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Ccrmmmitoraltlj of Massachusetts. 

State Board op Lunacy and Charity, 

State House, Boston, September 11, 1897. 

His Excellency Roger Wolcott, Governor of the Commonwealth. 

Your Excellency:—The State Board of Lunacy and 

Charity had the honor to receive from you a letter (A) ad¬ 

dressed to it under date of May 28, 1897, setting forth that 

complaint had been made, both by members of the Legisla¬ 

ture and by other reputable citizens, that the paid employees 

of the Board had “ been busy and conspicuous in favoring 

or opposing certain bills while under direct consideration of 

the Legislature; ” that the statement had been made to you 

“ with much circumstantiality,” that certain of these officials 

had spent “ the greater part of several consecutive days in 

or near the legislative chambers, making effort by personal 

solicitation to influence the votes of members of the Legisla¬ 

ture ; in other words, doing what is expressed by the term 

lobbying.” 

The Board, in a communication (B) dated June 1, 1897, 

acknowledged the receipt of your letter, and solicited the 

names and addresses of the complainants, or accusers, and 

their witnesses, and also the names of the accused employees, 

that the matter of the complaint might be inquired into. 

The Board received a letter (C) from Your Excellency in 

reply, dated June 3, 1897, stating that you had been in¬ 

formed that “ between May 5 and May 12 last Messrs. 

Lewis, Morton, Coe, Southmayd, and Gardner, paid em¬ 

ployees of the Board, were seen frequently in the legislative 

chambers or in the rooms immediately adjoining them, in 

some cases their presence being noted the greater part of 

the legislative session of the day, and that their activity in 
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personal solicitation was conspicuous and much commented 

upon, and was by no means limited to the precincts of the 

State House ; ” that “ among many by whom it was observed 

and criticised I may mention Senator Gauss, Messrs. Fuller 

of Springfield, Lowell of Boston, Myers of Cambridge, Par¬ 

sons of Greenfield, and Stevenson of Pittsfield, of the House 

of Representatives.” 

Upon receipt of the letter of June 3 from Your Excellency, 

the Board gave notice to both the members of the Legislature 

and the employees named in your letter that they would pro¬ 

ceed to investigate the charges recited in the letter of May 

28, and requested the presence of the members of the Leg¬ 

islature named, and of the employees charged, at the in¬ 

vestigation, commencing June 8. On June 7 the legislators 

named wrote the Board, stating that the hearing should be a 

public one, and not one merely limited to the representatives 

and senators invited to attend, and the employees complained 

of; and the members also disclaimed in the same communi¬ 

cation that they were “in any sense complainants in the 

case.” After having consulted the wishes and convenience 

of the members in question, who were then in attendance 

on the Legislature, the Board designated June 25, 1897, for 

the opening of the hearing, and, though they did not con¬ 

sider the subject of sufficient interest to warrant a public 

hearing, where there was no charge involving moral turpi¬ 

tude,— that is, bribery or other corrupt influence, — made 

against any of the employees in question, they yielded to 

the position taken by the legislators named, in order to in¬ 

sure their presence as witnesses at the hearing. 

Learning in the meantime, through the public press, from 

a copy of a letter dated June 10, 1897, addressed to Your 

Excellency, and signed by Messrs. Chas. P. Putnam, Henry 

C. Baldwin, Arthur Lyman, Joseph Lee, and J. G. Thorp, 

that they were the persons who had made specific charges 

against the employees in question, each of the persons sign¬ 

ing the last named letter (D) was notified to attend the hear¬ 

ing, and give such evidence as he had regarding the matter 

under consideration. Under date of June 22, 1897, the per¬ 

sons last named sent a letter (E) to the Board, signed by all 
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of them, and of such a character that the Board had no alter¬ 

native but to return it to the writers, who seemed not to 

understand the proprieties required to be observed in public 

or private correspondence, thus compelling the Board to re¬ 

turn the communication to them enclosed in a letter (F), 

dated June 25, which explained to them the reasons why 

their letter was returned. 

A copy of each of the letters referred to in this report to 

Your Excellency, and the material part of each document 

referred to in the report, are annexed hereto at the end of 

the report or embodied in it. 

Commencement of Hearing. 

On June 25 the hearing was opened before the Board, 

and counsel appeared, representing the accused employees, 

and other counsel also appeared representing the real parties 

who instigated the charges, and who finally assumed the 

prosecution of them before the Board, namely, Messrs. Chas. 

P. Putnam, H. C. Baldwin, Arthur Lyman, Joseph Lee, and 

J. G. Thorp. A stenographic copy of the testimony, and 

arguments given and presented at the hearing, will accom¬ 

pany this report to Your Excellency. 

Scope of Inquiry. 

The substance of the charges made to Your Excellency by 

the complainants against the employees in question was, that 

between May 5 and May 12 the latter were unduly and im¬ 

properly interfering with proposed legislation concerning 

the administration of the charities of the Commonwealth, by 

solicitation of the votes of members and otherwise; but at 

the outset of the hearing the complainants sought urgently 

to extend the inquiry to other periods wholly remote from 

the date alleged, and, though the accused were not notified 

that any more extended inquiry was to be had than that 

covered by the first letter of Your Excellency, their counsel 

readily consented to allow the examination to include the 

whole time the Legislature had been in session, to avoid 

giving the complainants any ground for claiming that the 
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examination was restricted to a very limited time, for the 

purpose of shielding the accused from a full investigation of 

their alleged conduct. 

Summary of Evidence. 

Witnesses: Legislators Gauss, Myers, Lowell, Bailey, 

Parsons, and Stevenson. 

The legislators named were first called forward as wit¬ 

nesses at the hearing by the complainants’ counsel, and each 

of the legislators again disclaimed any intention of being a 

complainant in the case. Senator Gauss and Representatives 

Myers, Lowell, and Bailey, stated that none of the accused 

addressed them at all concerning the proposed legislation ; 

but Senator Gauss stated that Messrs. Lewis and Morton 

appeared repeatedly in the corridors of the House of Rep¬ 

resentatives, especially about May 11, when he also observed 

Messrs. Coe, Southmayd and Gardner there. Representa¬ 

tive Inness, who was cited by the complainants to appear as 

a witness, stated that one employee of the Board had spoken 

to him regarding the proposed bill for a board of trustees for 

children who were wards of the State, but Mr. Inness de¬ 

clined to give the employee’s name, or to disclose whether he 

was one of the employees charged or not. Representative 

Parsons stated that the only employee who had spoken to him 

regarding the proposed legislation was Mr. Morton, with whom 

he had been acquainted for some time previously, and who 

came from his part of the State. The conversations with Mr. 

Morton occurred twice, and were very brief, — once at the 

State House, and perhaps once at the Adams House, but 

of this he was uncertain. Mr. Parsons said that Mr. Mor¬ 

ton, on one of the occasions, said he hoped Mr. Parsons 

would vote to send all the bills to the next Legislature. 

Mr. Parsons stated, as did the other witnesses, that he 

had a high regard for Mr. Morton. Representative Ste¬ 

venson said Mr. Morton spoke to him once or twice only, 

and he thought on one of the occasions at the Adams House, 

— perhaps at his suggestion, as he, as a representative, 

desired to get all the information he could on the subject 
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of the proposed legislation. He said that the members 

from the western part of the State usually stopped at the 

Adams House, and he had a room there. It appeared also 

in evidence that the employees from the western part of the 

State resorted occasionally to the Adams House when in Bos¬ 

ton, in the evening, after business hours. 

This substantially summarizes all that the members of the 

Legislature testified to, as to their personal knowledge in the 

matter under investigation, on direct and cross examination, 

except that two members testified that they saw Messrs. 

Lewis, Morton, Southmayd, Coe, and Gardner conversing 

together one day, between May 3 and May 11, near one of 

the entrances of the House of .Representatives. 

Witnesses II. C. Baldwin, Charles W. Birtwell and Joseph 

Lee. 
Messrs. H. C. Baldwin, Charles W. Birtwell and Joseph 

Lee, two of whom were complainants, were also called as 

witnesses by the counsel for the complainants. Dr. Baldwin 

stated that he saw Morton once, and Lewis several times, 

in the gallery of the House, and about the entrance to it, sev¬ 

eral times in April and May, but had no personal knowledge 

of any representations made by them to any members of the 

House. Mr. Birtwell made a similar statement to that of Dr. 

Baldwin. Mr. Lee stated that he saw Messrs. Morton and 

Lewis three or four times, about the entrance to the Hall of 

Representatives, in May, while the House was sitting. Dr. 

Baldwin and Mr. Lee also testified to the formation,— 

almost simultaneously with the delivery of the report to the 

Governor and Executive Council by the Commission to In¬ 

vestigate the Public Charitable and Reformatory Interests 

and Institutions of the Commonwealth, — of an organization 

or association, established by the complainants and others (to 

the number of nearly sixty), to advocate and promote the 

adoption by the Legislature of all the measures recommended 

in the report of the Commission, whether charitable or penal. 

The report of the Commission was made to Your Excellency 

March 4, when you transmitted it immediately to the Legis- 
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lature. The association of sixty held its first and only 

meeting March 11, and Mr. Lee testified, before the meeting 

dissolved, that it delegated all its powers to a committee of 

twenty of its number; that this committee of twenty styled 

itself “ a Committee of Citizens ; ” that, a little later, it dele¬ 

gated all the powers delegated to it to a sub-committee of 

five, which also styled itself a “ Committee of Citizens ; ” and 

that it consisted solely of the identical complainants who 

originated the complaint to Your Excellency against the ac¬ 

cused employees. 
4 « 

Witness S. C. Wrightington. 

The counsel for the complainants also called, as a witness 

to sustain their complaint, Mr. S. C. Wrightington, Super¬ 

intendent of In-Door Poor under the Board, an officer of 

thirty-seven years’ experience in the service of the State in 

the administration of her charities, and chief of that division 

of the work of the Board in which the accused employees 

served. It may be here stated that the counsel for the 

complainants, throughout the hearing, and to the close of 

it, repeatedly asserted in substance that the accused were 

faithful servants of the State, and men of excellent character ; 

that all this the complainants conceded, as well as that Mr. 

Wrightington had acquitted himself as a witness frankly 

and creditably; and the complainants had not a word to 

say reflecting on his character, or standing.; that the com¬ 

plainants’ counsel only denounced the alleged “system” 

of unduly interfering with proposed legislation, which he 

declared more than one of the departments of the State 

countenanced and encouraged. 

