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President, I take this microphone today with a great deal of
rvemment, with a great deal of

this afternoon, th cond approval to the amendment
jse will be voted by this t

invention

The votes are here ... I know that .
.

.
you know that. .

. and so
do the members, and no amount of debate is going to chan

But there are things which should be said this afternoon -at
least for the record

I think we can begin by assuming. . . with a great deal of
rtitude . . . that this issue will be approved overwhelmingly whens

rs on the ballot next year

\nd so, in 1979, the first House of 160 members will sit
Three years ago, after the original house-cut amendment was
feated, I promised the original backers of the amendment - that

I would not wage total war against them or their project.
There were several reasons for that.
First... it was crystal clear to me that the handwriting was on

the wall. People were running for the house on that self-destruct
issue, and they were getting elected.

Anti-house establishment candidacies are great vote-getters.
And given the normal 25 percent turnover in the house, it was

evident that given two intervening elections 1970 and
1972 there would be a surplus of house-cut votes in the legisla-
ture

Certainly a majority .
. . enough to pass a legislative amend-

ment to the constitution.
And absolutely positively the 25 percent needed to pass an
initiative petition, were a second to be filed.

So given the fact that the votes were gone
... [or would t|

within three years] ... I decided to do some bargaining.
Considering that we really had no leverage given the historical

certainty of the coming pro-house cut majority 1 think we did
pretty well on every issue except the cut itself.

QHje Commcmtoealtf) of iHaggacSjuscttS
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And tor that I can only thank the backers of the house cut
amendment. Because while they may not have relished the thought
of going out and collecting more signatures for another initiative
petition, I can assure them they could have stuffed House 300
down our throats the following year . . . with no amendments and
no concessions.

What did we get in the way of compromises'
*

• First, and the one affecting the public the most, the effective
date of the actual cut was put off until 1979.

Now, I’ll be gone by then.
And most of those who philosophically oppose the house cut

will be gone by then.
And it will be a classic bit of irony that when the time does

come to redistrict and cut out seats, almost all of those
going- [and they will go screaming, I predict] - will be people
who got here by campaigning in favor of cutting the house.

Ah, the ironies of history.
Secondly, we regained control of our own redistricting power.

The original house redistricting plan as contained in House 300
would have totally destroyed the house as an independent branch
of government.

Because it gave two-thirds of the power over redistricting to the
governor and the courts. And since the governor names the judges,
we can presume that the governor would have majority input and
power over house redistricting.

1 don’t know what kind of good government book the house cut
people got that one out of, but they agreed to drop it.

And so when the house does redistrict prior to the first
160-member election in 1978, the house itself will draw the new
districts and choose which seats shall be eliminated with, of course,
Tie concurrence of the senate.
T Now while I am pleased with the concessions and amend-
ments - I am still totally displeased at the prospect of the house
cut itself.

1 remain displeased at the way the League of Women Voters got
itself ensnared in the Republican gubernatorial campaign in 1970.

I remain displeased at the dubious honesty of their argument

that the only issue involved in the house cut vote was “whether or

not the people would get the right to vote on the issue.” The issue
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n a constitutional amendment vote, as the constitution clearly
whether the legislature approves or disapproves of an

rmendment, and not whether or not the people may vote on an
amendment.

I remain amused at the position of the league that while the
public ought to vote on the size of the house, the public ought not
vote on abortion on demand ... or capital punishment. Or even,
for that matter, on whether or not parents want their
bussed out of their neighborhoods into some other neighborhood.
Clearly, the league believes that people will make the “right”
decision on the house-cut but the “wrong” decision on such
matters as abortion or capital punishment or school busing.

I remain amused at the intellectual dishonesty of the arguments
the house cut backers put forward on behalf of a 160 member
house.

That it would be more efficient. Is the forty member
senate six times more efficient than the 240 member house?
That it would cost less money to operate. I think they
backed off that one pretty quickly . . . because a smaller
house will mean a need for more staff support... in truth,
the housecutters know that a smaller house will cost more
money. And they now say they’ll be willing to support those
new expenses. I hope so!
That a 160 member house would be more visible. Are
they trying to convince us, for example, that the eight
members of the executive council are 30 times more visible
that the 240 members of the house?
That our 240 members make us the next to the largest house in
the nation. Well, unless every legislature is of the same
size, some will always be larger ... or smaller than others.

