
HOUSE No. 3320

ft

SPECIAL REPORT
OF THE

COMMITTEE ON RULES
RELATIVE TO

CERTAIN REMARKS MADE BY REPRESENTATIVE
HARRISON CHADWICK OF WINCHESTER ON THE

NATIONALLY TELEVISED PROGRAM Of THE
COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SYSTEM

ENTITLED “BIOGRAPHY OF
A BOOKIE JOINT”

Under Provisions of an Order adopted by the House on January 11, 1962

February 20, 1962

BOSTON
WRIGHT & POTTER PRINTING CO., LEGISLATIVE PRINTERS

Che Commontoealth of Massachusetts

DERNE STREET





February 20, 1962.

To the Honorable Members of the House of Representatives.

On Thursday, January 11, 1962, the House of Representatives
adopted the following order:

irv
Ordered, That the committee on Rules be directed to summons Representative

Harrison Chadwick of Winchester to appear before it, on Thursday, January 18th,
1962, for the purpose of investigating certain statements and allegations made by
him and broadcast on television through the medium of the Columbia Broadcasting-
System program entitled: “Biography of a Bookie Joint”, which statements al-
leged a connection between some members of the General Court and persons en-
gaged in illegal activities, or other statements made by him subsequent thereto and
in connection therewith, which might be construed as casting aspersions upon the
integrity or character of any member of the General Court; and be it further

Ordered, That proceedings authorised hereunder before the committee on Rules
be open to the press and the public, that Representative Chadwick be given the
right to be represented hy counsel before the committee on Rules, that a verbatim
stenographic transcript of all testimony at said proceedings be taken, and that said
committee report to the House its recommendations, if any, in connection with this
investigation on or before March 1, 1962.

Pursuant to the order, the Committee on Rules of the House of
Representatives held a public hearing in the Gardner Auditorium
at the State House on Thursday, January 18, 1962, for the purpose
of investigating the statements and allegations made by Represen-
tative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester on the television program
entitled, “Biography of a Bookie Joint”. These statements which
were originally taped in August, 1961, were broadcast nationally on
November 30, 1961.

The full text of the remarks made by Representative Harrison
Chadwick of Winchester as televised on November 30, 1961, are as

follows:
Mr. McMullen: “Is it not true that many legislators are law-

yers who carry on a private law practice when the Legislature is
not in session?”

Rep. Chadwick; “Yes, that is true. They carry on their law
practice both when we are and when we are not in session.”
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Mr. McMullen: “Have any of these legislators who also prac-
tice law ever told you that they represented bookies or illegal gam-
bling operators?”

Rep. Chadwick: “Oh, yes, they do. Several have stated that
they have bookies among their clients.”

Mr. McMullen: “How did they happen to tell you that?’
Rep. Chadwick: “This came out in the conversation that we

had about the Crime Commission and its work.”
Mr. McMullen: “Do you recall anything specific that they

said?” jj
Rep. Chadwick: “Well, I recall one who said that he would be

glad if we were out of business because he wanted active bookies
for the reason that he got good fat fees.”

Mr. McMullen: “What is your reaction to this statement
printed in the Boston Herald, ‘The bulk of votes against the Crime
Commission and its recommendations comes from legislators repre-
senting districts in which there is heavy off-track betting. They
fear the bookies and their customers. They fear the kind of cam-
paigning that the bookies and their overlords can put on against
anyone who openly fights this kind of organized crime. To such
legislators, bookies speak louder than decent citizens’.”

Rep. Chadwick: “There is a great deal of truth in this statement
which the Boston Herald has made. I would like to distinguish
between a wholesale condemnation of legislators and the fact that
relatively few are actively involved in any illegal operation of the
booking business. However, it is true that most of us follow the
path of least resistance and in many instances, the bookies are able
to throw organizational workers and have considerable finances
which they can throw into a campaign to defeat someone whom
they feel is hurting their operations. Consequently, many an honest
legislator prefers not to stir up a situation which can only cause him,
as he sees it, very likely to come to grief.”

