
HOUSE No. 2482

Executive Department Boston, April 15, 1914.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representative
I herewith return with my objections the bill entitled:

“An Act to Establish a Board of Excise for the City of
Chelsea.”

This bill applies to a single executive department of a
single city of the Commonwealth and undertakes to regulate
therein an important detail of administration which is at
present wholly controlled by the executive authority of said
city, and so by her citizens themselves. The Commonwealth
of Massachusetts has for years been committed to the policy
ef local control of the sale and regulation of intoxicating
liquors, and has departed from it in only two instances. This
bill contemplates a further departure from that policy and
provides that the regulation of the liquor traffic in the city
of Chelsea shall be vested in the executive department of
the State government through a board directly appointed
by the chief executive of the State with the advice and con-
sent of the Council.

I fully sympathize with the desire of those citizens of
any community who are seeking to improve conditions and
eliminate the evils which are attendant upon the improper
regulation of the liquor traffic; but I do not believe in the
principle that the State, even to accomplish a desirable end,
should interfere with the right of local self-government, or
should undertake by special law to control a department
thereof or to regulate the details of its administration.

Cf)e Commontoealtl) of Massachusetts.
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I believe that as far as possible every local community
should be left to govern itself and to determine for itself
questions of administration and public policy which affect
its interest. Local self-government can only be as good as
the citizens make it. The remedy, when our municipalities
are unfortunately suffering from poor administration, is not
State control. If a city cannot determine for itself questions
of administration relating to the liquor traffic, may we not
also expect to have urged that the control of the police of this
or some other city should be given over to the State? It is
but another step to State control of the schools, the health
and fire departments of municipalities. The tendency of
creating local excise boards under State control will lead to
such a central control by the State of the granting of licenses
that it would necessitate the establishment of a State excise
commission or some central board to perform this work. The
wisdom or unwisdom of such a plan is not here at issue.

It may be argued that the referendum clause which is
attached to this bill removes the objection that the proposed
legislation is an interference with home rule and that the
responsibility for the change from local to State control will
rest finally upon the people of the community interested.
It is a matter for commendation that this Legislature will
not pass over the administration of the liquor traffic of this
community to the State without its consent. It ought to be
borne in mind, however, that the two cities in the Common-
wealth which now have similar boards performing the func-
tions and duties provided for in this bill have, without their
consent, had this legislation forced upon them, and that in
one case, namely, the city of Fall River, on three different
occasions the voters have by substantial majorities asked that
local control be restored. Yet the Legislature has refused
to make any change. In view of this situation, it may well
be argued that though the people now may be desirous, be-
cause of temporary evils, to have the power pass from local
to State control, they may, once the change is made, ex-
perience very serious difficulty in having local control restored
to them in the future, if they desire or even vote for it.
Therefore another objection to this bill is that State control
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once assumed is likely to mean that the State will continue to
hold this control, regardless of a change in public sentiment
in later years.

There is no reason to believe that State control is already
or is likely in the future to be a panacea for all the political
evils attendant upon the granting of liquor licenses and the
regulation of the liquor business.

But a new question of State policy arises in this hill, for
the control of the licenses of this city is not to pass to the
State unless a majority of the citizens at the next election
request it.

The referendum provision, however, does not obviate the
objection that this is an interference with the right of local
self-government. The charter of Chelsea placed this depart-
ment under the executive of the city, who is immediately
responsible to the people and subject to their control, and
is held responsible for an honest and efficient regulation and
control of this business. The State must insist upon self-
correction of municipal abuses. The State should not as-
sume municipal functions merely when the people of a mu-
nicipality have temporarily lost the capacity and desire for
good government and self-government.

The declared reason for this kind of legislation is mis-
trust of her citizens. Ido not share that sentiment. On the
contrary I have not only a firm belief in their right to govern
themselves, but full confidence in their capacity and ability
to do so and in due time to stamp out of the body politic
every corrupting influence and evil.

Danger lurks also in the system of State control of local
liquor regulation. The establishment of State boards may
mean that if scandals are in the future associated with the
granting of local licenses or if the control of the saloons is
abused for political purposes or the liquor laws are not en-
forced, resulting in detriment to the public welfare, the citi-
zens of Chelsea will have no power, as now, to correct these
evils, but must patiently submit to them, while the Governor
of the Commonwealth can only act in making such changes
as he deems best, with the advice and consent of the exec-
utive council, which body may take an entirely different view
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from him and act from political rather than public-spirited
motives.

But a very much more serious question presents itself
than that of placing the responsibility upon the people of
this city for this change in their government. If Chelsea
is to have a State controlled, appointed and licensed board,
what is to prevent every one of the thirty-three cities and in-
deed the towns of the Commonwealth from petitioning and
by right demanding legislation to place themselves in the
same position ? The answer to this question leads to the most
serious of all objections against this bill, namely, the tre-
mendous burden the adoption of such a policy will place upon
the executive department of the Commonwealth. Is the State
executive department, through its appointees upon license
boards in the several towns and cities, to become a clearing-
house for the granting of licenses and the regulation of the
liquor business ?

As the chief executive, I protest against the executive
department of the Commonwealth, which has serious and
grave responsibilities and duties of a State-wide nature and
character, being burdened with the internal management of
certain executive functions of its towns and cities. My ex-
perience in the short time that I have been Governor of the
Commonwealth has led me to appreciate the very great addi-
tional burden and responsibility that will be placed upon the
executive department if State control of excise boards for
local communities is extended. A Governor of the Common-
wealth cannot shirk his responsibility to the local community
by merely naming members of these boards; he must listen
to the suggestions and complaints which come to him, for
implied in the power of appointment is the responsibility
of continuous supervision, the obtaining of full and complete
information as to the character of service rendered, and in-
vestigation into all questions and acts which relate to the
honesty, the integrity and political activities of said com-
missions.

Since the beginning of the current year several days of
the Governor’s time have been consumed considering ques-
tions relating to the liquor traffic in the cities of Boston and



1914.] HOUSE No. 2482. O

Fall River, the only cities having State boards; and when
the time conies for making appointments to these hoards it
is fair to assume that very many more days will he neces-
sarily consumed ii} hearing all parties who are interested in
the regulation of this traffic in these cities. I repeat, if State
control for local excise hoards is extended, is it not going
to result in the time and the energies of the Governor being
diverted from the consideration of those important questions
and policies which relate to every community in the Com-
monwealth and affect all the people, to consideration of the
sometimes petty and partisan questions as well as the more
serious evils, which are attendant upon the administration
of the liquor law in some local communities ? The executive
chamber at the State House is not the place to even in-
directly grant or revoke liquor licenses or regulate the liquor
traffic in towns and cities.

While the honest demand of any local community for an
improvement in the administration of one of the functions
of its government should be carefully considered by the State,
yet the rights of the whole State are greater than those of
any local community, and the people of the Commonwealth
have a right to insist upon preserving the undivided and
unimpaired attention of their chief executive for the con-
sideration of ever increasing State-wide problems.

The close dependence of all our- people upon their State
government and the great and immediate control it exercises
over them and their liberty, property and welfare, make
the duty imperative of keeping the executive branch of our
government free from problems of local administration.

DAVID I. WALSH.




