
HOUSE.................................No. 3422

C ije  CommontuealtJ) of M assachusetts

E x e c u t i v e  D e p a r t m e n t ,
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

I am submitting herewith for your consideration my recommenda
tions for legislation dealing with salaries of the membership of the 
Great and General Court as recommended by the committee ap
pointed by me to review the compensation of officials and em
ployees of the Commonwealth.

I am affixing as part of my message, Part I, of the Committee 
Report, because I feel that the statement of the Committee ex
presses in a most commendable manner the need which exists for 
increased compensation for the membership of the Legislature. 
This report and the proposal I am presenting are aimed at what I 
hope will be an important part of the primary objective of my ad
ministration, “ improvement in the quality of government.”

In order to attain a government of quality we must have a 
structure of government which enables effective government to be 
carried on with a level of pay that attracts men and women into 
government and that keeps them there at a level competitive with 
outside industry, and a recruiting and promotional system which 
assures top quality all the way along the line. This message ap
plies itself to an integral and important segment of public em
ployees, our legislative representatives.

The office of Representative and Senator created under our Con
stitution may only be filled by the employing authority, the people. 
In a real sense the office belongs to the people and it is by the will 
of the majority of the people in every Representative or Senatorial 
district in Massachusetts that the mantle of responsibility is placed 
upon those who are elected to serve. The obedience to duty and 
the exercise of legislative responsibility is constantly observed by 
the people in every city and town in our Commonwealth. The 
judgment of the people on primary and election day is the most 
severe test that any person in the public service is expected to pass.

It is  b e c a u s e  o f  t h is  t h a t  I f e e l  c o n f id e n t  t h a t  t h e  c i t iz e n s  o f  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  e x p e c t  t h e  o f f i c e s  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  f i l l



every two years should be positions which also provide adequate 
compensation for the responsibilities, time requirements and work
load involved.

The Committee report stated in part, “ Legislative service once 
was regarded as a part-time task, with its essential rewards to be 
found in a sense of dedication to public service. This attitude is 
not fully warranted today. More and more legislative work is be
coming demanding of time and effort, whether or not the General 
Court is in session. The intangible rewards of public service, how
ever noble, are not enough. Such rewards will not feed and clothe 
families or provide for the education of children. To rely on them 
unduly would limit the opportunity for service in the Legislature 
to those who have independent financial means or readily available 
methods of supplementing their legislative income. Some way must 
be provided so that they also can serve who look primarily, and 
perhaps solely, to their compensation as legislators to maintain 
themselves and their families.

The motive of public service does compensate in some measure 
for the lower financial returns earned in legislative work. Democ
racies may always have to depend on the sense of public obligation 
partially to compensate public officials. Our concern, however, is 
that a sense of civic duty ought not to be strained by expectations 
of service rendered at severe personal sacrifice of the legislators and 
their families. We cannot afford to take representative government 
that much for granted.”

For too long a time, it has been fashionable to blame all the ills 
of the Commonwealth on the General Court. A review, however, 
of the great progress which has taken place in so many fields of 
social legislation would clearly indicate the broad concern and lead
ership of the Massachusetts Legislature through the generations 
since its creation.

In addition to increases in legislative salaries and expenses, I am 
recommending that you study all possible methods of making legis
lative procedures more efficient.

In this area you may wish to examine the size of the legislature, 
the need for administrative assistance, and the use of electric roll 
calls, as examples.

I respectfully recommend to the House and the Senate that any 
legislation dealing with the subject matter of this message be done 
by recorded voted of the membership of both branches.



My comments concerning the ability and dedication of the great 
majority of the membership of the General Court applies equally 
as well to the members of the Judicial branch of government, mem
bers of the Executive Department and to the other tens of thousands 
of dedicated state employees.

By our concern for the level of compensation in all of these areas, 
I believe we can infuse new confidence and dedication in those men 
and women working in the state service. In this way we can sig
nificantly improve the quality of government in Massachusetts.

Respectfully submitted,

ENDICOTT PEABODY,
Governor of the Commonwealth.



A p p e n d i x  A .

O c  Commontoealtf) of M assachusetts

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Three.

A n  A c t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t r a v e l  a l l o w a n c e s  f o r  t h e  m e m b e r s  of

T H E  G E N E R A L  CO U R T  A N D  TO R E IM B U R S E  T H E M  F O R  SU CH  OF THEIR 

E X P E N D IT U R E S  A S  A R E  S IN G U L A R L Y  A N D  S O L E L Y  IN C ID E N T A L  TO 

T H E  A D E Q U A T E  P E R F O R M A N C E  O F  T H E IR  O F F IC IA L  D U T IE S.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Chapter 3 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking
2 out section 9B, and inserting in place thereof the following
3 section: —
4 Section 9B. Each member of the general court shall receive
5 six hundred dollars annually for expenses, to be paid in the
6 manner following, to wit: each member shall be entitled to
7 receive seventy-five dollars on the first day of each session and
8 on the first day of each month thereafter until the sum of six
9 hundred dollars above named shall have been paid; and on the

10 last day of the session there shall be paid to each member of the
11 general court the balance, if any remain unpaid, of the sum of
12 six hundred dollars.
13 Each member of the general court ivho lives less than forty
14 miles from the state house shall receive eight cents for every
15 mile traveling distance as established by the mileage schedules
16 adopted by the house and senate respectively, in eighteen hun-
17 dred and ninety-two with additions thereto which have been
18 authorized from time to time, from his place of abode to the
19 state house and return therefrom for each day of attendance
20 upon the general court but for not more than four days in each
21 week, and for four days attendance in each week no member
22 shall receive less than seven dollars; each member of the general
23 court who lives forty miles or more from the state house shall
24 receive the aforementioned allowance or, at his election, an
25 allowance of eight cents per mile for not more than one round



26 trip a week and in addition an allowance for lodging and meals
27 of not more than fifteen dollars a day for not more than four
28 days each week. Payments authorized under this paragraph
29 shall be paid by the state treasurer only upon a voucher in
30 which a member certifies that he travelled daily as above speci-
31 fied or travelled and incurred expenses for .the lodgings and meals
32 daily allowance as above specified and shall be payable on or
33 after the last day of each legislative week.
34 The above allowances for expenses, travel, lodging and meals
35 shall not be due or payable to any member after thirty da3rs
36 subsequent to prorogation of the regular legislative session in
37 the year to which said allowances apply.



A p p e n d i x  B .

Cf)e Commontoealtfj of f@assacjbu$etts

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Three.

A n  A c t  r e l a t i v e  t o  c o m p e n s a t i o n  o f  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  g e n e r a l

C O U R T .

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Chapter 3 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking
2 out section 9, as most recently amended by chapter 742 of the
3 acts of 1956, and inserting in place thereof the following sec-
4 tion: —
5 Section 9. Each member of the general court shall receive
6 for each regular annual session seven thousand eight hundred
7 dollars. The president of the senate and the speaker of the
8 house of representatives shall each receive seven thousand eight
9 hundred dollars additional compensation. The floor leaders of

10 each of the major political parties in the senate and house of
11 representatives shall each receive three thousand nine hundred
12 dollars additional compensation. The chairman of the senate
13 committee on ways and means, the chairman and the vice chair-
14 man of the house committee on ways and means shall each re-
15 ceive three thousand nine hundred dollars additional compensa-
16 tion. Each member of the general court shall be entitled to be
17 paid his compensation for such regular session at the rate of six
18 hundred dollars for each full month of the session. Such pay-
19 ments shall be made to him, upon his request on the last legis-
20 lative day in which the General Court is in session preceding
21 the fifteenth day of each month and on the day preceding the
22 last legislative day of each month, and shall be for an amount
23 not exceeding the proportion then due at the aforesaid rate;
24 provided, that the state treasurer, in his discretion, may, dur-
25 ing such regular session, make additional payments on account,
26 in excess of such monthly rate, to any member making written
27 request therefor, but the amount of such additional payments
28 shall not exceed, in the aggregate, twelve hundred dollars in any



29 one such session, or sixteen hundred dollars if such session con-
30 tinues beyond July first, and in no event shall the amount of all
31 payments under this section during such session to any member
32 exceed, in the aggregate, the compensation of such member for
33 such session.
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A p p e n d i x  C .

Ci)e Commontoealtl) of £0assaci)U§ctts

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Three.

R e s o l v e  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  a n d  s t u d t  b i  a

SP E C IA L  C O M M ISSIO N  R E L A T IV E  TO T H E  S IZE  O F  T H E  LEG ISLA TU RE  

A N D  T H E  A D V IS A B IL IT Y  A N D  F E A S IB IL IT Y  O F M O D E R N IZ IN G  THE 

L E G IS L A T IV E  P R O C E D U R E  O F T H E  C O M M O N W E A L T H  W IT H  A  VIEW  

TO S H O R T E N IN G  T H E  L E N G T H  O F  T H E  SE SS IO N S  O F  T H E  GENERAL 

C O U R T .

