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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

GENTLEMEN The Legislative Research Council submits
herewith a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau
relative to amending the constitution to provide four-year terms
for members of the Legislature.

The basis for this report was House, No. 694, incorporated as one
of the subjects covered by omnibus study order, House, No. 4117
of 1965, which was referred to the Bureau for study and report.
As usual, this report is confined to statistical research and fact-
finding, with no recommendations or legislative proposals. It does
not necessarily reflect the opinions of the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE
RESEARCH COUNCIL

Sen. MAURICE A. DONAHUE of Hampden
Chairman

Rep. CHARLES L. SHEA of Quincy
Vice-Chairman
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Sen. JOHN F. PARKER of Bristol
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Rep. STEPPIEN T. CHMURA of Holyoke
Rep. DOMENICK S. PASCIUCCO of Boston
Rep. JOSEPH B. WALSH of Boston
Rep. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield
Rep. HARRISON CHADWICK of Winchester
Rep BELDEN G. BLY, Jr. of Saugus
Rep. PAUL A. CATALDO of Franklin
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council:

GENTLEMEN: House Omnibus Order, No. 4117 of 1965 di-
rected the Legislative Research Council, among other assignments,
to study the subject matter of House, No. 694, relative to a four-
year term for state legislators and the Executive Council.

The Legislative Research Bureau herewith submits a report in
accordance with the above directive. Its scope and content are
restricted to fact-finding only, without recommendations or legis-
lative proposals. This report was the primary responsibility of
Samuel Brown, Assistant Director of the Bureau.

Respectfully submitted,

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,
Legislative Research Bureau

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
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Background
All elected state officials in Massachusetts have always served

the same term of years. From the adoption of the original con-
stitution in 1780 to 1920, that term was one year. In the latter
year, it was changed to two years, and has remained so until the
present time.

As the result of a constitutional amendment passed by two suc-
cessive legislatures and approved by the people in a November 1964
referendum, the governor, lieutenant-governor, attorney-general,
treasurer, auditor and state secretary will serve four-year terms,
beginning in January, 1967. This change has undoubtedly inspired
the two bills filed in 1965, designed to again bring legislators’ terms
into line with the new four-year terms of constitutional officers.

Practices Elsewhere
United States Senators serve staggered six-year terms and mem-

bers of the House of Representatives two-year terms. This ar-
rangement was the result of long debate at the Constitutional Con-
vention of 1787, where it was generally agreed that the members
of at least one house should be subject to frequent elections in or-
der to remain close to the people.

President Johnson has recommended a four-year term for the
lower house, utilizing the argument that today’s Congressional
business is far heavier and many times more complex than that
of the first Congress.

Thirty-two states have four-year terms for their senate and two-
year terms for their lower houses. Thirteen, including Massachu-
setts, prescribe two-year terms for both houses of their legisla-
tures. Four states do the same on a four-year basis for both
houses. In Nebraska, which has a unicameral legislature, the
term is two years.

Ulltp fflominomuralth of llKaaaarhiistftta
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In studying the policies of the several states, it is pertinent to
consider at least three collateral factors: (1) the length of their
sessions, (2) whether they hold annual or biennial sessions, and
(3) the length of their gubernatorial terms of office. Unfortunately,
the state procedures in all three areas are of such a confusing
and bewildering variety that no meaningful conclusions can be
drawn as to their significance or influence on the length of legisla-
tors’ terms of elective office.

In 1965, Texas voters turned down a proposal for longer legisla-
tive terms and for a longer gubernatorial term. In recent years,
Ohio extended senate terms from two to four years, while the con-
stitutions of the new states of Hawaii and Alaska both provide for
a four-year term for state senators and a two-year term for repre-
sentatives.

Opinions

Some Massachusetts legislators oppose any change in the length
of their terms. Some support the stand of the Senate minority
leader, who urges a four-year Senate and a two-year House. The
great majority, however, favor the four-year term for all, although
skeptical about its chances in a popular election.

Text hook writers on government have generally ignored the
issue of longer legislative terms. The National Legislative Con-
ference and the American Political Science Association seem
to approve extended terms. The model constitution of the National
Municipal League favors two-year terms for both branches of
legislatures.