In accordance with the order adopted by the House of Representa-
tives, Representative Chadwick was summoned to appear and to
give testimony concerning these statements. Attorney Harris Reyw
nolds of Waban appeared as counsel to Representative Chadwick.
The Committee on Rules of the House of Representatives retained
the services of Attorney Harold Katz of Newtonville as special
counsel, who was assisted by Attorney George Waldstein of Cam-
bridge.
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The gravamen of the allegations made by Representative Chad-
wick is the statement, “I would like to distinguish between a whole-
sale condemnation of legislators and the fact that relatively few are
actively involved in any illegal operation of the booking business.” To
say that “relatively few are involved in any illegal operation of the
booking business”, even after an explicit disclaimer of a wholesale
condemnation, is clearly to imply that some legislators are in fact
involved in the illegal operation of the booking business. Since no
effort was made on the television broadcast to qualify this statement,
or to indicate exactly which legislators were involved in the illegal

ft operation of the booking business, all legislators except Representa-
tive Chadwick were placed under a cloud of public suspicion not
only in the minds of the national viewers of the C.B.S. television
documentary, but even more importantly in the minds of the people
of Massachusetts. In the days that followed the national showing
of the television film, which was blacked out in Massachusetts, no
effort whatsoever was made by Representative Chadwick to remove
this cloud of suspicion. On the contrary, a careful scrutiny of his
numerous public pronouncements during the period between Novem-
ber 30, 1961, and the public hearing on January 18, 1962, will clearly
indicate that he reveled in his new-found public prominence and
never hesitated to lead the public to believe that he was in the pos-
session of evidence to support and substantiate his charges against
his legislative colleagues..

The Chadwick allegations of illegal conduct on the part of mem-
bers of the Legislature would be sufficiently serious to warrant ac-
tion if made by someone not a member of the Legislature. These
same charges would be even more serious if made by any ordinary
member of the Legislature whom the public might initially be justi-
fied in believing had some greater awareness or knowledge of the
behavior of his colleagues than a non-member of the Legislature
might have. But when these charges were hurled by one who was
not only a member of the Legislature, but who also served from 1953
to 1957 as a member of the Crime Commission, these allegations

the highest significance for the public had a right to be-
lieve, at least initially, that Representative Chadwick by virtue of
his unique experience had access to factual knowledge, information
and data not available to ail citizens or even to all legislators.

When the House of Representatives through its Rules Committee
afforded Representative Chadwick an opportunity to produce evi-
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dence in support of his allegation of illicit activity by members of
the Legislature, Representative Chadwick ultimately asserted under
questioning by Attorney Katz that his evidence fell into three cate-
gories: (1) contributions by bookmakers to the campaign funds of
persons running for the Legislature; (2) representation by lawyer-
legislators of persons in court on gaming charges; and (3) the
presence now in the Legislature of one or more legislators who have
been convicted of gaming charges.

Representative Chadwick clearly testified that at the time of
making the statement for national television regarding bookies and
campaign contributions, he had no one member of the Legislature
specifically in mind. He further testified that even as late as the
date of the hearing he knew of no legislator who had accepted a
campaign contribution of any kind from anyone he knew to be a
bookie. Representative Chadwick testified that in his view “a
candidate might be helpless to protect himself against money from
the gaming rackets if they choose to spend it either in his behalf or
against him.” Since no adverse inference reflecting upon any mem-
ber of the Legislature could be drawn from such information, and
since Representative Chadwick clearly was not alleging any illegal
conduct or wrong-doing on the part of any legislator, this area of
inquiry was then ruled outside the scope of the hearing.

Representative Chadwick testified that he had evidence concern-
ing the representation by lawyer-legislators of persons accused of
gambling. Under questioning by Attorney Katz, Representative
Chadwick revealed that subsequent to the national television
broadcast, but prior to and in preparation for the Rules Committee
hearing, he had made a survey of court records. His survey re-
vealed that some few lawyer-legislators had in the past represented
persons on gaming charges on one occasion and that one lawyer-
legislator had, in the years 1957 and 1958, represented persons
charged with gaming on six different occasions. He declined, how-
ever, to give the names of any such legislators, nor did his counsel
ever attempt to introduce the documents into evidence before the
Committee.

During the course of questioning designed to elicit all the in-
formation and evidence in his possession regarding alleged illicit
activity on the part of members of the Legislature, Representative
Chadwick repeatedly attempted to substitute a purely personal and
private definition of the crucial word “involved” as used by him in
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his statement on national television. The substitution of an en-
tirely subjective definition in place of the common, literal inter-
pretation which he knew, or should have known, that all national
viewers would attach to his words would, of course, considerably
lessen the impact of his allegations. It is a matter of record that
Representative Chadwick made no effort on national television to
qualify the natural, normal import of his remarks or to indicate
that he was employing a common, everyday word in anything other
than its usual sense. However much a private semantic definition
might now mitigate the seriousness of his charges, it is also a matter

fljjf record that Representative Chadwick clearly distinguished the
lawyer-legislator problem and the “actively involved in any of the
illegal operations of the booking business” problem when he ap-
peared on national television. No fair-minded person who reads
the full text of his television remarks can help but be convinced of
the fact that at that time he regarded these two problems as sepa-
rate, distinct and unrelated. Certainly there is nothing in the text
of his television remarks to indicate that he in any way equated
lawyer-legislators representing bookies in court with active involve-
ment in any of the illegal operations of the bookie business.

