
SENATE No. 356.

Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Department, Boston, May 5, 1893.

To the Honorable Senate:

I herewith return with my objections the bill entitled “ An
Act to incorporate the town of East Longmeadow,” which
originated in your body. The bill provides for the division of
one of the oldest and best of the towns of the Commonwealth
against the earnest protest of the inhabitants thereof twice
formally expressed by a very large majority. Amendments to
the bill providing that it shall take effect only when accepted
by a majority or even by one-third of the voters of the town
have been rejected. The evident and earnest wish of the town
upon the vital question of its continued existence in my judg-
ment should be decisive in the absence of strong reasons justi-
fying its forcible division. I have examined, therefore, care-
fully, the reasons urged for such action, the consequences which
would result and the general policy of the Commonwealth upon
the subject.

I find that it is the established policy of this Commonwealth,
as evidenced by its legislation for many years, to allow each
community to decide for itself this question.

Usually the village seeking separate incorporation has come
to the Legislature after formal application to the parent town
and with its consent. While cases may arise of such injustice
and hardship that it is impossible to obtain such consent and
nevertheless inexpedient to deny the application,—yet the
instances have been very few where the Commonwealth has
been willing to overrule the expressed wish of the community
interested, and to disregard this right of local self-government.

During the last fifty years, while there have been over one
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It further appears that if this bill is enacted, among the
results which follow will be,

First, The division of a town at present below the average of
the towns of the Commonwealth in population, area, polls and
voters, and below the average population of the nineteen towns
of its county.

Second, The creation of a town with a population of only 570
and a little over one hundred voters, and without a single indus-
try,— a town smaller than any in Bristol, Norfolk and Essex
counties, or, with six exceptions, in Plymouth, Worcester and
Middlesex counties.

Third, That there will be great inequality made by the divi-
sion in the burdens of taxation and town government upon the
two villages; that substantially the whole of the bank and cor-
poration tax will go to the smaller village and will be sufficient
to pay for the care of its highways, schools and poor ; that on
the basis of past expenditure the tax-rate of the smaller village
can be reduced from $9.50 per thousand to about $4, while the
tax-rate of the larger village would be increased to over $l3.

The Commonwealth is asked, therefore, against the emphatic
protest of this town, to interpose her superior authority and
forcibly to divide it, with no substantial grievance as the basis
of such action, but with the certainty that there will result great
inequality in the burdens upon the separated villages.

I believe such action is not only contrary to a sound and
well-established policy of the Commonwealth, but also to a just
and healthy public sentiment, which seeks to lessen rather than
increase the great inequality in taxation. and in the public
burdens and benefits between different localities.

While the rights of a minority in any community should be
carefully protected and upheld, the rights of a majority in such
community are also entitled to respect. Among these is the
fundamental right, if not forfeited by their own misconduct or
controlled by a supreme public necessity, of preserving undi-
vided and unimpaired their town existence with its history and
traditions, its long and honorable life.

WM. E. RUSSELL.