Favorable Arguments

Proponents of longer terms point out what is generally acknowl-
edged, that the two-year term requires a legislator to campaign
for re-election almost from the day he takes office. Obviously, he
cannot devote full time to his important legislative duties.

A longer term would allow him freedom and time to learnand to
function as he should. At the same time, campaign costs would
naturally be reduced, a result universally desired. Furthermore,
longer terms, it is urged, would induce more able men and women
to enter politics.
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Adverse Arguments
Critics of the proposed longer legislative term stress that state

government effects all citizens every day, directly and indirectly.
No one can deny the need, therefore, for state government to
remain responsive and close to the people. And frequent elec-
itons serv e these purposes.

Although it is true that longer terms would make for more
knowledgeable and efficient legislators, it is likewise true that they
would keep in office legislators who are not dedicated and able.

Finally, the fact remains that only four southern states presently
allow all their legislators four-year terms.
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In recent years, the members of the Massachusetts General
Court have exhibited little interest in the question of lengthen-
ing their term of office. Thus, a survey of legislative calendars
discloses only three such proposals in the past five years, one in
the session of 1964 and the others in the session of 1965. The
1964 proposal (House, No. 2541) was filed by Rep. Saul Simons
of Springfield, and was not reported out of committee.

In 1965, the late Senator Julius Ansel of Boston filed a bill
calling for a joint legislative session sitting in constitutional con-
vention to approve four-year terms for the governor, lieutenant-
governor, constitutional officers and members of the executive
council and the General Court (Senate, No. 62).

Rep. George L. Sacco, Jr. of the 26th Middlesex District, filed
a similar proposal but limited its coverage to a four-year term
for legislators (House, No. 694). This bill was made part of the
omnibus study order, House, No. 4117, which has been referred
to the Legislative Research Council.

The omnibus order (House, No. 4117 of 1965) contained seven
different matters for study. The text of that order is reprinted
in its entirety on the inside front cover of this report. It will
be noted that the order directs the Legislative Research Council
to study, among other subjects, “House, No. 694, relative to
amending the Constitution to provide four-year terms for mem-
bers of the Legislature and of the executive council

This inclusion of the “executive council” in the quoted phrase
is in error because the full text of House, No. 694 of 1965 refers
only to legislators. The language in the order reflects part of the
broader coverage of Senate, No. 62 summarized above.

She (Eommmnuralth of Maaaarhuaptta
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Legislative Proposals

Confused Scope of Study
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Given the conflict in scope, the question is whether the content
of the order takes precedence over the bill to which it refers.
Upon the advice of House Counsel, this study is restricted to
the scope of House, No. 694, namely, the question of a four-year
term for legislators only.

To compound the confusion, on July 28, 1965 the Senate passed
another omnibus study order, this one unnumbered, directing the
Legislative Research Council to investigate and report on Sen-
ate, No. 62, which does include the Executive Council. This order
was approved in the House on August 10, 1965. The full texts of
both House, No. 694 and Senate, No. 62 will be found in the
Appendix of this report.

Actually, the added question of a longer term for members of
the Executive Council is somewhat academic. If the Constitution
is amended to extend the term of legislators, then it is almost
a foregone conclusion that the Executive Council would be simil-
arly treated. Otherwise, its members would remain the only
state officials elected for two-year terms.

Action of Constitutional Convention. It is quite possible that
the confusion in the omnibus study order was related to the
action of the Joint Legislative Constitutional Convention of 1965.
On the third and final day of that convention, June 16, 1965, the
first item taken up was Senate No. 62, calling for a four-year
term for both legislators and executive councillors. This item
received two readings and was then placed at the end of the
calendar. The convention adjourned without reaching it.

What probably happened is that the leadership on both sides
decided that the matter warranted further study. Hence, it was
made part of the omnibus study order which was filed in the
House of Representatives a short time later, on July 13, 1965.
But in selecting the bill number to be tied to the subject, House,
No. 694 was named in the order, rather than the similar Senate,
No. 62.