Mr. Wrightington testified in his examination that it had 

been the custom of the Board for many years to appear 

through their legislative committee, annually appointed, 

before the Committee on Public Charitable Institutions of 

the Legislature, and conduct, in the interests of the Com¬ 

monwealth, all hearings relating to proposed legislation, 

or changes in the laws regarding the administration of 

public charities ; that he and other officers and employees 

of the Board appeared, from time to time, at the call of the 
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legislative committee of the Board, before the Committee on 

Public Charitable Institutions, to assist in furnishing infor¬ 

mation on which to base legislative action in favor of, or 

against, proposed measures concerning the public charities ; 

that members of the Board, and he and other employees and 

officers, had appeared at the hearings before the committee 

on Public Charitable Institutions, at the last session of the 

Legislature, and had given their evidence, and information 

founded on their experience, regarding the expediency of 

adopting the several measures recommended in the report 

of the Commission ; that except at those hearings he never 

appeared at the legislative chambers; that legislators and 

municipal officers throughout the State, interested in the 

administration of the municipal poor laws, were in constant 

- daily intercourse with him, especially during each session 

of the Legislature, consulting or seeking information con¬ 

cerning their duties and the interests of their towns, in cases 

frequently arising between the State Board of Lunacy and 

Charity, in behalf of the Commonwealth and her municipali¬ 

ties; that on Saturday, May 8, last, having just received in¬ 

formation that a circular letter dated May 7, 1897, purporting 

to have been issued by the Citizens’ Association, on the 

Report of the Commission, and of a misleading character, 

was about to be issued to the members of the House and 

others; and knowing that on the following Tuesday, May 

11, a vote was to be taken in the House of Representatives, 

on the Report of the Committee on Public Charitable Insti¬ 

tutions, referring all action on the recommendations of the 

Report of the Commission to the next General Court, and 

fearing that, unless speedy action was taken to answer and 

explain the circular, the members of the Legislature would 

be misled by it, he therefore instructed the Deputy Superin¬ 

tendent in his office, Mr. J. F. Lewis, to communicate 

with the visiting agents of his department, and ask them 

to come to Boston, on Monday following, and seek an oppor¬ 

tunity to see the members of the Legislature, of their ac¬ 

quaintance, and advise them as to the misleading character 

of the circular. The circular letter is as follows : 
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Citizens’ Association on the Report of the Commission on 

State Charitable and Reformatory Institutions. 
f 

Dear Sir : — Your attention is called to the following letter 

from Charles C. Folsom, President of the Massachusetts Associa¬ 

tion of Relief Officers : — 

Mrs. M. M. Keiiew, Secretary, Citize?is1 Association, etc. 

At a meeting- of the Massachusetts Association Legislative Committee 
yesterday afternoon, it was voted to recommend to the Association at its 
next meeting, as follows, viz.: That we favor the passage this year of a 
law establishing a Department for Children and the Board of Insanity. 
Also State care of Insane, if possible. 

The Committee is of the opinion that if these bills can be passed at 
this session, it will help next year in the passage of other matters rec¬ 
ommended by the Commission. ' * 

Very respectfully, 
C. C. Folsom, Chairman. 

The question on the substitution of bills for a State Board of 

Insanity and a Department for Children, for the adverse report of 

the Committee on Public Charitable Institutions, will come before 

the House on Tuesday, May 11th. Will you not see your repre¬ 

sentative at once and urge upon his consideration the great impor¬ 

tance of the proposed measures. 

For the Committee, 

Mary Morton Kehew, 

• Secretary. 
Boston, May 7, 1897._ 

Mr. Wrightington, on being questioned by the complain¬ 

ants further on the subject, stated that at the time of receiv¬ 

ing the copy of the circular described, he had been informed, 

by authority, that the circular had its origin from a meeting 

of the so-called Citizens’ Committee, at a house in Marl¬ 

borough Street, Boston, at which a committee of the Massa¬ 

chusetts Association of Relief Officers was invited to attend, 

the latter organization being an association of the municipal 

officers employed by the Overseers of the Poor, for adminis¬ 

tering the poor laws relating to the town and city poor, and 

the committee of the Association being a body appointed 

annually by the Massachusetts Association of Relief Officers, 

to watch all legislation concerning municipal charities, likely 
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in any way to affect them, and to oppose, or advocate, such 

measures as the Committee deemed for the welfare of their 

towns and cities, especially where they affected the expense 

of maintaining the municipal poor. Mr. Wrightington 

stated that on May 8 he learned that a proposition had 

been made at the Marlborough Street meeting that the 

Relief Officers’ Association give their support to all the meas¬ 

ures advocated by the so-called Citizens’ Committee, and 

especially that the Relief Officers’ Association support, at 

the then pending session of the Legislature, the establishing 

by the State of a distinct and separate board for the care of 

the dependent children of the State, now cared for to the num¬ 

ber of about 1,700, by the State Board of Lunacy and Char¬ 

ity, and that the Relief Officers’ Association also support the 

proposed measure for a separate board for the supervision of 

the institutions for the insane of the State, now supervised by 

the State Board of Lunacy and Charity. In return for this 

solicited support, the Citizens’ Committee gave assurance, 

at the meeting, that they would support the proposed legis¬ 

lation for relieving the municipalities of the State of the care 

and support of their insane, and place the entire expense on 

the Commonwealth, to be paid out of the State treasury. 

Mr. Wrightington’s position was, that, after a meeting of 

the so-called Citizens’ Committee at the Marlborough Street 

house, the sub-committee of the relief officers of the Relief 

Officers’ Association, there in attendance, reported to their full 

committee on legislation the doings and proceedings at the 

Marlborough Street meeting, and that thereupon the full 

committee of the Relief Officers’ Association concluded, in 

reply to the proposed bargain, to accept the proposal condi¬ 

tionally,— that is, upon condition that if the parties inter¬ 

ested in the other measures would pledge themselves in 

writing to thereafter support a bill requiring the expense of 

maintaining the insane to be paid entirely out of the State 

treasury, the Relief Officers’ Association would support the 

bill of the Citizens’ Committee. Mr. Wrightington then 

presented in evidence the substance of the actual vote which, 

as he was informed, May 8, had been adopted at the Marlbor¬ 

ough Street meeting, and the language of the vote, as given 

by him, and which he then stated he obtained from one of 
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the legislative committee of the Relief Officers. It was as 

follows : — 

Voted, That the Committee recommend to the Association to 

support legislation having for its object the establishment of a De¬ 

partment for Children and the creation of a Board of Insanity, 

provided, that the parties interested in these measures pledge 

themselves in writing to hereafter support a bill transferring the 

expense of maintaining the insane from the cities and towns to the 

State. 

Mr. Wrightington said that the circular letter of the 

so-called Citizens’ Committee, dated May 7, and bearing 

the signature of Secretary Kehew, did not set forth plainly 

and substantially the position of the Legislative Committee 

of the Massachusetts Relief Officers’ Association, but sup¬ 

pressed a very material fact, that is, that any promised sup¬ 

port by the Legislative Committee of the Relief Officers’ 

Association of the proposed bills for a Department for 

Children, and another Department for the supervision of the 

Insane of Massachusetts, was conditional upon the so-called 

Citizens’ Committee giving a pledge in writing, as he under¬ 

stood it, to the Committee of the Relief Officers’ Association 

to thereafter support the bill for providing that the expense 

of maintaining the municipal insane would no longer fall upon 

the towns and cities, but would be paid out of the State treas¬ 

ury alone. Mr. Wrightington further stated that he believed 

he was discharging a duty, regarding the charities of the State, 

in causing the five visitors accused, who were acquainted 

with many of the members of the Legislature from their 

part of the State, to apprise the members that the Massa¬ 

chusetts Relief Officers’ Association, neither of itself nor 

through its legislative committee, had voted, as the circular 

of the so-called Citizens’ Committee recited, to support ab¬ 

solutely the two measures which the Citizens’ Committee 

were urging to be adopted by the Legislature. He added 

that, on Monday, May 10, Messrs. Morton, Southmayd, 

Coe, and Gardner came to his office, pursuant to his request; 

that no directions were given him by the Board to take any 

action regarding the circular; that he had no time to consult 

the members that Saturday afternoon, May 8, when he first 
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heard of the circular; that he felt he ought to act at once, in 

accordance with what he believed to be his duty in an un¬ 

expected emergency ; that, some time in the latter part of 

April, Mr. Johnson, the Chairman of the Board, left a com¬ 

munication at the office of Mr. Wrightington, in the absence 

of the latter, notifying him that it was represented to him, 

as Chairman of the Board, that the employees under Mr. 

Wrightington had been opposing the passage of the Boston 

Institutions Bill for separate boards of management of the 

wards of the city ; that, if the representation were true, such 

conduct should immediately cease, and that no employee 

should visit either of the legislative chambers, or the ad¬ 

joining rooms, for the purpose of interviewing members, and 

soliciting their votes upon that or any kindred subject; that 

subsequently, he, Mr. Wrightington, repeated the commu¬ 

nication to the employees in the several offices under his 

charge. He again referred to his action in sending for 

Messrs. Morton, Southmayd, Coe, and Gardner, to see such 

members of the Legislature as represented their sections of 

the State and explain to them the misleading character of 

the circular issued, not only because the circular misrepre¬ 

sented the position of the legislative committee of the Massa¬ 

chusetts Relief Officers’ Association, but also because the 

circular had appended to it a request to every overseer of 

the poor in Massachusetts to call immediately upon his rep¬ 

resentative and inform him that the committee of the Relief 

Officers’ Association had voted in favor of the two measures 

the so-called Citizens’ Committee were advocating. He testi¬ 

fied that Messrs. Morton, Southmayd, Coe, and Gardner soon 

informed him after their arrival that in hardly any instance 

had a representative been affected by the circular, and that it 

seemed unnecessary to have called them, the employees, from 

their homes. He added that he alone was responsible for 

bringing the agents from their homes to Boston; that in so 

doing he thought he was doing what was right and proper; 

but that it afterwards proved to be, perhaps, unnecessary. 

He said that the agents had no authority from any one to go 

into the legislative chamber or to the precincts thereof; that 

he believed the men understood clearly that the members 

were to be seen elsewhere ; that he never reported to the 



14 

Board his doings in the matter, until they called him before 

them, after they had received the letter of May 28 from Your 

Excellency, and that no member of the Board, either directly 

or indirectly, suggested or requested him or the employees 

under him, as far as he had knowledge, to interview any 

member of the Legislature concerning the proposed legisla¬ 

tion arising under the report of the Commission. 

Witness Charles K. Morton. 
Mr. Morton testified that he came from his home to Boston 

on the afternoon of May 10, in obedience to the summons of 

Deputy Superintendent Lewis, regarding the character and 

effect of the circular in question, and that he, Mr. Morton, 

upon his arrival soon found it .was unnecessary to speak to 

any representative about it, and he did nothing and said 

nothing to any member about it, except that he had a few 

minutes’ talk with Mr. Parsons. He further said that he 

never asked any one to vote against the legislation in ques¬ 

tion, and that he returned from Boston, on May 13, to his 

home in Hatfield; that he spoke to Representative Steven¬ 

son in February, and that was a month before the Report of 

the Commission had been transmitted to Your Excellency, 

and before any hearing before any Legislative Committee on 

the subject had commenced ; that he never solicited the vote 

either of Mr. Parsons, or Mr. Stevenson, or any other 

, legislator; that he was in the ladies’ gallery of the House of 

Representatives May 11. 