In addition, even assuming that this committee were to accept
at face value the semantic modifications of the word “involved”
urged upon it by Representative Chadwick, the fact remains that
Representative Chadwick could not possibly have had lawyer-
legislators in mind when he made the affirmative statement “rela-
tively few (legislators) are actively involved in any of the illegal
operations of the bookie business.”

By his own testimony at the hearing Representative Chadwick
conceded that he did not know T “whether it is wrong or illegal in a
strictly legal or technical sense” for a lawyer-legislator to represent
bookies in court. Accordingly, by the inherent logic of his own
words, he could not have intended to include lawyer-legislators repre-
senting bookies in court in any clear-cut, unequivocal, responsible
statement of active involvement in illicit activities by legislators

g|ince he specifically stated at the public hearing that he does not
even now know whether such activity by lawyer-legislators is in
fact "wrong or illegal.

Apart from the obvious efforts of Representative Chadwick to
evade the full consequences of his television allegation of illegal
activity on the part of his colleagues in the General Court, this
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Committee feels impelled to point out with unmistakable clarity
that any lawyer-legislator who may represent a person accused of
gaming in court is most definitely not engaging in any illegal con-
duct. There is no law which prohibits a lawyer, who may also be a
member of the Legislature, from representing any person on any
matter, civil or criminal, in the courts of this Commonwealth. As
a matter of fact, it can well be argued that a lawyer-legislator who
chooses to represent any person in court, no matter how unpopular
that person may be, is conducting himself in accordance with the
highest duty and calling of the legal profession.

Canon Number 5 of the “Canons of Professional Ethics” of th#)
American Bar Association states:

The Defense or Prosecution of Those Accused of Ci ir
It is the right of the lawyer to undertake the defense of a person accused of crime

regardless of his personal opinion as to the guilt of the accused; otherwise in
persons, victims only of suspicious circumstances, might be denied proper defense
Having undertaken such defense, the lawyer is bound by all fair and honorable
means, to present every defense that the law of the land permit nd that

due process of lawno person may be deprived of life or liberty

Canon Number 15 of the “Canons of Professional Ethics” of the
American Bar Association further states, in part:

The lawyer owes “entire devotion to the interest of the client, warm zeal in the
maintenance and defense of his rights and the exertion of his utmost learning, and
ability”, to the end that nothing be taken or withheld from him, save by the rules
of law, legally applied. No fear of judicial disfavor or public unpopularity should
restrain him from the full discharge of his duty.

This Committee has no quarrel with those citizens in our Com-
monwealth who honestly and sincerely believe that the representa-
tion in court by lawyer-legislators of persons accused of gaming or
other crimes may well raise problems of conflict of interest, particu-
larly if it is done repeatedly over a period of time. In practice
many lawyer-legislators deliberately refrain from taking such clients,
some because they, too, believe it constitutes a conflict of interest
others because they believe it is politically unwise and troublesome
Whatever merit there may be in such a position sincerely held, must
in the case of Representative Chadwick be weighed off against the
fact that in all the years that he has served as an articulate member
of the Legislature since he first became a member of the Crime Com-
mission in 1953, he has never once to our knowledge filed or sup-
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ported legislation to implement his views about lawyer-legislators
As a matter of fact, when legislation in regard to conflict of interest
was heard before the Judiciary Committee last year, Representative
Chadwick was strangely silent. When the Legislature adopted a
conflict of interest law last year, Representative Chadwick made no
attempt to amend the measure to include his views on lawyer-
legislators. While the Legislature last year created a continuing,
top-level commission headed by the Attorney General to conduct a
continuing study of our conflict of interest and code of ethics law,
Representative Chadwick has never once attempted to present his
dews on lawyer-legislators to that official body. In our judgment,
Representative Chadwick demonstrated little concern for the ethical
problems of lawyer-legislators until it became apparent to him that
he could use this legitimate issue to divert public attention from the
serious nature of his original charges.