Some newspaper discussions of the issue have stated that the
policy of four-year term for legislators has already won first
approval by a joint constitutional convention, and requires only
second approval by another convention in either 1967 or 1968
in order to be placed on the ballot for popular vote at the next
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following state election. This is incorrect. The two preliminary
readings by the convention of 1965 did not constitute approval.
The measure must still gain acceptance at joint constitutional
conventions held by two separately elected successive sessions of
the General Court, before it can appear on the ballot.

Motivation of Sponsors. The quickened legislative interest in
the subject of longer terms is probably inspired by the recent
final passage of the constitutional amendment which increased
the terms of the governor, lieutenant-governor, attorney-general,
treasurer, and state secretary from two to four years. That
amendment to the state Constitution was passed by joint legis-
lative conventions in 1961 and 1963, and then approved by popu-
lar vote in November of 1964 (Article 82). Under the new dis-
pensation, the above statewide officers will be elected for four-
year terms at the state election of November 1966, and will take
office at the beginning of next January.

Originally, the state Constitution which was adopted in 1780
established one-year terms for all state elective officials. The
most recent Constitutional Convention of 1917 approved
a number of amendments which were placed on the ballot for
popular approval in November, 1918. They were all accepted,
including the amendment which increased from one to two years
the terms of all state elected officials (Article 64). This amend-
ment went into effect in the 1920 election; there has been no
change since that time until recent approval of the constitutional
amendment (Article 82) provided four-year terms for the constitu-
tional officers, which goes into effect at the end of this year.

Since legislative terms have been the same as gubernatorial
terms ever since the adoption of the original Constitution in
1780, the final adoption of the present four-year proposal would
therefore continue the traditional precedent of equality of terms.

Legislative vs. Executive Power. Extension of the term for the
Governor of Massachusetts to four years, while two-year terms
have been continued for its legislators, has inevitably strength-
ened the power, position and image of the former in contrast
with those of the latter. The real issue of four-year legislative
terms, therefore, is whether or not such shifts in comparative

Background
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authority of the two sets of state officials are warranted and
advisable. A decision on such an important matter should be made
dispassionately, without consideration for individuals and for cur-
rent legislative images.

In creating our top governmental institutions our forefathers
made our legislatures in many ways the strongest of the three
branches of government. State and federal constitutions alike first
describe the functions, powers and authority of the legislature,
before assigning of executive and judicial responsibilities. Of
course, it may be argued that this sequence is the logical order
of presentation since laws must be passed before a governor or
president can execute them, and before the judicial branch can
interpret them. Nevertheless, the deliberations of early state and
federal constitutional conventions indicated a colonial distrust
and suspicion of kings and governors. Paralleling that attitude,
was a strong colonial faith in legislatures selected from and by
the people, and quickly responsive to them.

Over the past half-century the power of the national executive
has grown tremendously, much more so than that of the Congress.
Likewise, the pendulum of state authority has definitely swung
from legislatures to governors. On the latter score, Massachusetts
has been no exception.

In recent years, state legislative leaders throughout the nation
have been resisting any further diminution in legislative author-
ity as contrasted to executive authority. Thus, both the National
Legislative Conference and the National Conference of State Leg-
islative Leaders vigorously support the maintenance of the level
of legislative authority as opposed to that of the governors.

As for the immediate subject of this report, various Massachu-
setts legislators feel that the newly authorized four-year term
for the governor is markedly increasing his comparative author-
ity and power. Accordingly, they are disturbed by the retrogres-
sion from the strong position given the legislative branch by our
forefathers. They believe that the General Court has been and
should remain at least equally responsible for setting govern-
ment policy. To their minds, a four-year governor has an advant-
age which a two-year General Court can never overcome.

Assuming the soundness of this philosophy and the truth of
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this view point, various questions arise which must be resolved
by the General Court. Granted that colonial distrust and sus-
picion of governors were justified, is such feeling warranted two
hundred years later? Will a four-year governor, with no restric-
tion upon succession, be inclined to establish a political oligarchy
and perpetuate himself or his choice in office? Will a two-year
legislature find itself handicapped in its efforts to combat such
an eventuality?