Witness Joshua F. Lewis. 
Mr. Joshua F. Lewis testified that he is one of the State 

employees, under Mr. Wrightington, as assistant superintend¬ 

ent, and that he spends a large part of his working hours at 

the office of Mr. Wrightington, particularly in the winter 

time ; that he had been a great many times in the corridors 

adjoining the legislative chambers during the last session of 

the Legislature, as he had been in every year of his employ¬ 

ment under the Board, — perhaps two hundred times during 

the past session, and always on business unconnected with 

lobbying; that he is acquainted with from one-third to one- 



is 

half of the legislators ; that at the least, fifty members have 

been in and out of the office to see him during the session, 

some not more than once, others a dozen or fifteen times ; 

that they called to inquire about pauper cases existing in their 

towns, where the burden of support was claimed to be on the 

State, or where, being non-settled, the paupers in question 

should be removed from the State to the state where they 

belonged; that in many instances the representatives are 

also overseers of the poor, that they often request him to 

come with the information they inquire for to the legis¬ 

lative chambers; that he often has to wait in the corri¬ 

dors of the chambers of the Legislature, after having sent 

in his card, owing to the member called upon being engaged 

in debate; that on those occasions he has often gone up to 

the gallery to wait until the member calling for the informa¬ 

tion was able to see him; that such a case occurred the day 

the vote on the Bill for separating the government of the 

Boston Institutions was taken; that he never spent the 

greater part of several consecutive days in or near the 

legislative chambers; that he never to his recollection 

solicited in any form the vote of a member in the matters 

pertaining to the State Charitable Institutions ; that he had 

been often asked by the members for his opinions and gave 

them frankly; that he thought that Mr. Birtwell, a witness 

who testified, was so biassed and prejudiced that he could not 

make a fair statement; that he, Mr. Lewis, was not in the 

legislative chambers the greater part of any day between 

May 5 and May 12 ; that his work called him up there from 

time to time as he had explained ; that while Senator Gauss, 

Mr. Birtwell, and Mr. Lee had all three stated at the hearing 

that they saw him in the lobby or corridors on May 11, the 

day the vote was taken sending the bills to the next Legis¬ 

lature, he is ready to make oath that he was not on that 

day, May 11, above the floor on which the offices of the 

Board in the State House are located; that he never asked 

a legislator to vote for or against any of the measures 

in question; that he never “ scuttled” away from the legis¬ 

lative corridors at the sight of Representative Meyers, 

or Dr. Baldwin, as they both testified ; that he believed Mr. 

Lee fathered that story and had since made the amende 
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honorable; that he knew of no reason why he should tremble 

in fear at the presence of the gentlemen named; that he 

never said in a conversation with Representative Fuller that 

the Grand Armv button had no influence with the last 
%/ 

Legislature; that he never did anything to influence the 

proposed separation of the Boston institutions; that his 

work had not been neglected during the past winter; that 

like Mr. Morton he had a great deal of time to his credit, 

as oftentimes he has worked from daylight to midnight 

for the Board ; that he believed, when a falsehood was circu¬ 

lated to affect the passage of proposed legislation, it would 

be proper for him to take the State’s time and spend the 

State’s money, in the manner in which the employees spent 

it, in travelling to and from their homes to Boston, to assist 

in defeating such falsehoods as were published and prevent¬ 

ing legislation attempted to be effected by such means, for 

that otherwise he would be recreant to his duty as one in 

the State’s service; that he never asked any one, directly or 

indirectly, to vote on the question in issue; that he was of 

the belief that he did not surrender his liberty of thought, 

or opinion, or speech, when he became an employee of the 

State, but that he knew he had no right to devote his hours 

of employment to discussing any proposed legislation. 

Witness Frederick G. Southmayd. 
Mr. Frederick G. Southmavd testified that he resides at 

%/ 

Springfield ; that he has been five years in employment under 

the Board in Mr. Wrightington’s division, and that he is one 

of those complained against; that he never solicited a mem¬ 

ber to vote ; that Representative Stevenson spoke to him 

once in the committee room of the Committee on Public 

Charitable Institutions, after a hearing at which Mr. South¬ 

mayd had testified, Mr. Stevenson beginning the conversa¬ 

tion about meeting him several years before at Pittsfield, 

that both naturally drifted into a conversation about the sub¬ 

ject of the hearing, and Mr. Stevenson soon showed he was 

in favor of the proposed legislation ; that Mr. Southmayd did 

not solicit his vote; that Representative Fuller is a fellow 

townsman and personal friend of his (Mr. Southmayd’s), 
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and belongs to the same club he does in Springfield ; that he 

asked Mr. Fuller, two or three times, what the status of the 

bills was, and asked him his probable opinion of the outcome, 

but never solicited his vote ; that he did not think he was on 

the floor leading into the House of Representatives for 

half an hour the whole session; that he talked with Rep¬ 

resentative Sargent, of his town, that he was introduced 

to him by Mr. Fuller, and spoke to him, as a repre¬ 

sentative of his town, about the merits of the bill, but did 

not solicit his vote; that he came to Boston on the evening 

of May 10 at the request of Mr. Lewis and returned May 13, 

that he spent his time in Boston doing Board work in the 

office; that he had no communication with any legislator, 

May 10, or May 11; that on the latter date he went into 

the gallery of the House, while the vote was taken, at 

about 4 p.m. ; that he remained perhaps twenty minutes; 

that he was at the Hall of the Representatives about five or 

ten minutes the day after, May 12; that he never asked 

Representative Sargent to vote, and that Messrs. Fuller and 

Stone are the representatives of his district; that when he 

arrived at Boston, late in the afternoon of May 10, Mr. 

Lewis called him to account, pleasantly, for not coming 

earlier in the day, but said that the necessity for coming had 

gone by; that Mr. Lewis told him it appeared a trade had 

been made by the Citizens’ Association with the Committee 

of the Relief Officers’ Association, for the latter Association 

to influence members, and in return for favors promised to 

the Relief Officers’ Association for another session, but that 

it had had no effect; that Mr. Lewis did not go into any 

particulars of what Mr. Southmayd had to do in being 

called to town, as no action appeared to be then necessary 

in the matter, in the way of seeing members, to correct any 

misrepresentations, or to learn what effect the arrangement 

had on them. 

Witness Henry L. Gardner. 

Mr. Henry L. Gardner testified that he lives in Spring- 

field, and is one of the employees of the Board, and one of 

those named by the complainants ; that he arrived in Boston 

the evening of May 10; that he then met Messrs. Lewis, 
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Southmayd, and Morton; that he was informed a wrong 

statement had gone out, and it was important to know its 

effect on the minds of some of the legislators, that Mr. Lewis 

told him that he had better go to Lowell, where he had once 

lived, and from where he went into the army, and find out 

there, how the delegation of that place was affected ; that he 

went there by the eight o’clock train the same evening, and 

returned to Boston at ten o’clock the next morning; that he 

saw no legislators in Lowell on his visit, but met three or 

four of them in the morning, on the train going to Boston, 

and conversed with them ; that they did not say how they 

were going to vote; that he had no conversation with them 

about the merits or demerits of the bill, but that, in reply 

to his question as to how they thought the vote was going 

on the Children’s bill, each said “ I don’t know, but I know 

how I am going to vote,” without saying anything further; 

that he never solicited the vote of any member of the House ; 

that once in the train he said to Representative Fuller of 

Springfield, he remembered, that he did not think one of the 

Commission had ever examined a home in his district, and 

that is ail he said to him ; that, upon his return to the State 

House, at 10 o’clock, May 11, the morning after he had 

gone to Lowell, he reported to Mr. Lewis the result of 

his visit; that then he started to go up to the gallery of 

the House; that he landed by mistake on the floor of the 

Hall, and there met Representatives Folsom, Fuller and 

Stone from his city, the latter and Mr. Folsom from his 

ward; that he then said to Representative Folsom what he 

had said to Mr. Fuller, — he did not believe the Commis¬ 

sion had examined a home of a child in his district; that, 

learning from them that the Legislature would not meet 

for half an hour, he returned at once to the office of Mr. 

Wrightington, on the lower floor; that later he went to 

the gallery to hear the debate on the Children’s bill, and 

remained until noon; that he returned in the afternoon and 

stayed in the gallery until the vote on the bill had been 

taken ; that on the morning of May 12 he went up to the 

floor of the House wdth a sealed note from Mr. Lewis to a 

representative, and, finding he had not arrived, waited 

about twenty minutes, then took the note back to Mr., 
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Lewis, and then went up stairs to the gallery, to listen to 

an expected vote for reconsideration of the bill, and, learn¬ 

ing immediately that -there would be no reconsideration, 

returned at once down stairs; that he then left for home, 

arid arrived there the afternoon of May 12 ; that he did not 

see Mr. Lewis either on the floor or gallery of the House 

May 11 ; that he, Mr. Gardner, never told Mr. Fuller the 

Grand Army button did not appear to amount to anything 

with the representatives, but that he is a member of the 

Grand Army; that after returning from Lowell he asked 

Mr. Lewis, (as going there at that time was not part of his 

regular work,) to what account he should charge his rail¬ 

road fare and hotel bill for the night at Lowell, and Mr. 
i 

Lewis told him to charge it to the general account of his 

work, and he did so ; that the hotel bill of his expenses to 

and from Lowell, on the occasion in question, with the rail¬ 

road fares, was $3.45. 

Witness Nathan Coe. 
Nathan Coe, of Springfield, testified that he was one of the 

employees under the Board who was included in the com¬ 

plaint to Your Excellency; that he was not in Boston in 

May until the night of the 10th ; that he spent May 11 in 

the State House ; that in the forenoon he went to the ladies’ 

gallery of the House, and stayed until noon, and returned in 

the afternoon, remaining until the vote was taken; that he 

did not see Mr. Lewis there ; that he is acquainted with only 

three legislators, — Representatives Stone, Bosworth and 

Hoag, all of Springfield, and the latter from witness’s district; 

that he was present on May 10, when Mr. Lewis requested Mr. 

Gardner to learn how the Lowell delegation would be likely 

to vote ; that he was not in the House of Representatives at 

all on May 12, remaining in Mr. Wrightington’s office until 

he left for Providence, at six ; that his expenses for coming, 

staying, and going home, were in the regular expense ac¬ 

count ; that he does not know Representative Fuller; that 

he never solicited the vote of Mr. Hoag, or of any other 

representative; that his expenses coming to Boston, his 

stay there, and fare back, amounted to a total of $7.46. 
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At this point of the hearing the evidence of witnesses was 

introduced on the subject of the information on which Mr. 

S. C. Wrightington had called the visiting agents, — Messrs. 

Morton, Southmayd, Gardner, and Coe, — to Boston on the 

alleged misrepresentation, or suppression, of the truth, in 

the letter from Mr. C. C. Folsom to the secretary of the 

so-called Citizens’ Association as, recited in a circular of the 

Citizens’ Association, dated May 7, signed by Secretary 

Kehew, a copy of which was presented to the Board in the 

early part of the hearing. 

Evidence of Members of Massachusetts Association 

of Relief Officers. 

Witness Charles C. Folsom. 
The first of the witnesses called was Mr. Charles C. 

Folsom, Agent of the Overseers of the Poor of Somerville, 

President of the Massachusetts Relief Association, and Chair¬ 

man of the Legislative Committee of the latter organization. 

At the outset of his examination he said he had written a 

letter to Mrs. M. M. Kehew, under date May 6, 1897, read¬ 

ing as follows : — 

May 6, 1897. 

Mrs. M. M. Kehew, Secretary Citizens'1 Association, etc. 

Dear Mrs. Kehew : —At a meeting of the Massachusetts Asso¬ 

ciation Legislative Committee yesterday afternoon, it was voted to 

recommend to the Association at its next meeting, as follows, viz. : 

that we favor the passage this year of a law establishing the “ De¬ 

partment for Children” and the “ Board of Insanity,” also “ State 

care of Insane,” if possible. 