While this Committee recognizes that lawyer-legislator represen-
tation may well pose serious problems of conflict of interest and
codes of ethics, the Committee earnestly believes that the full di-
mensions of these problems have not been sufficiently explored, nor
are their implications fully appreciated even by those who flatly
assert that a lawyer-legislator should not represent a person accused
of gaming, or for that matter of any other crime. Traditionally and
historically, no legal restraints have been placed upon the outside
activities of those who serve the public in the halls of the Legisla-
ture. We have preferred to rely instead upon their own sound
judgment and discretion and upon their own sense of devotion and
fidelity to their public duties. In theory, at least, we have encour-
aged the belief that the widest possible participation of individuals
from diverse business, trade and professional groups is best calcu-
lated to produce effective community representation.

since the Legislature is primarily concerned with lawmaking, it
mly natural that lawyers, whose professional interest is the law,

should constitute one of the largest single groups to serve in the
Legislature. This Committee believes that lawyers have played.

tfcind are continuing to play, an indispensable role 1 in the functioning
of the legislative process, and that lawyers should be encouraged to
serve in the Legislature. If lawyers are by statute to be forbidden
to represent clients accused of gaming offenses because of a possible
conflict of interest, or because their judgment on laws affecting
gambling might no longer be free and unfettered, the same reason-
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ing must be applied with equally compelling logical force to lawyers
representing clients accused of any criminal offense. If lawyer-
legislators are to be barred from carrying on any criminal law prac-
tice because of possible conflicts of interest and the subsequent loss
of objective legislative judgment, why would not the same reason-
ing apply, in many cases with even greater validity since the finan-
cial stakes are usually higher, to lawyers engaged in the practice of
law on the civil side? And if lawyers and the legal profession are to
be singled out for special treatment in terms of possible conflicts of
interest, and lawyers are thus to be deterred from service in the
Legislature, why should not the same sanctions and prohibitions be'V
applied to all other individuals from all other walks of life who may
happen to serve in the Legislature? What about the insurance
broker or agent, who is also a legislator, who yearly passes upon
hundreds of matters of great concern to the insurance industry?
What about the real estate agent-legislator, the teacher-legislator,
the barber-legislator, or the undertaker-legislator who annually pass
upon matters of vital concern to their businesses and professions?

In short, the ultimate reductio ad ahsurdum of the position that
lawyer-legislators should be legally restricted in their professional
practice because of possible conflict of interests, and the concomi-
tant loss of objective legislative judgment, is that the nonlegislative
activities of legislators from other businesses, trades and professions
should be likewise circumscribed so that only those with no outside
business, trade or professional interests would be able or willing to
serve in the Legislature without completely sacrificing and abandon-
ing their outside interests. If such an eventuality should ever come
to pass, the Legislature will have rejected its traditional or custom-
ary character as an instrumentality for the forging of the public
will and will become little more than a governmental forum for eco-
nomic eunuchs.

In further substantiation of his charge that “relatively few (legis-
lators) are actively involved in any of the illegal operations of the
bookie business”, Representative Chadwick testified that he knew
of a member of the House of Representatives who had been con-J|
victed on gaming charges four times, the latest conviction being in
1944. Attorney Katz thereupon presented a document to Repre-
sentative Chadwick on the basis of which Representative Chadwick
declared himself informed that another member of the House of
Representatives had been convicted on a gambling charge in 1947.
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Although invited to do so, Representative Chadwick declined to
name either legislator. He did say, however, that one member was
a Republican and the other member was a Democrat.

This Committee is of the firm opinion that the fact that two
present members of the Legislature, one no later than 1944 and
the other no later than 1947, were convicted of gaming charges,
long before either of them became members of the Legislature, can
in no way be construed as corroborative evidence in support of
active involvement in the illegal operations of the bookie business
by any present member of the Legislature.

In response to a question from Attorney Katz, Representative
Chadwick indicated that prior to making his statements for the
national television broadcast, he relied solely on evidence set forth
in the report of the Massachusetts Crime Commission submitted in
1957. Throughout the public hearing Representative Chadwick
failed to present any evidence from that 1957 report to indicate any
misconduct on the part of members of the Legislature in 1961 to
support his charge of active involvement in any of the illegal opera-
tions of the bookie business by any present legislator.

At the conclusion of Attorney Katz’s examination, Representa-
tive Chadwick was asked if he had any further evidence to give in
support of his allegations. Representative Chadwick replied that
he did not. After discussion between counsel for the Committee
and counsel for Representative Chadwick, it was agreed that
Representative Chadwick had no further evidence to give and that
Committee counsel had covered all areas which counsel for Repre-
sentative Chadwick thought ought to be covered. The hearing
was then declared closed.

From the foregoing analysis of the testimony of Representative
Chadwick before the House Rules Committee on Thursday, Janu-
ary IS, 1962, it should be clear to all impartial and fair-minded ob-
servers that Representative Chadwick has not substantiated his
charges to the effect that some members of the Legislature are ac-
tively involved in illegal bookie operations. When the members of
the House of Representatives by their votes accorded their colleague
an opportunity to come forth and present whatever evidence he had
to support his serious charges, he failed miserably to back them up
with anything remotely resembling factual evidence. By wild and
irresponsible statements without one shred of substantive evidence
to support them, Representative Chadwick has cast a foul cloud of
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suspicion over the Legislature in the eyes of the entire United
States. He has caused his colleagues in the Legislature, Democrats
and Republicans alike, to be held up to public ridicule, scorn and
disgrace not only throughout the whole country, but also in the
minds of the people of Massachusetts. The exposure of the utter
baselessness of his false charges can never completely erase the
damage which he has caused.