The answers to these questions will undoubtedly be the basis
of legislative decision on whether or not the proposal to extend
legislative terms should be enacted.

Congressional Terms of Office
In the United States Congress, all members of the House of

Representatives serve two years, and all Senators serve six-year
terms so staggered in application that one third of the whole
Senate is elected each two years.

Fierce debates preceded these arrangements. Many members
of the Constitutional Convention of 1787 were violently opposed
to anything longer than a one-year term for Representatives to
the Congress. This attitude was reflected in a popular slogan of
the day, namely: ‘Where annual elections end, tyranny begins.”
On the other hand, James Madison proposed a three-year term.

Similarly, the debate over the terms of Senators was also
marked by bitter controversy. Some urged life terms for Sena-
tors. Some desired their election or selection on a population basis.

As a compromise between these clashing attitudes, the deci-
sion was reached, as indicated above, that Representatives should
be chosen on a population basis for two-year terms, and that
two Senators from each state should serve staggered six-year
terms. The decision on two Senators from each state, regardless
of population, size or other factors, was demanded by the smaller
states, which feared loss of sovereignty and identity if population
were to be made the basis of election in both houses. Without
this provision it is doubtful whether the Constitution would have
been ratified.

CHAPTER 11. PRACTICES ELSEWHERE
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The strongest argument in favor of short terms and frequent
elections for U.S. Representatives is that the members of the
lower house should be close to the people. The Federalist Papers
so argued in the following language which is pertinent today;

“As it is essential to liberty that the government in general should have
a common interest with the people; so it is particularly essential that the
branch of it under consideration should have an immediate dependence on,
and an intimate sympathy with the people. Frequent elections are un-
questionably the only policy by which this dependency and sympathy can
be effectually secured. But what particular degree of frequency may be
absolutely necessary for the purpose, does not appear to be susceptible
of any precise calculation.”!

Nationally, one of the end results of electing, every two years,
all U.S. Representatives and a third of all Senators, is that the
public thereby can exercise an indirect check on the President.
By electing candidates from the political party of the President
they affirm what has been done; by voting for opposing candidates
they disapprove.

In Massachusetts, of course, such an indication of popular opin-
ion is not now possible because the Governor and the Legislature
are elected at the same time for the same two-year period. Howev-
er, now that future Governors are to be elected for a four-year
term, such expression of public reaction may then be obtained
midway in that term as long as the present two-year term of the
Legislature continues.
President’s Proposal for Longer Terms

In his State of the Union message to the Congress in January
1966, President Johnson recommended a four-year term for United
States Representatives. Plis reasoning is similar to that of the pro-
ponents of House, No. 694 in Massachusetts. He emphasized the
great increase in volume of work by comparing the first United
States Congress which considered only 142 proposals, with the
88th Congress which was obliged to dispose of 15,299 bills.

In general, this portion of the President’s recent message was
initially received enthusiastically by members of the House. Since
then, however, some caution, even opposition, has developed. Thus,

Shoi't Terms to Register Public Reaction

“The Federalist”, Harvard University Press (Belknap), 1961 at p. 361.
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some members of both branches argue that the people would
have no opportunity to express their feelings about the adminis-
tration, if Presidential and House elections were held at the same
time and for the same term. Several Senators also emphasize
that it would be possible for House members to campaign for
Senate election without resigning from the House.

If the above arguments prevail, the proposed Constitutional
Amendment providing a longer term for Representatives will
provide for staggered four-year terms and will require them to
resign from office in order to run for the Senate. If half the mem-
bership of the House is elected every two years for
four-year terms, such staggering would make it possible for the
people to indicate indirect approval or disapproval of a Presi-
dent’s policies at each halfway point.

Four states now have four-year terms for both houses of their
legislatures (Ala., La., Md., Miss.).

Thirteen more, including Massachusetts, prescribe two-year
terms for both houses (Ariz., Conn., Ga., Ida., Me., Mass., N.H.,
N.Y., N.C., R. 1., S.D., Tenn., Vt.). Nebraska, the only state with
a unicameral legislature, also elects its members for two-year
terms.