The Committee is of the opinion, that if these bills can be passed 

at this session, it will help next year in the passage of other mat¬ 

ters recommended by the Commission. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) C. C. Folsom, Chairman. 

Mr. Folsom stated that there was no suppression in the 

letter of what the actual vote of the Legislative Committee 

of the Massachusetts Association of Relief Officers was ; that 

the statement in the letter was true, and anything to the con- 
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trary was groundless ; that there was no secretary of the 

Legislative Committee meeting of Relief Officers at which 

the vote was passed, but that he wrote out the vote of the 

meeting, after he got home, as nearly as he could remember 

as it was passed ; that each of the members of the Committee 

to whom he showed it, before he sent it to Secretary Kehew, 

said it was correct; that there was talk in reference to voting 

conditional support of the matter, but that when the vote was 

taken that was not in it; that the vote was as in the letter of 

Secretary Kehew ; that he meant there was talk about requir¬ 

ing the Citizens’ Committee (the other parties interested in 

promoting the legislation recommended by the Commission) 

to pledge themselves to support the bill for the State to relieve 

the towns and cities of the expense of supporting their insane 

themselves ; that, before the vote was taken, May 5, the Com¬ 

mittee had received a circular, signed by a number of citizens, 

in which they expressly stated they favored the whole Report. 

There was then a circular letter put in evidence by the coun¬ 

sel for complainants, and, though it was dated April 28, 

1897, it did not appear when it was sent to the Committee 

of Relief Officers ; it was signed by Secretary Kehew, and 

purported to come from a Committee of Citizens interested 

in promoting the passage of the recommendations of the 

Commission. The circular letter also gave notice, urging 

attendance “at an executive meeting to be held on April 

30th,'at 4.30 p. m., at Dr. C. P. Putnam’s, 63 Marlborough 

Street,” setting forth that “the meeting is called for the 

purpose of considering the best method of forwarding the pas¬ 

sage by the Legislature of the bills presented by the Com¬ 

mission, and now under consideration by the Committee on 

Public Charitable Institutions.” Chairman Folsom, of the 

Legislative Committee of Relief Officers, said he did not know 

whether the circular signed by Bishop Lawrence and others, 

and a circular letter of April 28, were before the Legislative 

Committee of the Relief Officers at that meeting when they 

passed a vote, or not; that, in reference to his version of the 

vote of the Relief Officers’ Committee at the meeting of May 

5, the Committee had never had any meeting since to ratify 

or confirm his version of the vote ; that he thought there was 

a vote taken at the Marlborough Street meeting to support 
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the proposition of maintaining the insane of the towns and 

cities by the State, and that there certainly was talk at the 

Marlborough Street meeting that, if the Association of Relief 

Officers would support the Children’s Department Bill, and 

a Bill for a separate Board of Insanity, the Committee of 

said Citizens would support the proposal of transferring the 

expense of support of the municipal insane from the towns 

and cities to the State, but that he “ did not know as there 

was any vote; ” that he thought it was likely he had a mes¬ 

sage from the Citizens’ Committee at the Marlborough Street 

meeting to carry to his Legislative Committee of Relief Offi¬ 

cers ; that he thought Dr. Charles Putnam was Chairman 

of that meeting; that he did not think Bishop Lawrence 

was there; that he, Mr. Folsom, had verbal communica¬ 

tion with the members of the Citizens’ Committee of the 

Marlborough Street meeting of assurance of support for 

his Committee’s bill, but no formal message; that he and 

Mr. Pettee, who also attended the Marlborough Street meet¬ 

ing from the Relief Officers’ Committee, might have com¬ 

municated to their own Committee that an overture had 

been made from the Marlborough Street meeting to the 

Committee, for mutuality in the advocacy of the measures, 

— that is that, if one body supported certain measures this 

year, the other would support that body in the particular 

features of legislation it wanted next year; that he thought 

that there were twenty to thirty persons at the Marlborough 

Street meeting. 

Witness Benjamin Pettee. 

Mr. Benjamin Pettee was then called, and said that he is 

Secretary of the Overseers of the Poor of Boston ; that he is 

a member of the Legislative Committee of Relief Officers; 

that he should say the copy of the vote presented by Mr. 

Folsom, of the Committee of Relief Officers, passed at that 

meeting of May 5, is exactly as passed; that he attended 

the Marlborough Street meeting; that it was thought all 

that could be got through the Legislature at present was the 

Children’s Bureau Bill; that the members of the Citizens’ 

Committee said, — in reply to the suggestion that if the part 

they were immediately interested in got through this year 
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they might be no longer interested another year, — they were 
in for the whole Report of the Commission ; that* the sug¬ 
gestion that the whole or none be favored was therefore 
dropped. The members of the Citizens’ Committee also 
stated, for the benefit of those members of the Relief 
Officers’ Association who were not present, that a paper 
would be signed by a large number of those present, 
members of the Citizens’ Committee, stating that they would 
work for it, and it was left that they should have a docu¬ 
ment signed and sent to Mr. Folsom, so that, when the 
matter came before the Association of Relief Officers, they 
could understand that other parties were willing to work 
with them, and would work with them, to the end; that he, 
the witness, did not remember the date of that meeting, but 
that it was previous to April 28, and that the promised 
paper was forwarded to Mr. Folsom ; that at the meeting 
of the Legislative Committee the assurances of support 
given at the Marlborough Street meeting were reported as 
the assurances of some of our best citizens that they would 
help the Relief Officers’ measures, and act with them on the 
bill of the Relief Officers ; that the assurances were satisfac¬ 
tory to three out of the five present at the meeting of the 
Legislative Committee of Relief Officers ; that he, the wit¬ 
ness, did not look forward to the signed document promised 
at the Marlborough Street meeting to be given, as evidence 
of a promise to hold the Citizens’ Association thereafter, but 
simply as an assurance that they would work for the Relief 
Committee’s bill; that he cannot at all recall the date of the 
Marlborough Street meeting, and cannot say whether it was 
the date on the document (G) put in evidence, bearing date 
of April 28, or of the document (H) bearing the same date, 
and calling the meeting of April 30; or whether the meet¬ 
ing was held on either of those dates, or on some different 
date. 

Mr. Pettee then had the form of vote presented to him, 
as originally put in evidence by Mr. Wrightington as a 
copy of an actual vote passed by the Legislative Committee 
of Relief Officers at its meeting, the copy reading as 
follows : — 
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Voted, That the Committee recommend to the Association to 
support legislation having for its object the establishment of a 
Department for Children and the creation of a Board of Insanity, 
provided, that the parties interested in these measures pledge 
themselves in writing to hereafter support a bill transferring the 
expense of maintaining the insane from the cities and towns to the 
State. 

Mr. Pettee, on reading it, said it was “entirely incor¬ 

rect ; ” that the vote of the Legislative Committee of Relief 

Officers was not in that form. 

Witness Frank B. Gardner. 

Mr. Frank B. Gardner, of Brockton, testified that he is 

a member of the Massachusetts Relief Officers’ Association, 

and a member of its Legislative Committee of seven; that 

he was present at the meeting of the latter on May 5 ; that 

he remembered about the vote, as he made the motion; 

that Mr. Folsom’s version of the vote, as given in Secretary 

Kehew’s letter of May 7, is correct, and that there was no 

proviso or condition in it; that there was no requirement in 

the vote for a pledge in writing; that he thought there was 

a general understanding, at any rate, that if the Relief Offi¬ 

cers’ Association supported the scheme of the Citizens’ Com¬ 

mittee for a Board of Insanity and for a separate Department 

for Children, the Citizens’ Committee would support the 

measure which the Relief Officers’ Association was advocat¬ 

ing, — that the municipal insane would be supported out of 

the State treasury ; that he was perfectly satisfied the intent 

was to join forces for the passage of the bills ; that he did 

not think he put his motion for the vote in writing; that the 

language of his motion was “ practically, that we favor the 

passage this year of a law establishing a Department for 

Children and the Board of Insanity, also State care of in¬ 

sane, if possible; ” that, when the doings of the Committee 

and the vote were reported to the Relief Officers’ Associa¬ 

tion, May 12, the Association voted to refer the matter back 

to the Legislative Committee ; that, at a meeting of the 

Association in April, he made a motion, which was carried, 

to the effect that, if all that was to be got this year was a 
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Children’s Bureau, the Association was in favor of all the 

measures recommended by the Commission going over to 

the next Legislature. 

Witness William A. Fletcher. 
Mr. William A. Fletcher testified that he is visitor for the 

Overseers of the Poor of Fall River, and a member of the 

Legislative Committee of the Massachusetts Association of 

Relief Officers ; that he was at the meeting of the Committee 

in Boston, May 5, at which were also present Messrs. Folsom, 

Pettee, Hartshorn, and Gardner ; that there was no secretary 

acting, and the members absent were James H. Lewis, of 

Springfield, and Edward Brown, of Salem; that the sub¬ 

stance of the vote passed at the meeting was: that the 

Committee recommend to the Association,—meaning the 

Massachusetts Association of Relief Officers,—to support 

legislation having for its object the establishing of a Depart¬ 

ment for Children, and the creation of a Board of Insanity, 

provided, that the parties interested in these measures pledge 

themselves in writing to hereafter support a bill transferring 

the expense of maintaining the insane from the cities and 

towns to the State ; that that was the substance of the vote, 

— Mr. Gardner of Brockton making the motion for it and 

Messrs. Pettee and Folsom advocating it, and voting in 

favor of it; that he and Mr. Hartshorn of Malden voted 

against the motion; that no one reduced the vote to writ¬ 

ing ; that the Committee subsequently reported their doings 

to the Association, May 12, but the proviso or conditional 

clause was omitted; that there was considerable debate 

maintained by the minority of the Committee,—Messrs. 

Fletcher and Hartshorn, — that they took exception to the 

omission; that the Association then referred the report 

of the Committee back, without instructions ; that at the 

meeting, in reply to complaint of omission, Mr. Gardner 

said the motion was conditional on certain matters ; that 

Mr. Folsom said he thought he wrote the vote as it passed 

as he understood it; that Mr. Pettee thought the vote as 

written by Mr. Fletcher was correct. 
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Witness Henry M. Hartshorn. 
Mr. Henry M. Hartshorn testified that he is Secretary of 

the Overseers of the Poor of Malden, and City Almoner; 

that he was present at the meeting of the Legislative Com¬ 

mittee of Relief Officers, and that the meeting was a long 

one ; that he recollects distinctly that the vote embodied the 

condition or proviso in question, and that the vote was 

coupled with such a condition ; that the whole discussion at 

the meeting was on the line of the consideration for the 

support asked for by the Citizens’ Committee, and that the 

vote was passed on condition that the support required by 

the Relief Officers for their bill should be given by the 

Citizens’ Committee ; that finally he would not say the proviso 

or condition was embodied in the vote, but that the vote was 

passed with the understanding that each organization would 

give its support to the matters in which each was interested; 

that the condition was “ part and parcel of a verbal vote that 

was passed; ” tfiat the statement of the vote sent by Mr. 

Folsom does not state the whole. 

(End of testimony of members of Massachusetts Relief 

Officers’ Association.) 

Witness Joseph Lee. 