In evaluating this sordid record of fanatical deceitfulness, this
Committee cannot close its eyes completely to the arrogant, willful
misconduct of Representative Chadwick from the time of the tele-
vision showing on November 30, 1961, down to the time of the pub-*! 1)
lie hearing on January 18, 1962. Knowing full well that he had
absolutely no evidence with which to substantiate his totally un-
founded accusations, Representative Chadwick lost no opportunity
to exploit all the media of communications available to him to mis-
lead the general public into believing he had derogatory informa-
tion and evidence about his colleagues which he in fact did not
possess. Smug, self-righteous, and sanctimonious, he persisted in
bearing false witness against his Legislative colleagues, holding him-
self out to the public as a dedicated and informed fighter against
organized crime. While this same self-appointed crusader had to
admit that he was uninformed and had to acknowledge publicly
that he was not even aware of the fact that an important law de-
signed to discourage bookies had been on the statute books for at
least four years, some irresponsible and sensationalistic segments of
the press nevertheless continued to regard him as an intelligent and
informed champion of opposition to organized crime.

Aided and abetted in his pious fraud by this kind of yellow jour-
nalism, Representative Chadwick never hesitated to fan the flames
of his consuming and overpowering ego at the expense of his col-
leagues of both political parties in the Legislature. For close to two
months, he selfishly reveled in his newly acquired public prominence,
basked in the sunlight of public adulation, and bent his every effort
towards the creation of a completely fraudulent public image. When
his deceit and treachery were fully revealed in all their
boldness, and when it became clearly apparent that, in spite of his
glib and facile talk, he had no evidence, no information, and no
facts, Representative Chadwick showed absolutely no remorse, nor
for that matter any meaningful appreciation of the enormity of the
injustice which he had perpetrated. He was not troubled in the
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least by the fact that his misguided zeal and overriding conceit had
caused him to mislead the press and the public. He was completely
impervious to any glimmer of recognition of the fact that he had
damaged the good name of the Massachusetts General Court and
caused irreparable injury to the reputation of his fellow members.
Instead, he quickly adopted a new pose intent upon appearing to be
abused and persecuted by his colleagues in his self-imposed quest
for political martyrdom.

While it is not surprising, considering his completely self-serving
and contemptuous behavior, that he should embark upon the new

Urole of political martyr, it is indeed tragic that the very press which,
together with the public, had been betrayed most cruelly by his
utter irresponsibilities should steadfastly refuse to recognize the
perfidy of his actions and should proceed to glorify his misdeeds.
Rather than a public recantation admitting the error of its ways and
the betrayal of its misplaced confidence, the same press raised its
trampled and disheveled banner of civic righteousness and marched
forward behind its new-found hero, thus demonstrating for all to
see the hypocrisy and insincerity of its self-proclaimed devotion to
the cause of civil liberties. The Legislature had been viciously and
unjustly smeared, but the slanderer should be exalted, or so they
told their ill-informed readers who had a right to look to them for
honest editorial guidance.

In the flurry of distorted post-hearing commentaries on the Chad-
wick affair, two editorials stand forth as strikingly cogent and cour-
ageous analyses of the situation from respected and informed sources.
The first is a WEEI-CBS Radio editorial entitled “No Hero” de-
livered on Tuesday, January 23, 1962, by Mr. Tom Gorman, Vice
President of CBS and General Manager of WEEI. That editorial
is produced in full below

rmmittee inquiry stands as a deplorable
• misguided zeal of one public servant:

The recently televised House Rules (

monument to the destructiveness of ti
Representative Harrison Chadwick.

Committee to justify remarks he itMr. Chadwick was called before the Rv
the CBS-Television documentary “Biography of A Bookie Joint.” In substance

Representative Chadwick stated that some members of the Massachusetts Legisla-
ture were actively involved in the illegal operations cf the bookie business.

