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United States House of Representatives Committee on Standards of
cial Conduct

In THE MatTER OoF REPRESENTATIVE MIicHAEL J. MyYERs

INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES. 808

Reporr oF TeE CoMMITIEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICcIAL CoNDUCT

The House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct submits
this Report in support of its recommendation to the House of Repre-
sentatives, pursuant to Article I, Section 5, Clause 2 of the United
States Constitution and Rule 17 of the Committee’s Rules, that Rep-
resentative Michael J. Myers? be expelled from the House,

A. PROCEDTURAL HISTORY

On February 2, 1980, reports were widely circulated in the media
fo the effect that a number of named Congressmen were allegedly
involved in a so-called “ABSCAM?” investigation being conducted by
the Department of Justice, Mr, Myers was one of those so named. On
February 22, 1980, the Committee’s Special Counsel wrote to the
Congressmen identified in the press, including Mr. Myers, indicating
that the Committee staff was assembling evidence mn an effort to
determine whether the Committes should initiate a Bfrelimina.ry in-
quiry into the ABSCAM matter, and inviting Mr. Myers to appear
before the Committee and present whatever information he deemed
%ertinant (Myers Exhibit I). Through his counsel, Mr. Myers on

ebruary 26, 1980, declined the invitation to appear (Myers Exhibit

J).
)On March 27, 1980, the House of Representatives ovarwhelming}lly

assed House Resolution 608, which “authorized and directed” the

ommittee “to conduct a full and complets inquiry and investigation
of alleged improper conduct which has been the subject of recent
investigations (commonly referred to as ABSCAM) by the Depart-
ment of Justice * * *,” and to “report te the House of Representatives
its recommendations as to such disciplinary action, if any, that the
committee deems appropriate by the House of Representatives * * *?
(Myers Exhibit A).

Pursuant to Section 6 of that Resolution, Special Counsel entered
into an agreement with the Department of Justice on March 27, 1980,
covering the receipt of confidential information in respect to the in-
vestigation. On July 11, 1980, the United States District Court for

1 Representative Myera was indieted and convicted as “Michael O. ers,” apparently
becausa he had so identified himself iz the Co slonal Directory, commonly-used
nickname helng “Ozele.”” Hlp given name 1a Michael goueph Myers.

(1)



the Eastern District of New York entered an order permitting the
Department to grant the Committee access to certain information and
materials in the custody of the Grand Jury and the Department re-
lating to ABSCAM (but excluding Grand Jury transeripts), pro-
vided the Department was given ten days’ notice prior to any public
disclosure of those materials (Myers Exhibit K).!? Pursuant to the
court’s order, Special Counsel thereafter began receiving materials
from the Department, including copies of all relevant audio and video
tapes.

On May 27, 1980, Mr. Myers and three others were indicted by a
Federal Grand Jury in Brookiyn, New York, on of bribery,
e.unspirn.'lcﬁy and violations of the Travel Act, éect.ions 1{c), 371 and
1952 of Title 18, United States Code, respectively, On Au 30, 1980,
after a fourteen-day trial, all four persons were found guilty by a jury
of all three offenses,

On September 3, 1980, pursuant to House Resolution 608 and Rules
11(a) and 14 of the Committee’s Rules, the Committee voted to com-
mence & preliminary inguiry into the Myers matter (Myers Exhibit
B). Mr. Myers and his counsel were immediately notified of the Com-
mittee’s action and were afforded an opportunity to present written
or oral statements to the Committee (Myers Exhibits C and D).
Shortly thereafter, extensive portions of the trial record, including
both audio and video tapes, were stipulated to be part of the record
of the Committee’s inquiry by counsel for Mr. Myers and Special
Counsel to the Committee (Myers Exhibits F and G). Those portions
of the written record were distributed to the offices of Committee
members on September 8, and audio and video tapes were made avail-
able for inspection at the Committee offices on the same day.

Pursuant to a request by his counsel (Myers Exhibit E), Mr. Myers
personally appeared before the Committee on Se ber 10, 1980,
and gave a sworn statement (%ppend:x 1 to Special Counsel’s Report).
In a motion made orally on September 10 and confirmed in writir;ﬁ
on Setﬁtember 11, 1980 (Myers Exhibit H), Mr. Myers’ counsel mov
that the Committee keep open its preliminary inquiry until the courts
finally decide whether his due process rights had been viclated bg the
Government prior to and during the prosecution of his case. The Com-
mittee voted to deny this motion at a meetitggeon September 16, 1980
;DM ers Exhibit P). At that same meeting, Committee passed the

llzwing Resolution :

Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Committee’s Rules, the Com-
mittee, having reviewed the evidence relating to the convic-
tion of Representative Michael 0. Myers in the United States
District C};urt for the Eastern District of New York for the
offenses of violating Sections 201(c), 371 and 1952 of Title
18 of the United States Code; and upon consideration of the
Report of Special Counsel Upon Completion of Prelimi
Inquiry filed Se ber 10, 1980, in the above-captione
matter, and of all relevant evidence, including the exhibits
and record herein and the statements submitted by Repre-

: the extent that it was still unired after the materials were made
blsienc:tntgg g:ﬂ trial, was given letter from Bpecial Counsel to the Department of
.prgsﬂce and te ir. Myers on Sapt. 3, 1980 (Myers Exhibits L. and M).
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sentative Michael O. Myers on September 10, 1980, now deter-
mines that such offenses were committed and constitute viola-
tions over which the Committee is given jurisdiction under
Clause 4(e) of Rule X of the Rules of the Houss of Repre-
sexlzlta.tges, including House Rule XLIII, Clauses 1-3, and it
ishereby:

Rssog;ed, Thet the Committee shall proceed promptly to
hold a disciplinary hearing for the sole purpose of determin-

ing what sanction to recommend that the House of Repre-

sentatives impose on Representative Myers for these offenses;

and Be It Further

Resolved, That Representative Myers and his counsel shall

be promptly advised of this action and informed of the Mem-

s rights pursuant to the Rules of the Committee. [Myers

Exhibit Q.]

Pursuant to that Resclution, Special Counsel informed Mr. Myers
through his counsel that same day, September 16, of the two actions
of the Committee and notified him of his rights (Myers Exhibit N).
In addition, Special Counsel on the following day sent & letter (Myers
Exhibit O) to Mr, Myers’ counsel enclosing a copy of Special Counsel’s
Report, to the Committee.

n September 22, 1980, Mr. Myers filed with the Committee a motion
seeking reconsideration of his motion to defer the preliminary inquiry
or, in the alternative, to defer the Committee’s disciplinary hearing
(Myers Exhibit R). Special Counsel responded the following day,
urging that the motion for reconsideration be denied (Myers Exhibit
8). On September 24, the Committee denied Mr. Myers' motion.

At that seme hearing on September 24, Special Counsel reviewed
with the Committee certain evidence which had already been made a
part of the record before the Committee and which related to sanc-
tions. Special Counsel also presented oral argument. In addition, the
Committee heard evidence submitted by Mr. Myers’ counsel, consisting
of statements from Mr. Myers and Representative Austin J. Mlllf'Ph ,
as well as oral argument from Mr, Myers’ counsel. Transcripts of Mr.
Myers’ and Mr. Murphy’s testimony are attached.

B. THE COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDATION

The extensive evidence admitted at the Myers trial is summarized
in the Report of Special Counsel Upon Completion of Preliminary
Inquiry, which was received by the Committee and which is attached
to the instant Committee Report. Substantial testimony against Mr.
Myers was given by a number of witnesses, including agents of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and an informer. Numercus audio
and video tapes were presented at trial. In addition, the trial court
charged the jury that in order to conviet, it must find that Mr. Myers
received money at the time he was a public official in return for bei
influenced in his performance of an official act, and that he acted wit!
sgeciﬁc intent and in a knowing, willful and corrupt manner, Never-
theless, the Committee has based its own recommendation to the Honse

primarily upon the words of Mr, Myers himself. These appear in
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three forms: on video and audio tapes, in his testimony on his own be-
half at trial, and in his sworn statement before this Committee.

Mxr. Myers has admitted being asked by a friend—not by someone in
the Federal Government—to attend a meeting with a n&n Arab who
was willing to pa substantial sums of money te be introduced to ‘im-
portant people (}"I‘r. 2710, 2712) .* Mr. Myers admits he was told that
he himself would receive part of this money (Tr. 2711). He was told
that at the meeting, “immigration” might be discussed, because the
Arab “might have to try to come to America” (Tr. 2712). Mr. Myers
agreed to attend that meeting (Tr. 2713).

Mr, Myers has not denied that at the meeting he took an envelopé
containing $50,000 from & man whom he thought was a representative
of foreign Sheiks, but who in fact was an FBI undercover agent (Tr,
2739, 2741-2; Ex. 5A at E:.E 1, 29). Indeed, Mr. Myers to]d':ieis Com-
mittee that he thought at the time that the envelope contained $100,000
instead of $50,000 (AMpp. 1, p. 67).

Neither does Mr. Myers deny that he promised the purported rep-
regentative of the Sheiks, in return for the money, that at the appro-
priate time he would introduce private bills in s in order to
guarantes the Sheiks’ uninterrupted stay in this nountﬁy or at least to
delay their departure after they were gere., and would use his influ-
ence at the State Department to help bring about the same results. He
is shown on a videotape making these promises (Ex. 5A, pp. 3,4,8,7,9,
13-14,21), and he admitted before the Committee that he would have
promised the Sheiks’ representatives anything they asked (App. 1, pp.
86, 68).

Mr. Myers similarly does not deny that at a subsequent meeting he
expressed disappointment at having eventually received only $15,000
of the $50,000 originally handed to him, and that he themugn agreed
to an arrangement whereby he would be given not only the $£’):830
which he thought was still owed him, but an additional $50,000 for
promising to action on the “local” level in Philadelphia. The local
matters as to which the Sheiks a]l&gedlﬁ thought tl.];et:iv night have
future problems and as to which Mr. Myers promised his help in-
cluded dealing with the Mafia, the City Council, the port authority,
zoning authorities, and labor groups.*

Mr. Myers’ present defense to these acts, as it was at trial, is that he
was told In advance of the crucial meetings that he was about to engage
in play-acting and a charade, that he would never have to do anything
affirmative in return for the money except make the requisite promises,
and that the Sheiks would not even be coming to this country (e.g.,
Tr. 2712-18, 2717, 2718). In addition, he claims that he was intoxicated
during the meeting with the Sheiks’ representatives that occurred after
he was paid.® .

a%py " references are to the trial tramseript, attached as Appendix 3 to the Report of
Couneel Upon letion of Preliminary Inquiry. i
«B.g. Ex, TA st pp. 48, 61, 52, G4, 64635, B0-81, & , B8, 7, 114-115, 138, 142, 147
A , T2,

Hsﬂ}%}& lifgt la:‘iunl{r:eeﬂn the additlonal $85,000. The money apparently was to Imir;
been delivered on ?581’ _aa' 2, 1980, the day the ABSCAM investigation waa reported
the medig (sce Tr. 23704 4796, It shonld be noted, however, that he does not clalm to
have gaen {ntoxfonfed at the meeting when he was pald. or on at least three oecasions—
subsequent to the time he claimed to be {ntoxicated—when the same money transactions
were discussed (Bx. 8A : Ex. 04 ; Ex. 104).
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The Committee has found, as the jury apparently did, that Mr.
Myers’ story is inherently unbelievable and 3s contredicted by events
revealed in the tapes. Moreover, even if we were to accept Mr, Myers’
testimony at face value, we still would conclude that his conduct was
in violation of the most fundamental standards for Congressional
conduct. Mr, Myers has not explained why wealthy foreigners would
pay substantial sums of money in return for a wholly fictitious cha-

s if they knew it was a charade, or if they did not know it was a
charade, w y Mr. Myers was entitled to take these sums upon promis-
ing to use his influence in the performance of his official duties.

The Committee can only conclude—as the tapes conclusively show—
that Mr. Myers was sincere in his belief that he was dealing with per-
sons willing to pay for his influence as a Representative, that he took
money in return for promising to use that influence on their behalf,
and that he thereby acted corruptly, in violation of law, and in total
disregard of his duties and obligations as spelled out in Clauses 1
through 3 of House Rule XT.ITI.

The Committee fully recognizes that expulsion is the most severe
sanction the House can impose. The Committee does not make its
recommendation lightly. But the facts and circumstances of this ease
cannot be ignored or condoned. The evidence in this case-—a case based
not on hearsay, conflicting eyewitness accounts, inferences, and the
like, but upon the Representative’s own words and acts, recorded and
in person—is clear and convincing. That evidence demands the strong-
est possible Con, ional response.

is case, unfortunately, comes down to a blatant one of personal
greed being allowed to overcome a Representative’s sworn duty, a
case of trading & promise of votes and influence for money. The Com-
mittee submits that expulsion is the only Congressional sanction that
fits the crimes committed by Representative Myers.

Accordingly, the Committee recommends that the House adopt a
Resolution in the following form:

HOUSE RESOLUTION

Resolved, That, pursuant to Article I, Section 5, Clause 2
of the United States Constitution, Representative Michael J.
Myers be, and he hereby is expelled from the House of
Representatives.

L] » » » -

STATEMENT PURSUANT TO RULE XI, CLAUBE 2(1)(8) (A}

The Committee makes no special oversight findings in this report.
This report was approved by the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct on September 24, 1980, by a vote of 10 to 2.
* *

* * L ] L]



DISSENTING VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVES LEE H.
HAMILTON AND LOUIS STOKES

We respectfully dissent from the action taken today by our col-

1 es on the Committee.

ur dissent should not be considered in any way as an approval of
what Representative Myers did, as revealed in the trial transcript, the
-videotapes, and his own testimony before our Committee. (?n the
contrary, we find his actions reprehensible, and were we to have to vote
now on the merits of the sanction to be recommended to the Houss,
we might well join our colleagues who voted for expulsion. Our diffi-
culty arises because we do not believe, in good conscience, that the
Committee should be voting on the merits at this juncture in Repre-
sentative Myers’ criminal proeceeding,

We beg:: with & fact of history, Only three Representatives since
the foun: ghof the Republic have been expelled from the House, and
all three of those expulsions occurred in 1861. Surely if we are to take
this extraordinary step once more, after an intervening period of over
3 hundred years, we must do so with meticulous rd for the Rules
of the House, for commonly understood principles of criminal law, and
for prevailing concepts of fair play. The three previous expulsions
were based upon treasonous acts. No Member has ever been expelled
for any act less than treason. If we are to depart from that precedent,
it should be for extremely compelling reasons. Those reasons are not
present when the criminal proceedings against Mr. Myers are not
completed.

The Committee chose to proceed under Rule 14 of its Rules. Rule 14
instruets the Committee to conduct @ preliminary inquiry only if &
Member is “convicted.” In our view, Representative Myers has not been
convicted, because the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of New York has not yet found Mr. Myers guilty and stit!
has before it a motion raising serious questions relating to whether
Representative Myers was accorded his rights to due process of law.
His motion asking for a dismissal of his indictment on the grounds of
alleged governmental misconduct was timely filed, but the court was
unable to act upon the motion prior to trial. The court has stated,
however, that it will hold a hearing on the motion in due course and
will then issue & ruling either granting or denying it. If the court
grants the motion, the effect could be to vitiate entirely the very
‘conviction” that formed the basis of the Committee’s preliminary
hearing, At the least, a granting of the motion would result in & new
trial that in turn might or might not lead to another conviction. At the
most, a granting of the motion would not only overturn the conviction
but preclude another trial because of egregious governmental
misconduct, .

In our view, therefore, in no meaningful sense ean it be said that
Representative Myers has been “convicted.” On the contrary, he has

®)
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reached only the first milestone along a road of many junctions that
mi%ll:ilzaor might not lead to & conviction, .

ig Committee could thus find itself in the wholly untenable posi-
tion of having expelled a Member who has never been—and may never
be-—convicted of a crime,

There is & further problem with proceeding now under Rule 14.
That rule requires the Committee to review “the evidence” of the al-
le§ad offense. We cannot review sll of the evidence relating to the
offenses with which Representative Myers is charged because much
of that evidence has not yet been produced. At the due process hearing
atill to be held by the District Court, Representative Myers and his co-
defendants hope to develop evidence showing that they were, on
improper grounds, selectively tar, for investigation, that they
were lured into committing acts they had no intention of com-
mitting, that the government manufactured crimes which otherwise
would not have occurred, that the defendants were improperly selected
for prosecution, and the like. We do not even intimate, of course, that
these charges may have substance. We would merely point out that
a.btempting to prove them will necessarily result in the production of
“evidence” that relates to an “offense” under Rule 14 and that should
therefore be reviewed by the Committee.

There is a final reason why we believe that the Commitiee’s action
here not only violates the Committee’s own Rules but violate funda-
mental fairness to Mr. Myers. The Committee has acted during the
final weeks of its current session, and the expulsion Resolution will
to the Floor during the closing days before the House recesses and on%;
a few weeks before the general election. The political pressures on
Members to act, and to exﬁl-someone who admittedly engaged in
reprehensible conduet, will be overwhelming. We do not think this is
the atmosphere in which an issue of this magnitude should be decided.
The question before us requires cool and studied deliberation. The
integrity of the House is at stake, but so is a Member’s future, as well
as the rights of his constituents.

We reemphasize that we do not speak to the underlying merits ex-
cept to express our disgust with much of what was revealed to the
Committee. But whatever the ultimate decision should be with regard
to an appropriate sanction, that decision should not be reached under
the heat, glare and pressure of time and extraneous political

considerations,
Lxp H. Hamturon.
Louis StoxEs.



ArracemeENT 1 70 REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OrFiciar, Coxpucr

HEARING RE MICHAEL J. MYERS

WEDNEESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1980

Hovuse oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMmTTTEE ON STANDARDS OF QFFICIAL CONDUCT,
. Washington, D.C.

The committes met, pursuant to notics, at 9:30 a.m., in Room 2359-A,
Rayburn House Office Building, the Hon. Charles E. Bennett (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Representatives Bennett, Spence, Hamilton, Hollenbeck,
Preyer, Livingston, Fowler, Thomas, Stokes, Sensenbrenner, Rahall,
and Cheney.