• That a 160 member house would attract better people.
Better for whom?

I think the arguments for the house cut were intellectually
shallow ... if not, in many cases, outright distortions.

• We defended the 240 member house.
• We argued that the 23,000 or so people each of us represents

puts us at the mean level between the most well represented
states and the least well represented states.
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We argued that in terms of campaign expenses, when yoi
increase the size of the district, you increase the cost
campaigning . . . and you economically discriminate against
less-well-off candidate.
We argued on the merit of our accomplishments . .

.
citing a

1968 study by a University of Michigan political scientist
which showed Massachusetts to be the second most innovative
state in the nation

. .
. second only to New York. This legisla-

ture has led almost all others in pioneering new legislation. In
banking legislation, in consumer protection, in environmental
protection

. .

. and on and on.
We argued that it was the very nature of this large house of
representatives loud and noisy, made up of rich men and
poor men, young and old, liberals and conservatives, that
was its strength. Too unwieldly to be bought or
bossed . . . too inconsistent to be relied upon to perform the
same way on every issue ... in other words, a lot like the
public which it represents.

Those arguments were rejected . . . the emotional call to “cut the
house” was just too much.

But when you strip aside all of the arguments for and against
the house cut I think the most serious effect of the cut will be in
the reduction of participation by people in their government.

1 speak, very intentionally, of minority groups who have found a
place in the House of Representatives.

The debate over senatorial redistricting aside, this house this
year, has more black members than ever before. And this house,
this year, has redistricted itself to virtually insure the addition of
two new black representatives in 1974.

The house cut will hurt.
Not only will it reduce the actual number of blacks in this

house, but it will put off for a generation the election to the house
of a Spanish-speaking member. The new districts will be just that
much too large.

Had the house-cut proposal been first presented this
year when minority representation is just beginning to reach
significant levels of institutional fulfillment I am sure that il
would not have received the blind support it received wher
proposed in the middle of the last decade.
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Times have changed
But we are going backward with this amendment.
And the fight is over.
There are some amusing aspects to this issue however
And perhaps the most amusing is the argument that by cutting

the size of the house, the house will improve its image.
I can’t believe that people backing the house cut put forth this

argument with a straight face, but they did. %

It is in the very nature of a legislative body - be it a city
council or a congress to be unloved. Regardless of size.

And that is just never going to change.
Do you think, for example, that the New York State Assembly

is better loved by the people of New York than we are because
their assembly has just 150 members.

I dare say not.
Why that “highly visible” body ended its regular session two

weeks ago.
And it ended it just shortly after midnight one night by voting

itself a 60 percent pay raise.
Do you think they’re loved because they’re only 150 members?
As a lady wrote to the New York Daily News:
“I favor their midnight pay raise on one condition . . . that they

never go to Albany again to inflict any more damage on the people
of the State of New York”.

If you think that a 160 member house is going to be any more
popular - as an entity with the public, than a 240 member
house, you’re just kidding yourself.

All of the arguments have been argued
..

. and all of the
positions taken . . . and all of the noses counted.

But it would be wrong for me not to mention the fact that
those of us here who fought the house-cut did not fight alone.

Indeed, many, many individual legislators took courageousJP
positions against the cut . . . even though they knew it would have
been vastly more popular with their constituents to vote in favor
of the amendment.

And there were many organizations and groups who supported
us. And in doing so they were subjected to public vilification and
abuse.
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I speak ot the Massachusetts State Labor Council . . . and the
Massachusetts Chapter of Americans for Democratic Action.

I speak of the Massachusetts Farm Bureau Federation and of
many members of the Massachusetts Council of Churches.

I speak of Citizens for Participation Politics
And there were more .

. . many more.
An unlikely coalition of people of differing philosophies whose

only interest in opposing the house-cut was their shared belief that
there would be just a little less representation for those who
perhaps need it most.

And to the backers of the house-cut, I have kept m>
promise

...
I have kept my word. You have had your vote in 1971

and you will have your vote today.

I do not now ask any of you here to follow me on this issue
indeed, I have not asked you prior to today’s vote.

Because, tragically, if you did follow me on this issue .
.

. and i
we did win ... we would only be delaying the inevitable.

And certainly the vote would only bring down on this legislativ
body great abuse . . . abuse which you do not deserve.
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Mr. President, I hope this amendment is not passed.

But you will not have my vote.

So to them, I say thank you.
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