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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133 June 14, 1973

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I am returning, herewith, without my approval, House Bill No.
6540 entitled “AN ACT REPEALING THE LAW PROVIDING FOR
PRE-PRIMARY CONVENTIONS OF POLITICAL PARTIES.”

This bill would repeal the pre-primary convention. I am disapprov-
ing this measure not because it may work to the advantage or detri-
ment of one political party or the other, for I believe that both parties
will suffer as a result of the convention’s abolition. I veto it rather
because I believe that a political convention system, when combined
with the rest of our political processes, results in a more meaningful
choice for the voter on election day in November.

I agree with those who say that the convention in its present form
is not perfect. It consists of delegates, generally allocated according
to population, but elected by the members of political ward and
town committees. I believe a better way would be to elect the dele-
gates by popular vote, much as we now elect delegates to the nation-
al conventions. I recommended such a course in an amendment to
this bill filed as H 6918. You very quickly rejected that proposal.

It was, frankly, somewhat distressing to see such hasty action in
rejecting convention reform. This is a state in which both the Demo-
cratic and Republican delegations to the national convention led the
fights for delegate selection reform, and recognized the importance

a reformed convention system as arational way of popular expres-
sion for the selection of a President.

As David Broder, the distinguished journalist, states in his book,
The Party’s Over The Failure of Politics in America, “Of all our
political institutions, none is more vital to the possibility of respon-
sible party government than the (presidential) nominating conven-
tion.” The high cost of campaigning, so much at the center of public
attention today, applies equally to a statewide primary as it does to a
national primary. Broder sums up the problem; “such primaries re-
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quire terribly expensive, prolonged, and intensive campaigns, in
which personality factors and the battle for name recognition would
necessarily be uppermost.”

In addition, the convention contributes what little form there is to
responsible party government. But for the convention, there would
be no official party platform. To say that because platforms are
ignored that they should be abolished is not, in my view, warranted.
Those of us in government have a responsibility to lead the voters
into election choices based on issues, not personalities or expensive
campaigning. Abolition of the convention virtually ends party re-
sponsibility in Massachusetts. It will lead to the further erosion of
party organization. There will be no need for local political organiza-
tions, for there will be nothing for them to stand for.

Without the convention, what have we left? A primary in which
any candidate who gets a plurality, not a majority, of the votes is
nominated. With a large field of candidates, a person with small
appeal to the voters at large could well end up as the nominee of his
party. A primary in which candidates from the non-metropolitan
Boston area will have very little chance of ever being nominated for
statewide office. A primary in which persons of only average
means will be unable to compete all across the state in an expensive
campaign. A primary in which minority groups cannot hope to
achieve statewide nomination.

I believe in the right of the voters to decide on their candidates in
a statewide primary. But I also believe that responsible government is
aided if the party, through its representatives at a convention, can
first make its own judgment as to whom its nominees should be.

1 ask you not to destroy this part of the political system. I request
that you thoughtfully consider its consequences. 1 again suggest that,
this year or early next year, you consider reform rather than repeal
of the convention.

for the above reasons, I cannot in good conscience approve the
measure and I return the bill without my approval.

Respectfully submitted.

Francis W. Sargent
Go vernor
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
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