1 Resolved, That an unpaid special commission, to consist of
2 four members of the senate, seven members of the house of
3 representatives and four persons to be appointed by the gow
4 ernor, is hereby established for the purpose of making an in-
5 vestigation and study relative to the size of the legislature and
6 the advisability and feasibility of modernizing the legislative
7 procedure of the commonwealth with a view to shortening the
8 length of the sessions of the general court. Said commission
9 may travel without the commonwealth.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL.

To His Excellency Governor Endicott Peabody:

Pursuant to the mandate contained in your memorandum of 
January 23, 1963, the Committee submits herewith Part I of its 
Report, dealing with the compensation of the members of the 
General Court. The Committee was directed to “ take a fresh look 
at the problem of legislative pay,” weighing such factors as the 
compensation paid in other states, comparative responsibilities of 
legislators, and their present workload.

The Committee has been assisted in this phase of its work by a 
report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau, entitled “ State 
Legislative Salary and Related Data,” which essentially updates a 
study made in December, 1962, by the Oregon Legislative Fiscal 
Office. Through formal action of the Legislative Research Council, 
this report has been made available to the Committee and its re
production in full has been authorized. It is appended hereto as 
Appendix “ A.”

Respectfully submitted,

A p r i l  1, 1963.

JOSEPPI P. HEALEY,
Chairman.



Cfje Commontoealtf) of 90assacJ)uoctts

REPORT OF THE GOVERNOR’S COMMITTEE TO REVIEW 
THE COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN STATE EM
PLOYEES.

P a r t  I: T h e  M e m b e r s  o f  t h e  G e n e r a l  C o u r t .

Section 1. Introduction.
This Part I of the Committee’s Report analyzes the respons- 

bilities and workloads of state legislators in Massachusetts, com
pares the demands and compensation for such service with those in 
other states and other selected occupations, and recommends more 
adequate salaries, expense allowances, and professional and clerical 
assistance for members of the General Court. Also recommended 
is a reappraisal of its existing organization and procedures with a 
view to improving the efficiency of the legislative process without 
sacrificing the essential elements of representative government.

Much of the factual basis for this document had been obtained 
from a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau in 
March, 1963,1 which presents statistical materials relative to the 
salaries and expense allowances of legislators of the fifty states, 
their legislative workloads and the applicability of conflict of in
terest law limitations on their outside earnings. The Legislative 
Research Bureau report updates the study issued in December, 
1962, by the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office.2 In accordance with 
statutory requirements, the report of the Legislative Research 
Bureau is wholly factual in character and contains no recommenda
tions.3 Its use as Appendix “ A ” of this Report has been author
ized by the Legislative Research Council. No attempt has been 
made herein to collect and analyze group insurance and retirement 
plans available to legislators in the various states. Within the time 
limits available, it has not been feasible for this Committee, nor for 
the Legislative Research Bureau, to develop meaningful data in 
this area.

Massachusetts Legislative Research Bureau, State Legislative Salary and Related 
Data, March 21, 1963, 22 pp. mimeographed. Attached hereto in full as Appendix “ A .”

2Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Legislative Pay Among the Fifty Stales, Report No. 
62-7, December 10, 1962. 18 pp. printed.

M ass G. L. c. 3, s. 59.



The present legislative salary schedule was adopted in 1956.1 
Each member of the General Court receives a salary of $5,200 per 
annum. The Senate President and House Speaker are paid twice 
that amount, or $10,400. The following receive $7,800 per annum: 
Senate majority and minority leaders, House majority and minority 
leaders, Senate Chairman of Ways and Means, House Chairman 
and Vice Chairman of Ways and Means.

In addition each legislator receives a basic expense allowance, 
established in 1953, of $400 per annum.2 For legislators living 
within forty miles of the State House there is a mileage allowance of 
7 cents per mile of travel to and from home for each attendance day 
(not to exceed four days per week), with a minimum allowance of 
$4.50 per week. Legislators living forty miles or more from the 
State House receive a similar allowance if they so elect. Alter
natively, however, they may choose to be paid on a per diem basis 
which is based on one round trip per week between home and the 
State House (at 7 cents per mile) plus $5.50 per day for lodging and 
$4.00 per day for meals for each attendance day (not to exceed four 
days per -week). The foregoing allowances are paid only while the 
Legislature is in session.

Travel expenses during service on committees and special com
missions for legislators (and for non-legislative members of com
missions) are on a somewhat different basis. They are allowed meal 
expenses up to $10 per diem ($2 for breakfast, $3 for the noon meal 
and $5 for the evening meal) plus actual fare and lodging expenses. 
Automobile travel on committee or special commission business is 
reimbursed at the rate of 8 cents per mile.3

The historical pattern of legislative compensation in Massachu
setts indicates a growing acceptance of the proposition that such 
compensation should bear a reasonable relationship to the responsi
bilities, time requirements and workloads involved in legislative 
service. We, the members of this Committee, accept the validity 
of this point of view.

Legislative service once was regarded as a part-time task, with 
its essential rewards to be found in a sense of dedication to public 
service. This attitude is not fully warranted today. More and

hActs of 1956, c. 742. For a summary of the history of salary and expense changes 
see Appendix A, pp. 31-33.

2Acts of 1953, c. 263. This statute also established present meal, lodging and mileage 
allowances.

sActs of 1961, c. 328; Acts of 1962, c. 591, s. 5.



more legislative work is becoming demanding of time and effort, 
whether or not the General Court is in session. The intangible 
rewards of public service, however noble, are not enough. Such 
rewards will not feed and clothe families or provide for the education 
of children. To rely on them unduly would limit the opportunity 
for service in the Legislature to those who have independent finan
cial means or readily available methods of supplementing their legis
lative income. Some way must be provided so that they also can 
serve who look primarily, and perhaps solely, to their compensation 
as legislators to maintain themselves and their families.

The motive of public service does compensate in some measure 
for the lower financial returns earned in legislative work. Democ
racies may always have to depend on the sense of public obligation 
partially to compensate public officials. Our concern, however, is 
that a sense of civic duty ought not to be strained by expectations 
of service rendered at severe personal sacrifice of the legislators and 
their families. We cannot afford to take representative government 
that much for granted.

The results of the referendum in 1962, by which the electorate 
by a vote of 1,339,234 to 76,091 rejected the 1960 increase in the 
basic legislative salary from $5,200 to $6,700, does not alter the 
essential validity of these conclusions. We agree with the view 
which was expressed in Your Excellency’s memorandum to us that 
this vote was “ more an expression of voter disapproval of the man
ner in which the 1960 increase was achieved, and of a generalized 
disinclination to increase state expenses, than it was a considered 
judgment concerning the proper pay for conscientious legislators.”

The 1960 increase was voted by the General Court without the 
usual notice, hearing and other safeguards traditionally afforded by 
this body to matters before it for consideration. It is highly unlikely 
that this experience will be repeated. The most important purpose 
of the public expression of disapproval has thus undoubtedly been 
accomplished.

This is not to sa)̂  that all votes of disapproval were motivated by 
objections to method rather than amount. There is a built-in voter 
resistance in referenda of this character which tends to react nega
tively to proposals for greater public expenditures, particuarly those 
involving increases in salaries. Such resistance exists and has been 
similarly expressed in other states. While we draw important les
sons and guidance from the 1962 referendum, we do not regard its



results as conclusive of the issues now under consideration by this 
Committee.

Section 2. Legislative Responsibilities and Workload.

It is largely because the people have turned to government to 
promote the general welfare that the responsibilities of today’s 
legislator far exceed those expected of earlier senators and repre
sentatives. He is called upon to pass intelligently on issues which 
Cover a wide scope of citizen interest. These range from matters 
related to health, education, recreation, veterans, workers, the aging, 
business, industrial development, taxation and many others, to such 
areas of specialized concern as a uniform commercial code or atomic 
energy. A complete listing of subjects covered by legislation enacted 
each year would touch nearly every phase of the lives of the people 
of Massachusetts. The public has come to expect a broad under
standing and knowledge from its elected officials.

Not counting the political demands of voters upon a legislator’s 
time his legislative duties are numerous. These include such activi
ties as filing petitions before each session, consulting with and re
ceiving bills for filing from local governments, attending committee 
hearings, passing upon committee actions, serving on recess com
mittees or commissions, meeting with citizen groups, attending floor 
sessions, engaging in discussion and debate when necessary, explain
ing legislative issues and programs to constituents, and doing re
search on pending bills and current public problems.

Passing laws is not the only work expected of a legislator. He is 
expected to study and evaluate the efficiency with which the execu
tive branch of government operates. He must, as lawmaker and 
appropriator of funds, be concerned with the effectiveness of the 
judicial system. He is regarded as the liaison man for his community 
at the state capitol. In many ways he is the State House corre
spondent who keeps the localities informed of state matters affecting 
their interests. He is expected to play a prominent part in local 
political and social activities. He is looked upon by a large number 
of voters as a personal adviser and problem-solver, one who is sup
posed to assist in getting jobs, guiding and often escorting constit
uents to state offices, cutting through administrative red tape, ad
vising on rights and duties in time of personal difficulties and listen
ing to any and all complaints.