Mr. Joseph Lee, one of the complainants against the em¬ 

ployees charged, said, in the course of his testimony, that 

he, his co-complainants, and others called a meeting March 

11 ; that about sixty persons were present; that it was not 

literally a representative meeting ; that the meeting of sixty 

chose a permanent citizens’ committee of twenty, and met 

no more ; that the citizens’ committee chose a small sub-com¬ 

mittee, of which the complainants were members; that the 

object of the meeting of the sixty persons was to get up an 

organization to promote the adoption of the report of the 

Commission to Investigate the Public Charitable and Reform¬ 

atory Interests and Institutions of Massachusetts (a report 

made to his Excellency the Governor, March 4) ; that, at 

the time of the last hearing before the Committee on Public 

Charitable Institutions of the Legislature, Mr. Folsom, of 
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the Legislative Committee of Relief Officers, said he was 

opposed to the bill for a Children’s Department unless the 

rest of the report went with it; that he had a conversation 

with him and others of the Relief Officers’ Committee ; and 

later, Mr. Folsom and Mr. Pettee, partly at his suggestion, 

attended the Marlborough Street meeting ; that there was a 

discussion there about each committee supporting the other 

in the measures advocated by each; that the result of that 

discussion was that Messrs. Folsom and Pettee went off from 

the Marlborough Street meeting non-committal; that the 

meeting of sixty, organized March 11, was gotten up to favor 

the whole report of the Commission ; that the Relief Officers 

got it into their heads that the Citizens’ Committee wanted to 

drop what they (the Relief Officers) wanted to have passed by 

the Legislature; that the Citizens’ Committee favored the 

whole report, and the Relief Officers a part, — that is the meas¬ 

ure of supporting the municipal insane poor out of the State 

treasury; that there was proposed co-operation at the Marl¬ 

borough Street meeting between the Citizens’ Committee and 

the Relief Officers, but a union to cause active co-operation 

was not effected ; that he did not think it extraordinary to start 

an organization for pushing such legislation as the Citizens’ 

Committee advocated ; that it was thought the legislation 

was desirable and that something ought to be done to get it 

through, as there would be strong opposition, probably; 

that one of the objects of the complainants, in making the 

complaint against the employees charged, was partly to affect 

the passage by the next Legislature of the bills advocated 

by the Citizens’ Committee, and partly in the interest of 

public morals, and that he thought the public mind was not 

very clear on the subject of lobbying, and that he thought 

it ought to be ; that in 1895 he was in favor of the Children’s 

Bureau Bill; that there was about $1,000 spent then for 

printing in advocacy of it; that he didn’t know what was 

paid Mr. Hale and another gentleman for legal services in 

the matter then ; that there was an organization in 1895 

that did spend a great deal of money to get the Children’s 

Bureau Bill through. 



Considerations in reviewing the Evidence. 

The foregoing recital covers the substance of the evidence, 

as bearing upon the charges of the complainants, and the de¬ 

fence of the employees charged, as well as tending to show 

the origin of the action of Mr. Wrightington in causing the 

employees charged, who were under him, to be called to 

Boston, as stated by him in his evidence as a witness, when 

called at the hearing in behalf of the complainants. Your 

Excellency will have an opportunity to verify the correct¬ 

ness of the summary of the evidence as given, by referring 

to the stenographic copy of the testimony, herewith trans¬ 

mitted. 

The Board, in considering a complaint of this character 

and the evidence in the case, has for the first time in its his¬ 

tory to determine the course of conduct and duties of its 

members, officers, and other employees, in instances where 

proposed legislation concerning the administration of the 

charities of the Commonwealth may be pending. No prec¬ 

edents, of which the Board is aware, have been heretofore 

established in any of the departments of the State govern¬ 

ment, by any of the elective officers of the State; nor 

have the many Commissions of the State, with their mem¬ 

bers, agents, and employees, laid down any formal rule to 

be adhered to in a case like the one under consideration. 

It seems to the Board : 

That it is the duty of every elective officer of the State 

government, and of every commission, to seek proper oppor¬ 

tunity to inform, not only the Legislature, but the Chief 

Executive, concerning any pending measure, and the evils 

or advantages which may follow to the Commonwealth from 

it in all cases of proposed legislation. 

That it is the right of every elective officer of the State 

government, and every member of a commission, paid or un¬ 

paid, to express his views openly at any time in public or 

private, in common with all his fellow citizens, subject only 

to the same limitations which should control each citizen in 

the exercise of a proper discretion regarding manner, time, 

place, and circumstances, in giving expression to his opinions. 
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That no salaried member of a Commission, or paid em¬ 

ployee, has the right, during his hours of employment in the 

State service, for which he is paid out of the treasury of the 

Commonwealth, to devote his time and services to any other 

object or purpose than that for which he is paid, unless the 

law clearly appears to the contrary. 

That no salaried elective officer of the State, or mem¬ 

ber of a salaried Commission, should devote any time for 

which he is paid by the State to any legislative committee, 

or before any paid officers, except when duly summoned 

before the courts, or a legislative committee, without be¬ 

ing able to make it appear, at all times thereafter, that 

he was discharging a duty incumbent upon him in the ser¬ 

vice of the State, and a service within the scope of his 

office, and within the line of his duty. 

That no salaried officer, agent, or other employee, in any 

department of the State, or under any State Commission, 

should give any of the hours for which he is employed to any 

service, except that for which he is regularly employed and 

paid by the State, and except also that he shall be subject 

to be summoned by the elective officer of the Department, or 

Board, or Commission itself under which he may be serv¬ 

ing, to appear before any legislative committee to give evi¬ 

dence in any matter under inquiry before the committee. 

That no superintendent, or other superior in office, under 

an elective officer of the State, or under a Commission, has 

the right to direct any employee of the State under him to 

solicit the aid or influence, or vote of any legislator, on 

any measures pending before the Legislature. 

That no salaried officer in the service of the State should 

direct, or allow, any employee under him to incur any ex¬ 

pense in the service of the State other than that required 

in the regular course of his employment, without authority 

from the head of the department of the State, or the chair¬ 

man of the Commission, or a majority of the members of 

the Commission under which he may be serving, unless it 

clearly appears that he is acting within the line of his duties 

to the State. 

Assuming that such rules for guidance should be followed 

in the ordinary course of the discharge of the duties of the 
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Board, its members, and the officers and other employees 

under it, the Board will first proceed to consider the evi¬ 

dence presented to sustain the charges made by the com¬ 

plainants, Messrs. Charles P. Putnam, Henry F: Baldwin, 

Arthur Lyman, Joseph Lee, and J. G. Thorp against Messrs. 

Joshua F. Lewis, Charles A. Morton, Frederick G. South- 

mayd, Henry L. Gardner, and Nathan Coe ; that the five 

last named persons, as paid employees under the Board 

“ between May 5 and May 12, were busy and conspicu¬ 

ous for several days making efforts by personal solicita¬ 

tion to influence the votes of members of the Legislature, in 

other words, doing what is expressed by the word ‘ lobby¬ 

ing ’; that their activity in personal solicitation was con¬ 

spicuous and much commented upon, and was by no means 

limited to the precincts of the State House.” 

Review of Evidence. 

Reviewing carefully the evidence of the six legislators 

called as witnesses in behalf of the complainants, to assist 

in sustaining the charges of lobbying by personal solicita¬ 

tion in or about the legislative chambers, — of the six 

legislators called upon to testify, Senator Gauss and Repre¬ 

sentatives Myeis, Lowell, and Bailey, declared that none 

of the parties charged solicited them to vote, or spoke 

to them concerning any proposed legislation; nor did the 

witnesses say that they heard the parties complained of ad¬ 

dress, or solicit, any other person to vote on any question 

before the Legislature. Representative Parsons stated that 

Mr. Morton, who is an acquaintance of his, resides in his 

part of the State; that he had two conversations with Mr. 

Morton on the general question of a proposed Children’s 

Bureau last year, after his, Mr. Parsons’, first election to the 

Legislature, and this year had met Mr. Morton, either in the 

Hall of the Representatives, or the corridor of it, when the 

House was not in session, and that Mr. Morton introduced 

the subject in regard to the witness’s position this year; that 

the conversation was very brief; that Mr. Morton expressed 

the hope that the witness was in favor of a reference of the 

questions involved to the next General Court; that later he 
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had a conversation with Mr. Morton, either at the Adams 

House, or near the Hall of Representatives, and the matter 

was briefly mentioned again. All of the respondents testi¬ 

fied at the hearing, and denied that they solicited any legis¬ 

lator to vote for or against the measures in question. Mr. 

Morton, in addition, specifically stated that his conversa¬ 

tion last year with Mr. Parsons, after the election of the 

latter, and concerning the Children’s Bureau proposed at that 

time, was commenced by Mr. Parsons ; that the conversation 

was in the office of the “ Greenfield Gazette and Courier,” 

of which Mr. Parsons is associate editor; that Mr. Parsons 

said that a good many documents had been sent to him, that 

he had been interviewed on the question of a proposed 

Children’s Bureau, and that he showed the witness an article 

he had written, printed in the editorial column of the news¬ 

paper, stating that the writer had read everything issued by 

the advocates of the bill, that he had heard nothing from the 

State Board, and, so far as he had acquired information on 

the subject, no change was necessary; that he had no recol¬ 

lection of any other conversation with Mr. Parsons than 

the one referred to, which occurred in November, 1895, at 

Greenfield, until late in the day of May 10, 1897, that the 

Representatives had adjourned early that day on account 

of the “ball game;” that he saw Mr. Parsons in the Hall 

of Representatives on the occasion, and there referred to his 

conversation with him in November, 1895, immediately after 

Mr. Parsons’s first election ; that Mr. Parsons said he had 

changed his mind since then ; that the entire conversation 

occupied only about three minutes. The respondents all 

said that they had attended as witnesses the hearings before 

the Committee on Public Charitable Institutions on the 

question of a State Bureau for children, during the times the 

Committee had the hearings on that subject, and they all 

stated they went from time to time to the gallery of the 

House while the debate on the question of referring that 

subject and the other measures allied to it to the next 

Legislature was pending or was expected. It appeared 

also from their statements that several of them were in 

the corridor of . the House of Representatives for a short 

time on May 11, after the vote on the whole subject of 
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reference to the next General Court had been taken. Mr. 

Lewis denied specifically that he was on the floor of the 

legislative chambers on May 11, or at any time on that 

day, above the basement of the State House, where the 

office in which he is employed is situated. In this state¬ 

ment he was materially supported by two other witnes¬ 

ses. Messrs. Birtwell, Baldwin, and Lee, the two latter 

being two of the five complainants to Your Excellency, tes¬ 

tified at the hearing, but none of them appeared to have any 

knowledge of any solicitation of legislators by any of the 

parties they accused; Messrs. Birtwell and Baldwin simply 

stated that they saw some of the accused in the gallery of 

the House several times, or about the entrance of the House 

in April and May. Mr. Lee said he had.seen Messrs. Lewis 

and Morton three or four times about the entrance of the 

legislative chambers in May, while the House was sitting. 

It appeared in the course of the hearing that Messrs. Bald¬ 

win, Lee, and others interested, directed, on each occasion 

when they saw any of the accused employees in the gallery, 

or near the House, the attention of many of the legislators 

to the fact, and gave the impression to them, owing to their 

own suspicions, that the parties accused were present each 

time for the purpose of interviewing legislators on the ques¬ 

tion in which the members of the so-called Citizens’ Com¬ 

mittee were interested, and were present, and active in behalf 

of their measures. 