When called upon to substantiate this most serious charge, Representative Chad-
wick could not. He misled the nation through his misguided zeal. His allegation
was based not on fact but on mere suspicion. The public was duped by the repre-
sentative from Winchester,
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Tragically, the people of this Commonwealth are being lulled into believing ex-
■tly the opposite. They are being brainwashed into believing that Chadwick has

merged as the hero from last week’s TV drama.
No matter how pure his motives, Mr. Chadwick is no her
After publicly admitting he could not substantiate his TV charges, Mr. Chadwick
npounded his irresponsibility by raising a false issue of ethics concerning lawyer-

legislators serving as counsel for accused be kies

as a dangerous man for he would rallyIt is herein that we regard Mr. Chadwick
niblic opinion against lawyer-legislators wh o defend those accused of bookmaking,

d rights that any man no matter how
:■!. Any attempt to infringe upon this
wyer-legislators or public opinion must*

It is one of this country’s most cherish
despicable his crime has the right to coun;

right either through legislation restricting 1
not be tolerated. »)

wrote that “the challenge to our liber-
msciously seek to destroy our system of
od men who allow their proper concern
ipose to accomplish involves an impair-

The noted jurist, William Douglas, Once
ties comes frequently not from those who ci

government but from men of goodwill gc
to blind them to the fact that what they pr
ment of liberty.”

mmendable. His smear tactics arcMr. Chadwick’s crusade against crime
not.

It is a time for cool heads to prevail and weigh Representative Chadwick’s good
motives against his deplorable tactics.

It is also a time for the organized bar to educate a misinformed public and sup-
port against unjust criticism those members of the legal profession who follow its
most essential responsibilities.

As for Representative Chadwick, the Rules Committee is studying testimony
;iven at the hearing and contemplating possible action against him.
Final judgment rests with the voters in his district. If he chooses to seek re-elec-

tion this year, then the voters should consider his candidacy in the light of the im-
measurable harm to the Commonwealth caused by his unsubstantiated statements
delivered to an unsuspecting nationwide television audience.

If we are to preserve our democratic way of iife, we must never lose sight of the
fact that the means are as important as the ends.

The second is a newspaper editorial appearing in The Pilot, the
official organ of the Archdiocese of Boston, on Saturday, February 3,
1962, and entitled “Chadwick’s End.” That editorial is produced
in full below.

Representative Chadwick may soon receive the judgment of a body of his peers!
and, whatever one may think of the decision, some action is surely justified. Onr'
of the qualities which we have a right to expect of those elected to public office is
good judgment , and all the good mil in the world cannot take its place. What is
said on a national telecast is certainly not to be taken liglitlv and when it is demon-
strated to be irresponsible, the author cannot emerge in any manner as a hero.

Plainly, the representative accused members of the Legislature of involvement
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m the ‘‘bookie” racket; just as plainly he had no evidence for his charges when
formally confronted. To suggest, by way of defense, that some of the legislators
who are attorneys have “bookies” for clients, and so were “involved” with them
is a travesty of the lawyer-client relationship. As well suggest the same for all
lawyers who defend murderers and thieves and prostitutes and other criminals
What began in noble postures has ended in a pitiful whimper.

While saying all of this we do not defend the “bookies” or anyone else who defies
the law as it is written. What we plead for is some responsibility in those who
take upon themselves the task of reform. The good society nt fill law en-

ireement and it is weakened by any winking at crime by officials of the law. T1
however, who make the object of their personal zeal some special and even nt

rm ought to have both intelligence and prudence, which is to sav that
.iglit to know whal they are doing and h i it
The zealots against gambling, like the zealots against communism of whom w;t comm

it week, can do more damage than good by actingwithout sufficient advar
i. As in the case of Representative Chadwick, one can misrepresent on

id in this manner commit a flagrant injustice against them. Then then
is the added effect which is larger and perhaps even more serious. One discredits
the whole program by losing the public confidence, not merely in the area of indis-
cretion, but in the entire project. This is likely to happen in the present case when
an abused public may not listen any more to the case against the “bookies,” n
matter who presents it.

It is to the credit of the local CBS outlet, WEEI, - remembering that the CBS
network produced the original “bookie” documentary (?) —that it editorialized
realistically last week in condemning the “dupe” that had been perpetrated on the
public. We must confess to having certain long standing reservations on the
called “documentary” which more often than not represents a partisan presenta-
tion of a large subject. In this case, however, the very “documents” themselves
were missing and for this Mr. Chadwick must give answer. No fatuous public
opinion poll or letter-writing project can change these now-recorded facts. The
image of Massachusetts has been hurt also but no one seems to care about that

In defense of his actions, Representative Chadwick has himself
said that something dramatic had to be done to focus the spot-
light of public attention on the serious problem of organized crime.
Whatever merit there may be in his statement as an abstract prop-
osition, the fact remains that Representative Chadwick would seek
to evade the full brunt of criticism for his willful irresponsibility by
having the people of Massachusetts believe that the good end of
(focusing attention on the serious problem of organized crime fully
justifies the dastardly and despicable means which he employed,
namely the making of false and unfounded accusations against his
colleagues in the Legislature. The end-means moral problem is
an old issue of political ethics and need not be treated fully here.
Perhaps it is enough to recall that throughout our political his-
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to'ry there have always been those who have attempted to promote
this same false doctrine that the end justifies the means with dis-
astrous consequences for our people.

