
HOUSE No. 868.

Executive Department, Boston, Feb. 23, 1899.

To the Honorable the Senate and House ofRepresentatives.
I return herewith to the House in which it originated a

bill entitled “An Act relative to the Days of Grace on
Sight Drafts,” with my objections thereto in writing.

Under our federal system of government, the laws of the
several States vary widely, and in many departments of leg-
islation no serious inconvenience arises from the differences
that exist. In other departments, however, it has long
been felt that a greater degree of uniformity is both possible
and desirable.

To this end the Legislature of 1891 authorized the ap-
pointment of a Board of Commissioners on Uniformity of
Legislation, who since then have labored diligently in co-
operation with commissioners appointed for a like purpose
in a large number of other States.

As a result of their labors and with the concurrence of
the commissioners representing other States, a bill was pre-
sented to the consideration of your immediate predecessors,
and was enacted as chapter 533 of the Acts of 1898, entitled
“An Act relative to Negotiable Instruments.” This act,
approved June 15, 1898, took effect on the first day of
January of the present year.

It would appear to require no argument to sustain the
proposition that if there be any department of law in which
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uniformity among the several States is greatly desirable,
and in which diversity is certain to create confusion and un-
certainty, it is that which regulates and controls the custom-
ary business dealings between citizens of different States
and jurisdictions, and which defines the rights of parties to
the commercial paper or negotiable instruments through
the agency of which these dealings are transacted.

The legislatures of seven States, and the Congress of
the United States acting for the District of Columbia, have
enacted statutes in the precise words of the act of 1898,
and it is expected that other States will adopt this act
during the present year.

Two-thirds of the States of the Union have enacted
statutes abolishing days of grace on negotiable paper, in-
cluding sight drafts, and it is believed that no State that
has once abolished days of grace has ever restored them.
Nearly all the great commercial cities of the county are at
the present time conducting business under laws which have
expressly done away with days of grace on sight drafts.
That these laws have in many States existed for five, ten or
more years would appear to be conclusive evidence that no
sei'ious inconvenience has been caused to business by their
operation.

The only justification for reading into certain commercial
papers terms which do not appear thereon, to wit, days of
grace, is that it is a well established and universally recog-
nized custom. When it ceases to be a custom by the posi-
tive enactment of a large majority of the States, its retention
by a small number of States tends to create unnecessary
confusion.

If uniformity of legislation on the law merchant is
desirable and is to be maintained, it should be maintained
in toto. Where laws are known to vary in different States,
there may be much inconvenience but little danger; but
where there purports to be uniformity, differences in details
are not only inconvenient but dangerous.

I have given my most careful consideration to the state-
ments that have been made to me that the act of last year,
in the section which it is now sought to annul, is likely to
work hardship or injury to certain classes of business in
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this Commonwealth, but I believe these fears to be exagger-
ated. I am unwilling to believe that the merchants of
Massachusetts are less able than those of other States to
adapt their methods of conducting business to a system
which is already in operation in two-thirds of the States,
and which it is probable will soon be of almost universal
acceptance.

The simple expedient, which I am informed has been
adopted in other States, of requiring that drafts be made
payable three days after sight, would appear to be sufficient
to obviate much of the inconvenience which may have arisen
from the legislation of last year.

If your honorable bodies are of opinion that a longer
period should be allowed to enable certain classes of busi-
ness to prepare for the change incident to the abolition of
days of grace on sight drafs, the operation of this section
in the act of 1898 might be suspended for a definite period,
as, for instance, until July Ist.

To repeal it altogether, and thus to restore in this Com-
monwealth a custom which seems to be in process of almost
universal abandonment, would in my opinion in large
measure render nugatory what has already been accom-
plished in making uniform throughout the several States
the law concerning commercial transactions and tend to
discourage further efforts in the same direction.

For these reasons I am unable to approve the bill

ROGKR WOLCOTT.




