motor Vehicles
Insurance
Judiciary
Labor & Industries
Legal Affairs
Legislative Research (Councils
Low Income Housings
Mercantile Affairs
Metropolitan Affairs
Military Affairs
Natural Resources
Pensions & Old Age Assistance
Power and Light

Public Health
Public Safety
Public Service
Public Welfare
State Administration
Taxation
Towns
Transportation
Water Resources & Water Supply

t Includes bills, resolves, study reports, orders and gubernatorial messages, as
tabulated in the Bulletin of Committee Work and Business of the Legisla-
ture, No. 20, dated August 29, 1966. Where more than one bill is proposed
by a report or message each bill is counted separately.

2 “Housekeeping” committee which does not consider legislation.
3 Senate Counsel and House Counsel offices are “3rd. reading” staff of their

respective branches.
4 A statutory body, in contrast to other committees which are created by the

rules of the General Court (Legislature). “No. of matters assigned” in-
cludes 12 substantive reports submitted by Council in 1966, plus 10 new
1966-1967 studies assigned by the 1966 General Court.

5 Special committee functioning as a standing committee during 1966 session.
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