It should not escape notice, in considering the evidence, 

that out of the whole number, 280, of the members of the 

Legislature, many of whom are supposed by the complainants 

to have been approached and lobbied by the accused, only 

six have been called as witnesses by the complainants, and 

with the exception of Mr Parsons’s statement regarding Mr. 

Morton, all failed to testify to any knowledge of lobbying 

on the part of the parties charged, either at the State House 

or elsewhere; though in view of the sweeping charge made 

against the accused employees of open and public solicitation 

for votes in and near the legislative chambers, and for the 

days intervening between May 5 and May 11, some better 

evidence could be obtained, if it existed, than the evidence 

furnished at the hearings in behalf of the complainants; and 
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that some, at least, of the legislators, would have been suffi¬ 

ciently informed, and have sufficient public spirit to come for¬ 

ward and testify, in contradiction of the statements of the 

employees accused, that they had not solicited the votes of 

legislators on the measures in which so many on each side 

were so strongly interested, if what the accused employees 

had said were not true. It is not conceivable that if 

the employees accused had been guilty of the misconduct 

charged against them to the extent of “lobbying ” many 

members of the Legislature, openly and publicly for seven 

successive days, and at other times through the entire 

session of the Legislature, as finally claimed by the com¬ 

plainants at the hearings, that all the legislators would remain 

silent, if they had any knowledge of such misconduct, or 

of any attempt on the part of any person guilty of it to dare 

to falsify himself publicly. 

There is the absence of the necessary evidence which 

should have been furnished by the prosecution to sustain the 

charges ; there is the evidence of the accused, who submitted 

themselves to thorough examination at the hearings, in 

denial of the charges, and there is a public admission of the 

counsel of the complainants that the accused are men of good 

reputation and character. 

Origin of the Charges. 
It is not difficult for any one who heard the testimony to 

understand how the charges originated, and what led to the 

making of them. It was developed in evidence at the hear¬ 

ings that the principal complainants and others associated 

with them commenced organizing associations, and agitating 

in the Legislature in 1895, the question of establishing a board 

of trustees to be styled the Children’s Bureau, for the care of 

the children under the charge of the State Board of Lunacy 

and Charity. Public hearings took place before the Legis¬ 

lative Committee on Public Charitable Institutions, but 

finally the advocates of the measure failed to obtain an adop¬ 

tion of their views by the Legislature. Another effort was 

made by the same parties in the Legislature of 1896, and that 

body disposed of the question in the same manner as in the 
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year before. At the late session of the Legislature, the 

same parties who were active in the Children’s Bureau in 

1895 and 1896 resorted to different means to carry their 

measures through. Joseph Lee and H. C. Baldwin testified 

to the issuing of a call by them and their associates for the 

meeting of March 11, to form an organization or association 

to promote the adoption by the Legislature of all measures 

recommended in the Keport of the Commission, charitable 

and penal. 

Formation of a “ Committee of Citizens,” and its Confer¬ 

ences with Relief Officers. 
The evidence shows the meeting was held March 11, pur¬ 

suant to the call; that sixty or more persons were present, 

and the meeting was styled “A Committee of Citizens;” 

that that Committee never had another meeting; that so far 

as appears, of the sixty persons who attended the meeting, 

many have had experience in the work of the benevolent 

associations of Boston, not one in the administration of the 

minor charities of the State ; that three or four have some gen¬ 

eral knowledge of the management of several of the larger 

State charitable institutions; and but one or two any expe¬ 

rience concerning the administration of the reformatories, 

jails and prisons of the Commonwealth; that it was con¬ 

ceded it was not “literally a representative body;” that 

it delegated all its powers to a committee of twenty, which 

styled itself also a “Committee of Citizens;” that a little 

later this Committee appointed a sub-committee, of which 

Mr. Lee, and his co-complainants against the accused em¬ 

ployees, were members, and that the sub-committee was ap¬ 

pointed with full power to carry out the ends and purposes 

for which the Association was created, and that the last 

named committee also styled itself a “Committee of Citi¬ 

zens ; ” that the complainants and others associated with 

them, all under the name of a “ Committee of Citizens,” 

on or about April 30, held a meeting at a house in Marl¬ 

borough Street, Boston, at which one of the complainants, 

Dr. Chas. P. Putnam, was chairman ; that there they met 

in conference with two members of the Legislative Com¬ 

mittee of the Massachusetts Association of Town and City 
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Relief Officers, which Association was advocating, and trying 

to carry through a recommendation that the Commonwealth 

should pay out of the State treasury for the support of the 

insane, now supported by the towns and cities at their ex¬ 

pense ; that the members of the Committee of Citizens pro¬ 

posed to give their support to the measure advocated by the 

Association of Relief Officers, if the latter would aid them in 

the Legislature during the past session in carrying through 

a bill for a Children’s Department, and another bill for a 

distinct State Board of Trustees for the Insane. 

Evidence of Proposed Bargaining. 
It is clearly in evidence that a bargain of this character was 

proposed at the Marlborough Street meeting by the Committee 

of Citizens, as the evidence of Mr. Lee and the witnesses from 

the Relief Officers’ Association, namely, Messrs. Folsom, 

Pettee, Fletcher, Hartshorn, and F. B. Gardner, will show ; 

that the assurance was given to the two members of the Com¬ 

mittee of Relief Officers present at the Marlborough Street 

meeting that a signed pledge of support would be given 

the Relief Officers’ Legislative Committee, by the members 

of the Citizens’ Committee, to ensure in return the aid of 

the Relief Officers to the measures of legislation advocated 

by the Citizens’ Committee, proposed by them to be passed 

at the late session; and that such a pledge was given, in the 

form of a printed paper. 

Object in forming the Committee of Citizens. 

It is apparent from the evidence that but very few of those 

who attended the meeting of March 11 could have given any 

serious thought to the Report of the Commission, for as the 

Report was not public property until March 4, when it was 

transmitted to the Legislature by Your Excellency, its con¬ 

tents could not have been known until then, by the body 

of the persons who attended the meeting, or generally by 

the citizens of the Commonwealth. Some few parties had 

apparently planned the movement for their own ends, and 

called the sixty persons together, the body of whom voted 

innocently to promote all the recommendations in the Report, 
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without having any actual knowledge, or having made any 

real study of it. The next step was easy for such a meeting 

to take, that is, to delegate the whole matter to a committee 

of twenty, then and there named, and then dissolve their 

meeting. The next and final step was for the committee of 

twenty in turn to delegate the whole of their duties to a small 

sub-committee, of which the complainants in the case were 

members, who were the real organizers and promoters of the 

meeting, and who have carried the matter along ever since by 

all the means in their power, and in furtherance of their own 

special bills and measures of proposed legislation, apparently 

regardless of the general interests of the Commonwealth in 

her whole system of administering her charitable and penal 

institutions, and apparently regardless or forgetful of what 

criticism would be indulged in by the people of the State, 

when it was learned that it was proposed to carry through 

the Legislature the special bills and measures of the com¬ 

plainants by bargaining or negotiating, as the merest pro¬ 

fessional lobbyist would with his fellows, each to support the 

measure of the other party, and each party having mainly 

in view only its own ends and purposes. Such conduct in 

the primitive times of our country was what was termed 

“ log-rolling,” and then it never was considered in keeping 

with public morals to attempt to carry any measure through 

the Legislature except on its merits, and because the people 

of the Commonwealth desired it. Mr. Lee, one of the 

principal complainants, stated in his testimony, that the 

complaint was made against the five employees of the State * 

‘‘partly to affect the passage of the bill in the future and 

partly to affect public morals; ” “ that the public mind was 

not very clear on the subject of lobbying, and he thought it 

ought to be.” The people of the State will learn with sur¬ 

prise that among some of its well educated citizens it is 

considered eminently proper, when any projects assumed 

to be philanthropic are advocated, to resort to the expedient 

of the professional lobbyist to carry them through the Legis¬ 

lature, that is, by “ log-rolling” or bargaining with any one 

having another project to carry through to support his 

measure, in consideration of a promise of support from him 

for the other. 



37 

Conclusion. 

The Board cannot avoid the conclusion, from all the evi¬ 

dence they have in the case, that the principal complainants 

made the charges against the accused employees, not so 

much from motives affecting the public welfare, as be¬ 

cause of their strong personal feelings in favor of their 

projects, and on mere suspicion that the employees ac¬ 

cused were counter-lobbying, that is, lobbying against the 

measures which the principal complainants were lobbying 

for, during the whole of the middle and latter part of the 

session of the Legislature, all in the name of a body of their 

own creation, which, in some of their many circulars and 

other publications issued to the Legislature and the public, 

they styled at times “The Citizens’ Association,” and at 

other times “ A Committee of Citizens,” though on their 

own evidence the Citizens’ Association, so called by them, 

never met but once, and then could have had but the vaguest 

view of the objects and purposes of the meeting. Citizens 

who have a due sense of responsibility, in making charges 

publicly of misconduct against others, are usually careful to 

have substantial evidence to sustain the charges they make 

before presenting them. Justice requires this, and the law 

demands it in every instance ; so that wrong shall not be 

done any man, nor scandal given him wantonly. Public 

officers are public servants, and as such require and need a 

large measure of protection in the faithful discharge of their 

duties, as their conduct is frequently misjudged, and they 

are frequently the subjects of unjust criticisms when dis¬ 

charging duties, often unpleasant, with kindness and con¬ 

sideration. In the present instance the Board finds there 

is no evidence sufficient to sustain the charges made against 

any of the persons accused, and cannot refrain from censur¬ 

ing and condemning the action of the complainants in making 

the charges, which one of the principal complainants admits 

in his evidence was, that their action might favorably in¬ 

fluence legislation for their measures in the next General 

Court. 

The State Board of Lunacy and Charity, 

John D. Wells, Clerk. 
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Memorandum.—In the course of the hearing, S. C. Wright- 

ington, Superintendent of the Division or Department of the Board 

in which the parties accused are employed, stated, when called as 

a witness by the complainants, that he caused the employees in 

question to come from their homes, May 10, to explain to the 

legislators from their section of the State that a circular issued 

May 7 by the so-called Committee was false, as he had good reason 

to believe, and was calculated to mislead the members. Since the 

close of the hearing, Mr. Wrightington has informed the Board 

that he has ascertained that the cost to the State for the expenses 

of the employees summoned, including the expense of returning to 

their homes, was $51.53 ; that as some persons had questioned his 

right to cause such an expense to be incurred by the State for 

such a purpose, he had deposited, Sept. 1, 1897, from his own 

funds, the amount expended with the State Treasurer, and at the 

disposal of the Commonwealth. It will therefore remain in the 

State treasury absolutely, unless the Legislature shall choose to 

inquire into the whole subject matter, and determine to make some 

other disposition of it. The hearing was on the complaint against 

the five employees; the evidence concerning the expenditures 

made from the State treasury, on the action and motion of Mr. 