There are those interestingly enough, not Representative Chad-
wick himself, who would rise to a defense of his actions on the
ground that while his words may have been unfortunate and im-
precise, and while they would not themselves have employed them,
nevertheless he was expressing his own personal opinion and he was
completely sincere. In regard to the proposition that be was ex-
pressing a personal opinion, it should be pointed out that in his
televised remarks he never once indicated he was expressing an
opinion. On the contrary, he specifically asserted as a fact, not
opinion, suspicion, conjecture, or surmise, that there was active in-
volvement in the illegal operations of the bookie business by present
members of the Legislature.

In the interval between the television broadcast and the public
hearing, Representative Chadwick never once endeavored to set
the record straight or to indicate that his charges were anything
other than fact. At the hearing itself, Representative Chadwick
made no effort to distinguish between opinion and fact in his alle-
gations. Instead, he vigorously attempted to demonstrate; that all
of his charges had a factual basis and were in fact true. In the
light of his own words and actions, it is difficult to see how this
position that he was merely expressing an opinion can be permitted
to mitigate the damaging effect of his charges. If he were only ex-
pressing an opinion and not endeavoring to state a fact, Repre-
sentative Chadwick should have said so at some point. This he ha
never done. On the contrary, he has consistently done exactly th
opposite.

In regard to the question of his sincerity, even assuming that the
pattern of his activity and conduct does not preclude any other con-
clusion but that he is insincere, does the fact that he may be sincere
give him a license to vilify and besmirch the reputations of his col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans alike? Does his sincerity, if
such in fact exists, excuse his poor judgment and total irresponsibil-
ity? Can his good will and pure intentions, if indeed he possesses
them, completely overcome the falsity of his charges? This Com-
mittee does not believe so. Sincerity cannot be allowed to become
the mask behind which the slanderer, the liar, and the hypocrite
shall be permitted to hide his ugly face from the public.
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This Committee and indeed the Legislature as a whole rec-
ognizes the serious problems posed by illegal organized gambling
and all other forms of organized crime. None of us need yield
to the Representative from Winchester in our firm desire to do
battle with the forces of evil in our society. The fact remains
that there can be no justification for the making of sweeping charges
which damage the reputation and character of his legislative col-
leagues over a national television network when such charges have
absolutely no foundation in fact. In the absence of substantiation,
this Committee has no other course of action available to it except
to recommend disciplinary action to the full membership of the
House of Representatives. Anything less would be to condone
flagrant misconduct unbecoming a member of the House of Repre-
sentatives. Accordingly, the Committee recommends that the fol-
lowing resolution of censure be adopted by the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Respectfully submitted,

JOHN F. THOMPSON.
CORNELIUS F, KIERNAN
WILLIAM H. FINNEGAN.
DAVID J. O’CONNOR.
ARMAND N. TANCRATI.
JOHN F. X. DAVOREN.
LEO J. REYNOLDS.
ROGER L. BERNASHE.
JOHN J. LONG.
ROBERT Q. CRANE
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Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester
appeared on a national television documentary “Biography of a
Bookie Joint” televised on November 30, 1961; and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester did
make certain statements and allegations which were televised
nationally alleging a connection between some members of the
General Court and persons engaged in illegal gambling activities;
and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester was
afforded an opportunity at a full-scale public hearing of the Com-
mittee on Rules of the House of Representatives held on January IS,
1962, to substantiate or justify his charges and allegations reflecting
upon the character and integrity of his colleagues in the Massachu-
setts House of Representatives; and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester
completely failed to produce any evidence, information or data to
substantiate his allegation that some members of the Legislature
are actively involved in any of the illegal operations of the bookie
business; and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester, in
the interval between the time of the national television broadcast
on November 30, 1961, and the time of the public hearing on Janu-
ary 18, 1962, deliberately and willfully misled the public into be-
lieving he had factual evidence to substantiate his serious charges
when he knew, or ought to have known, he had no such evidence;
and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester, by
his treacherous and deceitful conduct, has caused the Massachusetts
House of Representatives to be held up to public scorn and ridicule
not only in the eyes of the people of Massachusetts, but in the eyes
of the entire nation; and,

Whereas, Representative Harrison Chadwick of Winchester by
his totally irresponsible behavior has maligned the character and
reputation of his colleagues in the House of Representatives of both
political parties; and, therefore, be it

RESOLUTIONS OF CENSURE.
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Resolved, That your Committee on Rules finds that Representa-
tive Harrison Chadwick of Winchester has forfeited his claim to
the respect and honor of his fellow members and recommends that
this resolution of censure be adopted, and that this entire resolution
of censure be completely incorporated in the Journal of the House,
and that the entire report be printed as a House document.

in

t
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It is with reluctance, without rancor or partisanship, that we
feel we must dissent from the majority report.