Much the most popular arrangement occurs in the remaining
32 states which use a four-year term of office for their upper
chambers and a two-year term for their lower chambers.

The question of longer terms is inextricably interwoven with
two collateral factors, namely; (a) whether a state holds annual
or biennial sessions, and (b) the length of those sessions. Unfor-
tunately, policies in these areas are so widely divergent that sta-
tistics serve no useful purpose.

Thus, 20 states hold annual sessions, while the remaining 30
hold biennial sessions. Of the four states which elect all of their
legislators for four-year terms, two hold annual, and two bien-
nial sessions; of these same four states, three limit the length
of their sessions to 36, 60 and 70 days, respectively, while the
fourth has no limitation. More generally with respect to length
of legislative sessions, 33 states restrict their sessions to a range

State Elective Terms of Office
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of from 30 days to 195 days, while the remaining 17 states have
no limitation whatsoever.

Obviously, these facts establish no meaningful comparative
relationships among state legislative terms and cannot be used
to support arguments for or against longer legislative terms for
Massachusetts.

Similarly, the length of gubernatorial terms would also seem to
be pertinent to the issue of longer legislative terms involved in
this report. But here again, the value and meaning of the follow-
ing statistics also fail to support any conclusion.

Thus, four states with four-year terms for all legislators also
have four-year terms for their governors. Of the 13 states with
two-year terms for both houses, six elect governors to four-year
terms, while the other seven retain two-year gubernatorial terms.
The remaining large group of 32 states elects four-year upper
houses and two-year lower houses; of that total, 19 states choose
governors for four-year terms, and 13 for two-year terms.

The curious anomaly of the above statistics is that in 13 states,
state senators are elected for four-year terms and their governors
for shorter terms. The policy they use, if such it may be called,
completely reverses the usual strongly favored doctrine (a) of
longer “executive” terms which permit the development of good
governmental programs, but (b) shorter “legislative” terms so as
to force curtailment of modification of those programs if they
are not in accord with the popular will.

In any case, so far as the advisability of a four-year legislative
term for Massachusetts is concerned, it would appear that no
comparative or meaningful conclusions can be drawn from pres-
ent state policies on the lengths of gubernatorial terms in effect
elsewhere.

Recent Changes in Other States
A very recent effort was made in Texas to increase the two-year

term of state representatives to the four-year term already in
effect for its state senators. On this score a proposed constitutional
amendment appeared on the ballot at the election in November
of 1965. It was badly beaten by a vote of 343,236 to 141,184. On
the same ballot, a proposed constitutional amendment to increase
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the gubernatorial term from two to four years was likewise de-
feated, but by a much closer vote, 277,898 to 225,987.

A few years previously, Ohio had lengthened its senate terms
from two to four years. Similarly, the new constitutions of Alaska
and Hawaii had established relatively long four-year senate terms,
and relatively short two-year house terms. All three states elect
their governors to four-year terms.

Members of both the Senate and House of Representatives,
with few exceptions, favor the amendment calling for four-year
terms in both branches, as proposed by House, No. 694. The Sen-
ate President and House Speaker are among this majority. The
reasons for this stand will be noted in the concluding chapter of
this report, but among them, chief importance attaches to the
conviction that equality of power of the Legislature and the Gov-
ernor must be maintained.

A few legislators take the position held by the leader of the
Republican minority in the Senate. He is of the opinion that
Senate terms should be increased to four years, but that House
members should continue to serve only two years. He bases this
position on the fact that a difference in length of terms has work-
ed well in the Congress and in 32 states.

However, in the event that the proposed constitutional pro-
posal prevails and four-year terms then apply in both Houses,
he urges that legislators be elected in off years, not at the same
time that the Governor’s election takes place. This method, he
believes, would enable the people to pass judgment on the Gov-
ernor’s program as they now do on the President’s program.

Although nearly all state legislators favor longer terms, they
voice considerable doubt as to whether such a proposal can gain
popular support. In their minds, the legislative image is so poor,
even though unjustified, that any measure designed to enhance
legislative prerogative will not be favorably received.

