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h is t o r i c a l oc c u r r e nce o n t hi s ki nd o f l eg i s l a t i on and that
usually those who introduce it is someone who is planning to
retire from the body, at least it's not unusual, because it
tends to be highly controversial. I introduced it because I
just simply believe it's correct that those salaries are
different that what they currently are. I coul d n o t i n goo d
conscience argue that those salaries last changed January of
' 79 shoul d r e mai n u n changed t i l l J anuary o f 19 9 1 an d t h a t ' s
what we' re arguing. I would agree that a higher salary does
not mean you' re going to have better people in an elected
office, but I also know that it's going to make it, enable a
lot of other people perhaps to consider who otherwise would
not be ab l e t o con si d e r e v e n f i l i ng . There i s one ot h er
thing I want to say about the Governor's salary. I t ' s a p et
peeve O ne of the things I do not like t hat g overnor s a r e
forced to do, and we all know it, they h ave. . . I do n ' t kn o w
what they call it, governor's fund, some kind of a
contribution in which a wh ole host of costs that are
incurred by the person seated in that office are paid from.
For example, in the seventies I remember they used to run a
list of who paid for their football tickets and who d i dn ' t
and I remember the list would show what the G overnor p a i d
for his football tickets. Then y o u wen t and ch e c ked up
political accountability and they were paid out of that
fund. Now most of us, I pay for mine and many of you do.
No big deal, but I pay for it personally and I don't think,
I don ' t like that a Governor's salary, a nd i f y ou d on ' t
think there aren't additional costs just as we know there is
additional costs to us that serve here, there is additional
costs there too. A n d I'd just as soon that that salary be
at a level that doesn' t, in effect, force the individual
serving as the Governor to go out and seek contributions for
expenses that ought to be personal. S o I w o u l d hop e y o u
would recognize the appropriateness of the bill as it has
been amended a nd a d v a n ce it. I understand these are bad
times, but believe me, I do not believe they are going to
remain bad t.'mes through 1991. I don ' t want to believe
that. As a state we can't afford to believe that and that' s
what we' re talking about, the basis is because it's bad
today, bad times, and you' re convinced that it will remain
bad, then perhaps it is a good argument. But t h ey ar e n ot
going to remain bad unless we talk ourselves into it. So I
would urge that you advance the bill. It is a reasonable
compensation and one which ought to b e done this yea r
because it has to be done this year or not at all.
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