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Executive Department
State House, Boston, May 12, 1961

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives

I am returning herewith, without my approval, Senate Bill 561,
“An Act Providing For the Nomination of Members of the City
Council and School Committee of the City of Cambridge by Pre-
liminary Elections and Providing For Their Election by Ordinary
Plurality Voting”.

This bill in its present form represents a departure from the
principle of self-government for Massachusetts cities which has been
in existence since 1915, when the legislature established procedures
for the adoption of optional city charters. These procedures in-
cluded a petition (normally of 10% of the voters) to be submitted
to the city council, asking that a referendum be placed on the ballot
for submission to the voters of the city. It was this procedure which
was followed in 1940 when Cambridge adopted its present city
charter.

Through a series of legislative acts, it was made possible for
cities operating under the Plan E charter to vote, under certain cir-
cumstances, solely on the question of the proportional representa-
tion method of voting. The wisdom and propriety of these enact-
ments is not now in question, and they did preserve the important
procedural steps of petition and referendum. Under this amended
law, three different petitions, signed by 5% of the voters, have been
secured, and three referenda have been submitted to the voters of
Cambridge, in 1952, 1953 and 1957. In each of these elections, the
voters have elected to retain the proportional representation method
of voting, by increasing pluralities of 2,032, 2,877 and 4,808.

The present bill, Senate 561, purports to provide home-rule, in
;hat it would require the citizens of Cambridge to vote on its ac-
ceptance or rejection. In reality, it by-passes one of the two im-
portant standard provisions for the change of a city charter, the
petition, and seeks to place the question on the ballot by legislative
fiat.

A similar bill for Boston has been before your honorable body
this year, and, I understand, in previous years. It has wisely been
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rejected by the Senate, and I have been told that this is not because
of disapproval of the charter change, but because the method of
referendum without petition, was considered unwise and unsound.
I believe that the same disposition should be made of the present
bill.

Indeed the reasons for its rejection are even more compelling.
First, the number of signatures required for a Cambridge petition
is only 5%, while those required for a charter change in Boston
number 10%. Second, the voters of Cambridge have already ex-
pressed themselves, three time in nine years, as being satisfied with
their present charter. There appears to be no sound reason why 1

the legislature should order a fourth vote in Cambridge, especially
when the people themselves may secure such a referendum, if they
wish, through the petition.

The merits or demerits of the method of voting used in Cam-
bridge city elections is not in question here. It would become a
matter for consideration only if it were so burdensome, or so pro-
ductive of adverse results that extraordinary legislative relief
would be imperative.

There appears to be no shadow of evidence that such an unfor-
tunate situation exists. There appears to be no substantial demand,
from voters or from elected officials of the city of Cambridge of any
political faith or adherence for the mandatory" submission of a ref-
erendum at the November election in the current year.

Furthermore, it appears that the elected officials of the city of
Cambridge have been men and women of high caliber, who reprc
sent, both in themselves and in the areas and groups within the

city from which they are elected, the best traditions and qualiti
of municipal government. I see no reason why a method e
which has produced excellent and genuine representation shoulc
made the subject of a further, and mandatory, referendum, in vi
lation of the established principles of self-government for cities
which have been an accepted part of our Massachusetts tradition
for nearly half a century

For the above reasons, I do not believe that it is in the public
interest and I cannot, in good conscience, approve the measure

lubmitted,Respectfull

JOHN A. VOLPE
Governor of the Commonwealth.