Also present : E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr., Special Counsel for CSOC;
Allen R. Snyder, Assistant to Mr. Prettyman; Plato Cacheris, Attor-

Staff present : John M. Swanner, Staff Director.

The (gunm:u. The committee will come to order.

I recognize Mr. Prettyman.

Mr. Prerrymax. Mr. Chairman, members of the committes, there
are a couple of hmsekeai)ing matters before we begin.

First of all, there will be portions of tapes played today. There is a
Second Circuit order in effect which prohibits anyone from giving
physical access to these tapes to the megia for replaying on television
or 1n public.

I don’t know whether there is any equipment here which could pos-
sibly take these tapes and replay them, but if there is, I would suggest
that the Chairman direct that not be done.

The Crarrxan. They would be in contem‘f)t of court and might place
themselves in eriminal difficulties if they did.

MTr. PreTryaan. Yes, sir.

The Caamman, Everybody is on notice about that. )

I don’t think anybody intends to do that. There is this court decision
which I presume would lead to a contempt proceeding if anybody
made copies of this material that is being shown on the TV, or will be.

Mr. N. The second item is that we have had previously
identified and received by the committes Exhibits A through H, and I
would at this time like for the committee to receive the following
additional exhibits to complete our record.

As Exhibit I, Special Counsel’s letter to Representative Myers dated
February 22, 1980, informing him of his right to appear before the
committee.

(8)
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As Exhibit J, Mr, Cacheris’ letter to Special Counsel dated Febru-
ary 26, 1980 responding to that letter.

‘As Exhibit K, Judge Jacob Mishler’s order of July 11, 1980.

As Exhibit L, Special Counsal’s letter to Mr. Ni 1 of the Dspartr-
ment of Justice dated September 3, 1980 relating to notice under Judge
Mishler’s order.

As Exhibit M. Special Counsel’s letter to Mr. Cacheris of the same
date relating to the same matter. )

As Exhibit N, Special Counsel’s letter to Mr. Cacheris dated Sep-
tember 16, 1980 enclosing two resclutions passed by the committee

that day.

As E?;rhibit O, Special Counsel’s letter to Mr. Cacheris dated Sep-
tember 17, 1980, enclosing a copy of Special Counsel’s report.

As Exhibit P, the resolution passed September 16, 1980, by the
comunities relating to the motion to hold open the roceedm%a

As Exhibit Q, the resolution passed Se r 16, 1980 by the
committee relating to ending the preliminary inquiry and entering
the second phase of the disciplinary hearing.

As Exhibit R, the motion by respondent Myers for reconsideration
of his motion to defer the preliminary inquiry.

And, as Exhibit S, Special Counsel’s response to that motion.

I would ask that the committee receive those exhibits as part of the
record.

The CHARMAN. Any objection ?

Mr. Cacueris, No objection. They are all authentic documents.

The Cuamuman, Without objection, all are accepted into the record.
deEIDOt::lxunent.s marked Exhibits I through S were received into evi-

ce.

Mr. Prerryman. I would sug Mr. Chairman, that now might
be the proper time to take up what is Exhibit R, namely res ent,
Myers’ motion for reconsideration of the committee’s original ruling
not to defer the preliminary inquiry.

I have responded to that in some detail in writing, The committee
has received my nse. Unless there are questions, I would not
argue the motion omﬁy.

think it has been fully decided by the committee previously and
decided correctly, and I see nothing in the application by ondent
Myers that would change that, and, as a matter of fact.,r?ﬁem are
several items in his motion which I think support the position that
the committee has taken.

The CramMaN. Respondent Myers or his attorney, do you wish to
address this?

Mr. Cacueris, Yes.

I take issue with Special Counsel, I do not think the committee has
correctly resolved that issue.

None of the cases that have been cited both by us and by Special
Counsel have ever dealt with a situation that is vital in this case. In
every other case where there has been a determination of conviction,
it has come when there are post-trial motions pending, and while I do
not mean to be legalistic with this committes, }E think it is & poing this
committes should seriously consider. '
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You have awaited the trial of Mr. Myers as such before you pro-
ceeded for this phase one hearing. The fact is, the trial is not complete.
The trial is still pending before the District Judge, not just on the
matter of sentence, but on the matter of a hearing that is vital to the
rights of this Congressman,

ere are questions pending before the court as to why Mr, Myers
and other members of Congress were targeted, why they were brought
into this so-called ABSCAM investigation. The resolution of those
issues can well vacate the entire proceedings and the entire conviction,
and therefore I suggest to you, gentleman, that this proceeding could
be rendered a nullity.

This is not a question of a routine post-trial motion after convietion
awaiting sentence. This is a question vital to the concerns not only of
this congressman, but should be vital to the concerns of all congress-
men becsuse many nawmes were mentioned in the tapes that you have
probably seen.

Your rules, Rule 4, and you are the lawmakers, do not define what
a final conviction is. You failed to define what a final conviction is.

In every other instance where this committee has acted in re
to a congressman who has been convicted, it has always been subse-
quent to the trial and subsequent to sentence,

This case is being treated differently and is being treated unequally.
I again urge this committee to examine the record in this which is
replete and unequivocal that the trial has not yet been completed and
this committee 1s stampeding itself, for reasons I do not know, into

roceeding when this man’s rights have not been fully adjudicated
fore a court.

Mr. PrerryMaN. May I respond briefly, Mr. Chairman®

The Cuamman. Yes,

Mr. Prerryman. The committee waited until the end of trial so it
could see all of the evidence related te what this man did. The com-
mittee has now seen and read what this man did. The committee has
heard him say before the committee what he did.

What is now before the committee is the narrow issue of sanctions
relating to what he did. I submit that all of the evidence that is neces-
sary for you to decide that on your own, unrelated to future court
proceedings, is fully before you and that the committee can act.

My, Cacueris. May I respond to that, Mr. Chairman

The Crmammman. Yes. . .

Mr. Cacueris. This very committee delayed imposition of a dis-
ciplinary hearing on a congressman named Langley because Mr, Lang-
ley had a petition pending before the Supreme Court of the United
States.

Mr. Myers is in a far different position.

The Cuamaan. What year was that ¢ .

Mr. Cacreris, 1 don’t know the year. It is & matter of record in
your report in the matter of Representative Diggs. It is set forth on
page 145 and 146, L . .

The CHATRMAN. My only point is Rule 14 is a fairly new rule. That
is what we are operating under here, It would not really be very
pertinent unless it was after the passage of Rule 14,

T don’t remember a Congressman Langley since I have been here. I
have only been here 32 years.
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Mr. Cacuenis. Well, he is mentioned in your report. You were
Chairman of the committee,

The CraARMAN. It Was prior to the engctment of this rule?

‘The rule specifically says when there is a conyiction that the com-
mittee must determine that an offense was committed after looking at
the evidence in that trial and then it makes the decision on the basis
of that evidence that was submitted.

This is just a shorter procedure as a method of taking and getting
evidence.

In other words, when there is a conviction, they can look at the
evidence taken in that conviction, and Rule 14 allows them to proceed.

Mr. Langley was—I have been informed-—was a 19th Century
matter. It was long before the Rule 14 was enacted.

Mzr. Cacaerzs. But the fact still remains that the trial of Mr. Myers
is not completed, ’

In no instance has this commitiee acted, regardless of when, that
the trial is not completed.

The Cramaran, There is nothing in Rule 14 dealing with when the
trial is completed. It is merely a statement of whether there is a con-
viction or not,

Mr. Cacuzris, There is no definition of what a conviction means.

The Cramsan, This committee is going to determine what that is.

Mr. Cacrenis. I suggest the committee, since it waited for the com-
pletion of the evidentiary phase of the trial, should await the comple-
tion of the evidentiary p¥mse of the due process hearing which is still
pending before the very District Judge that heard the trial.

The CEAmmaN. The problem the committes will have on that, of
course, is that this cou]dp be years, There is8 no way of detsrmining it.

M. Cacuenis. That is not correct, sir. It will not be years. Tt will
not be a matter of n:?pesl. It is a guestion that is pending right now.

The .{ udge has indicated that he will set & due process hearing very
promptly.

The Cramman, Well, that is an editorial comment that it could or
could not be years, There is nothing that would prevent the Judge
from postponing it for years,

Mr. Cacueris. Yes, there is, sir, I disagree with you sincerely.

The Judge has stated on repeated occasions he will set the due
process hearing before a final sentenca in this case,

I suggest to you, sir, he will not wait for years in order to impose
a sentence in that case.

The CrarrMan. That is an editorial comment about what might
ha . I am talking about what could happen. What could happen
is that it could be for years,

Mr. Cacaznis. I disagree with you,

The Crammaw. Give me law on that.

Mr. Cacuers, Tt is not a question of law. It is a question of a Fed-
eral Judge stating in ﬁen court on the record thers will be 2 due
process hearing before this case is completed, It is not a question of

years.
Well, he didn’t say that, Mr. Chairman but it is obvious and implicit
that it will not be & D}uestion of years.
Mr. PrerrymaN, Mr. Chairmen, I didn’t realize we were going to
£o as long on this. May I say two things briefly ¥

E7-9386 O 40 2
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First of all, I was informed by the Judge’s office that the due
}:rocesa hearing would not be held until there was a consolidated

earing relating to three congressmen.

Therefore, everything depends on whether and when those other
trials take place. I disagree with my friend, Mr. Cacheris. That may
be some time. There is & much more important point.

In order to adopt his position, you would have to rule, in effect,
that the due process hearing is relevant to the determination in front
of you.

1 submit on the showing in my papers that it is not relevant, that
ou have seen and heard the evidence that is necessary for you to
etermine the matter before you today. :

It may be that the government acted improperly in some
fashion. It may be that the government has done something wrong
but that does not effect what we are about to ses on the screen and
what Mr, Myers has told us himself. On that you can act.

Mr. Cacaeris. If the government has done something wrong, and
if the government has acted improperly, I suggest to you this convie-
tion will be vacated.

That is the position we take.

You are basing your whole resolution on the basis of a conviction
that may be vacated and may be vacated not in a question of years,
Mr. Cheirman, not becanse——

The Cramman. It may not be years, but it is an undetermined
length of time. What I am saying is, it could be years. It could be
never. There is nothing that requires the J udge to do this.

Mr. Cacuenis. Oh, yes, there is.

The CEATRMAN. Whn.t.i :

Mr. Cacaeris. The Ju has committed himself. The law requires
him to held a due ing.

The CHARMAN. is what T am interested in. The law.

Mr. Cacurris. If you are interested in the law——

The Cramman. 1 would not have asked if I hadn’t been interested.

Mr. Cacueris. I say respectfully the Judge has stated there will be
2 due process hearing. That is unessailable. That can’t be contradicted.

The Cramman. No one is trying to contradict what the Judge said.
‘What I am interested in is what the law is.

Mr. Cacueris. The law is spoken by the Judge. In this case he has
spoken as to the law in this ease. There will be a due process hearing.

Mr., Livivgsron. Mr. Chairman

The Caamaran. Mr. Livingston ¢

Mr, LavingsroN. Counsel made the statement we are basing our
findings on the foundstion of the conviction, and I think that 1s not
entirely accurate in view of past proceedings. .

My understanding, I think, what counsel has pointed out, is that
our ings have been made on the basis of the conviction plus the
evidence that we have reviewed, and so wheatever the law finds in the
future with regard to procedures in this case, really has no relevance
whatsoever to our findings to date.

The Caamman, That 1s my view of the law,

Mr. Stokes? )

Mr. Sroxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I am concerned about the guestion raised by Mr. Cacheris with
reference to the fact that e trial is still ing. We are not in the
state of affairs where the question of appeal is being raised, but the
question of fact that & trial is still pending in light of the due process
hearing that is now pending. . .

I would like to have Mr. Prettyman address himself to that specific
question as to whether counsel 1s correct in the sense that trial has
not been completed due to the pending due process hearing. Secondly,
I would like to have him address himself to the question of the status
of any finding by this committee in the event that the Court does, as
a result of the due process hearing, hold that the convietion is invalid
and set it agide.

Mr. PrerTYMAN, Certainly. L.

In my view the trial has{)een completed. What we now have is, in
effect, 8 post-trial hearing, a hearing which could have been held
ahead of time except that it came too late.

It will be s hearing which will not address the merits of the trial
itself and, as a matter of fact, the Judge explicitly excluded at the
trial evidence solely on the due process points and said that he would
hear that himself ; not the jury, but the Judge would hear those ax‘%:;
ments himeself, maybe take testimony after trial that relates to t
conduct of the government which is all in the motion.

That is a typical post-trial hearing. of them occur ahead of
the trial, Some of them after, .

As a result of that motion and hearing, the Judge could determine
that the trial was vitiated and that there should be a new trial, or
he could hold that the trial was vitiated and the conduct of the govern-
ment was so bad that there could be no new trial.

My position is that, regardless of what the Government did, which
1s a problem really for the Judiciary Committes, the fact is that there
has been established a record both in court and before this committee,
which is complete.

Mr. Myers does net claim that he has ing further to say about
his basic story about what occurred here. We gave him every oppor-
tunity at our last meeting to give his story and he gave it.

As you will see shortly, I contend that this committes can act on
the basis of his story alone.

. Now, in my view, to answer your second question, a subsequent rul-
ing by the court vitiating the trial because of Government misconduct
would have ahsolutely no effect upon the action of this committee.

This committes can take evidence at any time that it wants to and
act upon it. It could have had Mr. Myers in here and asked him his
scuar without any trisl evidence.

e had the advantage of sworn testimony at the trial. We had the
advantage of tapes which are not going to be changed regardless of
what any judge says in the future,

We have the advantage of the congressman’s own story, and this
committes, I feel, has not only the right, but the constitutional duty
and the duty under its own rules to proceed promptly and now on
the basis of whatever it selects,

I would remind you the evidence that is in this volume was selected
as a result of a stipulation as to what would be relevant by counsel
for Mr, Myers and myself.
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Mr. CacuEris. May 1 respond to that? I take serious issue with my
friend, Mr. Prettyman. This is not a routine post-trial motion, This
1s a motion that was made at the threshold of the trial, pre-trial. The
Judge decided that it was a motion that did not require the jury’s
intervention, but he did also rule that it is & motion that will have
to be heard and it is a motion that will go to the very integrity of the
prosecution. I take a second issue with Mr. Prettyman that if the

udge were to rule that Mr, Myers was unfairly targeted by the
Government-and this will require evidence by Government agents—
that he could vitiate the entire proceedings, and I suggest to you it
would be akin to & supgression, and that this committee would not be
permitted to view evidence that had been suppressed in a judicial
setting because it would be evidence that was improperly gathered.

I don’t think this committee would do violence to the C%.nstitution
and hear evidence that was not properly admitted before a court.

The matter is still pending before the Judge. It is not a question of
Mr. Myers or his counsel raising a post-trisel motion; quite the con-
trary. ft is & motion that was raised well in advance of trial and went
to the integrity of the prosecution.

Mr. PrerTYMaN. Mr. Chairman, finally, just one more word: This
is not like a suppression of evidence motion. This is a so-called Twigg
motion. It goes to the conduct of the government. It claims the gov-
ernment acted so outrageously in setting up this scheme that the
government should not be allowed to prosecute these people.

That does not go to the basic integrity of this evidence. The evidence
will stand for all time, and this committee cannot ignore it.

Mr. Taomas. Mr. Chairman ?

The Cuamuran. Mr. Thomas?

Mr. Tromas. Is my a.ssumgtion correct that if the evidence had
been made available by the Justice Department and by the court
that the proceedings of this committee would have been initiated
earlier? That if the evidence had been made available prior to the
conviction, we would have been out of the process

My concern is that the timing is focused—defense counsel’s point
is focused on the timing of when we began. Rule 14 was available
only because evidence was not allowed—available to us until after
the conviction. Rule 14 is & convenience. Under our rules in other
sections we could have initiated proceedings if evidence had been
available, '

The Justice Department denied us access

Mr, Cacrerys. That is not correct, sir. Mr. Prettyman himself has
had the very tapes that he is about to play for you in advance of
trial, in advance of trial. It was not made available subsequent to trial.
He has had it for some period of time. He can give you the date. 1
think it was in June.

Mr. PrerryMan. 1 think, Mr. Cacheris, this is the point Congress-
man Thomas is making. It is a very one, This committee made
the deliberate decision not to proceed in advanece of trial simply be-
cause it did not want to jeopardize the prosecutorial process. But this
committes had the power to proceed in advance of trial, could have
subpoenaed the tapes and testimony, or—once it ﬂ the tapes and
testimony, it could have proceeded immediately. And I might say,
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if you will remember, we had some very heated discussions about
whether we should not do that. .
The committee decided that it would await the end of the trial sim-
ly so as not to jeopardize that prosecutorial process If we had, in
act, taken those tapes, taken that evidence, and proceeded with our
hearing,ul)xgw (!:ould we be hearing the kind of argument that we are
hearing today

Mr. Cacuenis, Since the committee decided to wait for the comple-
tion of the trial, my point becomes more significant. The triel is not
complete.

The CrammaN. Anyone want to ipcilllire further?

Mr. Seexce. Mr. Chairman, it might be well to point out that there
are differences in ethical considerations and the considerations you
have in the Federal court from the standpoint of a criminal trial.

As a matter of fact, even if one of the people involved in these
Abscam trials were aequitted, it would not mean that we couldn’t,
on our own, independently, determine these people have been guilty
of 1;}a[i:hma'cl Vid&ﬁo%‘i; Me. S

r. Cacugrys. That is correct, Mr.

I might point out to you that I th.l.nﬁh?s comittee’s assessment
of the evidence would be far different than what I think it is now.

The CEAIRMAN. Any further questions?

If not, es far as I am concerned, we can decide this in an open
meeting. You can have an executive meeting and discuss it if you
want fo, have a recess, everybody leave and come back later. But if
nobody has any objection, I would think we can vote on it right now.

The reguest is from the Special Counsel to—so the vote would be
on a motion by the—not by the Special Counsel, but by Mr. Myers.
So we have a motion by Respondent. Myers for recomsideration of the
motion to defer preliminary inquiry or in the alternative to defer
disciplinary hearing.