CHAPTER 111. OPINIONS

Views of Legislators
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Political scientists, though generally favorable, do not seem
to press vigorously for longer terms for state legislators. Thus,
the National Legislative Conference, a respected and distinguished
organization, published a related 1961 brochure on “American
State Legislatures in Mid-Twentieth Century.” In it, this organi-
zation, which is devoted to the strengthening of legislatures and
legislative services, made the following gentle recommendation
in favor of longer legislative terms, preferably on a staggered
basis to prevent violent swings of political supremacy and to
make sure that some older, more experienced membership con-
tinue to be available and to help new members become acclimated:

“The length of legislative terms should be established in such a way
as (a) to assure effective responsibility to the voters, and (b) at the
same time to provide desirable continuity in legislative experience. A term
of four years in at least one house, with staggered terms, is consistent with
this objective.”

An even weaker statement is that of the Committee on Amer-
ican Legislatures of the American Political Science Association
to the effect that “the Legislative term should be long enough to
permit a legislator to participate in two or more (regular) ses-
sions.” ( American State Legislatures, New York, 1954). Such a
statement is open to varying interpretations, although apparently
in favor of longer terms.

On the other side of this question, the model state constitution
of the National Municipal League favors short terms. Specifically,
this document, which has been issued and reissued by outstanding
political scientists in various editions over more than half a cen-
tury, recommended in 1963 that two-year terms be in effect for
both houses of state legislatures (Article 4, section 4.03). Also
recommended is a four-year term for governor.

Textbooks on state government invariably note the length of
terms for state legislators but make little, if any, arguments or
recommendations as to change.

John Anderson is the former Republican Governor of Kansas.
He has served as Chairman of the Executive Committee of the

Governor John Anderson

Views of Political Scientists
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Governors’ Conference, on the President’s Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations and as a guest lecturer on gov-
ernment at the University of Massachusetts. The Governor re-
cently accepted the position of Director of the “Citizens’ Conference
on State Legislatures,” a new organization. In an address on No-
vember 15, 1965, before the annual meeting of the National Mu-
nicipal League, Governor Anderson stated that “most legislatures
in the country are badly in need of better compensation, more
research and staff services, improved informational services, more
adequate office facilities and better organizational procedures.”

Most important, however, was his emphasis on the assertion
that legislators “need time to study problems and issues The
italics are his.

Very few people will attempt to rebut the proposition that a
legislator who is forced to seek re-election every two years simply
does not have the time to properly study, analyze and digest the
ramifications of all the important measures on which he must
pass Judgment.

The most important argument made in favor of longer legisla-
tive terms, is that under the present system, members of the
General Court are almost continually campaigning. Although a
formal campaign lasts only a few months, everything that a legis-
lator says and does may be eagerly and carefully recorded for use
by his prospective opponents in both primary and final elections.

Thus, he must return to his home districts for appearances
at all sorts of political, social, religious, fraternal and other func-
tions. He must keep in touch with and guide whatever office and
staff he maintains. He must be on the alert for all political devel-
opments in his district. In midsummer of every other year he must
then start his active political campaigning.

Unlike Congressmen, the Massachusetts state legislator must
do all this without a staff, suite of offices, free franking privileges
and an expense account. A four-year term would eliminate or

CHAPTER IV. FAVORABLE AND ADVERSE ARGUMENTS

Favorable
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postpone most of these tedious and non-legislative details until
the last year of his term, freeing him for the responsible duties
he was elected to perform.

Campaign expenses also constitute a serious item in the con-
sideration of longer terms for legislators. Opinion is unanimous
as to the necessity of reducing these expenses and of spreading
their cost among the many, rather than the few. Four-year legis-
lative terms would obviously reduce campaign costs substantially.
Moreover, there would be less pressure exerted upon legislators
who feel obligated at least to do innocent favors for large con-
tributors. Better government seems an inevitable result.

Proponents of longer terms also stress the freedom they will
give to concentrate upon legislative business. Not only will a
four-year term supply more time; it is bound to make a leg-
islator more knowledgeable in all phases of government, partic-
ularly in the specialized areas dealt with in his committee assign-
ments.