These duties continue throughout the year as long as the legislator



holds his office. Regardless of the remote relationship many of 
these services bear to the legislative operation, the public expects 
legislators to perform them. And the occasional legislator who 
chooses to downgrade these characteristics of his job, finds that he 
is in trouble at the ballot box. More than one legislator who tried to 
be a full-time statesman, but neglected his political fences, found 
himself involuntarily retired from public service with the task of 
rebuilding his neglected career and earning capacity.

One study1 found that during sessions, Massachusetts legislators 
worked a median of 50-54 hours per week. When the General Court 
is not in session, members still work a median of 20-24 hours per 
week on official duties, while large numbers of them work between 
30 and 40 hours per week in the recess on legislative matters.

The citizen’s right of free petition makes the workload of the 
General Court among the heaviest in any state legislature. Other 
states have the right of free petition, but in most cases petitions 
can be disposed of by committee action or inaction, often without 
public hearing or formal floor proceedings.2 In Massachusetts public 
hearings are held and committee reports rendered on bills which are 
filed. There is at least one opportunity for unlimited debate at some 
stage of the legislative process. Although filibustering is rare, ex
tended debate occurs over a number of bills, including some which 
are relatively minor in terms of public policy.

In recent years the volume of bills considered and laws enacted has 
been high. In the past five years the relevant statistics are as 
follows:

Year.
Session Length 

(days).

Legislative
Documents
Considered.

Acts and 
Resolves.

1958 290 4175 842
1959 254 3908 744
1960 324 4206 943
1961 144 3906 755
1962 205 4863 944

Perhaps too much emphasis has been placed on the right of free 
petition in explaining the heavy legislative workload in Massa
chusetts. What is needed is a real attempt to streamline legislative

1Mary B. Newman, “ The General Court: An Instrument of the People of Massa
chusetts,”  in State Government and Public Responsibility, 1962: The Role of the General 
Court of Massachusetts, Vol. IV, Tufts University, 1962, pp. 54-59.

1 See generally Appendix A, pp. 43-44.



procedures to produce greater efficiency, while preserving this basic 
citizen right.

Also, we are not persuaded that all legislators carry their fair 
share of the legislative workload. But we are here concerned with 
the proper levels of compensation for the conscientious legislator 
who accepts fully his responsibilities as a member of the General 
Court. We cannot set a salary schedule which is graded in terms 
of individual dedication to duty. It is for the electorate to insure 
that the legislator who does not measure up to his job is not returned 
to public office.

Section 3. The Economic Burden of Legislative Service.
The present financial burden of legislative service undoubtedly 

deters many able persons from becoming candidates for the General 
Court. In addition there is a serious question whether a number of 
able men now serving in the Legislature can afford to remain there 
under the present salary schedule.

Out of his income (in many cases not substantially supplemented 
from other sources) a legislator must provide for his family and meet 
his political expenses. Not counting election campaign costs, 
expenses run considerably above the allowances now in effect. 
Travel within legislative districts for the purpose of servicing his 
constituents is not reimbursable. Expenses are not covered for 
trips to the State House which may be required, as often as weekly, 
when the General Court is not in session. The telephone and cor
respondence costs of a legislator are well above the normal levels of 
other citizens. As civic leaders, legislators are expected to make 
donations to a wide variety of worthy causes. To provide better 
service to constituents some senators and representatives maintain 
a small office in their electoral district. The homes of legislators 
are readily available to the public with consequent disruption of 
normal family life.

The travel and per diem allowances are clearly inadequate. The 
seven cents-per-mile rate is wrell below actual costs and even below 
the eight cents-per-mile rate allowed state employees generally. 
The Automobile Legal Association recently reported the 10,000- 
mile average annual cost of operating a car in the Boston area to 
be 16.59 cents per mile. It is unlikely that there is a decent hotel



room available in Boston or its suburbs at the permitted $5.50 rate 
for legislators on a per diem basis. The daily meal allowance of 
$4.00 is also insufficient.

A measure of the adequacy of pay may be found in comparing 
the legislative salary and expense allowance with the required ievel 
of an average family income. According to the latest available 
Monthly Labor Review data on Boston (August, 1960), a married 
man with two children, working in the city of Boston, required 
$6,317 for a modest but adequate living standard. Since that time 
the cost of living has risen slightly. This required level of income 
does not include provision for the special expenses that arise from 
public office-holding.

Still another comparison might be made with seasonally ad
justed incomes. Skilled labor averages $5 per hour for time worked 
in the Boston construction industry. The median time worked is 
1,500 hours per year, which gives an annual average wage of $7,500. 
If the same hourly rate were applied to the estimated 1,880 hours 
worked by the average legislator, it would provide an annual aver
age income of $9,400.

Today the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, with an annual 
budget of approximately $550,000,000 is the largest “ going con
cern” in the state. Yet the salaries paid state legislators are not 
comparable to those earned by middle-management personnel in 
Massachusetts business and industry.

During the course of its public hearing, the Committee was in
formed by a former legislator that during eight years of service in 
the General Court his expenses were $12,000 in excess of his legis
lative income. Another legislator, currently serving his ninth year 
in the General Court, explained that he is now faced with the 
choice of selling his home or curtailing his public responsibilities to 
make ends meet. All of the testimony received from present or 
former members of the legislature emphasized the heavy economic 
costs involved in continued service under present pay scales.

We arc well aware that many legislators, to greater or less degree, 
are in a position to supplement their legislative pay with other in
come. But a number of them, particularly those living some dis
tance from Boston, cannot significantly add to their legislative in
come without rather extraordinary effort. Some legislators have 
no other source of income;. As stated earlier in this Report some 
way must be provided so that such men can also serve.



No attempt has been made here to appraise the effect of the re
cently enacted conflict of interest law 1 on opportunities for legis
lators to earn outside income. Presently scheduled to become ef
fective on May 1, 1963, it is the most comprehensive law of this 
type on the statute books of any of the states.2 Suffice to say that 
its provisions will cause the curtailment or outright prohibition of 
a number of income-producing activities which hitherto have been 
regarded as permissible for legislators as well as for other state and 
local officials and employees.

Section J. Comparison with Other States.
It is difficult to make meaningful comparisons with salary and 

expense allowances paid to legislators in other states. The states 
vary widely with respect to such things as number of members, 
length of terms of office (particularly of senators), number of days 
of session, bills considered, internal procedures and the number and 
complexity of laws enacted.

Thirty-four states pay their legislators flat dollar amounts which 
are fixed on an annual or biennial basis. The present Massachusetts 
salary of $10,400 biennially ranks sixth among the 50 states. It is 
presently exceeded by New York ($20,000), Michigan ($14,000), 
California ($12,000), Illinois ($12,000) and Pennsylvania ($12,000). 
Ohio and New Jersey both pay biennial salaries of $10,000. All of 
these states are among the ten largest in the nation and are heavily 
urban and industrial in character.3

In terms of pay per calendar day of session, however, Massachu
setts ranked twenty-fourth in the nation with an average per diem 
of $22.22 for the 1960-1961 biennium.4 On this basis, for example, 
New York was $118.35, California $51.28, Michigan $48.95, Illinois 
$48.19, Ohio $30.95, Pennsylvania $21.50 and New Jersey $14.99. 
As the Legislative Research Bureau report points out, “ These salary 
equivalents per calendar day of session should be interpreted with 
caution because of possible distortions. Thus, local conditions and 
traditions may result in longer legislative sessions in one state than 
in another.” 5

‘ Acts of 1962, c. 779.
2 See Appendix A, pp. 44-45.
3 For full tabulation see Appendix A, Table 1, p. 36.
* Id., Table 2, p. 37.
6 At p. 34.



Comparisons are also difficult because of great variations in ses
sion length from year to year or biennium to biennium. In Massa
chusetts it so happens that the period used for the comparative 
study, the 1960-1961 biennium, included both the longest (324 
days) and the shortest (114 days) sessions during the past five years.

Furthermore, there is no practical way to measure the work con
tent of a particular legislative day or the general efficiency of the 
legislative process. As stated earlier, we believe that there is room 
for improvement in legislative procedures in Massachusetts. Un
doubtedly this also applies in varying degrees to procedures in other 
states. All things considered, however, and subject to the limita
tions indicated above, we feel that stating legislative salaries in 
terms of per diem equivalents offers a fairer basis for interstate 
comparisons.

Levels of compensation for legislative leaders tend to follow the 
patterns established in the various states for legislators generally. 
The large industrial states again are at the top. The highest salaries 
(on a biennial basis) are those paid in New York to the Lieutenant 
Governor and Senate President ($53,500) and the Speaker of the 
House ($36,500). The next highest (for Senate President and House 
Speaker, also computed biennially) are Pennsylvania ($30,000), 
Massachusetts (,$20,800), Michigan ($16,000), Ohio ($15,000), and 
New Jersey ($13,333).1 On a per diem basis Massachusetts ranks 
fifth among these states.