So the vote will come on whether we agree to that motion or deny
it. A yea vote will be in favor of the motion, a nay vote will be in
opposition to the motion being granted. ,

a won'’t divide it unless somebody wants to have it divided.

Call the roll,

Mr. SwanwER. Mr. Bennett?

The CrammMan. No.

Mr. SwaNNER. Mr. Spence?

Mr, Seexce. No.

Mr. Swanner, Mr, Hamilton?

[No responsa. ]

Mr. Swanxer. Mr. Hollenbeck?

Mr. HoLrLENBECE. No.

Mr. Swanyer. Mr. Preyer?

Mr. Prever. No.

Mr, Swanner, Mr. Livingston ?

Mr. Livinaston, No.

Mr. Swanner, Mr, Fowler?

Mr. Fowrer. No,

Mr, Swanver, Mr. Thomas?

Mr. THOMAS. No.
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Mr. Swanner, Mr. Stokes?

Mvr. S1ores. No.

Mr, Swanngr. Mr. Sensenbrenner?

Mr. SENsENBRENNER. No,

Mr. Swanyer. Mr. Rahali?

[No response.]

Mr. Swanner. Mr. Cheney ¢

Mr. Caeney. No.

Mr. Swanner, Mr, Chairman, 10 members answer no, 2 members
are ahsent. '

The CHATRMAN. Mr, Prettyman?

Mr. Prerryman. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the
committee has already had before it for about 214 weeks the relevant
evidence introduced at the trial against Congressman Myers. I will
certainly not attempt to re-present or re-review all of that evidence
today. I will not even attempt to sketch in the basic outlines of
Abscam itself. That story is too well known to the committes to bear
e kgow how this eadeavor bogan rogreses

[ w how this PAVOT , how it d, how it
culminated in unfortunate leaks to the press onPFa TU 2, 1980.
'We know Congressman Myers was convicted of three violations of
the United States Code, and what those offenses were.

My evidence today will primarily be part of three videotapes, some
of which the committee already gﬁn shown as 2 group. The
tape excerpts will last a total of about 45 minutes.

I must, however, give you s little background so as to put these
tapes in perspective. I apologize in advance for some of the language
that will be used both on the tape and by me. The language is not
mine. I don’t feel that this is the time to censor or sanitize what the
participants actually said.

Mr, Myers first surfaced—his name first surfaced in Abscam in a
recorded conversation on July 29, 1979 between Mr. Weinberg, the
informer, and Mr. Errichetti, the Mayor of Camden, New Jersey.
That is Exhibit 19A.

Mr, Errichetti brings up the name as someone for the sheiks’ men
to meet.

Then on August 5, 1979, at the lounge in the JFK A_ul-gort, Mr.
DeVito, an ercover FBI agent, Mr. Weinberg, Mr. Krrichetti
were recorded in Exhibit 1A ﬁ- Errichetti saying, “I have met
with Myers and I talked to him Jike I am talking to you.

me:{k.r' einberg says, We need a few days to get the cash out of the

Mr. Ermrcuerrr. He—meaning Myers—will do anything. Hs is

ing to be your fucking man period. Anything you want. Weinber;
g:s got to tell Yassir—one of the Arabs—when time comes I wi
sponsor anything you want, and Errichetti twice said, he'll say that.

Then on A 8, 1979 in Exhibit 2A at the Hyatt House in New
Jerslsy, Mr. Weinberg on Myers—I am arranging for money next
weelk.

Mr. Enrrcarrr. He'’s all set. He's all set.

Finally, on August 8, 1979, in Exhibit 44, ing between Mr.
Errichetti, Mr. Weinberg, and Mr. DeVito at the Hyatt House in
New Jersey,



7

Mr. WemveERe. Will try to push as fast as possible on Myers.

Mr, Errioserrr, He's ready, willing and able tomorrow morning.

Mr. DeVrro. He would have to introduce some kind of legislation,
right, some kind of bill or something. .

Mr. ErricaerTr. Whatever you say. I will naturally talk to Ozzie

rat.
That leads to the first tape, to the key meetmﬁ on August 22, 1979,
which was videotaped. It is a meeting between Mr. Myers; Mr. Wein-
berg, the government informer; Mayor Errichetti; and Mr. DeVito
or Mr. Amoroso, g.;iending upon which name this FBI agent is using.

If you would turn to Tab 1 in the book in front of you, you
ean follow the portion of the tape that will now be played.

[Videotape 1 was shown.] .

. Mr. Prerryman, If the committee would now turn to Tab 2, which
is part of the same tape, Exhibit 5A.

he CeamRMAN. I am not trying to cut you short, but of course
the committee already heard everything we just now heard. You are
just amlg)hs.sizing itt

Mr, Prerryman. T am, your Honor. I think the{l are key to the
discussion today. There are other parts you have not heard as & group
that are coming up.

Mr. Cacaerrs. I move to exclude all of it on the basis of redundancy.
You have heard it all in its completeness. These are excerpted versions.

The Cramscan. It will be allowed in, We are kind of busy. We
have heard it once. I certainly want to hear enything you is
pertinent. You go ahead as you wish.

[Videotape 2 was shown.]

Mr. Prerryman. If you turn to Tab 3.

The Cuamman, Of course, I realize after having said what I said
that the other hearing we had was not in front of the public, so it
is of value. In other words, the public is seeing what we are seeing,

Mr. Fowren. I think you ought to emphasize to counsel and to Mr,
Myers that though we could cut our Special Counsel’s part short any
time that we desire, because we have heard it, it is certamly not going
to cut their side short.

The CHATRMAN. No.

Mr. Fowrer. You can hear anything you want to hear or anythi
you want shown, if you feel this is incomplete in any way, co ,
and want the full tapes. Then I think the chairman would say you
have the right to have it.

Mr, Caceeris, What is not being shown, of ecourse, is what would
have been developed through amgue process hearing. That is not
available.

The Cuairuan. That isn’t in the film, I don’t think.

Mr. Cacuegis. Of course it isn’t. That is the point. That is why the
case isstill pending before a Federal judge.

[Videotape 8 wasshown.] .

Mr. Prerryman. The Committee will recall that there was evidence
to the effect that althou%} Mr. Myers was given $50,000 in that en-
velop, Mayor Errichetti, Mr. Criden and his partner skimmed $35,000
off of the top of it, so by the time Mr. Myers got back to Philadelphia
and received his packet, it contained only $15,000.
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We move now to January 24, 1980. On that date in a meeﬁ.}:ﬂrwith
FBI agent Wald, using the name Cohen; Mr. Criden; Mr. ido-
polos, using the name of Mr. Poulos; another FBI agent, Mr. Myers
promises to use his influence and connection to take care of the Mafia
the Philadelphis City Council, the Philadelphie. Port Authority, all
zoning problems, labor, unions and such miscellaneous items as in-
surance and the Poconos.

However, the parts of this tape I want you to hear relate to Mr.
Myers’ complaint that he ended up with only $15,000 of the money
that had been promised to him. I would appreciate the committee
t to Tab 4. That is Exhibit No. TA.

Mr. Cacueris. May I make an observation?

The committee made this point last time I appeared here, that the
tape he is about to play was ruled by the judge not to be an act of
conspiracy and it was taken away from the jury on that basis. You
notice what Mr. Prettfms,n has said to you, that these matters were
strictly local, not involving the congressionsl office of this Congress-
man.

Mr. PrerryMax. Mr. Chairman, the court allowed the jury to see
and read the tape of January 24 for the specific purpose of helping
the jury to determine Mr. Mgrers’ state of mind on August 22. Those
were his instructions. Therefore, I think they were equally relevant
to 'ti‘hiﬁmmmitt.ee as to what Mr. Myers’ state ofy mind was,

ab 4,

mideotape 4 was shown. ]

. PrerTYyMaN, If the committee would now turn to Tab 5, please.

[Videotzpe 5 was shown.]

Mr, Prerryman. If the committee would now turn, please, to Tab 6.

[Videotape 6 was shown.]

Myr. Prerrraan. If the committee would now please turn to a brief
section on Tab 7. .

[ Videotape 7 was shown. ] .

Mr. Prerryman. And on Tab 8, a brief section.

[Videotape 8 was shown.]

Mr., AN, Finally, if the committee would please turn to
Tab 9.

This, incidentally, is a different meeting of January 25, the next day
between Mr. Myers, Mr. Wald, Mr. Haridopolos, that occurred the
day after the meeting that you have just been listening to.

Efideotape 9 was shown.]

r. PreTTYMAN. In regard to this money problem, I think the Con-
man best put it to this committee w}{en he szid, “I got screwed
out of what I was told I would get.”

In two telephone conversations with Agent Cohen after that Janu-
ary 25 meeting that you have just heard a portion of, Congressman
Myers once again raised the issue of the money that was due him and
he was promised the full amount. . .

Finally, Mr. Wald testified that Mr. Haridopolos would be going
to Mr. Myers’ home on February 2nd to deliver $85,000 to him. That
was $35,000 to make up for the money Mr. Myers had not received
from the original $50,000 and another $50,000 in return for his addi-
tional promises made on January 24th.
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As you know, Abscam broke in the press on February 2nd, and no
additional money delivery was, in fact, made. .

Mr, Chairman, that evidence along with all that the committee has
reviewed to date is all that I believe 1s necessary, taken with Congress-
man Myers’ own testimony before the committee, to present for pur-
poses of this sanction hea.ringM . . )

As I understand it, after Mr. Myers presents his testimony, I will
be given an gpportunity to sum up for the committee.

’ﬁm CHARMAN. Yes.

You are through, then, temporarily

Mr, PreTTYMAN. Yes, sir,

The CrarrMaN. Mr. Myers and your counsel, do you have any pres-
entation you would like to make with rewfnrd to the sanctions aspect !

Mr. Cacueris. Yes, I would like to call two witnesses very briefly.

The first is Congressman Austin Murphy who is here and would like
to address the committee. And with leave of the committee, I would
like him to sit right here and make his statement.

Do you wish to swear him ¢

The CaAIRMAN. Yes, I do.

[Witness sworn.]

The CHARMAN You may proceed as you wish.

TESTIMONY OF HON. AUSTIN J. MURPHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Muzemy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I have, of course, as all Members of Congress in recent days heard
of the proceedings here and have read considerable about it in the
papers. This is the first time T have seen the direct evidence, of course.

he matters that we hear rumored on the floor, of course, the com-
mittee is going to take rather severe action, a possible expulsion of

r. Myers, :

As 8 lawyer and as a constitutional lawyer, 1 feel very strongly
about the office of Congress and I believe that with the history that
we have had in our country for 200 years, having only expelled Mem-
bers for treason, and that although committees of Con, have at
times recommended expulsion, exclusion, that treason alone has been
punishable by expulsion.

I feel very strongly that in sll of our individual districts the will
of the electorate must supersede, must have preécedence over our own

ersonal feelings. And I must say that I developed some different
ings this morning, having watched the tapes twofold.

I do believe that what I saw and heard this morning, that as a Con-
E::mman I would want to see my calleague, Mr. Myers, disciplined,

t I also feel strongly that safeguards that the people have in an
elected Congress must be protected by this committee,

I might feel differemtly, I might feel stronger, let’s say, if there
had been anything except talk. tapes appeared tc me, besides
being—I might say—disappointing as a colleague of Mr. Myers, the
also seemed to indicate to me that he was trying to con someone
that all of his actions were talk, And as I understand the testimony,
he has never committed an act in the Congress or an act to the City
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Council or used his official office to do other than attempt to con the
conners.

I think that that is some mitigating circumstance in his favor,

I also believe that this commttee, if it disposes the Myers matter
today—which we expect that it will—should not dismiss the matter
entirely. T think this committee should look beyond why Mr, Myers
and six or seven or ten or twenty other Members of Congress have
been targeted for some scam, why are individuzl Members of an elected

o1 s chosen for special probes? Why are they invited in to par-
tlcipate in what otherwise would be an illegal operationf '

t strikes me that what if & member of this committee votes for
Mr. Myers or what if meself, a Congressman from Pennsylvania,
speaks on hig behalf? Do I now face an executive %robe because I have
had the courage to voice my opinion? Does the FBI now target me
for some special action?

It is my understanding that in subsequent testimony a member of
your committee was going to be targeted for a contact and that many
-other Members of Congress, for what reason—and T think these are
the reasons that we as & Congress must look into,

I shudder to think what might happen—and to the reporters we
have it may make an interesting final hook—what might hap!:uen if
sorlggda d:n,]';]l:;i;f e:hewtgm on the Sc(fIIm and says that, “I a.nl:
tired o ing with an ongress and I am going to get en
of them that I will be able to d&stm?r:hat instit,ut.iogr?. II'[lgwi]ﬁ?:t a gl:lgn-
dred of them indicted and they will ail make moves against each other
and I will dissolve that Congress and the people will agree with me.”

He could use tremendous powers to do that. I don’t know whether
it could succeed, but it makes an interesting fiction.

I do believe from what I saw this morning that Mr. Myers should
be disciplined. I didn’t believe that before I walked in this room, but
T also would encourage you, my colleagues, to consider that discipline
as Jess than expulsion, )

‘What would happen to we Members of the 96th Congress if we expel
him and your later probes or the due process conduct of court proceed-
in ints out that there were tremendous illegalities under our con-
stitutional law committed by our Government, your and mine¥ Then
what do we do in coming years as we retire from this body and think
that we expelled a Member whose due process under our very Con-
stitution was violated ?

I, as one Member—although I think some of the statements were
reprehensible—I, as one Mo&ar, don’t want te carry that burden with
me.

What if other Members who are undergoing trials now or will be are
found not guilty ? I realize that we, you and I, have the responsibility
to weigh whether those Members should continue to serve in Congress
or whether or not they should be disciplined or censured for the state-
ments that they made or acts, if any acts are proven, but I think there
are soveral reasons that I still go back to my very strong feeling that
only the people in & given congressional district have the right to select

who they want here to n
if thi 50 bad that we felt that only Christians should
be represented or only Republicans should be represented or that
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only Communists should be represented or only certain groups should
be r{: resented m Confrem because we would be in the majority ?

I think it is up to the people to decide. I think that the censurs, the
disciplinary action that you would take, you have to consider is the
matter y disposed of ¥ It is not until all Members who are impli-
cated are ¢ried, it is not until the due process hearing is concluded.

What if in & new trial or in the due process hearing some missing
tapes that I read about in the paper are found and there is greater com-
plicity shown on behalf of government ts than what we know now?

‘Whet if there is & now trial? What if there is a reversal )

Al of these things you and I will have to share the burden of in the
coming years. i

I did want to say—and it was my intention not to get into 2 disser-
tation—but merely to state that I have known Mr. Myers for approxi-
mately 10 years, 1 served 6 years of those 10 in the Pennsylvania Leg-
islature, I 1n the Senate, Mr. Myers in the House. I got to know him.
served four years in Congress with him, I know him and his family.
Hoe sits next to me on one of our committees.

For what benefit it might be to my colleagues on the committes, I
always found him during those 10 years to be honorable, to conduet
himself in a proper manner in the Pennsylvania House and here in
Congress until T heard a lot of dietribe and a lot of talk of him
attempting to con someone on the tapes this morning. I would have
not thought that possible,

I do hope that you, as my colleagues, will seriously consider that—it
is my understanding only three of our Members have been expelled,
and for treason. Barroom talk, boasting statements, even vulgar state-
rﬁgn‘bé:re not the carrying out of an act against our country or against
this Con,

I think for those boastful, bragging, conduct that my col-

‘league should be disciplined by us, but I think we should also attempt
to pratect the very Constitution that said we should have an elected
Congress and allow the electorate in the First District of Philadel-
phia to take out what they will on Mr. Myers because he is here to
represent. them,

ank you. If you have any questions, Mr. Chairman, members, I
would be very hnp}gnbo answer them.

The CHAIRMAN, questions?

Mr. Sensenbrenner

Mr, SensensreNNER. Congressman Murphy, vou indicated in your
statement that you believe that the ultimate judgment should be ren-
dered by the voters of the First District of Pennsylvania.

Given the fact that the U.S. Court of Apveals for the Second Cir-
cuit has prohibited the news media from showing the. tapes on TV
that we have witnessed here today, how would the voters of that con-
gressjonal distriet be able to reach a fair and unbizsed judgment with-
ont having that information ¢

Mr, MurerY. 1 would suppose that as a voter of that district X
would have probably read, with greater interest, all of the newspaper
stories on the trials and all of the statements it is my understending
were fully printed in the Philadelphia newspapers. Not in our Pitts-
burgh papers. I am from the western part of the state. We read ex-
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cerpts or summaries. We were not benefitted by the day-to-day trial
coverage. This is the first time I heard any actual trial testimony.

I would think the voters of that district, as the voters of your dis-
trict, or the voters of mine, would know us, and knowing us would
be extremely interested in reading the entire matter. .

I would suppose that the Philadelphia—I see that. It is a consid-
erable amount.

Mr. SEnsENBRENNER. One further question, Mr, Murphy.

You, yourself, have testified that your impression of Mr. Myers’
activities substantially changed since you saw the videotapes here
this morning. Since your impression of Mr. Myers’ activities sub-
stantially changed after viewing the tapes, don’t you think that the
voters’, in that congressional district, impression miﬂxt change if
they had an opportunity to view the videotapes on Philadelphia TV

T. MureHY. I would suppose that if I had previous]¥ read the
full coverage, as I understand—I saw one or two issues of the Phil-
adelphia papers. I didn't have time to read them, I think that all of
the matters that were there were certainly covered in those news ac-
counts. I just didn't have time to read them.

I would hope that his electorate, who are responsible for his repre-
sentation here, would have taken that opportunity.

Mr, SensEnBRENNER. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman.

The CaHATRMAN. Mr. Livingston

Mr. LavivesToN. Mr. Murphy, I would like to commend you on your
presentation, I thought you did exceptionally well, but I would like
to question you on a couple of things you said,

You said after seeing the tapes, you have described Mr. Myers’
conduct as being reprehensible. You saw ell of the tapes, did you, this
morning ¢

Mr. MorraY. I saw all that were shown here.

