
Executive Department.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:
I am returning herewith, without my approval, House

Bill No. 1175, entitled “An Act to Establish the Salaries of
Certain State Officials and Employees

This bill proposes a complete change in the State policy
of dealing with its 13,000 employees and of handling 36%
of its total annual expenditure amounting to $17,500,000.

In the general Appropriation Bill of this year liberal
provision has been made for salary increases. The sums
provided for this purpose will permit increases to the
amount of $600,000 on an annual basis, and this in addition
to $400,000 granted last year. At the same time the policy
has been announced of completing next year the readjust-
ment of salaries. The revenue available for this year with
a $12,000,000 State tax will permit of no expansion of this
program. Should the pending bill become law, at least
$250,000 additional will be required to finance the bill
for the remaining six months of this fiscal year, and the
General Court must take the responsibility of finding the
ways and means of collecting this additional amount, pre-
sumably by additional taxation.

The claim that this bill is based on the Griffenhagen
report is far from the truth. It is directly contrary to the
Griffenhagen recommendation that existing statutory salaries
be abolished. It creates over 700 new statutory salary rates.

At the behest of favored employees, the Griffenhagen
salary recommendations have been unjustifiably increased.
In the neighborhood of 150 changes in recommended salary
levels have been made, some by the bill as reported by the
Committee to the Legislature and still more by Legislative
amendment. The amendments were adopted apparently
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without regard for their effect on the salary schedules as a
whole. Almost without exception, these amendments give
salary increases in excess of those recommended in the
Griffenhagen report. Many are founded on favoritism pure
and simple. The granting of these increases would do a
great injustice to many faithful employees wdio have no
lobby to look out for their interests.

In this unseemly salary grabbing omnibus bill there has
been little consideration for the taxpayer. It has been
conceded that to bring the salaries to the Griffenhagen
minimum will add about $900,000 to the annual cost of
government. But this bill goes far beyond this. Increases
have been made in both minimum and maximum of many
salary levels. In addition, irrespective of merit and re-
gardless of recent salary increases, every employee now be-
yond the minimum is given another salary increase. Fur-
thermore, many of the Griffenhagen salary levels have been
so unjustifiably increased that if these increases are to stand,
consistency will require similar increases for many other
classes of employe

The ultimate cost to the taxpayers of establishing the
proposed 800 new salary levels will be far in excess of the
first cost by reason of the large increase of maximum over
minimum salaries. This ultimate additional cost may
conservatively be estimated at approximately $3,000,000 a
year.

I am opposed to the fixing by statute of the salaries at-
taching to the 800 or more classes of employees in the
service of the Commonwealth. I believe it is unfair alike
to the employees and to the public. If adopted, no change
in a single salary level could be made without an amend-
ment to the law. The grist of annual salary bills, with
all the pulling and hauling attendant upon such measures,
would be enormously increased. No greater breeding-
ground of favoritism could be conceived. Each group, for
its own protection, would almost of necessity have to main-
tain a lobby, and the weaker and less influential would be
sure to suffer.

This bill has been urged on the ground that it is modeled
on the present Federal personnel law, and this law has been
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held up as a model for us. Those who have had experience
under the law think otherwise.

The National Federation of Federal Employees in a letter
of February twelfth to President Coolidge said:

. at the present time different government establishments pay
different salaries for the same kind of work performed under like
conditions' in the same community, often in the same federal building
. . . there is no device to check the operation of sinister forces. .

.
.

Favorites performing simple duties are advanced in salary above those
doing the real work of the government or they are assigned to duties
they are not qualified to perform efficiently.”

The editor of “Public Personnel Studies”, a magazine
published in Washington for the service of public personnel
administrators, says: “the federal personnel situation is in
almost hopeless confusion.”

Yet this is the very condition that this bill, if it becomes
law, wall give to Massachusetts in place of an orderly sys-
tem for handling the important details of state adminis-
tration. I cannot believe that the citizens of Massachusetts
will, for a moment, approve of this makeshift which lends
itself so readily to the rankest favoritism, and is the yvorst
piece of legislation enacted by the Legislature in the last
decade.

I cannot hope nor shall I attempt to answer the misleading
and false statements and propaganda concerning this legis-
lation with which the Legislature and the public have been
flooded. I cannot believe the Legislature will be misled
by such tactics. I am positive that the public wall not.
and will exact an accounting
and inequitable.
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This bill is probably a fair sample of what would happen
under a system of salary-fixing by statute. The em-
ployees or groups with an influential lobbyist or an in-
fluential friend at court would receive large, even extrava-
gant, increases in salary. The balance of the service would
receive little. Advancement in salary would depend, not
on merit or faithful work, but on political influence. The
entire public service would be completely disorganized.
The public would pay largely increased taxes for poorer
service. The worst sufferer of all would be the faithful,
hard-working employee without political pull.

I do not believe there is a man in either branch of the
Legislature who ever could justify a very large portion of
these increases in salaries before an audience of taxpayers;

It is my sincere conviction that this great question of
alary increases can be made the basis for an achievement

rather than a mere raid on the treasury. I have been told
by heads of departments that almost all of their complaints
are due to claims of inequality. Some employee thinks some
other employee is receiving more pay for equal work. I
believe this bill creates many more inequalities than it cor-
rects.

When it becomes generally known that from 1920 to 1926
a total increase in salaries has been granted of substantially
$3,500,000; that last year and this year, during the course
of the salary study, provision has already been made for
salary increases to the amount of $1,000,000, I think the
members of the Legislature will find that the taxpayers of
Massachusetts, though patient, are not dumb, that in the
end right and justice survive, that the people of Massachu-
setts will not permit the machinery of establishing and fixing
salaries for the whole Commonwealth, built up after years of
patient study by competent men, to be ruthlessly thrust
aside for a substitute which would prove unwieldly and
inequitable.

ALVAN T. FULLER.