New York, Massachusetts and Ohio also pay certain legislative 
leaders, other than the Senate President and Speaker of the House, 
additional compensation.2

Expense allowances of legislators vary even more widely among the 
states.3 While the number of trips paid for differs, travel allowances 
are usually based on fixed mileage rates. Thirty states allow a rate 
of 10 cents or more per mile for travel. In addition, about half the 
states pay a per diem expense ranging up to $45 per day. Some 
states provide a flat sum allowance for expenses. The highest of 
these, computed biennially, are Pennsylvania ($6,000), New York 
($3,500), and Michigan ($2,500). The Massachusetts technique of 
segregating the separate items of expense allowances is not usually 
followed.

1 See Appendix A, table 3, p. 39. Information on California and Illinois not available.
2 Id., p. 39.
8 Id., pp. 38-41.



Section 5. Recommendations with Respect to Salaries and Expenses.

In the light of the foregoing considerations, and mindful of the 
fact that the present salary schedule was established in 1956 and 
that expense allowances have remained unchanged since 1953, we 
recommend the following:

(1) The annual salary of each member of the General Court should 
be increased from $5,200 to $7,800.

(2) The additional compensation paid to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives should be 
increased from $5,200 to $7,800.

(3) The additional compensation paid to the majority and min
ority floor leaders in the Senate and the House of Representatives, 
to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Ways and Means, and 
to the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the House Committee on 
Ways and Means should be increased from $2,600 to $3,900.

(4) The annual expense allowance of each member of the General 
Court should be increased from $400 to $600.

(5) For members of the General Court living within 40 miles of 
the State House, the mileage allowance should be increased from 
7 cents per mile to 8 cents per mile, and the weekly minimum from 
$4.50 to $7.00, both adjustments to be subject to existing statutory 
restrictions.

(6) For members of the General Court living 40 miles or more 
from the State House, the mileage allowance should be increased 
from 7 cents per mile to 8 cents per mile, and the allowance for 
lodging and meals (presently $5.50 a day for lodging and $4.00 for 
meals) should be changed to a lump sum per diem allowance of 
$15.00, both adjustments to be subject to existing statutory restric
tions.

(7) More adequate professional and clerical staff assistance should 
be provided to assist the members of the General Court in the per
formance of their legislative duties.

We have considered the possibility of using some other method of 
compensating members of the General Court. However, we feel 
that the lump sum salary arrangement, presently used by 34 states, 
is still the most desirable one. The recommended $7,800 annual 
salary would place Massachusetts second to New York among the 
states which pay fixed annual or biennial salaries. In terms of



equivalents per day of session computed for the 1960-1961 biennium, 
the $7,800 annual salary would result in a per diem rate of $33.33. 
This rate would place Massachusetts fifteenth in rank among the 
states.

The recommendations with respect to additional compensation 
for legislative leaders follow existing practice both as to method of 
computation and the positions included. The new pay schedule 
would place Massachusetts second to New York in the compensa
tion paid to presiding officers whether the salaries are computed on 
a lump sum or per diem basis.

The increases recommended in the general expense allowance and 
those related to lodging and meals are slightly in excess of fifty per 
cent. These proposals also reflect the inadequacy of the present 
provisions which have been in existence for the past ten years.

The increase in the mileage allowance to 8 cents per mile for cov
ered trips puts legislators on the same mileage allowance basis as 
other state employees. There is substantial evidence that this al
lowance itself is inadequate. If there should be an adjustment in 
the mileage rate paid to state employees generally, such adjusted 
rate should also be made applicable to legislators.

The recommendation relative to more adequate professional and 
clerical staffing is designed to add to the productivity of the members 
of the General Court in carrying out their legislative duties. Pres
ently there are four typists to provide help to senators. The general 
membership of the House has no clerical assistance. Contrast the 
situation in California where each legislator has his own office and 
secretarial help. We feel that the establishment of an adequate 
secretarial pool for representatives would improve efficiency, and 
allow more productive use of time actually spent at the State House. 
The adequacy of the existing secretarial arrangements in the Senate 
should also be reviewed.

As legislative responsibilities broaden in scope and increase in 
difficulty and complexity, the potential contribution to be made by 
proper professional staffing becomes greater. The Legislative Re
search Bureau has done fine work in the areas of statistical research 
and fact-finding. The technical staffs of the Ways and Means 
Committees have been most valuable in the important areas of ex
penditure analysis and control. We believe that the legislative 
process should be carefully reviewed to insure that necessary pro
fessional assistance is fully utilized. This area of legislative service



more and more is receiving the serious attention of those concerned 
with the continued vitality of the lawmaking operation.1

No substantial increase in appropriations should be required to 
provide these essential services if a critical reappraisal is made of 
positions in the budget of the Legislature with a view to assuring 
maximum productivity for the funds expended.

The annual cost of the salary increases proposed is $742,300. 
The increase in the annual expense allowance to $600 amounts to 
$56,000. The additional cost of the allowances for mileage, lodging 
and meals is difficult to estimate without a detailed examination of 
voucher records for these items. However, the cost of the increase 
in these allowances should not exceed $50,000. No attempt has 
been made to estimate the effect of the salary adjustment on bene
fits under the retirement plan.

The proposed increases fall well within the limits suggested by 
leaders in the fields of business, labor, government and education, 
who either appeared at the public hearing or otherwise communi
cated with the Committee. They are also in line with the final 
recommendations of the 1962 Tufts Assembly on Massachusetts 
Government in which more than eighty distinguished citizens par
ticipated. With respect to legislative compensation, the Assembly 
had this to say:

“ We believe that the job  of the state legislator is becoming a full-time one. 
The Assembly therefore recommends that members of the Legislature should be 
paid a flat salary substantially higher than that being paid at present, and that 
more realistic expense allowances for food, lodging, and travel should be allotted 
to them.” 2

The recognition of the additional responsibilities carried by the 
legislative leadership is in accord with the views expressed by the 
National Legislative Conference:

“ Likewise the pay of legislative leaders faced with ever greater demands on 
their time in most jurisdictions, is notably out of line . . . Salary and reimburse
ment of necessary expenses should be provided in amounts sufficient to permit and 
encourage competent persons to undertake growingly important and time- 
consuming legislative duties.” 3

1See generally, “ Mr. President . . . Mr. Speaker . . Re-port of the Committee 
on Organization of Legislative Services of the National Legislative Conference, The Council 
of State Governments, Chicago (1963).

2 State Government and Public Responsibility: 1962: The Role of the General Court in 
Massachusetts, p. 144.

3“ American State Legislatures in Mid-Twentieth Century: Final Report of the Com
mittee on Legislative Processes and Procedures of the National Legislative Conference.”  
Chicago: The Council of State Governments, 1961.



The Committee received one communication in opposition to a 
legislative salary adjustment at this time. This was in the form of 
a letter from the Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Associa
tions which essentially expressed the view that “ no action be taken 
upon legislative salaries until final action is taken on the constitu
tional amendment, limiting the session to six months.” 1

We do not agree with this position. We do not believe that the 
existence of a constitutional limitation of six months on sessions of 
the General Court would affect materially our evaluation of the 
intrinsic worth of legislative service.

It must be remembered that salaries of members of the General 
Court have not been changed since 1956. To accept the Federa
tion’s view would mean a wait until 1965, at the earliest, before 
there could be even a beginning of the collection of evidence as to 
the effect of the limitation on the legislative process. We do not 
feel that such a delay is warranted.

Furthermore, there is no assurance that the six months’ limita
tion will be adopted. A number of responsible national experts in 
the field of government oppose time limits on legislative sessions. 
The Tufts Assembly in 1962 expressed a similar view. There is in
formed opinion to the effect that most of the results sought to be 
achieved by the imposition of an artificial deadline might better be 
achieved by having the General Court adjourn rather than pro
rogue at the end of its first annual session. Such a procedure would 
eliminate the necessity for annual consideration of perennial bills. 
Yet the right of free petition would be preserved in all of its essen
tials because every bill would be reported out for floor action at 
least once during the life of each General Court.

Another area of evident interest concerns the number of legislators 
in the General Court. Here the problem is often stated in terms of 
an assumed relationship between size and legislative inefficiency. 
It is also thought that the size of the Legislature serves as a deter
rent to proper salary levels because of the number of individuals 
involved in any adjustment, even though legislative salaries are a 
very small part of the total state budget.

With a membership of 280, first established in 1857, the Massachu
setts Legislature is the third largest in the nation, exceeded only by 
New Hampshire (424) and Connecticut (330). Other New England 
states are as follows: Vermont (276), Maine (185), and Rhode

better dated March 26, 1963, from Frank J. Zeo, Executive Director.



Island (146). As a group the legislatures in these states are larger 
in size than those of most of the other states. It is likely that the 
traditions of broad representative government which produced the 
town meetings also produced larger legislatures.

Some observers feel that the General Court is too large to be 
effective. Others feel that to reduce its size would not improve 
efficiency and would seriously undermine its representative char
acter. It would be worth while to have a study, perhaps by a 
special commission, of this whole problem.