Mr, LivinosToN. Then, in effect, you saw the depiction of Mr. Myers’
acceptanice of a package and later his admission that he received
$15,000 in cash ; is that correct !

Mr. Mureny. That is correct.

Mr. LavinesToN., And iyou heard his requests for an additional $85,-
000 in cash ; is that right ¥

Mr. Moreny. That is right.

Mr. LiviNesToN. And you heard his claims that he was receiving
that money in return for certain official acts, either in the Congress
or out; is that correct$

Mr. Murery. I heard him boast that he would—that he was so im-

ortant he could do certain things. I do belicve that the thing that has

llen short in the matter, in all of the matters, in all of our Members
who have been so implicated, is there is apparently no evidence that
anyone did anything except boast, and I must look beyond that.

What were they told before they entered the room{ Were they told
to pound their chests and lay it on the line as to how important they
were and they could get a gratuity § . .

If that is what was done, then I think that we should discipline a
Member, but that unless he used this office here on the Hill, that we
should allow his electorate to determine whether or not they want
him h.“l
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Mr. LivingsToN. Mr, Murphy, on the basis of your presentation here,
T would have to say that you have probably tried a number of cases
in court, have you not {

Mr. Murruy. I have. )

Mr. LivinasTox. And in the course of those trials, it has been pointed
out that an overt act in completion of a conspiracy can be made not
only by the performance of a defendant’s portion of the contract but
})y a;oept.mce of the gratuity, by acceptance of the money; isn’t that a

act

Mr, Muoreuy. That is correct.

Mr. LivinestoN. In this case Mr. Myers accepted the $15,000 and
requested an additional $85,000% . . .

. Murery. And I look at a crime against this Congress with some
difference than I look at a crime that is on——commission of a crime
on the statute books,

If the conviction is, let’s say, upheld, if Mr. Myers would have come
here and introduced legislation, and he would have contacted mem-
bers of our delegation, as he boasted he could, to further those legisla-
tive aims, then I think I would feel stronger than I do.

Mr, LivingsToN. But you deny that he accepted the $15,000 or that
he requested an additional 85 ¢

Mr, Murery. I can’t deny that,

Mr. LivinesToN, Thank you much.

The CEARMAN. Mr. Hamilton

Mr, Hammron. Mr, Murphy, I appreciate your statement this morn-
ing. I know it wasn’t an easy task for you,

r. Murrry. No, it certainly wasn

Mr. HamrwroN, All the members of the committee, I think, appre-
ciate that.

You state that you don’t think we should expel Mr. Myers, but
you do think we should discipline him. What kind of discipline aetion
would be satisfactory, do you think ¢

Mr, Moreny. I believe that the same that was taken against Mr.
Diggs. I was here in that time. I have only been here three years and
nine months. I think that that discipline would perhaps be proper
discipline.

Mr. Hammeron, Do you see some combination then of censure and
perhaps a fine and reducing some privileges of the member?

Mpr. MoreaY. T s sure——

My, Hammron. I want to get the direction.

Mr. Mureny. It would be difficult to say a fine. I think in the Diggs
matter is was actual co ional funds that were involved. In this
case it is government funds, unfortunately, involved.

I woulﬁosa,y that our action here should be to place him in the well
and under that embarrassment that I have seen two or three members
in my time go through. That is, to me—I wouldn’t want to face it.

I wouldn’t even want to face a censure by my colleagues,

My, Hammwron. Thank you.

The Caamman. Other questions?

Mr, Stokes?

Mcr. Stoxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Murphy, I too want to associate myself with the remarks of
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others and commend you upon the presentation you made here this
morning. )
You raise in my mind the question regarding the constitutionality of

what has taken place, particularly the due process aspect.
I this is what is to some degree dzpsturbing to me. I under-
d, of course, thet the due process hearing is still pending; that that
haar}::tg may well vitiate the action taken in the , overturn the
conviction.

Woe all understand that at times the conduct of the government can
be so outrageous as to require the court under due process to set aside &
hearing—such 2 conviction, but here where no due process evidentiary
material has been presented to our committee, we are in a very diffieult
E:smlon in terms of being able to speculate es to what may or may not

ct"re occurred with reference to the outrageousness of the government’s
action.

How do we, in the absence of some presentation on the question of
due process, and how do we apply the due process aspect?

Mr. Murery. Well, I think perhaps, Mr. Stokes, 1 was leading to
that when I opened; that I hope your disposition of Mr. Myers or of
any other individual implicated in this would not end this commnittee’s
desire in the service of a free Congress to inquire as to how certain
members of this elected bodgls,m targeted for the invitation.

One part of the tape, I did hear this morning, Mr. Myers said, “I
didn’t walk in just off the street,” or something like that.

He alluded to the fact that he had been invited there.

I read—a friend of mine—1I served with one of the members of
Philadelphia in the State House 20 years ago.

Some old colleagues of ours sent me Mr. Schwartz’ testimony last
week. In the Schwartz testimony, the Federal investigators on three
or four separate occasions mentioned, “Can you get Myers and
Leaderer in#”

So this is why I think that our committee owes it to our govern-
ment and our sysbem of rnment to inquire into the very nature
of the investigation of Lﬁvg(}AM, as the Federal government has

it,

T think we should be as interested in preserving our constitutional
form of government as we are in disciplining members who would
violate our code of conduct, and I am too interested in that.

I commend this committee. I wouldn’t want to serve in your shoes,
believe me. But I also believe that you have the additional responsi-
bility to go back into it. )

I izwe heard rumors—and I haven’t read it—but that a member
of your committee was %;:eing to be invited in and that a colleague
in ]{]8 state was going to be invited in; that a colleague of the Chair-
man’s from his state delegation was going to be invited in.

Why? Why or what were they being tested fort

I think this is just as important as disciplining a member who has
a boastfu} or vulgar attitude in a barroom, & public place, or a private

Mr. Teoumpsox. Mr. Chairman .
The CHARMAN. I would like to observe that the probabilities are
this committee would not have jurisdiction.
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It would be the Judiciary Committee that would have jurisdiction.
We do not have oversight over the Judicial Department.

I will discuss that with my eo]lenﬁuaa on that committee. They feel
that our charter does not include that, and I think that is on solid
ground, Their eharter does include that.

The Judiciary Committee could do that.

Anybody else? Mr. Thomas?

Mr. Tromas. Mr. Murphy, you indicated that a gratuity was ac-
cepted and there was no overt acts committed and that it was a crime
against Congress. )

Mr. Murery. No. I said—I didn’t say no overt acts were committed.

:I indicated that no official act was taken. I think there is where I
draw a thin line of distinetion.

Mr. Taodmas. As an admitted non-attorney—and it has been estab-
lished as a member of this panel in earlier cases that I am an ad-
mitted non-attorney~—that thin line that you just drew in my opinion
becomes completely obliterated when the two of us sit here and ask
what it is that we have in common that the people out there don’t.

Ultimately the only thing we have in common is the fact that the
people put their trust in us; that they have elected us to a position of
maponmbilit&r; that we are members of Congress, and that you talked
about upholding the Constitution, to stress the constitutionality.

Article I, Section 2, says that we are elected by the people of the
several states. It also says in Article I, Section 5, that the members of
the House can discipline their own members. .

You indicated possible threats and scenarios to representative gov-
ernment. In my opinion, Mr. Murphy, the greatest threat to represent-
ative government is the destruction of the bond, the destruction of the
trust that makes representative government work. That trust between
the elected member and the electorate, That is the greatest threat to
representative government, Any time, in any of those proceedings, Mr.

ers could have said no.
r. PrEYER. Mr. Chairman{

The CrATRMAN, Mr. Preyer?

Mr. Pagxer. Very briefly.

1, too, want to commend you, Mr. Murphy, for the effectiveness of
your testimony and for your courage in offering it.

On the question of sanctions,atfe comparison with the Diggs case
has been brought up. Wouldn’t you agree that the Diggs case, in terms
of criminal Jaw, was more analogous to embezzlement while this case is
more analogous to bribery ¢

That is, In the Digps case he was not charged with, in effect, selling
his vote. He was charged with a serious offense, extorting money from
his employees; but that was not an offense at the level of selling one’s
vote, and that, therefore, wouldn’t you say that this was a more serious
offense than the Diggs case?

Mr. Mureny. I would think, Mr, Preyer, that if Mr. Myers had
carried out any of his bossts, I would fully agree with you, but I think
that it lacked the final element in the commission of a violation of his
office by the fact that he was just boesting or bragging, telling how
influential he was and never doinﬁ anything about it.

Mr. PrevYER. And, of course, it doesn’t meet your argument that the
only grounds for expelling a member traditionally has been treason
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and you contend that that should remain the grounds, a erime against
the country !

Mr. Morexy. Yes. I think a crime against the country, of course, is
the ultimate, in my opinion, especially of a member of our government.

E{hﬁ gmnaiv[ Mﬁ Fo}\:]er?

r. Fowrer. Mr. Murphy, let me join my colleagues in commending
K:u. Not to be repetitious, but because we genuinely feel it. I don’t
know anybody who serves on this committee that wouldn’t rather be
in other places. It is difficult.

We do it because we were asked and felt like somebody had to do it,
but far more difficult for you to come in voluntarily.

These proceedinis were made doubly difficult not only because of
the human factor, but because of the fact that the lawyers are acting
like lawyers and trying to preserve every constitutional privilege for
Mr. Myers thet he is entitled to.

About half of us up here are lawyers and the other half are not
lawyers. We lapse into these arguments of legality and due process
which are certainly appropriate because, again, we are trying to stick
to the letter of the constitutional law, but, as you recognize, and also
Mr. Myers, we are not a court ; and, as you heard this morning, we made
the decision to—in order to really bend over backwards in fairness to
Mr. Myers, that we allow the court J)roceedings go first rather than
do our own investigation, call up evidence that might jeopardize him.

Having said that, there is one—and listening very carefully to the
defense this morning—and having heard Mr. Myers testify on behalf
of himself the other day, the defense continues to be that in some part,
in a large part in your testimony this morning, is the fact that there
had not—nothing had—nothing was fulfilled ; nothing was done after
what you termed to be the boasting.

The other part of the law, not the criminal law, but the contract
Jaw, is what doesn’t seem to want to go away from this case.

‘We are just talking to you as one lawyer to anether now. In contract
law it takes nothing but three elements, I think you will agree: That is,
offer, acceptance, and consideration. Whether or not that contract
is ever fulfilled is irrelevant to the making of the contract.

That is the difficulty, the real difficulty of many of us here, I would
sey, quite apart from the—what we have seen on the tapes; that Mr.
Myers came before us on his own volition and admitted to accepting
the consideration, admitted to his acceptance of what was being of-
fered and that we have before us an offer, an acceptance and & consid-
eration, the making of a contract, which—whether it was fulfilled or
not—seems to hold no relevance,

This started out to be & question. I am just musing out loud for you
the difficulties of this choice.

. Anything you have to say with that analogy, I would be happy to
h

ear,

Mr. Murery. Thank you. I think I was doing the same to you, so you
are allowed to do the same for me, go off on a dissertation.

I think you are perhaps right that in contract, that would form u
contract. However, I would say that that is why T feel, se_:emgi)the tapes
this morning, that Mr. Myers should not escape discipline, but that I
think I address my entire remarks to expulsion, and that the con-
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spiracy, as one of the members mentioned, and your contract of
conspiracy that you have just outlined, if the court ultimately finds
Mr. Myers guilty, the question we still have to ask ourselves is that does
that violation warrant us denying the people of the First District of
Philadelphia their seat in the &)ngress?

Short of the fact that he didn’t use the office to perform any act that
would-—use the official act; I think this is where I—I guess I draw a
very thin line.

I do believe that the facts you have laid out require us to discipline
him, absolutely require us to.

Mr. Fowrzr. If the evidence shows that Mr. Myers voluntarily en-
tered into a contract to use his office to—on behalf of these people, if he
voluntarily entered into a contract in which he promised his vote in
advance, what should the sanetion be, in your opinion, as a member of

Co];lfmas?

r. MorpHEY. I would think he should be fully censured in the well
of the House for what has happened. If he would have delivered that
vote, if he would have urged others of us to join in that conspiracy,
then I think he would have carried out a greater act against the

Conﬁness
The CaatrmaNn. Any other questions or comments, things relating to
this witness?

‘We do now have to %o

Myr. Trodas. Very briefly.

Mr. Murphy, I do want to thank you because you have been a sound-
ing board for us. We have these deliberations among ourselves, It did

an act of courage for you to come down as a sounding board.

Based ug‘on the tapes that you just saw, you reiterated that the peo-
ple of the First District of Pennsylvania have to be heard. Would you
say it is a fair statement that, based upon the tapes that we saw, that
the people of the First District of Pennsylvania don’t necessarily own
Mr, Myers’ vote? It is the highest bidder.

The Crarman. Do you want to answer that question ?

Mr. Murery, No.
MThti1 (?Jn.muurr. Anybody have anything further to ask Mr.

urphy

If you don’t, we will come back with the next witness.

Then we won’t have Mr. Murphy come back. You have another
witness,

‘We will recess until we cast this vote.

[ Recess taken. )

The CaarrMAaN, The committee will come to order.

I believe there is another witness that you have?

Mr, Cacuerss. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Myers would like to make s statement,

Again, committee council has been advised of our presentation. I as-
sume the committee is aware of that,

The CHATRMAN. Of what?

Mr. Cacuzria, Of what we intended to present today.

The Cramman, Well, you can p as you desire regardless of
whether I know what you are going to do or not.

I don’t know that I know what you are going to do.

67-936 0 80 3
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Mr. Cacreris. What I am saying to you, sir, is T have advised com-
mittes counsel how we are going to proceed.

I merely assume the committee wonld be aware of the advice I gave
the committee council,

The CHARMMAN, We are at least legally advised. Go ahead.

Mr. Myzrs. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I think the—what you say today on tape certainly
I don’t deny that, never did, never intended to.

I told the jury the same thing. The problem with this case is what
you don’t see off the tape.

Before T o to the meeting on August 22d, I think Mr. Prettyman
mentioned that my name first came up sometime around July 29th
when my name was first mentioned by Mavor Errichetti,

Mzayor Errichetti mentions my name without me even knowing
about Mayor Errichetti mentioning my name.

T didn’t talk to Mayor Errichetti about this matter until the day
that we went to New York on Augnst 22. So the hooks were out there
long before T even talked to Mr, Errichetti about going up to New
York and meeting with the representatives, or the sheik whom I was
sugposed to meet.

first was told about the bogus sheik by councilman Lewis Johanson
who had met on this boat that was mentioned down in Florida. Of
course, that conversation was not taped.

The FBI had the facilities there to tape, but for whatever reason,
they didn’t record those conversations.

Mr. Johanson represented a gentleman in Atlantic City who was
trying to sell a hotel, and Mr. Johanson was told that the Arabs were
(i)nlt.eresbed in buying this hotel, a legitimate transaction in Atlantic

ity.

He went down to Florida on the boat, and when he went down there
he took with him a feasibility study ; he took with him the architectural
plans; he took with him an agreement for sale, and the whole pro-
posal about this hotel complex.

Now, what the government done was lead Mr. Johanson that they
were interested in this deel, this was exactly how they wanted to spend
this money in America,

He thought this, of course, was the biggest opportunity in his
lifetime. His law firm, him and his partner, stood to make a 2.5 million
dollar commission on this transaction. He explained to me that he
would retire and this would be his retirement nest, this commission
that his firm stood to make.

So all of this is not on tepe. What Mr, Johanson went down to
meet with these Arabs, in a legitimate deal.

After they get him all keyed up and all thrilled about this great
opportunity for him and his firm, then they say they want to meet
some important people. That is how I come into the act. Olm{!

Mr. Johanson, who is a very close friend of mine, a politicai ally in
the city, who has recently helped me in elections, came to me and told
me how important this deal was to him. '

So, when I agreed to meet with the Arabs, T did it for basically——

The CaamMaN. Before you go any further, so far what you have
said is introductory. You Wwere sworn once in this case. You haven’t
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been sworn again today. In order to make it according to Hoyle, 1
think at this point I should swear you.
[Witness sworn.]

TESTIMONY OF HON. MICHAEL J. MYERS, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

The Cuamman, What you have said this afternoon, all of that is
the truth too?

Mr. Myens. Absolutely.

‘When Mr. Johanson tells me about this legitimate deel in Atlantic
City, tells me about the cornmission he is going to make and tells me
that the rich Arabs were willing to pay his law firm a hundred thou-
sand dollars if he would introduce E].m to some important f)eople S0
at that point in time it sounded to me like a fairy tale. I couldn’t
believe someone would pay that kind of money to meet an important
person. I told Lou that.

1 said, Lou, are you sure about this group? Are they for real?

He said, well, I will tell you what we done. We checked their finan-
cial status out 1n Chase Manhattan Bank up in New York. We were
told Abdul Enterprises, that was their trading name, had $400 million
on deposit in Chase Manhattan Bank, in that one bank,

He seid they were told that by one of the bank executives. That
information later came out in my trial and one of the FBI agents
told the court that he had instructed the bank to give out that false
information to anyone checking into Abdul Enterprises.

At thatIpoint in time, when Lou tells me this, Lou is an honorable
man who 1 certainly believed. I figured this is true.

Now, besides the hotel deal in Atlantic City, they want to invest
millions of dollars in my district, within my eity. So I agree to go to
the meeting to meet with the Arab, the sheik himself T am supposed
to meet, who also, I was told, did not speak English.

I was told that Lou was going to land this big hotel deal. My district
was going to be the benefactor of millions of dollars worth of invest-
ment, His law firm could pick up a hundred thousand fee for intro-
ducing me, as an important person.

I saxd, what do I have to do, Lou?

He seid, you don’t have to do anything, absolutely nothing, and you
will probably never see these people again.

So I seid to him, if that is the case, I would be happy to meet.

So he said, all right, give me further instructions later on when and
where we were to meet.

The day before we met, Mr. Johnson came to my home in port,
sumumer home, that is, where he also has a summer home, two blocks
away from me, and told me that Mayor Errichetti, the Mayor of Cam-
den, and him and I were to ge up to New York the next day and meet
the sheik, He was going to be in town.