In President Johnson’s sponsorship of a four-year term for
Congressmen his major argument applies with equal merit to
the proposed four-year term for Massachusetts legislators. As in
Congress, the number of bills considered by today’s General Court
has multiplied many times since the two-year term was estab-
lished in 1918. Furthermore, today’s legislative work is so much
more complex and exhausting, that it simply bears no comparison
to the legislative workload of the not too distant past.

Finally, the proponents of this constitutional proposal empha-
size that a four-year legislative term would probably attract better
candidates. The record of the General Court has been under fre-
quent attack in recent years, and many successful men and wom-
en in business and the professions refuse to enter political life
and to submit to the abuse received by legislators. They shudder
over the necessity of never-ending campaigning which would be-
come their lot, with so little time permitted for truly construc-
tive action.

To them the entire procedure is a “rat-race,” with the disad-
vantages far outweighing the advantages. Capable people, other-
wise willing to render public service, are deterred from doing so,
out of consideration for their families, professions and businesses.
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The proposed reform of longer legislative terms will remove
enough of these disadvantages, it is urged, to attract some of
these able people to work in the public interest.
Adverse

The importance and scope of state government is little under-
stood or appreciated by the man on the street. Dazzled by the
billions of dollars expended on the national level, impressed by
the publicity accorded national leaders, harassed by local taxes,
he loses sight of the impact which state government has upon
him and his family.

Yet state government controls courts, prisons, parole and proba-
tion boards; it operates schools, colleges and universities; it builds
and maintains highways; it operates hospitals for the mentally
ill, chronically ill, cancer and tuberculosis patients; it regulates
banking and insurance; it provides police protection; it supervises
and supports public assistance programs; it controls major areas
of taxation. These are only some of the domains in which state
government plays either the primary or supporting role.

And state government is wholly dependent on statutes passed
by the Legislature and on funds appropriated by the Legislature.
It is of vital personal importance, say the critics of longer terms,
that the legislators who formulate those statutes and vote those
appropriations be kept close to the general public by frequent
elections. Doubting the present two-year term of legislators could
have no other possible effect than to weaken that important
public control. Instead of remaining close to the people, the Leg-
islature would become more distant and less responsive.

These critics may agree that longer terms would make for
more knowledgeable legislators and encourage more able candid-
ates. But they emphasize that those legislators who prove to be
ineffective, inefficient or inept, could then not be replaced until
four years, instead of two years, have elapsed. By that longer
time, the inadequate, as well as the abler legislators, may be
able to build political machines to keep them in office indefinitely.
Whether a four-year term would lead to perpetuation in office,
and whether such a result is advisable, are questions which the
critics stress.

Finally, say the opponents of increased legislative terms, no
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1

matter what plausible arguments may be advanced by sponsors
of the constitutional proposal to that effect, the hard fact remains
that only four of the 50 states elect all their legislators to four-
year terms. Moreover, all four of these states are in the south in
what are usually considered one-party jurisdictions.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED HOUSE, NO. 694 of 1965

(Petition of Rep. George L. Sacco, Jr., of Medford)

PROPOSAL FOR A LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
PROVIDING A FOUR-YEAR TERM FOR MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SENATE.

A majority of all the members elected to the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives, in joint session, hereby declares it to be expedient to alter the
Constitution by the adoption of the following Article of Amendment, to the
end that it may become a part of the Constitution [if similarly agreed to
in a joint session of the next General Court and approved by the people at
the state election next following]:

Article LXIV of the Amendments of the Constitution, as amended by Arti-
cle LXXX of said amendments, is hereby annulled, and the following is
adopted in place thereof:

Article LXIV. Section 1. The governor, lieutenant-governor, secretary, treas-
urer and receiver-general, attorney general, auditor and councillors shall be
elected biennially. Senators and representatives shall be elected quadrennially
The terms of the governor, lieutenant-governor and councillors shall begin
at noon on the Thursday next following the first Wednesday in January
succeeding his election and shall end at noon on the Thursday next follow-
ing the first Wednesday in January in the third year following their elec-
tion. If the governor elect shall have died before the qualification of the
lieutenant-governor elect, the lieutenant governor elect upon qualification
shall become governor. If both the governor elect and the lieutenant-gov-
ernor elect shall have died, both said offices shall be deemed to be vacant
and the provisions of Article LV of the Amendments to the Constitution shall
apply. The terms of the secretary, the treasurer and receiver-general, attorney
general and auditor shall begin with the third Wednesday in January suc-
ceeding their election and shall extend to the third Wednesday in January
in the third year following their election and until their successors are chosen
and qualified. The terms of the councillors shall begin at noon on the Thurs-
day next following the first Wednesday in January succeeding their election
and shall end at noon on the Thursday next following the first Wednesday in
January in the third year following their election. The terms of senators
and representatives shall begin with the first Wednesday in January suc-
ceeding their election, and shall extend to the first Wednesday in January in
the fifth year following their election and until their successors are chosen
and qualified.

Section 2. No person shall be eligible to election to the office of treasurer
and receiver-general for more than three successive terms.

APPENDIX A

ARTICLE OF AMENDMENT
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Section 3. The general court shall assemble every year on the first Wednes-
Day in January.

Section k- The first election to which this article shall apply shall be held on
the Tuesday next after the first Monday in November in the year nineteen
hundred and sixty-six. Thereafter, elections for senators and representatives
shall be held quadrennially on the Tuesday next after the first Monday in
November and elections for the choice of governor, lieutenant-governor, sec-
retary, treasurer and receiver-general, attorney general, auditor and council-
lors shall be held biennially on the Tuesday next after the first Monday in
November.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED SENATE, NO. 62 of 1965

(Petition of Sen. Julius Ansel of Boston)

PROPOSAL FOR A LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
PROVIDING A FOUR-YEAR TERM FOR MEMBERS OF THE

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
AND THE SENATE.

A majority of all the members elected to the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives, in joint session, hereby declares it to be expedient to alter the
Constitution by the adoption of the following Article of Amendment, to the
end that it may become a part of the Constitution [if similarly agreed to in a
joint session of the next General Court and approved by the people at the
state election next following]:

Article LXIV of the amendments of the Constitution, as most recently
amended by Article LXXXII of said amendments, is hereby annulled, and the
following is adopted in place thereof:

Article LXIV Section 1. The governor, lieutenant-governor, secretary, treas-
urer and receiver-general, attorney general, auditor, councillors, senators and
representatives shall be elected quadrennially. The terms of the governor and
lieutenant-governor shall begin at noon on the Thursday next following the
first Wednesday in January succeeding their election and shall end at noon
on the Thursday next following the first Wednesday in January in the fifth
year following their election. If the governor elect shall have died before the
qualification of the lieutenant-governor elect, the lieutenant-governor elect
upon qualification shall become governor. If both the governor elect and
the lieutenant-governor elect shall have died, both said offices shall be deemed
to be vacant and the provisions of Article LV of the amendments to the
constitution shall apply. The terms of the secretary, the treasurer and re-
ceiver-general, attorney general and auditor shall begin with the third Wed-
nesday in January succeeding their election and shall extend to the third
Wednesday in January in the fifth year following their election and until
their successors are chosen and qualified. The terms of the councillors shall
begin at noon on the Thursday next following the first Wednesday in January
succeeding their election and shall end at noon on the Thursday next follow-
ing the first Wednesday in January in the fifth year following their election.
The terms of senators and representatives shall begin with the first Wednesday
in January succeeding their election, and shall extend to the first Wednesday
in January in the fifth year following their election and until their successors
are chosen and qualified.

APPENDIX B

ARTICLE OF AMENDMENT
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Section 2. The general court shall assemble every year on the first Wed-
nesday in January.

Section 3. The first election to which this article shall apply shall be held
on the Tuesday next after the first Monday in November in the year nineteen
hundred and seventy. Thereafter elections for the choice of governor, lieuten-
ant-governor, secretary treasurer and receiver-general, attorney general, au-
ditor, councillors, senators and representatives shall be held quadrennially on
the Tuesday next after the first Monday in November.