Wrightington, came out incidentally at the hearing. Mr. Wright¬ 

ington appears to have acted in good faith in the matter, and so 

declared in his evidence at the hearing, believing he was only 

acting in the discharge of a duty incumbent upon him as an officer 

of the State, in calling the employees to Boston on the occasion 

mentioned. The several employees charged are not confined or 

limited, in their hours of labor, to the usual time of service of 

other persons employed by the departments and commissions of 

the State, —that is, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., — but their labors and 

duties, as visitors of the Board, involve much work in travel¬ 

ling and investigating, not only during the day, but frequently 

extending considerably into the night, and without extra compen¬ 

sation. Mr. Wrightington’s letter to the Board (I) and a copy 

of his letter to the State Treasurer (K), when he transmitted the 

sum in question to him, are annexed to this Report, with the other 

letters and papers referred to in the earlier part of the Report, 

and form part of it. 
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Copies of Letters and Documents referred to in Body of 

Report. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

Executive Department, Boston, May 27, 1897. 

To the Board of Lunacy and Charily. 

Complaint has been made both by members of the Legislature 

and by other reputable citizens of the Commonwealth that the 

paid employees of your Board have been busy and conspicuous in 

favoring or opposing certain bills while under the direct consid¬ 

eration of the Legislature. The statement has been made to me 

with much circumstantiality that certain of these officials have 

spent the greater part of several consecutive days in or near the 

legislative chambers making efforts by personal solicitation to 

influence the votes of members of the Legislature ; in other words, 

doing what is expressed by the term of “ lobbying.” 

Without now inquiring whether this was done under the orders of 

your Board or with its knowledge and assent, I feel that these 

statements are definite enough to warrant action on my part. 

The case to which I now call your attention is not the only case 

in which similar conduct of paid officers of the Commonwealth 

has of late been criticised. 

I fully recognize the right and duty of heads of departments 

and other officials of the State government, when summoned or 

invited to appear before the legislative committees, to present 

their views of proposed legislation with such weight as their ex¬ 

perience and special knowledge may give. It has always seemed 

to me that after the committees have reported, this right and duty 

cease. Such conduct as above alleged on the part of paid officials 

is in my opinion improper, especially so when it touches matters 

affecting the salaries, duties and powers of the departments with 

which they happen to be connected. 

I deem it my duty to call this matter to your consideration, 

and, unless my information can be shown to have been mistaken, 

I ask that your Board take such action as shall prevent a repe¬ 

tition of such misconduct. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) Roger Wolcott. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

State Board of Lunacy and Charity, Boston, June 1, 1897. 

To His Excellency Roger Wolcott, Governor of the Commonwealth. 

Your Excellency: — lam instructed by the State Board of 

Lunacy and Charity to acknowledge the receipt of your note of 

the 27th ult. to the Board, in which communication you direct the 

attention of the Board to the alleged misconduct of certain of its 

employees, in the following language : — 

“ Complaint has been made both by members of the Legislature 

and by other reputable citizens of the Commonwealth that the 

paid employees of your Board have been busy and conspicuous in 

favoring or opposing certain bills while under the direct consid¬ 

eration of the Legislature. The statement has been made to me 

with much circumstantiality that certain of these officials have 

spent the greater part of several consecutive days in or near the 

legislative chambers making efforts, by personal solicitation, to 

influence the votes of members of the Legislature ; in other words, 

doing what is expressed by the term 4 lobbying \ 

“ Without now inquiring whether this was done under the orders 

of your Board, or with its knowledge and assent, I feel that these 

statements are definite enough to warrant action on my part.” 

In reference to the first paragraph of the letter of Your Excel¬ 

lency, the Board will at once proceed to examine into the charges 

made. The persons stating them to Your Excellency can give the 

names of the parties charged with the misconduct alleged, and the 

character and extent of it. The persons accused will then have 

an opportunity to be heard in denial, admission, or explanation of 

what may be specified against them. 

If Your Excellency will furnish the names and addresses of the 

persons who have made the charges, the Board will apprise them 

individually of the time and place of the hearing; and should 

Your Excellency communicate also to the Board the names of the 

alleged offending employees at the same time, the examination 

can go forward immediately. 

On or about April 23 last, and a considerable time prior to the 

report of the Committee on Public Charitable Institutions, recom¬ 

mending that the report of the legislative commission on the 

charities of the State be referred to the next General Court, the 

Chairman of the Board had his attention called to a statement 

that some of the employees had been conversing with members of 

the Legislature, and expressing their views, in opposition to pro- 
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posed legislation regarding the charities of the city of Boston. 

Immediately, without stopping to inquire into the truth of these 

charges, the Chairman instructed the agents and employees of the 

Board to refrain from any intermeddling in this matter, or in any 

kindred legislation, that would give even the appearance of what 

is known as lobbying, so as to avoid any complaint, or suggestion 

of ground of complaint against them. 

The Board further instructs me to say, in reply to the second 

paragraph of your communication, that, unfortunately, a large 

portion of the press has interpreted the paragraph as a rebuke to 

the Board, on the assumption that its employees had, under its 

orders, acted in defiance of the proprieties of official usage, and 

the decencies of official life. The Board, on the contrary, has 

assumed that Your Excellency had no intention of reflecting on 

its members, inasmuch as they have had no opportunity whatever 

to be heard as to what was the truth in the matter complained of. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) Geo. W. Johnson, 

Chairman. 

[C] 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

* Executive Depaktment, Boston, June 3, 1897. 

Hon. George W. Johnson, Chairman State Board of Lunacy and 
Charity, State House, Boston. 

My Dear Sir : — I beg to acknowledge receipt of your note of 

June 1, and am gratified to learn that on or about April 23 last, on 

having your “attention called to a statement that some of the 

employees of the Board had been conversing with members of the 

Legislature, and expressing their views, in opposition to proposed 

legislation regarding the charities of the city of Boston” you, as 

Chairman of the Board, forthwith u instructed the agents and 

employees of the Board to refrain from any intermeddling in this 

matter, or in any kindred legislation, that would give even the 

appearance of what is known as lobbying, so as to avoid any com¬ 

plaint or suggestion of ground of complaint against them.” 

Had your very proper instructions thus given been heeded by 

all the agents of your Board there would have been no cause for 

me to send my communication of May 27. 

In reply to your request for further information relative to the 

alleged conduct of the paid employees of your Board, I beg to say 

that I am informed that between the days of May 5 and May 12 
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Messrs. Lewis, Morton, Coe, Soutlimayd and Gardner, all being 

paid employees of your Board, were frequently seen in the legisla¬ 

tive chambers or in the rooms immediately adjoining them, in some 

cases their presence being noted during the greater part of the 

legislative session of the day, and that their activity in personal 

solicitation was conspicuous and much commented upon, and was 

by no means limited to the precincts of the State House. Arpong 

many by whom it was observed and criticised I may mention Sena¬ 

tor Gauss, and Messrs. Fuller of Springfield, Lowell of Boston, 

Myers of Cambridge, Parsons of Greenfield and Stevenson of 

Pittsfield of the House of Representatives. 

My communication was intended as a condemnation of such con¬ 

duct on the part of paid employees of any department of the State 

government, and was not intended in any way to convey censure 

of your Board, unless it should appear that they made themselves 

responsible for their subordinates by authorizing or justifying such 

conduct on their part. As you had already warned them against 

such violation of official propriety, thus making it clear that your 

own opinion agrees with mine in the matter, it only remains for 

me to reiterate the request expressed in my former note that, unless 

my information can be shown to be mistaken, your Board shall 

take such action as shall prevent a repetition of such misconduct. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) Roger Wolcott. 

[D] 
Boston, June 10, 1897. 

To His Excellency Governor Wolcott. 

As the legislators named in your letter to the State Board of 

Lunacy and Charity very naturally declined to appear before that 

Board “as complainants in the case” of the alleged lobbying of 

the employees of that Board, it has been suggested that we, who 

were among those who brought the matter to the attention of Your 

Excellency, should appear as complainants at the hearing. 

Your Excellency will remember that in our communication to 

you, our criticisms and complaints were directed against members 

of the Board and not against its employees. Our interest in legis¬ 

lation which was opposed by the Board led us to be at the State 

House frequently during the weeks of this session, when this 

legislation was pending, both in committee and before the House. 

While there, our attention was directed this year, as it has been in 

past years, to the frequent presence of the employees of the Board 

engaged in conversation with the members of the Legislature. 
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To our own observations were added the statements of members 

of the Legislature — some of those named in your letter and 

others — that their votes had been solicited by these employees 

both in and outside of the State House. In fact, these attempts 

to influence legislation were in our hearing frequently commented 

on and severely criticised by members of the Legislature. 

This matter was brought to the attention of the chairman of the 

Board, with the result, as he says, that “ the chairman instructed 

the agents and employees of the Board to refrain from any inter¬ 

meddling in this matter [the public institutions bill] or in any 

kindred legislation that would give even the appearance of what 

is known as lobbying, so as to avoid any complaint or suggestion 

of grounds of complaint against them.” This action on the part 

of the chairman of the Board had no apparent effect on the 

employees, as immediately after it they were as active as ever. 

Another attempt was made by us to protest, and an appoint¬ 

ment was sought by the chairman and another member of the 

Board to that end. The chairman telegraphed his inability to 

meet us, and the appointment failed. The solicitation of votes 

continued, and the following letter was written and sent to the 

chairman of the Board : — 

1003 Exchange Building, Boston, May 10, 1897. 

George W. Johnson, Esq., Chairman of the Slate Board of Lunacy and 

Charity, Brookfield, Mass. 

Dear Sir : — It has been brought to our notice that paid employees of 
the State Board of Lunacy and Charity are engaged in interviewing 
members of the General Court in opposition to an act based upon some 
of the recommendations of the Commission appointed by Governor 
Wolcott to investigate the charitable and reformatory interests and 
institutions of the Commonwealth. This has been done to such an 
extent as must necessarily interfere in some cases with their perform¬ 
ance of the duties for which they are employed and paid by the State. 
The impropriety of this practice will at once be evident to you, and we 
respectfully request that it be discontinued. You will see the necessity 
for immediate action, as the Bill is now before the House of Represen¬ 
tatives. 

For a Committee of Citizens, 
Yours respectfully, 

Joseph Lee. 

Arthur Lyman. 

To this letter no reply has ever been received. Because of these 

facts, and believing that such repeated and continuous efforts to 

influence votes by employees of the Board in the State House, in 
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the hotel lobbies of Boston and elsewhere throughout the State, 

as have been brought to our knowledge, would not have occurred 

under any proper system of direction or control without the knowl¬ 

edge of their superior officers; and, being convinced that no em¬ 

ployee would have ventured to continue his efforts to influence 

votes in open disregard of an order issued as late as April 23, that 

employees should avoid even the appearance of what is known as 

lobbying, unless they had the approval of some one in authority, we 

made our protest to Your Excellency in the form of complaints 

against members of the Board. 

While the action of the employees was objectionable, the degree 

of their offence is dependent on what they believed to be their duty 

in the premises. If tbeir superiors directed, approved or merely 

acquiesced in their action, they are hardly to be blamed and their 

superiors are responsible. If they acted without the knowledge 

of their superiors and continued to do so for several weeks without 

detection, they were wrong indeed ; but the ignorance of their 

superiors under such circumstances is nearly as open to censure as 

acquiescence or approval. The Board, or rather the legislative 

committee of the Board, which had charge of all legislative mat¬ 

ters, are in this dilemma: either they knew of this action on the 

part of their employees or they did not know of it; in either case, 

it seems to us, they are open to censure. 