So 1 said, well, what do I say or what do I do?

He said, well, prior to the meeting you are going to meet with one
of the sheik’s representatives, a Mr. Weinberg, Mel Weinberg, and
you will meet with Errichetti. The{lwill go over basically what you
should say to the sheik and they will tell you what he wants to hear.
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‘When I went to the meeting up there, I met with Mr. Errichetti. At
that point I was told that Mr. Weinberg couldn’t—he was unable to
attend. I went up two hours early prior to meeting the sheik to get
instructions on what to say to the sheik to impress him.

Now, I was told that the sheik likes tough guys; you got to talk
tough ; you got to act like you control everything, and come on strong.
That was my basic seript.

You come on strong, to play act, and I would be impressing the sheik
and he would be willing to invest in the district ; he would buy the hotel
in Atlantic City, and give a hundred thousand dollars to the law firm.

I went in there, and if you look at the transeripts of the 22nd of
Alglst meeting, they don’t even say anything to me.

instructed, I walk in the door and start right out with about a
four, five minute explanation of how strong I am.

Now would anybody go into a meeting and start off like that? They
didnt even ask the question yet. That was my instructions.

I start right off with strictly B.S. I talk in the very first statement
1 give that we have a member —I am so powerful; I control the delega-
tion. I never even talked to the delegation about this.

Errichetti goes on to say there’s six men in the delegation. There’s
four men in the delegation, not six. I go on to say we have representa-
tion on the Judiciary Committee. We don’t have any representation
on the Judiciary Committee. I never spoke to anybody onr that
comunittee.

I never had anything to do with any bills dealing with any matters
on immigration other than one that I introduced which, if you want
me to explain, I would be happy to.

But, as far as me going to the chairman of that committes or going
to anybody throughout this whole six or eight month period of time
that lapsed in between, actually about six months, I never made one
phone call to anyone, never spoke to anybody, any member; never
spoke to any committee, never asked any of my staff to do any research
on legislation on how I should do it, if I was mg; to do it.

I never did anything because T was told I didn’t have to do it, that
I would—the sheik, if he ever had to leave—this is another thing
Weinberg told Mayor Errichetti to tell me: If the sheik for political
reasons had to leave his homeland, that arrangements had already been
made that he would go to South America and the possibility of him
coming here didn’t even exist.

I was told that prior to going into that meeting.

Now, during the six-month period of time, no one asked me any-
thing. It turns out to be the FBI and, of course, the Justice Depart-
ment. They never asked me about would I send a letter to the State
Department, would I give them some research or have my staff meet
with somebody to go over a bill.

Nothing like that. They never asked that because they—the reason
I say they didn’t is because they are the ones that instructed people to
tell me I never had to do anything.

That is the reason I went there,

It all boils down to what did I do? I didn’t do anything. I was told
t{hl. didn’t have to do anything. I never had intentions of doing any-

ng,
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As far as those tapes, that is strictly B.S.; that is stript(li}_' play-
acting. I was playinﬁ;mt. a part that I was instructed to do, indirectly,
through the people that brought me there.

The Cramyan, Why do you think they gave you all the money ?

Mr. Mxzrs. I thought it was a fairy tale at first. )

The CuarrmaN. You know fairy tales don’t exist. Why do you think
they did ¢? B

ﬁr. Myers. It was explained to me that the sheik, the Arab business-
men do business a little differently than Americans. ‘ _

The Crammax. You believed there was a sheik. When did you think
there was not a sheik ¢ : . .

Mr. Mvers. I thought there was a sheik all the time up until the
story broke. I believed that there was a sheik. Of course, I never knew
his name and never met him, but I believe there was a sheik. I was
even told when I met the sheik that day, to tell him anything you want.
I was told this by Mayor Errichetti.

The CrHAIRMAN. Y ou never met the sheik, did you?

Mr. Myers. No, but T was supposed to meet him that day. When I
went into the meeting, he was tied up on other business. I was going to
meet the sheik’s representatives,

I was told at that point to tell the sheik whatever I wanted to. He
doesn’t understand English; he doesn’t speak English, I said: What
should I say?

Talk about anything. Talk about the Phillies, whatever you want to
talk about.

This was such play-acting as far as I was concerned it just was—it
was really too much to believe that it could be true, but I was gullible
enough to believe it.

at convineed me that it was true was when Lou Johanson told
me about the $400 million he was told by the bank executives at Chase
Manhattan that Abdul Enterprises had.

Of course, the front that they put on convinced me again. They were
flying to Florida. Had their own planes flying all over, limousines.
They certainly acted like they had tons of money. That led me to
believe that. ’

You also notice in the tape that we showed this morning Mr. Erri-
chetti says to Anthony Amoroso, he said, let’s go buddy. I don’t know
whether you -1pickesd that up. It is in the transcript, page 29. He is
telling them, let’s go, you heard enough, give us the money.

You see, Errichett: told me Weinberg and, of course, Amoroso were
part of the deal. They were in on it. That is the reason after I left the
room with the package I handed it over to Errichetti who was going
back to give them their share.

That was a part of the whole operation, but they wanted the money
funneled through the law firm,

Whatever I said to these people didn’t make a difference what I
said to them, They were part of it. They were the same as me.and the
same as Mayor Errichetti and, of course, Johanson and Criden.

So I went on. They brought up about State Department. No prob-
lemn. 1 got all kinds of connections there. I never called anybody in
the State Department. I don’t know anybody in the State Department.

Then as we go into the Philadelphia tapes, I solved whatever they
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said. I, of course, could handle it. If it was & matter with the Mafia,
anything at all they brought up, it was no problem.

Of course, I am sure you noticed in the three tapes that on the second
tape, that was the tape of the January 24th, that I was intoxicated
there. My appearance and my attitude was not only embarrassing to
me, I think it was disgraceful. You know, I am very sorry for that.
Tt is on there. I certainly don’t deny that that is me there.

The bottom line is I didn’t do anything wrong. I never intended to
do anything wrong. Of course, I didn’t do anything wrong as far as
doing anything to sell my office.

_ Certainly T am embarrassed at what I did. I certainly didn’t act
n any ethical way. My attitude on—displayed in these tapes are dis-
graceful. T am ashamed of them.
. The Caamman. You don’t think there is anything wrong with tak-
Ing money for something vou didn’t intend to do?

r. MyEss. I never intended to do anything wrong.

The Crammar. Don’t you think there is something wrong with
taking money from somebody ¢

Mr. MyErs, No. Not when I was told

The Cramman. You don’t think it is wrong to take money from
somebody when you promised to do something for them?

Mr. Myers. I was never told I had to do anything. T was never
told I had to do anything.

éI‘he Cramaran, The money was not coming from that person, was
it

Mr. Myers. The money was coming from his representatives.

The CramrMax. From the sheik?

Mr. Myers. From the sheik’s representatives, certainly. The sheik
was the man delivering the money. The sheik was the gentleman who
was buying the hotels and investing the money in my district.

The Cramman. You were getting money from the sheik and tell-
ingd the sheik you wouid do something for him and you never intended
todoit?

Mr. Myers. And T was told that T didn’t have to do it by them.

The Caarrman. But not by the sheik ¢

Mr, Myers. Not by the sheik, I never met the sheik,

The Cramman. Wasn’t the sheik getting ripped off to the extent
of 15,000 '

Mr. MvErs. Yes.

The Caamrman, Tsn’t that wrong ?

Mr. Myzrs. He was being ripped off.

The Crammax. Isn’t that wrong? o

Mr. Mxyers. Let me say this to you. I don’ say it is right, but 1 say
it isnot criminal.

The Crammax. Ch. .

Mr. Mvers. I say it is not ecriminal. I am not happy I didn’t take
the 15,000.

The Cramman. There are a lot of people who qualify as non-
criminal lawyers.

Mr, Cheney? .

Mr. Cueney. I wonder, Congressman Myers, you said repeatedly
you didn’t do anything for the money. Did you ever introduce any-
body else to the representatives of the sheik
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Mr, MyzeRs. Yes. . .

Mr. Caensy. In your mind was that some kind of overt action that
you did in return for the money they provided to you?

Mr. Myzrs. No. No.

Let me say this to you: If you play all the tapes, you will see that.
The gentleman that you introduced to the representatives, Mr. Musto,
of course, during—he didn’t take any money for anything like that.
But when I was offered money to introduce Mr. Musto to the sheik, I
told him that was not necessary, I didn’t want any money.

T also say on that film, on that tape, that in my opinion they should

ive him a campaign contribution of $10,000. And how I derived the
re 10,000 was he was running in a special election and two weeks
later running in & primary, 1 tlzﬁl them you can—of course, they had
all these leases supposedly up in his district. I said, you could cer-
tainly contact your sources up there and give him a campaign contribu-
tion,

Mr. Ceexney. You did, in fact, bring him in and introduce him ¢

Mr, Myees. I brought him in at their urging, I didn’t go seelk him
out and bring him in. They urged me, tortures me night and day to
get this guy in.

Mr, Caeney. No further questions,

The Crarrman. Mr, Livingston ¢

Mr. Livinasron. Mr. Myers, first of all, I want to say in our mutual
relationship in Congress we have always been friendly. I regret our
paths have crogsed in this incident.

You have said that you didn’t do anything wrong. I think your
words were, I didn’t do anything wrong, I didn’t mean to do anything

wr .

’%nh% fact of the matter is that a jury of your peers has found in
their opinion that you did violate the law, that you did do something
wrong, whether or not you intended to do something wrong, and I
don’t think you are denying the transcript of the tapes that depict you
saying that you could introduce a private bill in return for the money.
And I dor’t think you deny that m fact you got $15,000 or that you
requested an additional $85,000; is that correct?

Mr. Mygrs. That is correct, basically. But when you get into the
85,000, okay, they offered the 35. I don’t ask for that. When they offer
it, I don’t say I don’t want it. I just don’t answer. They bring it up.

Mr. LivingsTon. We are quarreling about figures. I don’t mean to
get into a dispute about the figures. The point is you accepted some
money and requested or they offered additional money and one of the
things in the tapes showed that you had promised to introduce a bill,
private bill, certain legislation on their behalf; is that correct$

Mr, MyEegs, Yes, that is correct.

Mr. LiviNgsToN. Suppose these Arabs or these people who you dealt
with had taken a different tack, Suppose they had asked you: Mr.
Myers, we have got one hundred thousand dollars in an envelope for
you and we want you to kill somebody. What would your response,
then, have been ?

Mr. Myers. I would sey you are talking to the wrong person,

Mr. LiviNesTON. Why{

Mr, Myzrs. Because I wouldn’t even consider any action like that.
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Mr. LavinesTon. It is wrong, right

Mr. Myers. That would be wrong, yes.

Mr. LavinesToN, Why is that wrong and this is not ¥

Mr. Myegs. Because I was instructed that I didn’t have to do any-
thing. If someone came to me and said, Mr. Myers, here is & hundred
thousand dollars, go over there and tell that guy you are going to kill
him or punch him in the mouth or whatever, but I don’t want you to
really do it, just take the money and leave—and it was established b,
the FBI in that trial—and they made it very clear—that they ha
the—this playacting was set up and they lured certain statements out
of the people that went before that camera just to show to a future

jury.

I’.lzhals is the problem with this. T was told I had to do nothing. I
never did anything, I never had any intentions of doing anything.
That is the problem with this case.

Mr. Livinaston. In the hypothetical situation I have just put to
you, why couldn’t you simply tell the persons that you were dealing
with, sure, I would go kill him. Give me the hundred thousand dollars
and I will leave.

Mr. Myzgs. I certainly could have,

Mr. LavinasTon. Would you have done it ¢

Mr. Myers. Would I have told them no?

Mr. LavinesTon. What would you have done?

Mr, Myers. If they were serious, I would have moved quickly away
from them as rapidly as possible.

Mr. LavivesTon. T{’ouﬂl you have taken the money

Mr, Myzrs. If they were serious ¢ Absolutely not.

Myr, LiviNesTON. IYIow would you know whether they were serious?

Mr, Myers. If they came to me and said that to me, I would think
they were serious. If they come to me and use a close friend and asso-
ciate who tells me this 1s playacting, I would say it is playacting.
Nothing can happen here.

Mr. asToN. Would you have taken the money ?

Mr. Myens. Then I would have taken the money, yes. That is the
grounds I took the money, yes. Under the playacting scheme. I didn't
take the money under the grounds to do something. I was told from
day one I never had to do anything. That is the whole problem here.
That is the problem with this case.

Mr. Livingston. Thank you.

The Caamrman. Mr. Fowler

Mr. Fowrer. Mr. Myers, go through one other thing that I think
I had not understood from your testimony the other day, and T may
just have missed it or you may not have covered it. .

Just to refresh our recollections, who was in the room with you in
the August 22nd meeting ¥ ) _

Mr.uﬁlmna. The Mayor of Camden, New Jersey, Angelo Errichetti;
Anthony Amoroso, a special ];igent; and the paid informant, Mel
‘Weinberg, the FBI informant, Mel Weinberg.

Mr, Fowirer. I think when you made your statement & moment aE;;,
you said that you were convinced that all of these psople were in this
thing together, going to be part of the deal that defrauded the sheik.
Isthat wg:at.you sai
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Mr. Myens, Yes. Yes. That is what Isaid.

Mr. FowLer. Who are you talking about ¢

Mr. Mxers. I am talking about Mel Weinberg, Anthony Amoroso,
who I was told—I was supposed to meet with Mel Weinberg, okey,
prior to going into this meeting, to get my instructions on what to
say bo the ah:li

ow the sheik, of course, at the last minute, he couldn’t be there. He
was tied up at another meeting somewhere. o

Mr. FowrLer. Let me just pursue this. What you are saying is that
you were told by Errichetti or Johanson?

My, piyess, i3y botn.

Mr. Fowwrer. You were told by Errichetti and Johanson that Amo-
roso and Weinberg, who were posing as the agents for the sheik——

My, MyErs. Yes.

Mr, FowLer. (continuing). Were actually part of some sort of deal.
I am not going to use any legal words. Some sort of deal that you were
also going to play a part in to defraud the sheik, is that correct?

Mr, Myers. That is correct. ]

Mr. Fowrer. I'f that is the case, as a United States Congressman, is
that not a crime?

Mr. Myers. Well, the way X view it is that these representatives who
were triing to take advantage of their employer and willing to pay &
fee back to the law firm of Criden, Johanson, who had agreed to give
me something, I looked upon it as a way to pick up some easy money
for myself and also to help my friend Johanson who had h me
in the past to land this big deal in Atlantic City, this hote] deal.

And also I was told about these hundreds of millions of dollars
worth. of investment in my district, and I was told that they were a
part of ripping their own employer off.

Yes, that is absolutely right; that is why I am saying to this com-
mittee that I never sold my office to anyone and never intended to.
That is the whole point.

Mr. Fowrer. Let’s leave that aside for a moment.

A.ﬁain, that is what we have the unpleasant duty, as you understand
it, of having to decide,

Mr. Myzns. I can appreciate that.

Mr. Fowrer. What you have just told us is that you knew because
Johanson and Errichetti told you that you were entering into a deal
with Amoroso and Weinberg and possibly others to defraud a third
party called “the sheik?”

Mr. Myzrs. I didn’t look upon it as I was defrauding him. What
they told thers wag I didn’t know, I never spoke to him. I was getting
second-hand information off of other people,

They told us and told—of course, it was not told directly to me by
}%momao or Weinberg, but it was told through Errichetti and Jo-

ANSOIt.

Mr. FowLer. But you believed them ¢

Mr. Mxers. Yes, I believed it.

Mr. Fowrer. You did your part? You did what you were told ?

Mr. Myers. I did what T was told.

t,ol%g Fowrer. And you accepted money for doing what you were
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Mr. Myers. Yes, for play acting. I was told to play act. I play acted
on film, supposedly for the sheik who, of course, couldn’t make it.

The Crameax. You knew it was on film ¢

Mr. Myers. No, I didn’t know it was on film,

Mr. TrHOMAS. Mr. Chairman ?

The CrarRMAN. I don’t believe you can finish with this. Go ahead
:md agk. When the next bell rings, I am going to leave. We are going

O recess,

‘Would you rather break now? I think it would be better if we broke
now.

I think we ought to come back at 1 :30.

‘Without objection, we will do so.

[ Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m.; the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 1 :30 p.m., the same day.]

AFTEENOON EBESBION

The Cramuan. The committee will come back in session.

‘We were hearing from Mr. Myers.

Mr. Myggs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

. Mr. Chsairman, I think prior to calling the recess I was asked a ques-
tion did T enter into an agreement with the other gentleman involved
to defraud the sheik. I answered that I didn’t look upon it that way
and I did not enter into that kind of agreement.

The agreement I entered into was to meet the sheik who had offered
to pay $100,000 to the law firm of Criden and Johanson for meeting
an important person.

In no way do I see myself looking to defraud a sheik. He offered the
hundred thousand. I didn’t ask for it. I just wanted to clear up that
pomnt.

T think Mr. Fowler asked that question.

Beyond that, you know, I feel that I have teld you so far about
sums up my story. I didn‘t do anything wrong. I never intended to do
anything wrong, and I was told time and time again that I did not
have to sell out my office, which I did not do.

What I saw on those tapes, certainly I am not proud of them, T feel
very bad that I had to put this committee to this task of even holding
this hearing today. Certainly I am sorry for that,

As far as my colleagues on the floor, I certainly owe them an
apology also.

I feel very bad about what I had done as far as being unethical,
but as far as being criminal, I did not sell my office out and T never
intended to sell it out.

T was clearly instructed that I did not have to do that.

I was more concerned in helping a friend land a hundred million
dollar hotel casino deal and gegting some of this Arab money spent
in my district, in a hard core area, which my district happens to be,
with high unemployment and all the other problems of a major city.

As far as this body making a recommendation on some kind of
sanction, I certainly feel that you should make a recommendation to
the full body, but I don’t think 1t should be expulsion. -

T hope the rumors that I hear—and I have heard this for a couple
of weeks. I put rumors aside. I don’t have any evidence of this. I hope
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the rumors that I hear that the committee has already made up its
mind to recommend expulsion to the full body—

The Caamrman. I want to reassure you on that. The committee has
not met secretly, publicly, or in any way discussed at any time what
penalties should be imposed.