Whatever course these larger policy decisions may take, there is 
need for a continuing, intensive review by the Legislature of its 
organization and procedures. Representative government is not by 
nature efficient. Thus, even greater and more constant efforts are 
required to insure that the business of government is conducted in 
the public interest. This is the clear and present responsibility of 
the General Court. Only in this way can it fulfill in an effective 
way its role as the basic instrument of a democratic society.

We believe that the increases recommended in this Report will 
help to attract and hold men of ability in elective public office. 
We are well aware that adequate compensation, in and of itself, is 
no guarantee that the most able candidates will be elected to office. 
The inalienable right of choice rests with the people. But wre are 
convinced that adequate compensation is an essential step in pro
viding a broader opportunity for the people to make this choice. 
Herein lies the best hope for the continued vitality of the democratic 
process.
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Ci)e CommontoealtJ) of ^assacftusetts

STATE LEGISLATIVE SALARY AND RELATED DATA.

C h a p t e r  I .  I n t r o d u c t i o n .

Origin and Scope of Study.
By initial general direction of the Hon. John E. Powers, Senate 

President and Chairman of the Legislative Research Council, and 
in line with the subsequent specific requests of Senator Michael J. 
Galvin of Norfolk and Suffolk, the Legislative Research Bureau 
submits ll.is report relative to (1) the salaries and expense allow
ances of legislators of the 50 States, and (2) certain related matters, 
including legislative work loads and conflict of interest law limita
tions on legislator earnings.

The report presents statistical material which brings up to date, 
as far as possible, the content of an excellent study issued by the 
Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office in 1962.1 The four tables concerned 
are as follows:

Table 1. Salaries of Legislators, Excluding Legislative Leaders, 
in 1962.

Table 2. Legislator Salaries in Equivalents Per Day of Session, 
in 1960-1961 Biennium.

Table 3. Salaries of Legislative Leaders in 1962.
Table J. Legislator and Committee Member Expense Allowances 

in 1962.
This Bureau report presents no survey of the group insurance and 

of retirement plans available to legislators, as originally requested 
by Senator Galvin. Unfortunately, various staff efforts to obtain 
such current information were unsuccessful. Extended time would 
be necessarv to collect and present this inevitably involved informa
tion in useful form.

Background of Massachusetts Legislator Salary and Expense Law.
Original Practices.— In the Colonial Era, Massachusetts legis

lators were chosen as representatives of individual towns and re
ceived from their towns such compensation as was fixed by the

1 Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Legislative Pay Among the Fifty States. Report No. 62-7, December 10, 
1962. IS pp. printed.



General Court. Thus, when the Plymouth and Massachusetts Bay 
Colonies were united in a single “ Province of Massachusetts Bay,” 
the towns were directed to pay each of their legislators three shillings 
per diem of legislative session, plus three shillings per diem en route 
from their home to the session and return after prorogation; and 
for each day of unexcused absence during the session, offending 
legislators were subject to a five-shilling fine (Acts of 1692, c. 38).

After organization of the state government, the Commonwealth 
assumed the responsibility of paying legislator salaries and allow
ances. In 1857, the election of members of both branches of the 
General Court was placed fully upon representative districts reflect
ing voter registration.

Developments Since 1929. — By 1929, Massachusetts was paying 
annual salaries of $2,000 to its state senators and representatives, 
and twice that amount to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. In addition, each member 
of the General Court received a travel allowance of $4.20 per mile 
times the mileage between his residence and the State House, once 
each session.

By 1953, the General Court established a schedule of expense 
allowances for individual legislators during the legislative session, 
■which remains substantially in effect today. Under this schedule 
every legislator received a basic expense allowance of $400 per year. 
In addition, every legislator living within 40 miles of the State House 
received 7 cents per mile of travel to and from his home and the State 
House four days weekly, subject to a minimum of $4.50 per week. 
Every legislator coming from a more distant area may receive a 
travel allowance either (a) on the above basis, or (6) on the basis of 
one round trip per week between his home and the State House, 
plus $5.50 per day for room and $4.00 per day for meals during four 
days weekly. These allowances are paid only while the Legislature 
is in session (Acts of 1953, c. 263).

As for legislative salaries, several changes of past years, including 
the complication of biennial sessions adopted in 1938 and a return 
to annual sessions in 1944, established the present legislative salary 
schedule, namely, $5,200 in general, twice that amount or $.10,400 
for the Senate President and House Speaker, and half way between 
those amounts or $7,800 for seven other legislative leaders, i.e., 
the four majority and minority leaders, the chairman of both Sen
ate and House committees on Ways and Means and the vice chair
man of the latter (Acts of 1956, c. 742).



By 1960 statute the above three salaries were raised to $13,400, 
$10,050 and $6,700, respectively (Acts of 1980, c. 783). Thereupon, 
a citizens’ group filed the necessary petitions to put into effect the 
referendum provisions of the state constitution requiring submission 
of that statutory change to the voters at the 1962 election. The 
proposed salary increases were rejected by the electorate by a vote 
of 1,339,234 to 276,091, and hence the legislative salaries returned 
to the 1956 levels which are described above.

Another recent statute has changed travel expenses of legislators 
during their service on committees and special commissions, both 
during and between legislative sessions. Formerly, they were com
pensated in full for costs of their actual lodging and fares, and were 
limited only as to mileage paid for use of their private autos (Acts 
of 1950, c. 808, adding G. L. e. 3, § 32A; annual appropriation 
acts, § 5).

Two years ago, however, the General Court imposed a limitation 
on daily meal expenses, as follows: $2 for breakfast, $3 for the noon 
meal and $5 for supper, or not more than $10 per diem. This 
curtailment did not apply to fares, hotel and “ sundry” expenses 
which continue to be paid in full. In contrast with the above 
travel allowance of 7 cents per mile, private auto mileage on com
mittee or commission business was fixed at the rate of 8 cents per 
mile (Acts of 1961, c. 328; Acts of 1962, c. 591, § 5).

C h a p t e r  II. L e g i s l a t i v e  S a l a r i e s .

Range and Types of Salary Payments.

The report of the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Legislative Pay 
Among ike Fifty States, notes that —

The compensation for legislators of the fifty states is paid either as an amount 
per day or a lump sum allowance (Table 1). There is great variation in the amounts 
allowed and the basis of payment. For example, several states limit the pay by 
limiting the length of the legislative session. Other states limit the length of the 
regular session but permit unlimited length and pay for special sessions. A  few 
states limit both the regular and special sessions as well as the number of days for 
which pay will be allowed. There is also a difference in manner of counting days — 
some states limit the days to “ legislative”  days while others place the limitation 
upon a prescribed number of “ calendar”  d a y s .1

1 Report No. G2-7, December 10, 1962, p. 2.



1 he following Table 1 indicates that Massachusetts (with a 
$10,400 legislative salary computed biennially) is one of the 34 
States which pay fixed annual or biennial salaries to their legislators 
other than legislative leaders and that it ranks sixth highest among 
them. The five States paying larger salaries biennially are New 
York ($20,000), Michigan ($14,000), California ($12,000), Illinois 
($12,000) and Pennsylvania ($12,000), — all five being States with 
large urban, industrial areas. Just below Massachusetts come the 
sixth and seventh ranking States of New Jersey and Ohio (both 
$10,000 biennially).

The range of biennially calculated salaries of legislators, other 
than legislative leaders, among these 34 States varies from a mini
mum of $200 (N. PI.) to a maximum of $20,000 (N. Y.). In 14 
of them, these salaries exceed $6,000 biennially; in another eight, 
salaries are between $3,000 to $5,000; and in twelve States biennial 
salaries of less than $3,000 are in effect.

Of the 34 States paying salaries to legislators annually or bien
nially, 11 States provide additional pay on a per diem basis for 
special legislative sessions; and 23 States, including Massachusetts, 
make no such regular provision.

The remaining 16 of the 50 States pay compensation on a per 
diem basis to their legislators; all but two of these 16 States pro
vide such per diems for both regular and special sessions, while 
two States pay no compensation for special session attendance. 
Many States impose limits upon the total number of days for which 
their legislators may be compensated on this per diem basis.

Legislative Salaries in Per Diem Equivalents.
Table 2, next, lists State by State a recomputation of the above 

total biennial salaries or per diem pay, on the basis of the equivalent 
salary per calendar clay of legislative session in 1960-1961. As 
this table shows, the highest salary payment occurred in New 
York ($118.35 per calendar day); in contrast, Massachusetts ranked 
twenty-fourth ($22.22) and New Hampshire was lowest ($1.12). 
These salary equivalents per calendar day of session should be 
interpreted with caution because of possible distortions. Thus, 
local conditions and traditions may result in longer legislative ses
sions in one State than in another. Similarly, local political factors 
may depress legislative salaries relative to work loads in one State, 
but not in another, such as constitutional requirements of voter 
approval of legislative pay changes in at least half of the States.



T a b l e  1 . — Salaries of Legislators, excluding Legislative Leaders, in 1962.

Source: Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1902-63, and related working papers on file 
in office, 1313 East 60th St., Chicago 37, Illinois; Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Legislative Pay among the 
Fifty States, Report No. 62-7, Dec. 10, 1962.

