
Executive Department

State House, Boston, Mass., April I, 1937.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my approval, House Bill
606, entitled, “An Act repealing the Teachers’ Oath Law,
So Called”.

The protracted and at times heated discussions at the
hearings prior to its enactment, and subsequently, at the
hearings upon its proposed repeal have, in my judgment,
obscured both the intent and the substance of the so-
called Teachers’ Oath Law, and have rendered knowledge
and understanding of it by the general public an ex-
tremely difficult task.

The law (Acts of 1935, Chapter 370) requires teachers,
instructors and professors in public and private schools
and colleges to subscribe to the following oath: “I do
solemnly swear (affirm) that I will support the Constitu-
tion of the United States and the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and that I will faith-
fully discharge the duties of the position of (insert name
of position) according to the best of my ability.”

The purpose of this legislation is to prevent the dis-
semination of subversive propaganda in our schools and
colleges. That the oath itself is inoffensive no American
can doubt.

Education has always been a matter of great moment
in Massachusetts. The fathers of our Commonwealth,
recognizing its importance, established principles by
which the teaching profession should be guided, and
from the beginning to the present day, these principles
have remained steadfast.
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General Laws, Chapter 71 (Tercentenary Edition) Sec-
tions 1 and 2 require instruction and teaching in our
public schools of the Constitution of the United States,
and provide that pupils be fitted morally and intellectu-
ally for the duties of citizenship

Section 30 of the same chapter reads as follows:
“The President, professors and tutors of the University

at Cambridge and of the several colleges, all preceptors
and teachers of academies and all other instructors of
youth shall exert their best endeavors to impress on the
minds of children and youth committed to their care
and instruction the principles of piety and justice and
a sacred regard for truth, love of their country, humanity
and universal benevolence, sobriety, industry and fru-
gality, chastity, moderation and temperance and those
other virtues which are the ornament of human society
and the basis upon which a republican constitution is
founded, and they shall endeavor to lead their pupils,
as their ages and capacities will admit, into a clear under
standing of the tendency of the above mentioned virtue;

to preserve and perfect a republican constitution and
secure the blessings of liberty, as well as to promote their
future happiness, and also to point out to them the evil
tendency of the opposite vice

Section 30, above quoted, has been part of the statut
law of Massachusetts since 1789. The so-called Teachers
Oath Law supplements Section 30 and is designated a:

Section 30A.
The oath itself must be interpreted merely as a formal

and sacred acknowledgment of an obligation to perform
a duty imposed by law, much the same as the oath re-

quired of public officials and many others including pro-
fessional groups, lor example, attorneys-at-law. The
alleged stigma of class discrimination, therefore, is purely
imaginary. This law is complimentary rather than dis-
criminatory, in that it recognizes the teaching profession
as a responsible and potent agency in charting the stand-
ards and habits of our people.
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No general dissatisfaction with the purpose or the
operation of the law has been evoked from the rank and
file of our educators who presumably find nothing ob-
noxious in the simple process of swearing allegiance to
the Constitution under which they work and live. The
enrollments at our teachers’ colleges indicate that the
oath requirement has not served in any way as a deter-
rent to men and women contemplating teaching careers.

Further objection has been offered on the ground that
the law restricts academic freedom. To argue thus is to
argue in the face of one of its provisions.

Section 2A reads as follows: “Nothing herein con-
tained shall be construed to interfere in any way with the
basic principle of the Constitution -which assures every
citizen freedom of thought and speech arid the right to
advocate changes and improvements in both the State
and Federal Constitutions.” This language is simple and
plain. It preserves to the teaching profession the same
constitutional guarantee possessed by all of us. To go
beyond, would be not freedom, but license.

Repeal would create an anomalous situation. The
teachers of today would be bound by the oath, while
the teachers of tomorrow would not be required to take
it. The absurdity of this is self evident.

It was my privilege to serve for years on the School
Committee of Cambridge w'here my duties brought me
into intimate contact with many members of the teach-
ing profession. For that profession I have deep admira-
tion. For the distinguished educators and others who,
from honest convictions, have publicly advocated the
repeal of this law, I have profound and abiding respect.

I cannot escape the fact, however, that this is no time
to make it appear that we are withdrawing any of our
supports for the authority of our state and nation. Re-
peal now would encourage certain vicious minorities
whose motives and conduct are inimical to, and destruc-
tive of, the principles upon which this Republic was
founded. These small groups of persons, among whom
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the very idea of God is repugnant, active in the opposi-
tion to the enactment of this law, and quick in the es-
pousal of its repeal, would construe repeal triumphantly.
As public officials sworn to uphold and defend the Con-
stitution of our Commonwealth and the Constitution of
the United States, it is our duty to set up whatever
barriers we can devise against the subversive influences
of our day. I believe the retention of this law is a means
toward the accomplishment of that end.

Therefore, I am accordingly returning to your Hon-
orable Body this bill, without my signature.

CHARLES F. HURLEY.