We have had no discussion of that nature. I think I would remem-
ber them if there are. I preside all the time. Nobody presides in my
absence. I have no recollection of anybody ever suggesting one thing or
the other.

Mr. Myers. Okay. I mean I am very happy to hear that.

The Crarrpan. We may well have to do that.

Mr. MyEgs. That is understandable.

I am happy to hear there hasn’t already been a conclusion reached
here. I appreciate the members listening to what I have to say.

Like I said, I feel as far as my behavior on that film, certainly it was
unethical; certainly this committee has & right, and I think should
move to recommend some sort of sanction to the full body.

I have no objections with that. I just do not think that it should
be a recommendation of expulsion because I did not sell out my office.

I want to make that very clear. The only reason I brought that rumor
up, because that is what I heard. I even heard the vote was going
to be eleven to nothing. If these are rumors—I only hope they are. I be-
lieve the Chairman. I know him to be an honorable man.

I am telling you what the word is around this Hill. Whether that
is true or false, of course, that remains to be seen.

The Crairman. There would be nothing wrong if we did de that.
Wedidn't doit.

Mr, Tuosas. Mr. Chairman ¢

The CHarMAN, Mr. Thomas,

My, Taomas. Mr. Myers, you are privileged to be one of 435 persons
in the United States of America to belong to the House of Representa-
tives, the Congress of the United States éovernment. ‘What does being
a congressman mean to you ?

Mr. Myers. What does it mean to me?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes.

Mr, Myens. Certainly it is a great honor to be a congressman. I am
frivileged the people in the First Congressional Distriet sent me here.

am here to try to help my district in any way that X ean.

Mr, TroMAs. What do you think the attitude in %neral of the people

of the First District in Pennsylvania would be if they were privileged
to view these tapes?

Mr, Myers. Well, they already had an opportunity to read the full
transcript.

Mr. Tuomas. View the tapes.

Mr. Myers. What do I think it would be? It remains to be seen. If
you look at the whole entire tape, and you have an opportunity to have
1t explained to you, you can see the way I was set up.

You could take—one reporter suggested 1 coulg take parts of those
tapes and put them into an ad for re-election purposes when I am
talking about developing the port and talking about building hotel
complexes in my district, and talking about mortgage companies to
help provide mortgage dollars in my area.
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It is depending upon how you look at them. :

If you look at them in their full context and look at the other evi-
dence, as far as what was said off tape, and you put this whole picture
into context, 1 feel that the people in my district would say that I was
set up.

Mr, Tromas., Do you have any reason to speculate on why the jury
found you guilty on three counts?

Mr. Myugs. Yes. T have some thoughts on that. One was that the
Judge instructed the jury that questions on due process were not ques-
tions for them and he wouldn’t allow any of that kind of evidence to
be presented.

So T think that they locked just at what they saw on film and it
is very difficult to argue against a film. :

There is no question about that.

I think the mood of the country, as an elected official, certainly it
takes a package. He is guilty no matter what was in the package.

That is the mood of the people. There is no question about that.

Mr. Tmomas, I would suggest the mood of the people is more re-
flected in a feeling that the stereotype of the Member of Congress is
someone who does not have a high regard for his office and that, as a
routine matter, Members of Congress are bought and sold, and T am
wondering if taken as a whole sither the trial transcript or the tapes,
taken as a whole, would it tend to reinfores that stereotype or tend to
change it to the positive?

Mr. Myers. Well, I really couldn’t answer that,

If you ever check the coverage that this case has received so far in the
Philadelphia press, you could fill this room up probably three or four
times,

My constituents are certainly aware of the facts. There is no question
about that.

Mr. Tuomas. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramman. Any further questions?

Mr, Stokes?

Mr. Srokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On this same line of inquiry, Mr. Myers, your trial was subsequent
to your primary, was it not :

Mr. Myers. Yes.

Mr. Stokrs. You just stated that the publicity received in Phila-
delphia regarding these charges would fill this room up with

Mr. Myxrrs. Several times; with coverage.

Mr. Stoxes. With coverage?

Mr, Myers. Yes, sir. )

Mr, Stoxms. What percentage vote did you receive in the primary$

Mr. Myxgrs. Well, I received a percentage of 42 percent, I believe, in
the primary, in a field of 21 candidates.

The story broke on a Saturday night, which was February 2, and
it happened to be in Pennsylvania, the filing deadline was the follow-
ing Wednesday, that Wednesday. . .

In a period of time, around 17 additional candidates joined the race
on the breaking of the story., Of course, we had some people that got
600 votes, somgmd got 800. Another got 1,200, I got 25,000 votes in
the primary, after &e story broke.
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Mr. StogEs. 42 percent would represent 25,000 votes?

Mr. Myegrs. Yes. .

Mr, Srokes. If I understand you correctly, what you have said to
the committee is that your conduct, which 1n your opinion was not
tantamount to the commission of a erime, was unethical 2

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Stoxes. As a consequence of your unethical conduct, you too
believe that the House ought to take some form of disciplinary action
against you?

Mr. Myers. Yes, I do.

Mr. Sroxes. But that the disciplinary action should be short of
expulsion !

Mr, Myens. That is exactly my position; yes,

Mr. Stoges. May T ask a couple of questions of counsel, Mr.
Cacheris?

The CrAmMAN. Surely.

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you.

In the course of the trial, Mr, Cacheris, was the plea of entrapment
ever entered on behalf of Mr. Myers?

Mr. Cacrerrs. Not as such, Mr. Stokes. That plea was not entered.

There were overtones of it, but the actual specific defense of entrap-
ment was not raised. We have raised the due process overreaching
argument which the Judge felt was not a question for the jury, but a
question for the court, .

Mr. Stoxes. Can you, for purposes of the commitiee, elaborate in
an ect in terms of the due process argument before the court ?

{l:?ECPAcnmrs. Yes, I can, in very general terms, because the hearing
has not been held. May 1 say to you, sir, that there is today going on a
companion hearing in the Philadelphia case in which Mr. Myers is
not invelved which will consume three days. There was a seven-day
hearing in Philadelphia. There has been a total projected of at least
ten days on that.

The very first bit of evidence that Mr. Prettyman brought to your
attention this morning, Exhibit 1A and Exhibit 2A and I say this
beeause I think it is important to your question, was the fact that the
ﬁ)vemment informant Weinberg in concert with an FBI agent named

moroso, posing by the name of De Vito, hoth of them instructed
Mayor Errichetti that he had to tell-—and these are exact words—he
had to tell Mr. Myers that he had to be willing to introduce a bill.

He had to say “legislation.” the word “willing wasn’t used. He had
to say “legislation,” That is the feature that we wish to expand om,
that the agents of the government, in approaching Errichetti, not just
Weinberg, but an FBI agent himself is telling this man Errichetti
that he has got to make Myers say “legislation,” and Amoroso, on the
witness stand, admitted that they set np this seript so that it would
later be played on television, as it was, for the benefit of a future jury,
that exect quote was testified to by Amoroso.

What I am saying to you is that this is not a case where Mr. Myers
went out and tried to peddle his office willy-nilly around the country.

This is a case where they came to him and, when they came to him,
they were instructed by the government agents of what he had to
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repeat, and in telling him what he had to repeat they, of course, told
him that, it wasn’t true ; he didn’t have to do it.

Now, did Myers properly go up there? Of course he didn’t. But did
he commit the offense? I say he didn’t.

So we are still exploring why they singled out Mr. Myers, who had
never been engaged in anything like this before, Mr. Stokes, and who
had, in fact, no relationship with Mr. Errichetti before except that
they knew each other as fellow politicians across the river, one in
Camden, one in Philadelphis.

The point I think—to end it here—is that the government agents
themselves suggested, and told in no uncertain terms, the so-called
ai_ddlemen that these men had to recite in chapter and verse certain

ings.

Weinberg himself, in connection with another congressman, which
came fo trial. told that man directly, you go on stage for 20 minutes;
it is all B.S. I don’t want to use the words, but that is the exact quote
in the transeript.

You dont have to do anything. It is all B.S, You are on stage for
20 minutes.

That is exactly the version Mr. Myers was given.

Mr. Stoxgs. If I may take just a moment more, Mr. Chairman, with
one other question: Louis Johanson, the man who originally ap-
proached Mr. Myers, what was he convicted of?

Mr. Cacueris. The same offenses. There were three counts in this
indictment. All four defendants, Mr. Myers, Errichetti, Criden and
Mr. Johanson, were convicted of all three offenses,

My, Stoxes. Thank you very much.

The Cuamsman. Other questions?

Mr. Livingston ?

Mr. LivinesToN. You said Mr. Myers was coached by the apparent
FBI agents, led to believe either by them or Mr.—Mayor Errichetti,
that he had to say he was going to introduce legislation, Why ¢

He had to say that he was going to introduce legislation if he
wanted the money, right?

Mr. Cacreris. He had to say it for the purposes of television that
was being recorded.

Mr. LivinasTon. He didn’t know he was on television ¢

Mr. Cacueris, No. They knew he was going to be on television. They
wanted him to say it on television. That is what they testified to.

Mr, LivineeToN. From Mr. Myers’ standpoint, the only reason he
had to say it, nobody was going to beat him, rob him, put & gun to his
head; the only resson he had to say that he was going to mtroduce
legislation was in order to receive the money !

gIl‘hai; was the quid pro quo, isn’t that right ¢ _

Mr. Cacueris. That is correct. That is correct. That doesnt mean
his recitation was a genuine one.

Mr. LivinasTox. But in fact, Mr. Myers did then say it?

Mr, Cacuests, Yes, sir. You have seen it on the tapes. Of course he
said it. That again doesn’t mean that it was a genuine promise to do

anything,
{‘haugnamn. A.n{ other questions? .
If there are no other questions, we will go to the argument of
Mr. Prettyman.
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Mr. Cacueris. May I ask Mr. Myers one question? I promise you it
will be one question.

The Crairmax, Fine.

Mr. Cacueris. Mr, Myers, you heve pending before the court & hear-
ing, is that correct

Mr. Myers. Yes.

Mr. Cacnrris. If you are unsuccessful in that and are sentenced and
appeal and are unsuccessinl in your appeals, would you tell the mem-
bers of the committee what your position would be as regards further
service in Congress ¢

Mr. Mvegs. I think my position would be very simple. I would have
to resign. I would step down.

I am here becanse of one reason. It I thought I did anything wrong,
I wonld have resigned this office last February when this story broke.
I didn’t do anything wrong. That is the reason I am here. I could have
took the easy way out. Some people suggested I should resign from
Congress and not have to face this body, not have to face first this
committee and then the body. I cannot do that because I didn’t do
anything wrong. I did not sell out my office.

If the higher court, the Supreme Court of this land, says that the
uphold the jury’s verdiet, I would resign my office the same minute
because that is the highest court in this land.

The CrarrmaN. Mr. Prettyman?

Mr. Prerryman. Mr. Chairman, allow me to stand. I am more used
to it as an attorney.

T just begin by emphasizing the point Congressman Livingston just
made: Obviously, the government wanted Mr. Myers to say “legisla-
tion” because if he wasn’t willing to commit his vote, they were not
willing to proceed against him.

As the Second Circuit)ms said, when the legislation was suggested,
when you were asked to/commit your vote, all you have to say is no.

I will begin, if I may, with & few remarks addressed to Congressman
Murphy’s statement this morning. He said that he had seen these
tapes played and he had seen a lot of talk, but that he hadn’t really
seen the final act that he thought was necessary to eall for expulsion.

Of course, Mr, Myers did commit the key act; that is, he took an
envelope that he thought had $50,000 in it. And he did, as he has told
us on two occasions now, bring an additional Congressman before
these people.

But if what Congressman Murphy meant was that he had to
further and actually commit his vote and then vote, do something In
Congress. that simply isn’t the law.

The trial court instrueted this jury on the four elements of bribery
and specifically told them that the Congressman did not have to do
anything further after he had committed himself on legislation, He
did not have to vote in order to commit the offense of bribery and he
was found gmltyﬂ[ . ko of the will of the

an Murphy spoke of the will of the people of Congress-
man Myers’ district. %‘he will of the people does not always control or
the Constitution would not give direct power to the Congress to e?el
someone who has been duly elected. It has been pointed out here that
Congressman Myers won in his primary before he was convicted.
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Congressman Murphy spoke of the tactics of the FBL. I would point
out to that Congressman Mzers was contacted not by the FBI, not
by anybody in the government, but by his long time friend Mr. Johan-
son, and it was Mr. Johanson who told him that he was going to receive
money. It was Mr. Johanson that told him that immigration might be
brought up, and it was Mr. Myers who willingly chose in the face of
thet information given to him by his friend to go to that meeting and
to accept the money.

One comment a.gout something that Congressman Myers said. He
sald that he was virtually tortured and forced to take, to agree to take
the additional $50,000 at the January 24th meeting.

I refer you to Exhibit 7(a), page 162, where Mr. Weinberg szid, “I
want to make you—I want to make, you got to be paid for those other
three ow what is it § Myers: give me 50 in addition.”

That is how he was tortured and foreed to to the 50, He wasn’t
tortured and forced at all. He was a willing collaborator.

I am going to confine the rest of my remarks almost exclusively to
the key August 22nd meeting at which the payoff was made and almost
exclusively to Mr. Myers' own words.

I pose certain questions to you, and I turn primarily to Mr, Myers
himself for the answers.

Did Agent DeVito and Informer Weinberg make it clear that the
promises they were extracting were for money, that this was a payoff ¢

DeVrro. That is why we are putting up this kind of money, all ight #

Myens. Absolutely.

DeVrro. There is a lot of money in this, okay ?

Myers. Uh-huh.

DeVrro. Listen, they got tons of money and they want to assure that
wherever they go, they are going to make it, right. You are being taken
care of for it.

Myers. Yeah.

DEeVrro. The money is going to be there, and like I say, this—this
is only a, you know, part of it. We will work out some more later on
when, you know, when we have to make a move.

This is all the way back on August 22nd now, not the later mesting.

Then to the payoft. '

DEeViTo. Wait, I got to get a bigger envelope,

And he hands him the money.

DeVrro. Spend it well.

Myzrs. Pleasure. .

Mr. Weinberg ends it all quite appropriately when he says, we got
like the goose that lays the golden egg. We all like to make a buck.

We don’t have to rely on the August 22 tape. Mr. Myers said before
this very committee when he appeared on September 10th that he
ex to receive a hundred thousand dollars in the envelope given
to him by Mr. DeVito rather than the $50,000 that was in that envel

What did Mr. Myers promise in return for this money? First the
introduction of legislation. Ele, himself, brought it up, not someone
else. Co
Myzrs. Where I could be of assistance in this type of a matter, first
of all, is private bills that can be introduced.

Myers. All I do is introduce a private bill
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Mress. I got the clout to introduce legislation.

Myers. We can introduce the bill, sure. )

Myers. To into the country, you have to have a bill introduced.
There would be a bill introduced into the comunittee.

DeVrro. You are going to introduce a bill, okay ¢

Myzers. Yeah. .

Mryzrs. I would have to put & bill in at that point.

Myegrs. At that point in time is when I introduce a bill to stop that
procedure.

‘Whait would this private bill accomplish ¢ .

Myers. If nothing more, you could drag it out for years just
fucking with the bill.

Mzxers. We drag it out as long as we want.

Mxrrs, Now one of the keys 1s time. After the smoke clears and a
year or 18 months pass, you are in a much better position to be dealing.

Myzrs. This is where we buy the time.

Myzrs. Well, we can stall 1t and stall it and then, see, this is where
wo can use our connections with the committee.

Would he also use his influence at the State Department?

‘Mrxers. Now we use all sorts of connections in the State Department.

DeViro. You mentioned the State Department ? )

Myegs. I have people that to send you to, sure. I got the best guy in
the world. I 1 got some real key people in State,

Myzrs. I will discuss further with State with my connections there
and line up some things.

Did he promise to use influence, his clout, his connections?

MrxEers. So we have influence, we work together, we use our influence
cohesively, unitedly. :

Myers. What you need is the influence to have that done. You
need friends in the right—in the right areas and the way to do it is
the way we do it with bloe, bloc strength.

Myees. That is where we can use our influence.

Myers. The key is having the right people, being able in the right
positions to try to help you within the State Department.
~ Mygegrs. Going on the Appropriations Committee in January, this
1s—makes me very important.

Myers, With me in his corner his chances are & hundred percent
better than they would be without somebody like me in his corner.

Mryzrs. Without someone in my position, okay, you are in, believe
me you are in, you are in decp trouble. You got to use inside connec-
tions to make connections.

Mvzrs. I will deliver a lot of other people in his corner. We would
use our influence as a delegation through me. Now without this
introduction to the delegation through a Member, you would—-they
wouldn’t even want to talk to you, first of all,

He perhaps said it best on another tape. “I will show you what to do
and wﬁz to pay and who has to be paid.’

Or, as to the Philadelphia Clljty Coungil, “Those that we can’t
handle, we can buy.”

Did he promise, even guarantee his help ?

Myers, I will be in the man’s corner a hundred percent.,

Mryers. Iam looking tobe a—your friend.

67-936 I:J BD - 4
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DeVrro. The only one I don’t want to defect is you.

Myexrs. Well, you don’t have to worry ebout me defecting.

MryErs. You got my guarantee.

Was Myers already familiar with these kinds of deals?

Mvegrs. We put together our deals on how we are cutting things.

Myexrs. There is a million deals you know. It is a trading game
down in Washington and this is the way it is done.

Myvers. 1 know all sorts of little operations such as we are talking
about now, but the k(;y is you have got to deal with the right people
because in this day and age people are afraid totalk.

Myers. There 1s 8 lot of—lot of action there. If you know how.
If you have the right connections,

Myers. I got a tot of guys who are willing to do business,

Mryers. It is survival down there, it is knowing how to make deals.
It is a big pie down in Washington. Each Member sent there—each
Member sent there to bring a piece of that pie back home, If you go
down there and you don’t, you come back without milking it after a
few times, you don’t go the fuck back,

Then the expression that has probably worked its way into the
language by now:

YERS. 1 am going to tell you something simple and short. Money
talks in this business and bullshit walks and it works the same way
down in Washington.