St a t e s  i n  O r d e r  o f  
P o p u l a t i o n .

N u m b e r  o f  
L e g i s l a t o r s . 2 I

“ B i e n n i a l ”  P a y m e n t .

Rank of 
State.1

Population
(millions). Senate. House. |

In Flat 
Salaries.3

Per Diem 
Basis.

Maximum 
Number 

Days’ Pay.3

1. N .Y . 16.7 58 150 $20,000r - -
2. Cal. 15.7 40 80 12,000r - -

3. Pa. 11.3 50 210 12,000r - -
4. 111. 10.0 58 177 12,000r - -
5. Ohio 9.7 88 139 io,ooor - -

6. Tex. 9.5 31 150 9,600r - -
7. Mich. 7.8 34 110 14,000r - -

8. N.J. 6.0 21 60 10,000r - -
9. M ASS. 5.1 40 240 10,400r s 4 -

10. Fla. 4.9 88 95 2,400r - -

11. Ind. 4.6 50 100 3,600r - -

12. X.C . 4.5 50 120 - $15R, $15s $120CR, $25cs

13. Mo. 4.3 34 157 9,600r - -

14. Va. 3.9 40 100 1,080r 30s 30c

15. Wis. 3.9 83 100 7,200r - -

16. Ga. 3.9 54 205 - 10R, 10s 40c r , 70s

17. Tenn. 3.5 33 99 - 10R, 10s 75c r, 20c

18. Minn. 3.4 67 135 4.800R 25s -

19. Ala. 3.2 35 106 - 10R, 10s 36 l r , 3 6 ls

20. La. 3.2 39 105 - 50R5 90c r , 30cs

21. A/d. 3.1 29 123 6,OOOR - -

22. Ky. 3.0 38 80 - 25R, 25s 74CR

23. Wash. 2.8 49 99 2,400r 10s "

24. Iowa 2.7 50 108 - 30R, 30s -

25. Conn. 2.5 36 294 2 ,00 0 r -

26. S. C. 2.3 46 124 3,600r 45s -  40LS

27. Okla. 2.3 44 121 3,900R 15s -  75LS

28. Kans. 2.1 40 125 - 10r 90R, 30s

29. Miss. 2.1 49 140 3,000R - 22'As -

30. W. Va. 1.8 32 100 3,000r - “



T a b l e  1. —  Salaries of Legislators, excluding Legislative Leaders, 
in 1962 —  Concluded.

S t a t e s  i n  O r d e r  o f  
P o p u l a t i o n .

N u m b e r  o f  
L e g i s l a t o r s . 2

“ B i e n n i a l ”  P a y m e n t .

Rank of Population In Flat Per Diem
Maximum
NumberState.1 (millions). Senate. House. Salaries. * Basis. Days’ Pay. 3

31. Ark. 1.7 35 100 $2,400r $ -  6s $ -  15CS
32. Ore. 1.7 SO 60 1,200r - -

33. Colo. 1.7 35 65 6,400r « 25s -

34. Nebr. 1.4 - 43 4,800r - -

35. Ariz. 1.3 28 80 3,600 r 20s -

36. Maine 0.9 34 151 1,600r 10s _
37. N . Mex. 0.9 32 66 - 20 r , 20s 60c r , 30cs

38. Utah 0.8 25 64 1,000r - -

39. R. I. 0.8 46 100 - 5R 60lr

40. S. Dak. 0.6 35 75 1,800 r 10s -

41. Mont. 0.6 56 94 - 20r , 20 s 60CR, 60cs

42. Idaho 0.6 44 59 - 10R, 10s 60CR, 20cs

43. Hawaii 0.6 25 51 4.000R - -

44. N . Dak. 0.6 49 115 - 5R, 5S 60LR

45. N . H. 0.6 24 400 200R 3s 15CS

46. Del. 0.4 17 35 6,000r - -

47. Vt. 0.3 30 246 - 7r -

48. Wyo. 0.3 27 56 - 12r , 12s 40 CR

49. Nev. 0.2 17 47 - 25r , 25s 60cr , 60cs

50. Alaska 0.2 20 40 5,000r - -

1 States are listed in order of population ranking in 1960 U. S. Census; names of States with annual sessions 
are italicized.

2 Italicized entries show that legislators are elected for 4-year terms; all others are elected for 2-year terms.
*C  designates Calendar Days; L, Legislative Days; R, Regular Session; and S, Special Session.
4 Determined at special session; otherwise, no additional salary.
5 Legislators receive $250 per month when Legislature is not in session.
6 $100 per month during the biennium, $25 per day during regular and special sessions, and a lump sum to 

bring total biennium payments up to $4,000.

Salaries of Legislative Leaders.
Table 3 indicates the salaries or per diem compensation of legis

lative leaders in 24 of 43 States which replied to the inquiries thereon 
made in connection with the Oregon study being quoted in this 
report. These salaries and per diem rates include both the amounts 
of basic pay of legislative leaders as regular legislators, plus their



T a b l e  2 . —  Legislator Salaries in Equivalents Per Day of Session, 
1960-1961 Biennium.

(Arranged in Order of Size of Equivalents Per Day.)

Source: Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Legislative Pay among the Fifty States, Report No. 62-7, Dec. 10, 
1962, Table 2.

Rank and 
Name o f  State. »

Days of 
Session.

Equivalent 
Salary 

per Day.
R an k  and 

N ame of State . 1
Days of 
Session.

Equivalent 
Salary 

per Day.

1. N .Y . 169 $118.35 3. Pa. 558 $21.50

11. Ind. . 60 60.00 43. Hawaii 191 20.94

6. Tex. . 173 55.49 37. N . Mex. . 60 20.00

2. Calif. 234 51.28 41. Mont. 68 20.00

20. La. . 202 50.00 27. Okla. . 208 18.75

7. Mich. 286 48.95 38. Utah . 60 16.66

13. Mo. . 199 48.24 49. Nev. 92 16.30

4. in. . 249 48.19 8. N .J. 667 14.99

33. Colo. 135 47.40 14. Va. 75 14.40

10. Fla. . 60 40.00 26. S.C. 266 13.53

18. Minn. 155 38.87 12. N .C . . 136 13.23

50. Alaska 138 36.23 25. Conn. . 156 12.82

15. Wis. . 214 33.64 48. Wyo. . 40 12.00

31. Ark. . 74 33.56 16. Ga. 98 10.00

23. Wash. 81 32.22 17. Tenn. 85 10.00

30. W. Va. . 96 31.24 42. Idaho . 62 10.00

5. Ohio . 323 30.95 47. Vt. 210 10.00

24. Iowa 119 30.00 32. Ore. 122 9.83

40. S. Dak. . 60 30.00 36. Maine . 183 9.67

21. Md. . 121 29.172 46. Del. 657 9.10

22. Ky. . 88 25.00 28. Kans. . 123 5.00

34. Nebr. 204 23.52 44. N . Dak. 63 4.76

29. Miss. 136 23.39 19. Ala. 160 4.50

9. M ASS. . 468 22.22 39. R.I. 516 1.16

35. Ariz. 167 21.54 45. N.H. . 178 1.12

0  ) Number before state name indicates 1960 U.S. Census population rank.
(2 ) On basis of $1,800 annual salary prevailing in 1960-1961. This salary was increased to $3,000 per annum 

($6,000 biennially) in 1962.

additional pay for meeting special responsibilities over a biennial 
period.

Among the salaries listed for such leaders, the most highly paid 
are New York’s Lieutenant-Governor and Senate President ($53,500



biennially) and Speaker ($36,500). The lowest paid such leader in 
the tabulation is North Dakota’s Speaker ($120, plus $5 per diem 
of session). Hie second highest pay holds for Pennsylvania’s pre
siding officers ($30,000 biennially), followed by Massachusetts 
($20,800), Michigan ($16,000), Ohio ($15,000) and New Jersey 
$13,333). The remaining 18 States, including many agricultural 
States, pay one or both of their presiding officers very little more 
than they do ordinary legislators.

As for legislative leaders other than regular presiding officers, 
only three States pay salaries greater than those of legislators gen
erally, as follows: (1) New York pays salaries of $35,500 to $36,500 
biennially to seven types of legislative leaders; (2) Massachusetts 
provides $15,600 biennially to seven leaders; and (3) Ohio similarly 
compensates its Speaker Pro Tempore and its House Minority 
Leader at the rate of $13,000 each.

C h a p t e r  III. E x p e n s e  A l l o w a n c e s .

Table 4 presents information relative to the expense allowances 
of legislators of all of the States, based on statistics in the Oregon 
report and subsequent legislation of these States.

Massachusetts currently pays each legislator $400 annually ($800 
biennially) for basic expenses, plus the following additional travel, 
meal and lodging allowances:

(1) Travel: (a) 7c per mile for four days weekly during the session, but not less 
than $4.50 per week, for legislators living within 40 miles of the State House; 
(6) the foregoing or, alternatively, 7c per mile for one round trip from home to 
State House weekly, plus $5.50 per diem for lodging and $4 per diem for meals 
four days each week, during the session, for legislators living at greater distances; 
and (c) actual fares paid, or 8c per mile for their auto use, of legislators travelling 
on committee or special commission duties (G. L. c. 3, §§ 9B and 32A; standard 
§ 5 of appropriation acts).