First; We feel that the hearing given to Representative Harrison
Chadwick on January 18, 1962, by the House Rules Committee was|)
unfair, undemocratic, improper and unprecedented for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. The Committee members were denied the right to question
the witness orally. Even the Speaker who is chairman of the Rules
Committee referred to this regulation as “somewhat unusual”
(see p. 13 of the transcript).

2. Neither Mr. Chadwick, Mr. Chadwick’s counsel nor any
member of the Committee other than the Speaker were permitted
to make any opening statement although both the Speaker and
counsel for the Committee made extensive opening remarks (see
pp. 2-15 and pp. 16-20 of the transcript and pp. 21-24 also pp. 29-
30).

3. Mr. Chadwick was denied the right to be examined by his
counsel orally or to present generally his views unless they were
responsive to questions asked by Committee Counsel (pp. 30-31
of the transcript) (p. 73 of the transcript).

4. Mr. Chadwick’s counsel was forbidden the right to partici-
pate except in an advisory capacity off the record (see p. 26 of the
transcript: “.

.
. Mr. Reynolds has no direct standing before the

Committee and in the course of my examination, I should trust, as
counsel to Mr. Chadwick, he will refrain from interrupting the
questioning.”).

5. Mr. Chadwick was denied the right to call any witnesses to
support his statements (see p. 385 of the House Journal). a

6. There was an improper use of a document not relevant to the
subject matter of the hearing by Committee Counsel for partisan
purposes (see p. 65 of the transcript) (see p. 105 of the transcript).

7. Counsel for the Committee made certain public statements
after the hearing indicating his own personal views as to what the
hearing proved or did not.

MINORITY REPORT.



1962.] HOUSE —No. 3320. 21

that Mr. Chadwick was not on trial when in actuality Mr. Chad-
wick was being subjected to an inquisition which might and, in
fact, did lead to recommending disciplinary action against him by
the majority of the Committee. “.

. . Mr. Chadwick is not on
trial.” “Neither Mr. Chadwick or anyone else is being called upon
to defend himself.” (See p. 19 and p. 17 of the transcript.) Yet
despite statements by counsel he was on trial.

10. Even a question written out and submitted through the
Speaker to the Committee Counsel was neither read aloud, nor
ruled on in accordance with the rules adopted by the majority of
the Rules Committee (see p. 13 of the transcript) and p. 23 of the
transcript quote: “.

. . the rule adopted by the Committee is that
members of the Committee will put questions in writing them down
and submitting them to counsel. I will read them aloud so that
there will be no question in anybody’s mind, certainly in the mind
of Mr. Chadwick or his counsel or all members of the Committee
as to what the question is . .

.” (p. 23 of the transcript).
Second: We believe that Mr. Chadwick acted in good faith and

without malice toward any member of the Legislature in making
the statements he did; that what he said was his opinion of the
situation gained over the years of his service and more particularly,
through his experience as a member of the Crime Commission.

An extremely wide latitude must be given to public officials in
making statements. To gag or stifle them seems to us unwise and
might have an adverse effect on the work of a legislator.

To place extreme restrictions on what a member of the Legisla-
ture may say works very much to the disadvantage of the public;
yet the legislator is presumed to serve the public. To place him in
fear, by a precedent like this, of expressing opinions will sometimes
Ideprive the people of information which they should rightly have.

Unfortunately, those of us who hold public office cannot escape
nor should we be exempted from criticism just or unjust. The
public interest is paramount. The Chadwick hearing and decision
we make on it is not a final judgment of the allegations made by
Mr. Chadwick. The investigations of illegal bookmaking are con-
tinuing and we do not know where they will lead.

8. Committee Counsel was placed in the position by the majority
members of acting as prosecution, judge and jury. Counsel said:
“The duty is mine and the power is mine.” (See p. 23 of the tran-
script.)

9. Committee Counsel attempted to indicate by his statements
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For these reasons, we believe that no disciplinary action should be
taken against Representative Chadwick and werefuse to endorse the
majority position.

CORNELIUS J. MURRAY.
RAYMOND H. BEACH.
SIDNEY Q. CURTISS.
JOHN A. ARMSTRONG.