Finally, gentlemen, what is perhaps the most cynical part of all
of this? Congressman Myers tells this committee that he saw this
whole escapade as an opportunity to bring hundreds of millions of
gfé]?rs into his home district. But what did he say at the time on the

Myegs. If you are in my district, you really give me the opportunity
to then to go ahead in full force and—not that I wouldn’t otherwise—
but that gives me another reason, gives me a little protection and here—
hey, here is a resident in my district who is investing dollars here to
help my community, you know it gives me a perfect opportunity to
raise hell before Congress.

Myzrs. Go to the City of Camden. It is a hard-pressed area. You
go to the City of Philadelphia, we have pockets of poverty. This is
really something that gives me the kind of material that I need to go
forth, you know, and really demand that this man stay here.

Myers. Hey, this is Philadelphia. This is jobs to our city. That
gives me the out that I need to go full guns. ]

Mr. Myers didn’t want help for his district. He wanted an excuse
to introduce the legislation that would earn him his payoff. Mr. Myers’
story is shot through with inconsistencies and contradictions. If this
was all a play, & seript, 2 phoney scenario, how could millions of dol-
lars have been brought into his home district to help the oppressed ¢

If the sheiks were going to South America, why did he have to
playact that he would introduce immigration legm]it.ion and see his
State Department friends? He admits getting the money. What was
it in exchange for? Mouthing meaningless words to someone who
wasn't supposed to believe him? )

Why come on strong if DeVito and Weinberg and Cohen and
Hafgililoipolous all knew it was, in his words, bullshit, a play, 2 sham,
a fake
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He says he was t&kin'i money for doing nothing. Does he really
expect anyone to believe that even the wealthy Arab sheiks would hand
out a hundred thousand dollars for a meaningless charade that they
didn’t even have the pleasure of observing? ) )

In the conversation that Brrichetti had with DeVito and Weinberg
after Myers left on Aungust 22nd, why was an agreement reached to
give $50,000 for a Congressman’s promise to do something and another
50,000 when he had to do something if, in faet, there was nothing
for him to do at all? )

If there was nothing wrong, why was he so concerned about being
seen by someone at John F. Kennedy Airport? If there was nothing
wrong, why was he so cautious in telephone calls? Why were code
words used, one instead of a hundred thousand, words like that!

The Congressman has claimed time and again that it was all an
act, as he said at least five times before this committee last time. “I
didn’t have to do anything.” .

But what he has never explained in court or here is this: If the
sheilts knew it was all an act, why were they paying him a hundred
thousand dollars? A gift? . .

*If the sheiks didn’t know it was all an act, why was he taking their
money ¥ Search the whole record and you won't find answers to those
questions.

Mr, Chairman, I will be quite candid with you. I am not comfortable
in the role of an accuser. My more natural role would be played in
Mzr. Cacheris’ seat. I tend too often to forgive people, to see two sides,
or gray areas, to be sensitive to the forces that place people in unfor-
tunate situations, to find excuses, but there are two counter elements
at work in this matter.

First, you and I have been given & duty to perform, and no matter
how unwelcome, how unpleasant, how distasteful we find it, we must
perform that duty honorably and forthrightly.

Judge Pratt told the jury that convicted Congressman Myers, “Un-
der your oath as jurors, you must decide this case without fear or favor
and solely in accordance with the evidence and the law. If the govern-
ment has carried its burden as to a defendant, you must not flinch from
your sworn duty, you must convict.”

Neither can we flinch from doing what the Constitution and the
resolution of the House and the commitiee’s rules call upon us to do.

The other counter element at work here is that it is impossible to
find excuses for a man who broke so many laws and rules, who broke
them not as an individual who happened to be a public servant, but
as 8 public servant trading upon that very elected office, who used his
influence in the United States Con as bait and barter to wring
huge sums of money from those he thought needed that influence, who
for %uraly personal gain promised, promised, promised everything,
anything, his vote, his contacts, his connections, who made a mock-
ery of the seat in which his constituents placed him, and who then—
after it was all over—came and lied still once more te this very com-
mittee of his peers.

There can be no choice of sanctions for such a man. A chastisement of
any kind would be an insult to every principle for which this Con-
grass stands. This man must not remain one day longer than absolutely
necessary as a member of this House. He must be expelled.
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The Cramman. Attorney for the respondent ? '

. Mr, Cacueris, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am sensi-
tive to the heavy obligation that the members of the committee have in
ruling upon the appropriate senctions to be placed upon a fellow mem-
ber of the House.

Itisa v;tl'{r burden you bear. Expulsion is not the only remedy by
your own rules, and I hope that you will not adopt that most drastic
of all measures some five weeks before an electior, at which point you
would leave the constituents of the First District of Philadelphia
without representation. '

Mr. Prettyman read to you selected excerpts from various tapes
that you have indeed seen, and I wondered if it occurred to you, as you
listened to Mr, Myers tell—as he read them to you—how he had stron
connections in the State Department, which he never had, and whicﬁ
he testified under oath he never hed, and which no one ever disputed.

There was an old politician who was not successful, as you gentle-
men are, and when he ran through an unsuccessful campaign and was
called to task for some of the statements he made, he described them as
campaign oratory. So Wendell Wilkie was defeated by Franklin
Roosevelt because of his campaign oratory.

T think a number of the statements, in fact most all of them that Mr.
Myers made on those prearranged tapes with the prearranged script
were nothing more than campaign oratory which he never intended to
fulfili and which he never did fulfill.

I think it is significant and should be to you, as members of this com-
mittee, that he did not do anythi.nﬁ.

On the specific question of what afpropriate censure von should
give, was his conduct reprehensible? I join with Mr. Murphy and I
tell you that it was.

Is he proud of his conduct and am T as his lawyer proud of him for
it ¥ Of course not.

1 don’t tell you that you should forgive him, but to take the nltimate
act of expulsion is far too drastic, given the history of this couniry.

We are told—and one of your prior reports confirms—that no mem-
ber has been expelled from this House since 1861. Mr. Burnett of Ken-
tucky, expelled December 8, 1861; Mr. Reid of Missouri, expelied De-
cember 2, 1861, and Mr. Clark of Missouri, expelled Jul{l 18, 1861,

Of course, the date is significant. It was at the time of the Civil War
when these members decided to join the Confederacy and they were
expelled for what amounts to treason. )

nfortunately, members of this body, members of your companion
body, have commited offenses for which they have been convicted, but
expulsion is not the remedy, I su, to you.

As 8 matter of fact, most recently-—and I am not here to condemn
the gentleman ; he is serving his time—a congressman came beforé this
very committee charged with serious violations of the ‘law which
impacted directly on his Federal office.

leven counts of mail fraud and 18 counts of false statements. That
member was charged and convicted of using congressional funds for
the payment of his personal expenses, using his office; Mr, Myers
never did that. . . .

Yet—and I think appropriately—this committee did not move to
expel the gentleman. This committee moved to censure him. In that
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case, the office was used, congressional funds were used, and you did.
not move to expel him.

In fairness, how can Mr. Myers be treated any differently when not
one finger was lifted by him to commit any act in violation of his
office and the money that was paid was programmed by the FBI?

Mr. Prettyman asks you why did they pay the money? They paid
the money so that they could put it on television and prosecute this
congressman, They knew no act would be commitied, just as he knew
no act would be committed. This is not & scheme that was brought up
by this gentleman. This was a scheme that the FBI set up as a net
to ensnare people.

Should he have gone into it? Of course not. He has suffered the
ignominy of a conviction, He has suffered the further ignominy of
rampant newspaper publicity in his own district where every word
that is on those tapes has been printed in newspapers.

He is not to be commended, gentlemen. I don’t suggest. that to you.
T suggest to you if you are to give out equal justice, then you should
not expel him. You should censure him, That is as severe and drastic
punishment because I am told when a gentleman appears in the well
of the House of Representatives, it is a far-reaching scenario.

I appreciate the time you have given us to present our defense to
yvou. I ask you to examine your conseience and vote the appropriate
sanction.

The Cramman. Thank you.

If there are no other proceedings at this point, do you have s motion,
Mr. Spence?

Mr. Spenxce. Mr, Chairmen, pursuant to rule 11(2) (k)5 and 2(b)
I move we go into executive session for today and one subsequent day.

The Cuairmax, Call the roll.

Mr. SwanNeEr. Mr. Bennett.

The CHATRMAN. Aye.

Mr. Swanner. Mr, Spence,

Mr. Seexce. Aye,

Mr, Swanyer. Mr. Hamilton,

Mr. HamrrTon. Aye.

Mr. SwanNer. Mr. Hollenbeck,

Mr. HoLrLenBECK, Aye.

Mr. SwannER. Mr. Preyer.

[ No response.]

Mr. SwanNER. Mr. Livingston.

Mr. LivinasTon, Aye.

Mr. Swanner. Mr. Fowler.

Mr. FowLEr. Aye.

Mr. SwanxEr. Mr. Thomas,

Mr, THOMAS. Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. {Ir. Stokes,

Mr. SToRES. Aye.

Mr. Swan~Eg, Mr, Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Aye.

Mr. Swanner. Mr. Rahall.

Mr, RamaLL, Aye.

Mr. Swan~er. Mr. Cheney.
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Mr. Cuenzey. Aye.
Mr. Swanser. Mr, Chairman, eleven members vote aye, one member

The Cramman. We will go into executive session. The room will
be cleared,

I believe counsel for both sides ought to remove themselves,

Whereupon, at 2:30 pam., the committes proceeded in executive
session. ]



ArracumeNnT IT ro Rerort oF COMMITTEE ON
Stanparps or OFrioian. CoNpuor

United States House of Representatives Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct

Ix TuE MaTTER oF REPRESENTATIVE MIcHARL O, MYERS

INVESTIGATION FURSUANT TO H. RES. 608

Reeport or Speciar, Counser Uron CoMPLETION OF
PrELiMINARY INQUIRY

E. Barrerr PRETTYMAN, JT.
Special Counsel.
AN R. SNYDER.
Hogan & Hartson,
815 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20006

United States House of Representatives Committee on
Standards of cial Conduct

Ix THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE MicHAmL O. MYERS
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Ingury

On September 3, 1980, pursuant to House Resolution 608 and Rules
11(a}) and 14, Rules of the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct (hereinafter “Committee Rule”), the Committee commenced a
preliminary inquiry into whether any of the offenses for which Repre-
sentative Michael (. Myers was convicted on August 30, 1980, consti-
tutes a violation over which the Committee has jurisdiction. Attached
hereto are copies of the documeéntary evidence received in the prelim-

(49)
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inary Inquiry: a copy of the relevant portions of the transeript of
Congressman Myers’ trial on charges of viclating 18 U.S.C. §§ 201(c),
371 and 1952; copies of the relevant exhibits from the trial;! and a
transeript of the oral testimony of Congressman Myers given before
the Committee on Se@tem‘ber 10, 1980.

On May 27, 1980, Congressman Myers, along with Messrs, Angelo J.
Errichetti, Louis C. Johanson and Howard L. Criden, were indicted
by a Federal Grand Jury in Brooklyn, New York, on charges of brib-
ery, conspiracy and a violation of the Travel Act, There was a 14-day
trial before the Honorable George C. Pratt and a jury. The following
18 & summary of the evidence adduced at that trial:

In 1978, the FBI began an undercover operation, known as
ABSCAM, in which FBI agents and an informer posed as representa-
tives of Middle Eastern businessmen who were interested in investing
in the United States. The operation started as & method for recovering
stolen art and certificates of deposit (Tr. at 1712)2 and was later ex-
panded into an investigation of organized crime and political
corruption.

On July 26, 1879, Anthony Amoroso, an undercover FBI agent using
the name “Tméy DeVito,” held & meeting in Florida with Errichetti,
the Mayor of Camden, New Jersey; Criden, a Philadelphia attorney;
and Johanson, Criden’s law partner and a Philadelphia City Council-
man, to discuss a proposed casino to be built in Atlantic City by un-
identified sheiks.® Also present was Melvin Weinberg, a convicted “con
man,” who was workinfmzltor the FBI as a paid informant and was
assisting in the ABSCAM operation. At that meeting, DeVito men-
tioned the sheiks’ concern that instability in their country might force
them to flee to the United States, There were rumors at the time that
General Somoza, who had sought asylum in the United States, might
be forced fo leave, and the sheiia wanted to ensure that if they came to
the United States, they would not suffer the same fate (I'r. 581).
Errichetti replied that he could locate Government officials who would
k()e T:i;éinig to assist the sheiks with this potential immigration problem

, 581).

Errichetti later explained to Criden that on a prior occasion he had
been paid a substantial fee to introduce the sheiks to a Congressman;
and he inquired if Criden or Johanson knew any Congressmen who
would be willing to meet with the sheiks in exchange for a portion of
the fee (Tr. 1128-29). Johanson contacted Congressman Myers, and
Myers agreed to the arrangement (Tr. 270‘9—13§TErrichett1 then in-
formed DeVito and Weinberg that Myers was prepared to “do any-
thing” for the sheiks (Ex. 1A at 8), and a meeting with Myers was
arranged (Ezx. 3A at2).

1 Relevancy was determined as follows : Special Connsel designated those portions of the
trial trangcript, and those trial exhibits, which he thought were relevant to the Commit-
tee’s conelderation. By letter dated September 3, 1680, the Congressman's counsel was
given an opportunity to counterdesiguate, or to suggest deletions Emmr,.garﬂonu of the trial
record, Speclal Counsel and the Congressman's counsel thereafter ente into a Btipulation,
a copy of which s attached hereto, which provides In part: “5. Those portiona of the trlal
tranecript, and the exhibits recited above, which have bheen deslgnated by Speelal Counsel
and cross-desiznated by connsel for Conpressman Myers, shall be deemed the only portions
of the trial record which will be consldered relevant and material to the Committee’s
mvestégluo provided, however, that by so stipulating, neither Special Counsel nor
ecuns fornbonzruima.n Myers concedes that all such portions are necessarlly relevant
and material to anch investization,”

3 4p 7 rofarences are to the trial tranaerint, attached as an aopendix hereto.

8 The shelka are sometimes referred to in the record a8 “sheik,” meaning one peraon, and
sometimes as “eheilks,” meaning two persons. These terms are uaed interchangeably
throughout this Beport.
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On August 22, 1979, Myers and Errichetti met with DeVito and
Weinberg at the TraveLodge Hotel ai Kennedy Airport, New York.
DeVito described to Myers in general terms the sheiks’ desire to en-
sure that if they fled their country, they would be able to enter and
remain in the United States. and he asked how Myers could be of
assistance (Ex. 5A at 2-8). “Where I could be of assistance in this
type of a matter,” Myers replied, “first of all, is private bills that
can be introduced” (Ex. 5A at 3). Myers explained that as soon as
soon as the sheiks had entered the United States, “I'd have to put a
bill in at that point” (Ex. 5A at 9). Elaborating on the process, he
indicated that onee the bill had been introduced, he would be able
to use the hearing process to delay any action for a year or eighteen
months, after which time it would be much easier to arrange for the
sheiks to stay in this country (Ex. 5A at 7, 9). In addition to the intro-
duction of a private bi]l,r{r[yers and DeVito also discussed Myers’
possible influence with the State Department. Myers indicated that
he knew people thers (Ex. 5A at 4) and volunteered to meet with them
when he returned to Washington (Ex. 5A at 14).

Myers then inquired sbout the sheiks’ business ventures (Ex. 5A
at 15-16) and suggested that the sheiks invest in Myers’ own District
(Ex. 5A at 13, 20). According to Myers, this would provide a plausi-
ble explanation for his support of the sheiks and would make it easier
for him to ensure the bacﬁm of the rest of the Philadelphia delega-
tion %Ex. 5A at 13, 21, 28). ¥[T']hat gives me the out that I need to
go full guns,” he explained (Ex. 5A at 21).

Throughout the mee«tinﬁ, the Congressman repeatedly promised
to assist the unidentified sheiks (Ex. 5A at 5, 10, 29), “T’'ll be in the
man’s corner a hundred percent and I'l]l deliver a lot of other people
in his corner,” he assured DeVito (Ex. 5A at 9). “Feel free to call me,
m%vyou know, matter of fact, you can come down, we’ll meet down
in Washington if you want” (Ex, 5A at 22). He also commended
DeVito for going about things the right way (Ex. 5A at 11). “Money
talks in this business and bullshit walks. And it works the same way
down in Washington,” he explained {Exhibit 5A at 12).

As the meeting drew to a close, Myers again gave his guarantee
that he would assist the sheiks (Ex. 5A at 29). DeVito then handed
Myers an envelope conteining $50,000 in cash (Exhibit 5A at 1, 29;
Tr. 721), “Spend it well,” DeVito said as Myers accepted the enve-
lope (Exhibit 5A at 29). Myers replied : “Pleasure” (id.). Myers and
Errichetti left together. There was testimony that unbeknownst to
Myers, Errichetti took $15,000 out of the envelope for himself, and
Criden and another attorney in his law firm took an additional $10,000
out of the envelope for themselves (Tr. 1151). Criden, pretending that
he and his partner had not yet gotten their share, then persuaded
Myers to let them talke out an additional $10,000, leaving Myers only
$15,000 of the original $50,000 (Tr. 1151, 2741-42).

Five months later, on January 24, 1980, two other undercover
agents, Michael Wald, using the name “Michael Cohen,” and Ernest
Haridopolos, using the name “Ernie Poulos,” met with Myers and
Criden at the Barclay Hotel in Philadelphia. Early in the meeting,
Cohen raised the subject of the sheiks’ immigration Problem, indi-
cating that the situstion had gotten worse in the sheiks’ country (Ex.
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TA at 40) and suggesting that, because of the sheiks’ confidence in
Myers, they were planning to come to the United States (Ex. TA at
492), lfyers responded by reiterating a point he had made at the earlier
meeting—that it was important for the sheiks to invest in the Phila-
delphia area so that he could justify his support of the sheiks (Ex.
TA at 4243, 58, 69-70, 79, 145-146, 174-175). “Give me a reason to be
vocal,” he said (Ex. 7A at 43). He indicated to Cohen, however, that
if provided an adequate explanation, he was prepared to do “what-
ever has to be done 1n Congress” (Ex. TA at 131).

