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Mr. Doherty of Boston dissents from the report of the
Committee on the Judiciary, that the hill relating to the
punishment of malicious threats ought to pass, and submits
his views, as follows :

The statute which it is proposed to amend is one which
relates to the class of offences commonly known as “ black-
mail.”

The present act (sect. 29 of chap. 202 of the Public
Statutes) is broad enough to reach any case which may
properly bo termed blackmail. This offence is properly
regarded as a disgraceful crime, and is punishable by severe
penalties.

It is now proposed to amend the existing law as to black-
mail, so as to make this law reach and apply to matters of
an entirely different nature. The amendment proposed is
to make penal a malicious threat of one person to injure the
business of another. It is said by the majority that em-
ployers need protection from malicious threats of dissatisfied
employees and from trade associations.

They propose to protect the employer by putting on the
same level with a common blackmailer the unfortunate
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employee, who, smarting under some real or fancied griev-
ance, should be guilty of using language which could be
construed to bo a threat to injure his employer’s business.
If a workman, indignant at discharge from employment by
an unjust employer to whom he had rendered faithful ser-
vice, should speak a littje harshly, and even make a threat
to injure his employer’s business, a threat which in most
cases he would be powerless to carry into execution most
people would be somewhat charitable in passing judgment
on him. But the bill of the majority would put him in the
same category with the blackmailer, and render him liable
to imprisonment in the State prison for fifteen years. If a
creditor unable to collect an honest debt by lawful means
should maliciously threaten to break up his debtor’s business,
he would be liable under this bill to fifteen years’ imprison-
ment as a felon.

The legislature should create no new criminal offences,
unless there is some just reason or demand for it. It is
better to suffer that which may appear to be an abuse of the
right of free speech than to make a law which may be a
trap for the unwary. Power should not be conferred on
any court to sentence a man to fifteen years’ imprisonment
]n the State prison for mere words spoken in a moment of
anger or excitement. I regard the proposed measure as un-
necessary, unwise and unjust. It does not arise on a peti-
tion, and there was no order before the committee on which
it could properly be reported.

No hearing was given on the matter. The trades unions,
against whom the measure is apparently directed, had no
opportunity to present their views to the committee. The
employers of Massachusetts have never asked for such a bill
as this. They do not need it and it is my opinion that they
do not want it. It would be almost a dead letter if passed,
3r et in some cases it might be used as a means of persecution
and oppression. For these reasons I cannot concur with
the majority of the committee, in reporting that the pro-
posed bill ought to pass.

PHILIP J. DOHERTY.
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