It would be obviously unjust, as we think, to proceed against 

subordinates before a tribunal including members who either au¬ 

thorized, approved or improperly permitted the acts complained 

of, and we therefore do not wish to appear before this Board to 

complain against their subordinates. The time for the Board 

to appoint hearings and to act as a tribunal was when complaint 

was made to it in the first place, or when it learned by further 

complaints that its direction to refrain from all appearance of what 

is known as “ lobbying” had been disregarded. The Board’s fail¬ 

ure to act effectively when the case was before it, and when the 

evil could have been prevented in part, at least, makes some of its 

members, as it seems to us, parties in the case. Its employees are 

no longer the principal defendants. We believe that the steps 

already taken in this matter by Your Excellency met with hearty 

public approval, and are the proper preliminaries to a full and 

public investigation before Your Excellency or any disinterested 

tribunal which you may name ; and we shall be glad not only to 

appear before such a tribunal and testify, but also take such other 

affirmative action as Your Excellency may desire. In order to 

avoid delay, as the session of the General Court is so near to its 
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close, it has seemed to us proper to send a copy of this letter to 

the members of the Legislature named in your letter, that they may 

be promptly informed of your position. 

Very respectfully yours, 

J. G. Thorp. 

Charles P. Putnam. 

Henry C. Baldwin. 

Joseph Lee. 

Arthur Lyman. 

[E] 
Boston, June 22, 1897. 

Mr. John D. Wells, Clerk of the State Board of Lunacy and Charity. 

Dear Sir : — We beg to acknowledge the receipt by each of us 

of the following communication : — 

June 21, 1897. 

Dear Sir : — You are hereby notified that the State Board of Lunacy 
and Charity will commence a hearing on Friday, 25th inst., at 10.30 a.m. 

at Room 38, State House, upon the statements in the two communi¬ 
cations of His Excellency the Governor to the Board, one bearing date 
of May 27, 1897, and the other of June 3, 1897, and both concerning the 
alleged misconduct of certain employees under the Board, and you are 
invited to give such evidence as you possess regarding the matter. 

The Chairman of the Board has declined to sit at the hearing on the 
ground that he has expressed himself recently in an open letter in 
characterization of the conduct of certain persons who may be called 
upon to give testimony at the hearing. 

Respectfully yours, 
John D. Wells, 

Clerk of the Board. 

We regret that your Board has not seen fit to second the request 

contained in our letter to His Excellency the Governor, of June 10, 

for a hearing before a disinterested tribunal, where the investiga¬ 

tion could cover fully, not only “ the alleged misconduct of certain 

employees under the Board/’ but also the subject of our complaint 

to the Governor, namely, the knowledge and responsibility of 

members of your Board, and could include findings on both these 

points. 

However, as your Board has not thought it necessary to take 

this course, we shall avail ourselves of the only opportunity of 

investigating these matters which they have seen fit to afford us 

/ 
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or to assist ns in securing, and will be present with counsel at the 

hearing as notified. 

We do this upon the assumption and condition that the investi- 
* 

gation which takes place before your Board will be of the same 

thorough and open character in all respects that it would be if 

conducted by such a tribunal as we suggested and hoped you 

would feel bound to request of the Governor. 

Such a hearing necessarily involves the fullest opportunity to 

call, examine and cross-examine all such witnesses as our counsel 

may think will throw light upon the question at issue, including, 

especially, the employees of your Board, with the usual oppor¬ 

tunities of introducing such other evidence of record or other¬ 

wise as may be thought necessary, including, of course, the re¬ 

ports of your employees showing their whereabouts during April 

and May last. 

We send you this letter at the earliest possible moment after the 

receipt of your notice, and we will be present prepared to proceed 

as above indicated, unless notified by you before the hearing that 

the Board declines to have the hearing proceed on the basis 

indicated. 

We hope that every member of the Board will appreciate the 

importance of being present in order that they may give all such 

information as they may have bearing on the question. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) J. G. Thorp. 

Charles P. Putnam. 

Joseph Lee. 

H. C. Baldwin. 

Arthur Lyman. 

[F] 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

State Board of Lunacy and Charity, Clerk’s Office, 

State House, Boston, June 25, 1897. 

Messrs. J. G. Thorp, Ciias. P. Putnam, Joseph Lee, Henry C. Bald¬ 

win and Arthur Lyman. 

Gentlemen : — The State Board of Lunacy and Charity instructs 

me to write you as follows : —• 

That is to say, the Board returns to you your letter of the 22d 

inst., as a communication which, in imputing to the Board, or any 

% 
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of its members, publicly or privately, unworthy motives of con¬ 

duct in connection with the alleged misconduct of any of the 

employees under the Board, who are charged with interfering 

improperly with proposed legislation regarding the State Charities, 

is unfit to be received by the Board, or to be placed on its official 

files ; that no greater injury can be done the public service than 

to foster or encourage by example or effort, as you have done in 

your letter, and in a letter of recent date to His Excellency the 

Governor, an entire disregard of that decorum which should be 

observed toward public bodies and their members in the service 

of the State, and while in the exercise and discharge of their 

duties. 

The Board farther says that should any public officer violate 

the obligation of his office, there is a remedy for such misconduct, 

as every intelligent citizen knows ; that should you, or any one of 

you, have any evidence in your possession of any misconduct in 

office on the part of any member, or members, of the Board, you 

have a plain duty to perform, — not to resort to innuendo, but to 

name the member or members; duly formulate your charges, 

present them to the proper authority, and then, at a duly ap¬ 

pointed hearing, substantiate the charges by proper evidence ; 

that, until then, that sense of decency and justice which restrains 

persons from assailing others in private life unjustly should make 

you at least observe silence. 

The Board is ready to receive the testimony of each of you at 

the proposed hearing to-day concerning the alleged misconduct 

of the employees in question; but will decline to recognize any 

other communication from you in the matter. 

Respectfully yours, 

(Signed) John D. Wells, 

Clerk of the Board. 

Boston, April 28, 1897. 

Dear Sir : — I am asked by a committee of citizens who are in¬ 

terested in promoting the enactment of the recommendations of the 

Commission to investigate the Charitable and Reformatory Inter¬ 

ests and Institutions of the State to urge your attendance at an 

executive meeting to be held on Friday, April 30, at 4.30 p. m., 

at Dr. C. P. Putnam’s, 63 Marlborough Street. 

The meeting is called for the purpose of considering the best 
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method of forwarding the passage by the Legislature of the bills 
presented by the commission and now under consideration by the 
committee on Public Charitable Institutions. 

A petition for a hearing on the bill for a State board of insanity 
has been presented to this committee and a favorable consideration 
of the petition is hoped for. 

Drs. Cowles, Stedman, Channing, Baldwin and O. R. Rogers 
will, it is expected, be present at this meeting, and special consid¬ 
eration will be given to this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) M. M. Kehew, 

Secretary. 

Boston, April 28, 1897. 

Dear Sir : — We beg to call your serious attention to the enclosed 
pamphlet, which presents a brief summary of the present methods 
of administrating the State charities and the reasons for advocat¬ 
ing the adoption of the recommendations of the Commission to 
investigate the Charitable and Reformatory Interests and Institu¬ 
tions of the Commonwealth. It has been prepared with a view to 
emphasizing the value and importance of this opportunity for the 
improvement not only of the system of caring for the State minor 
wards, but of the whole administration of the public charities of 
the State. 

A committee of citizens, comprising leading specialists upon the 
subjects of child-helping, the care of the insane, pauperism and 
prisons, ask for your active co-operation in promoting the enact¬ 
ment of the proposed measures. 

The committee on Charitable Institutions are now considering 
the bill for a department for children. Our committee has peti¬ 
tioned for further hearings on the bill for a board of insanity, and 
every effort will be used to bring forward this bill with the bill for 
the separation of the children. 

The friends of the whole report are asked to unite in urging 
upon the Committee on Public Charitable Institutions the impor¬ 
tance of the measures and the value of prompt action in reporting 
favorably upon the bills now under consideration, that further 
delay may not furnish an excuse for referring the whole matter to 
the next General Court. 

In addressing your association we desire to formally state that 
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our committee holds itself pledged to further the enactment of the 

whole plan of reform involved in the recommendations of the 

commission. 
M. M. Kehew, Secretary, 

For the Committee. 

William Lawrence, Chairman. Joseph Lee, Vice-Chairman. 

Henry C. Baldwin, M.D. 

Thomas M. Balliot. 

Walter Clianning, M.D. 

Edward Cowles, M.D. 

Richard Cabot, M.D. 

Morton Prince, M.D. 

Charles P. Putnam, M.D. 

James J. Putnam, M.D. 

Henry R. Stedman, M.D. 

Charles Almy. 

Anna S. Amory. 

Edmund D. Barbour. 

J. Warren Bailey. 

A. G. Brandeis. 

J. R. Coolidge, Jr. 

Frances Curtis. 

Eleanor Curtis. 

Samuel T. Dutton. 

Mary A. Greene. 

Charles L. Gardner. 

Sally Fairchild. 

Elihu B. Hayes. 

A. Lawrence Lowell. 

Arthur Lyman. 

H. W. Lamb. 

Edwin D. Mead. 

Frances R. Morse. 

Ida M. Mason. 

Henry Pickering. 

Annette P. Rogers. 

James H. Ropes. 

Warren F. Spalding. 

Elizabeth P. Sohier. 

Joseph G. Thorp. 

Ezra R. Thayer. 

[i] 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

State Board of Lunacy and Charity, Department of In-door Poor, 

State House, Boston, Sept. 1, 1897. 

State Board of Lunacy and Charity. 

I have this day transmitted to the State Treasurer the sum of 

$51.53 ($9.46, $8.48, $12.11, $11.52, $9.96), accompanying the 

transmission with the information that the same was “ the amount 

paid certain of the employees of the State Board of Lunacy and 

Charity on account of the expense incurred on the occasion of 

their coming to Boston May 10, 1897, on instruction from me. as 

their superintendent.” 

This because the propriety of charging such amount to the State 

treasury has been questioned, and, while my opinion as to the 

propriety thereof has not changed, and while I have not been 
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personally benefited thereby, I have preferred to place this amount 

at the disposal of the State, I having assumed the responsibility 

of calling them to Boston in what 1 believed to be the faithful 

discharge of my duty towards the Board and the Commonwealth, 

and without the slightest idea of acting contrary to any instruction 

of the Board or of its individual members. 

Respectfully, 

(Signed) S. C. Wrightington? 

Superintendent. 

[K] 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

State Board of Lunacy and Charity, Department of In-door Poor, 

State House, Boston, Sept. 1, 1897. 

Edward P. Shaw, Esq., Treasurer of the Commonwealth. 

Dear Sir : I herewith remit to the State treasury the sum of 

$51.53, the same being the amount paid therefrom to certain of 

the employees of the State Board of Lunacy and Charity on ac¬ 

count of expense incurred on the occasion of their coming to 

Boston May 10, 1897, on instruction from me as their super¬ 

intendent. 

Yours respectfully, 

(Signed) S. C. Wrightington, 

Superintendent. 

No. 37667 • Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

$51.t5q3q Treasurer’s Office, Boston, Sept. 1, 1897. 

Received of S. C. Wrightington, Superintendent, fifty-one dol¬ 

lars and fifty-three cents, amount returned, having been paid 

certain employees of the Board of Lunacy and Charity for ex¬ 

pense in coming to Boston May 10, 1897. 

(Signed) E. P. Shaw, Treasurer. 

By H. S. Bridge. 