(2) Meals and Lodging: (a) $5.5,0 per diem for lodging and $4 per diem for 
meals of certain legislators during the session, as indicated above; and (6) actual 
lodging costs, and not more than $10 per diem for meals (breakfast $2, noon meal 
$3, supper $5), o f legislators travelling on committee or special commission duties, 
(ibid).

Constitutionally, Massachusetts legislators may not receive extra 
pay on the basis of their service upon any recess (interim) committee 
or special commission unless it is appointed to “ examine a general 
revision of state statutes” (Const. Amend. LXV of 1918).



T a b l e  3 . —  Salaries of Legislative Leaders in 1962.

Sources: Council of State Governments, Book of The States, 1962-63, p. 145; Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office 
Legislative Pay among the Fifty States, Report, No. 62-7, Dec. 10, 1962, Table 4. This listing is based upon re
turns by 43 of the 50 States.

S t a t e s  i n  O r d e r  
1960 P o p u l a t i o n .

1. N . Y . .

3. Penn. .

5. Ohio

7. Mich. .

8. N. J. .

9. MASS. .

12. N . C. .

15. Wis. .

16. Ga.

17. Tenn. .

18. Minn. .

19. Ala.

22. Ky.

23. Wash. .

24. Iowa

30. W. Va. .

31. Ark. .

32. Ore.

33. Colo.

36. Maine .

41. Mont. .

44. N . Dak.

48. Wyo. .

50. Alaska .

B i e n n i a l  P a y m e n t s  t o  L e g i s l a t i v e  L e a d e r s  
I n c l u d i n g  B a s ic  P a y  a s  L e g i s l a t o r s .

All other States

$53,500 Lieutenant Governor and Senate President
$36,500 Speaker of House and Senate Majority Leader
$36,000 Chairman: Senate Finance Commission; House Ways and Means Com

mission
$36,000 Chairman and certain Members Judiciary and Codes Commission
$35,500 Senate Minority, House Majority, and House Minority Leaders

$30,000 Senate President; and Speaker of House

$15,000 Senate President; and Speaker of House
$13,000 Speaker Pro Tempore of House; and Senate Majority and House Mi

nority Leaders

$16,000 Senate President; and Speaker of House

$13,333 Senate President; and Speaker of House

$20,800 Senate President; and Speaker of House
$15,600 Senate Majority, Senate Minority, House Majority, and House Minority

Leaders; and Chairmen of Senate and House Ways and Means Com
mission

$20/day Senate President; and Speaker of House

$7,200 Plus $25 per month of session; Speaker of House

$15/day Senate President; and Speaker of House

$750 Plus $10 per day; Senate President and Speaker of House

$4,800 Plus $5 per day of regular sessions, and $30 per day of special sessions;
Senate President and Speaker of House

$12/day Senate President; and Speaker of House

$50/day Speaker of House

$2,400 Plus $10/day of regular sessions; plus $25/day, not to exceed $1,750;
Speaker of House

$90/'day Lieutenant Governor and Senate President; and Speaker of House

$3,000 Plus $5/day; Senate President; and Speaker of House

$2,700 Speaker of House

$1,600 Senate President; and Speaker of House

$7,800 Speaker of House

$1,850 Plus $10/day special session; Senate President; and Speaker of House

$25/day Senate President; and Speaker of House

$120 Plus $5/day; Senate President; and Speaker of House

$15/day Senate President; and Speaker of House

$6,000 Senate President; and Speaker of House

Legislative Leaders receive same salaries as members (see Table 1).



With respect generally to the expense allowances of legislators the 
Oregon report contains the following broad observations:

In addition to salary, each state provides its legislators with varying travel and 
expense allowances. These allowances range from an additional fixed amount per 
day, per session, or per year, to reimbursement for actual expenses. The basis 
for payment and the amounts allowed are unique in almost every state. In Oregon, 
legislators are allowed 10 cents per mile travel for one round trip per session, plus a 
payment of up to $75 per month during the session and $150 per month between 
sessions for non-personal expenses actually incurred. Louisiana pays its legis
lators an expense allowance of $250 per month while not in session.

Travel payment is most commonly made on the basis of mileage with fixed 
rates per mile. The amount of mileage allowed varies with each state, ranging 
from one round trip per day. In lieu of mileage payments, several states give 
legislators the option of selecting an expense allowance if they remain in the 
capital city.

In addition to salary and mileage, 24 states pay an expense allowance of from 
$5 to $45 per day. However, several of these reduce the rate if the legislator can 
live at home during the session. A  number of states make a lump sum allowance 
for expenses ranging from $25 to $6,000 per biennium, (p. 3.)

In the 43 States which reported their expense allowances and 
extra compensation paid to legislators serving on recess (interim) 
committees, the Oregon report indicated that they all pay related 
auto mileage, or actual fares; six States paid up to varying limits of 
$10 to $20 a day for other travel expenses; and another 24 paid such 
costs in full. At least 21 States, including some of the foregoing, 
pay an additional “ allowance” or “ extra compensation” of from 
$5 per diem to $50 per diem to legislators for recess committee work, 
most commonly at per diem rates of $19 to $20.

C h a p t e r  IV. R e l a t e d  D a t a .

Terms and Numbers of Legislators.
The length of legislative terms and the size of Legislatures con

stitute background for the salaries and expenses provided state 
legislators. With but one exception all 50 States have bicameral 
legislatures. In 35 States, senators are elected for four-year terms, 
while 14 States, including Massachusetts, utilize two-year terms. 
Of the 49 bicameral States, four elect representatives (assembly
men) for four-year terms, and two-year terms for such officers pre
vail 45 States (including Massachusetts). Members of Nebraska’s 
unicameral Legislature are chosen for two-year terms. Table 1



T a b l e  4 . Legislative and Committee Member Expense Allowances 
(“ Biennial” ) in 1962}

Sources: Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1962-63; Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, 
Legislative Pay among the Fifty States, Report No. 62-7, Dec. 10, 1962. Tables 1, 4 and 6.

R a n k  o f  S t a t e  
in  O r d e r  o f  
P o p u l a t io n . 2

L e g i s l a t o r  A l l o w a n c e s , 
R e g u l a r  a n d  S p e c ia l  S e s s i o n s .

C o m m i t t e e  A l l o w a n c e s .

Travel Rate 
per Mile; 

Limit.

Per Diem  
Expense; 

Limit.
Other

“ Biennial” .

Travel 
Cents per 

Mile.

Pay
per

Diem.

Other
Allow
ances.

1. N . Y . . r e ; lR T /w k . - $3,500 RE - RE

2. Cal. 5p ; I r t $19 - 15£ $20 -

3. Penn. . 10p; lR T /w k . - 6,000 10fi 20 RE

4. 111. 10p; lR T /w k . - 50P8 10fi - RE

5. Ohio . lOp; lR T /w k . - - RE - RE

6. Tex. . 10^; I r t 12; 120CR, 30CS 600 s 10£ - 12/day

7. Mich. . 10c; 2 R T /m o . - 2,500 7£ - RE

8. N . J. r r  Pass - - - -

9. M A S S. 7i\ l R T /w k .4 RE 800 8*5 - RE*

10. Fla. . lOp; lR T /w k . 15 - lOfS 1 1 -2 0 5 -

11. Ind. . 6 c ; lR T /w k . - - 15 ~

12. N .  C. . 7p; lR T /w k . 12 - NA NA NA

13. Mo. . lOp; 2 R T /m o . 10 - 8p " RE

14. Va. 7*!; I r t - 720r  ; 360s NA NA NA

15. Wis. . 6p -10 p 6 - 1 7 5 /m o .6 RE - RE

16. Ga. . lOp; 4 r t 4 0 -4 5 - 10p 20 RE

17. Tenn. . 16*5; I r t 5 - RE 10 RE

18. Minn. . 15p; I r t 8 -1 2 7 - RE - RE

19. Ala. . 10p; I r t 2 0; 36l - 10fi 10 2 0 /d a y

20. La. lOp; 12r t - 2 5 0 /m o .8 10** 50 -

21. Md. . 20*5; I r t - 2,400 NA NA NA

22. Ky. . 15p; I r t 8 25 50PS RE - RE

23. Wash. . 10p; I r t 25 - m 20/das

24. Iowa . 7 ^ ; I r t - - 75i 30 -

25. Conn. . 10p - 500 - - RE

26. S. C. . 9*5; lR T /w k . 10; 40cr - cs - NA NA NA

27. Okla. . lOp; lR T /w k . - - 7 <t- " -

28. Kans. . 7C, 6 r t 15; 30-90C R 10 5 0 /m o .10 5 -

29. Miss. . 10^; I r t  p lu s  
6^ ; lR T /w k .

- - - - 2 0 /d a y

30. W . Va. 1 0 I r t - - 10*1 25 -

31. Ark. . 5fi; I r t - - - 15 -

32. Ore. . 10^; I r t - 7 5 -1 5 0 /m o .11 n - RE

33. Colo. . 8^; r e - - 20 RE



T a b l e  4 . Legislative and Committee Member Expense Allowances 
{“ Biennial” ) in 1962 — Concluded.

R a n k  o f  S t a t e  
in  O r d e r  o f  
P o p u l a t i o n .  2

L e g i s l a t o r  A l l o w a n c e s , 
R e g u l a r  a n d  S p e c ia l  S e s s i o n s . C o m m i t t e e  A l l o w a n c e s .

Travel Rate 
per Mile; 

Limit.

Per Diem  
Expense; 

Limit.
Other

“ Biennial".

Travel 
Cents per 

Mile.

Pay
per

Diem.

Other
Allow
ances.

34. Nebr. . 8*5; I r t - - 8*5 - RE

35. Ariz. . 10*5 12 - 8*5 20 RE

36. Me. . 5*5; lR T /w k . 10 - 8*5 10 RE

37. N . M. . 10*5; I r t - - 8*5 15 -

38. Utah . 10*5; lR T /w k . 5 - RE - RE

39. R. I. . 8*5 - - - - -

40. S . D . . 7*5; I r t - - 7*5 11 10/d ay

41. Mont. . 8*5; I r t - - RE - RE

42. Id a . . 10*5; I r t 1 5; 60cr - cs - NA NA NA

43. Ha. . 20*5; I r t -1 2 - RE -1 2 RE

44. N . D . . 10*5; I r t 20 - 8H*5 10 RE

45. N . H . . 5*5—20*513 - - RE - RE

46. Del. 15*5 - $50 NA NA NA

47. Vt. 20*5; I r t - - RE - RE

48. Wyo. . 8*5; I r t 12 - 9*5 10 1 2/d a y

49. Nev. . 10*5; l R T /d a y 14 1 5 * 4 60 ps NA NA NA

50. Alaska 15*5; I r t 25-3515 600ps RE 35 -

C1 ) Abbreviations:
cr  Calendar days of regular session. r  Regular session.
cs Calendar days of special session. r e  Reimbursed for actual necessary expenses.

l  Legislative days of session. r t  Round trip.
n a  Information not available or unreported. s Special session.
ps Allowance for postage and stationery.

(2 ) Names of States with annual sessions are italicized.
( 3 ) $(300 expense allowance for House members between sessions.
(4 ) Legislators receive $400 a year ($800 biennially) for general expenses, plus certain travel and subsistence 

allowances. (See report text.)
(5 ) $11 instate; $20 outstate.
(B) Travel allowance, 10*5 per mile for one round trip, 7*5 per mile for first 2,000 miles per month and 6*5 

per additional mile. Other biennial allowances contingent on affidavit of necessity of temporary residence 
near capitol during sessions.

(v ) Residence at home during sessions, $8 per diem, and away, $12 per diem.
(8 ) Allowance while Legislature is not in session.
(9 ) Speaker of House receives actual and necessary travel expenses.
( 10) 90 Calendar days of regular sessions alternating with 30 days at budget sessions. $50 per month dur

ing interim.
( u  ) Reimbursement for necessary expenses up to $75 per month during session, and 150 per month during 

interim.
( 12) Allowance per diem both during and between session, $32.50 for Oahu legislators and $45 from elsewhere.
( 13 ) Travel allowance, 20*5 per mile first 45 miles, 8*5 per mile next 25 miles, 6*5 per mile next 25 miles, then 

5*5 per mile.
( 14) Rate of 10*5 per mile if commuting, or $15 per diem in capital residence.
( 16) Legislators in capital residence receive $25 per day, others $35 per day.



indicates the States which elect senators or representatives for 
four-year terms. Obviously the efforts and costs to get elected are 
greatly different for the short as against the long term.

The total number of legislators per State ranges from as few as 
43 in unicameral Nebraska, and 52 in bicameral Delaware, to a 
maximum of 424 in New Hampshire. Massachusetts, with 280 
legislators, has the third largest state' legislature, following New 
Hampshire (424) and Connecticut (330). Table 1 records this in
formation for the individual States.

Legislative Work Loads.
Reliable comparative measures of the work loads of legislatures 

of the 50 States, and of individual members of such legislatures, 
are not immediately available. Even if they were, however, great 
difficulties arise in their usefulness for making comparisons. These 
difficulties are summarized below:

(1) Different state concepts of the “ Right of Free Petition” . These concepts 
determine the amount of attention which legislators must devote to every bill. 
All states recognize in some legal way the citizen s right to petition the state 
legislature for redress of his grievances and for legislative consideration of other 
problems. However, in the great majority of states, the legislature is under no 
obligation to do anything with the petition once it has been received; hence, 
committees may have discretion in determining which bills receive a public hearing, 
and may be allowed to “ pigeonhole”  bills so that they do not reach the senate or 
house floor. In addition, 31 states have municipal or county home rule provisions 
in their constitutions which restrict introduction and legislative consideration of 
special local bills. In contrast, Massachusetts requires that every bill be reported 
out to the senate or house floor for iinal decision. Thus, in the two years 1960 
and 1961. the Massachusetts General Court received, assigned to committees for 
public hearing and a report, and voted on, a total of 8,110 bills, all of which con
sumed 468 days of work. In contrast, the New York Legislature received duiing 
this period 17,524 bills (the largest state volume), labored for 169 days and went 
home leaving many bills in committee. And the W yoming legislature, at the other 
extreme, received 528 bills and concluded its business in 40 days.

(2) Variations, from year to year, in the number of major bills requiring ex
tended legislative consideration because of their technical or political aspects, as 
contrasted with the more numerous simpler proposals.

(3) Variations in the number of hours of actual work represented by the calendar 
days of legislative session, even of the same state legislature.

(4) Variations in the hours of work resulting for legislators coming from districts 
of different economic complexions and of different area and population sizes.

Table 2 indicates the number of calendar days of session of each 
of the 50 state legislatures during the two years 1960 and 1961. 
These data are summarized thus:



C a l e n d a r  D a y s  
o f  S e s s i o n .

Number of 
States.

C a l e n d a r  D a y s  o f  
S e s s i o n .

Number of 
States.

40 (VVyo.) — 98 (Ga.) 17 286 (Mich.) — 323 (Ohio) 2

119 (Iowa) — 169 (N. Y .) 13 468 (Mass.) — 1

173 (Tex.) — 214 (Wis.) 10 516 (R. I.) — 558 (Pa.) 2

234 (Cal.) — 266 (S. C.) 3 657 (Del.) —  667 (N.J. ) 2

Impact of Conflict of Interest Laws on Legislative Pay.
Conflict of interest laws are also related to legislative pay in that 

lawyers, for example, may have their scope of professional activi
ties and livelihood materially curtailed.

Currently, five States have comprehensive “ codes of ethics” or 
“ conflict of interest” laws for their public officials (Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, New York, Texas and Washington). The statutes 
of the first four of these States apply to legislators. The most 
sweeping and exacting statute is that enacted in 1962 in Massa
chusetts (G. L. c. 268A).

The effects of these statutes, as summarized in a recent report 
by the Hawaii Legislative Reference Bureau which has been up
dated to include the 1962 Massachusetts law are as follows:1

P r o h i b i t e d  o r  C u r t a i l e d
C o v e r a g e  i n  S t a t e  S t a t u t e s  o f  —

A c t i v i t y .
Kentucky. Massachusetts. New York. Texas.

Business transactions generally Yes Yes No No

Employment .................................................. No Yes Yes Yes

Government sales, contracts . Yes Yes Yes No

Confidential information No Yes Yes Yes

P r i v i l e g e s .................................................. No Yes Yes Yes

G i f t s ............................................................ Yes Yes No Yes

In v e s tm e n ts .................................................. No Yes No No

Proceedings before agencies . Yes Yes Yes Yes

Concealment of interests. No Yes Yes Yes

C o n d u c t ............................................................ No Yes Yes No

No evidence has been found to demonstrate whether the above 
conflict of interest laws have been a factor in determination of cur-

(■) Hawaii Legislative Reference Bureau, Conflicts o) Interest Laws. Req. No. 9812, February, 1962. 24 pp. 
mimeographed. At p. 8.



rent levels of legislative pay. The biennial pay of legislators of 
these four States varies considerably — $20,000 in New York, 
§10,400 in Massachusetts, $9,600 in Texas, and $25 per diem of 
session in Kentucky. The pay in the first three of these States 
ranks first, sixth and ninth nationally. Kentucky is the third 
highest of the States paying per diem compensation. Of these four 
States with conflict, of interest laws applicable to legislators, only 
the two States of New York and Texas have raised legislative salar
ies subsequent to the enactment of their “ conflict” statutes.

It may be assumed — with reason — that “ conflict” laws which 
substantially curtail the ability of legislators to pursue their per
sonal livelihoods will become the basis of efforts to provide full
time salaries for those legislators who are now treated as part-time 
officials of their States.