Cohen explained that the sheiks were considering building a $34.6
million hotel/motel complex in Myers’ Distriet, but were concerned
about the Mafia (Ex. TA at 80-81) and about securing the necessary
zoning variances and approval of the City Council (%}x. TA at 48).
Myers agreed to deal with the Mafia on behalf of the sheiks (Ex. TA
at 97, 100, 143, 149). He also promised to “use his office” to help with
zoning variances and the City Council (Ex. TA at 49), expressing
confidence that he could convince the Council members from his Dis-
trict to vote in favor of any necessary provisions (Ex. 7TA at 66). He
said he would use “my influence, my office, and my personal friend-
ship” with Council members, (Ex. TA at 148) P and he assured Cohen
that the City Council would be no problem: “[CJity council we can
handle. Forget city council. Those that we can’t handle, we can buy”
(Ex. 7TA at 147).

Another issue discussed at this meeting was the amount of money
Myers had received at the August meeting. Myers expressed some dis-
satisfaction that he had received only $15,000, because he had been led
to believe he would receive more (Ex. TA at 121-124, 127). “The note
was supposed to be a 100 [$100,000]. I was supposed to walk away with
50 [$50,000],” he explained (Ex. TA at 128).1(]3ohen agreed to pay an
additional $35,000 in exchange for Myers’ previously promised assist-
ance with the sheiks’ immigration problem (Ex. TA at 137). He then
inquired how much additional money Myers wanted for influencing the
Philadelphia City Government a.ncf for dealing with the Mafia (Ex.
TA at 13 —138;. “Give me 50 [$50,000] in addition,” Myers replied
(Ex. TA at 162). Cohen agreed to pay Myers an additional $50,000, and
as the meeti coneludeci, Myers again reaffirmed his commitment to
the sheiks: “If you have, if you even envision a problem * * *, you
call me in on it” (Ex. TA at 176).

The following day (January 25) Myers and Cohen met again, and
Myers reiterated that he had thought he would receive more mone;
than he did at the August meeting (Ex. 8A at 4-5). Cohen reassu
Myers that he would be paid another $35,000 plus an additional $50,000
for the extra services ngich Myers had agreed to perform in connec-
tion with the proposed hotel complex (Ex. 8A at 14).

In two subsequent recorded telephone conversations, Myers raised
the question of the additional money he was supposed to receive. In
the first one, on January 29, Cohen assured Myers: “* * * T owe you
a monies we discussed. * * * [Y]ou'll be made whole. You know I I
promised you that and I I there’s no way I can go back on my word
there” (Ex. 9A at 1-2). Myers replied, “[a]ll right” (id.). In the
second conversation, on Jan 31, Cohen told Myers: “[ Als soon as
I come back I’ll make you whole and, the other figure that I owe you
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as well” (Ex. 10A at 1). Myers replied, “O.K.” (id.). On January 31,
Cohen informed Myers that $85,000 would be delivered to at his Myers
home on February 2 (Tr. at 2587-88). The money was, in fact, never
delivered. :

Two days later (February 2), two FBI ngf‘nts went to Myers’ home
(Tr. at 2659). They identified themselves as FBI agents and said they
were investigating the activities of Tony DeVito, Mel Weinberg,
Michael, Cohen, Angelo Errichetti, and Howard Criden. The agents
inquired whether Myers knew any of these people (Tr. 2660). Myers
admitted knowing Errichetti and Criden but repeatedly denied that
he knew the other three (Tr. 2660-61). . .

Myers testified in his own defense. He did not deny having received
an envelope containing $50,000, nor did he deny receiving $15,000 of
that $50,000 for his personal use.* He attempted, however, to explain
the circumstanees surrounding the receipt of these monies.

The following i3 a summary of the Congressman’s testimony both
on direct and cross-cxamination:

According to Myers, sometime in late July or early August 1979,
Myers visited Councilman Johanson, whom he knew, at Johanson’s
request (Tr, 2707-09). Myers testified that Johanson said that he and
Criden, whom Myers did not know personally, were looking into a
‘““hotel casino deal” in Atlantic CitiB(Tr. 2709) and that if the deal
went through, Johanson would make millions (Tr. 2710). Johanson
went on to say, according to Myers, that “this rich Arab was willin
to pay $100,000 to him [Johanson] and Mr. Criden if they coul
introduce some important people to the Sheik” (éd.). Myers testified
that Johanson stated that if Myers was “willing to meet with this

entleman that there would a hupdred thousand dollars and he

Johanson] would be willing to g“ive me [Myers] $25,000” (Tr. 2711).
Johanson allegedly added that Errichetti and Weinberg would each
get $25,000, and that Johanson and Criden would split the remain-
m%}i%,ﬂﬂﬁ (Tr.2712).

yers stated that when he asked what he was supposed to do in
exchange for the money, Johanson replied, “ ‘You will probably never
see these guys again, You won’t have to do anything. I can assure you
these people have so much money they are willing to pay that amount
just to know some important people’” (Tr. 2?12). Myers said he
rsﬂ:ed that so long as he did not have to do anything, it sounded
¢ tome” (4d.).

_ Johanson nllegedly told Myers that the sheik might ask some ques-
tions about immigration because “[h]e might have to try to come to
America,” but that Errichetti would tell Myers “word for word just
what to do and what to say” (Tr. 2712-13). Myers said he agreed to
the arrangement because he thought he was doing a friend a favor,
and he saw it “as a way to pick up some easy money for doing abso-
lutely nothing” (Tr. 2718).

Myers then described the meeting that took place on August 22,
1979 (Tr. 2714-39). He explained that Errichetti, whom he kmew,
talked to him before the meeting (Tr. 2715-17) and told him to “come

4 Myers later tegtified that he thought $100,000 was In the envel be that
what he had been told (Tr. 2881). ' euvelope because That was
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on strong. * * * Tell him [the sheik] how powerful you are. Maybe
talk about immigration. You will never have to do snything” (Tr.
2717). After learning that they would meet with the sheik’s repre-
sentative instead of the sheik himself (Tr. 2718), Exrrichetti allegedly
told Myers: “You don’t ever have to worry about the sheik coming to
America because Mel [Weinberg] already told me if he [the sheik]
has to leave his country arrangement have been made in South
America and they never include [sic] to come to America” (id.).

During Myers’ testimony, the tape of the August 22 meeting was
played again, in sections, and Myers commented on each section {Tr.
2121-38). He testified that the things he said on the tape were neither
accurate nor true (e.g., Tr. 2721), and that he was just trying to
appear important (e.g., Tr. 2722). According to him, he never met
with anyone at the State Department or did anything for the sheik
before ongress and never intended to do either of those thi (Tr.
2729-30, 2732). He explained that his expression “[m]oney tusl.ﬁs and
bullshit walks™ was “a figure of speech that I use and had been using
for many years” (Tr. 2728). He further explained that he had en-
cour: the sheik to invest in Philadelphia because “I am always
lobbying for business to come into the City, whenever I get an oppor-
tunity” (Tr. 2738). He concluded his discussion of this tape: “I
would have guaranteed him anything he wanted a guarantee on be-
cause I knew I didn’t have to do anything and never intended to do
anything and was told that” (Tr. 2737). o

yers said that after taking the envelope supposedly containing
$100,000, he gave it to Errichetti and then went to Criden’s office (Tr.
2789-41) in order to get his share of the money (Tr. 2915-16). There
he learned that “instead of one hundred there was fifty,” and stated
that at that time he thought “* * * someone st the top had swindled
us? (Tr. 2017, 2918). According to Myers, Criden said that $25,000
had gone jointly to Errichetti and Weinberg, leaving only $25,000,
and 5riden then proposed that Myers take $15,000 and that Criden’s
office take $10,000. Myers agreed (Tr. 2741-42). .

With reipect to the money, Myers said that he put it in a bedroom
drawer and spent it in about two weeks (Tr. 2921-22) : “It was found
money so I spent it quickly” (Tr. 2742). He testified that he rded
the $50,000 as a gift (Tr. 2941) and further stated that he sought and
received an extension for his 1979 tax returns because he was advised
b;i\:ax counse! that the court might order him to return the money
(Tr.2940-41), _

Myers said he next heard about the sheik on January 24, 1080 (Tr.
2743). He testified that he received 2 call from Criden, who said that
a new representative of the sheik, a Mr. Cohen (Wald), was in Phila-
delphia working on s hotel complex, and Cohen wanted to meet Myers
that night (Tr. 2743). Myers agreed to the meeting (Tr. 2744).

Myers, who said he rarely drank hard liquor and could not “handle
it,” testified that prior to tze meeting, he had two or three beers (Tr.
9744-45). The tape of the January 24 meeting was replayed at trial,
and Myers commented on segments of it (Tr. 2746-95). Near the
beginning of the meeting, Myers was offered scotch or bourbon and
asked for bourbon on the rocks (Tr. 2748). He was given a large glass
which he said was filled half with ice and almost to the top with Iiquor
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(Tr. 2749). Myers claimed that during the meeting he became more
and more intoxicated (Tr. 2754, 2755, 2757, 2768, 2779, 2781, 2783).
About half way through the meeting, he asked for and received a
refill of his drink (Tr. 2775; see also Tr. 2980), so that finally, he
said, he was intoxicated (Tr. 2T8TA, 2794, 2796).° ) .

When asked why he had agreed to introduce a private bill, provided
he “had a reason,” he replied : “I wanted the conversation to fall in line
with the first [August] meeting. * * * 1 also wanted to let him know
I knew something about immigration” (Tr. 2750-51). He explained,
however, that he tried to “talk around” the subject of private bills
(Tr. 2783), and stated that he never intended to introduce an immigra-
tion bill and did not do so because he had been told he did not have to
do anything, about this or eny other matter mentioned (Tr. 2751, 2780,
2785, 2798, 2799). ’ )

As for the $34.6 million hotel project that was being proposed for his
District, Myers said initially he had doubts about it and ultimately
became convinced that Cohen was either lying or did not know what he
was talking about (T'r. 2752, 2762, 2774{1%9 further explained that
because he did not think he had to do anything, he was prepared to tell
Cohen whatever he wanted to hear (Tr. 2771, 2788, 27689). He testified
that in fact he had no influence with the City Council and could not
deliver the votes of either City Council or Count%ofﬁcmls (Tr. 2757,
2760, 2788). Morsover, he said he never talked to Congressman James
J. Florio (whom he had discussed on the tape) about the sheik (Tr.
2757). Finally, Myers denied that he knew anything about the Mafia;
he indicated that the names he mentioned were ones he knew only from
the newspapers (Tr. 2765-87) and asserted that he had agreed to
handle the Mafia problem because he knew there was no problem (T,
915455, 2764, 2789).

Myers also said he talked about getting “screwed” at the prior meet-
inﬁ in August in order to find out why he ended up with only $15,000
when he had been told he was getting $25,000 (Tr, 2779). When Cohen
suggested that Myers was supposed to have gotten $50,000, Myers did
not disagree, although he testified he knew %‘:;hen was confused (Tr.
2782). He further explained that he requested the additional $50,000
because Cohen pressed him to give an amount (Tr. 2789).

Asked by his attorney whel.l%:r he thought it was proper for him to
have accepted the money, Myers replied, “Well, when I looked at this
tape, I know it wasn’t proper that I accepted this money but I didn’t
do anything wrong for it. Y didn’t break any laws” (Tr. 2798).°

On cross-examination Myers admitted that at the August meeting
he promised to introduce a private bill on behalf of the sheik (Tr.
2855), and he further admitted that he himself raised the possibility
of a private bill even though no one had instructed him to do so (Tr.
2854, 2892-08). He asserted, however, that he made the promise in the
belief that the sheik was going to South America (Tr. 2983), and he
reasserted his contention that he never intended to introduce any
legislation (Tr. 2856). He stated that he lied to DeVito in order to

4 He later claimed to have consumed 18 onnces of bourbon in an hour aud a half (Tr.
08-09. 2079)

28 , .

8 Similarly, on cross-examination Myers sald that while he did not regard what he had
done 28 improper, “[n]ow that I aee thls [on videotape] I am embarrapsed that I took
?o%nee]y. T am embarrassed that I wae drunk. I am embarraseed of my whole attitude™ (
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obtain money from the sheik (Tr, 2840, 2856) and also stated that he
?’1[(‘1 t;)st 8b)e]imm it was dishonest to obtain money by false pretenses

r. 2858).

With respect to the January 24 meeting, Myers stated that he
attended the meeting without any hesitation or mental reservation
(Tr. 2972-73) and admitted that discussion of the sheik’s possible
immigration problem occurred before he had his second drink (Tr. at
2981). He also conceded that he was not drunk either at the Janu-
ary 25 meeting with Cohen or during the telephone conversations with
Cohen on January 29 and 31. (Tr. 3001, 3014, 3021). He admitted
that at the January 25 meeting, when he talked about delivering “30
or 40 members” and “a few stand-up guys”, he was referring to mem-
bers of Congress (Tr. 3004). Finally, he admitted he lied to the FBI
about not knowing DeVito (Amoroso), Weinberg or Cohen (Wald)
when he was interviewed on February 2, 1980, but explained that he
wouldn’t have lied if he had known he was under investigation (T'r.
3029-24).

During his re-cross examination by other defense counsel, Myers
summed up his state of mind during these episodes as follows: “Well,
my state of mind was that the biggest problem we have in America is
our dollars going over to the mﬁle East paying for oil. And this
seemed like a perfect opportunity to g;t some of the Arab money,
Eeﬁlyoouli money over there, back into Philadelphia for investment”

, 3033).

* * *

The District Court instructed the jury on the three counts with
which Myers had been charged.” In summary :

1. Myers was charged in the second count with bribery,® in violation
of 18 U.S.C. §201(¢).” The court charged that Myers could not be
convicted of the other two counts unless the jury first found him guilty
of bribery. To find Myers guilty of bribery, the jury had to conclude
that the Government had proven four elements of that crime beyond
a reasonable doubt: o y ' (T, 4014)

a) On August 92, 1978, Myers received a sum. of money . 4014).
Th(e %kvenunent contended t%at on that date, Myers received $50,000
from DeVito (Tr. 4015). Myers did not contest this element (id.).

(b) At the time he received the money, Myers was a public oficial,
which the statute defines as including a Member of Conf%rreﬁs (Tr. 4014,
4015). It was not contested that Myers was a public official (id.).

(c) Myers received the money in return for being infiuenced in his
performance of an official act (Tr. 4014, 4015-18).*° The Government
alleged that the official acts were Myers’ decisions and actions as a
Member of Congress in a matter involving immigration, residency and

7The entire cha to the jury appears at Tr. 39904078, w .

2 The lndlcmentrgleso charged vlolpttlom of 18 U.8.C. § 2, but this “aiding and abetting
gectlon appiied only to Erriehetil, Johanson and Criden (Tr. 1013-13a, 4030-33).

® Sectlon 201 (c) provides that “[w]hoever, being a public officlal or person selected to be
a pablic officlal, directly or Indirectly, corruptly asks, demands, exacts, molicits, seeks, ac-
cepts, recefves or agrees to recelve anything of value for himself or for any Ot'l,l'er person
or entitr, in return for being infiluenced in his performance of any official aet” shall be
gdlétxnoﬁo?ﬂc?nilm:ét" ig defined by the statute as; “any declslon or action on any queatlon,
matter, cause, suif, proceeding or controversy, which may at any time be pending, or which
may by law be hmuﬁnt before any public ofiielal, in his official eapacity, or 1n his place of
trust or profit,” 18 T.8.C. § 201(2). .
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citizenship of foreign nationals which m.it.il:t. at some time be pending
or which by law might be brought before the House of Representatives
and de&artments, agencies a.ndg branches of the United States. Specifi-
cally, the Government claimed that Myers agreed, in return for the
money, to assist a “sheik”, whom DeVito claimed to represent, in
coming to or remaining in this country by introducing into Congress a
private immigration bill and by using his influence as a Congressman
with officials in the State Department to favorably affect the sheik’s
residency status here. The court charged that a promise bﬁr & Congress-
man to introduce or support a private immigration bill would be a
promise to perform an officizl act within the meaning of the statute, A
promise by a Congressman to use the influence of his position and office
to affect decisions of departments and agencies of the Government of
the United States could also be a promise to perform an official act,
and this could include a promise to intervene before the Executive
Branch of the Government to facilitate an alien’s entry into this coun-
try, to stay his deportation, or to procure permanent resident status
for him (Tr. 4016--17). R

Myers contended that he did not intend to be influenced in any official
acts, and that he was only prefending to acquiesce in the bargain with
DeVito and to promise to perform official acts. His intent when he took
the money was thus in issue. The court asked : “Did he intend, when
the time came, to help the Sheik, to introduce a private bill into Con-
gress, to intervene with State Department officials? Or did he merely
pretend that he would do so without actually intending to follow
through on his promise? This matter of defendant Myers’ intent when
he took the money is the central issue on this element” (Tr. 4017-18).
The court continued : “[T]he payment received must be accompanied
by a specific intent on the part of the Con man to be influenced in
the manner specified in the indictment. That intent is not supplied
merely by the fact that the payment was received with some gen-
eralized understanding or expectation of benefit or will to the
donor. In order to establish the offense of bribery, the Government
must show that the money was received by Congressman Myers with
the intent to pursue a specific course of conduct” (Tr, 4018-19). How-
ever, the Government was not required to show that Myers performed
any acts or attempted to do so, or that the acts would have been ac-
complished.” The promise did not cease to relate to an official act
merely becanse the agent knew that the subject matter was fictitious
(Tr. 4019). The jury could weigh the evidence of events after August
22 as bearing on Myers’ state of mind on August 22 (T'r. 4020-21).

(d) Myers acted knowingly, willfully and corruptly (Tr. 4014,
4021).*2 The court charged that “[a]n act 1s done knowingly when done
voluntarily and pu:hposqu and not because of mistake, accident, mis-
understanding or other innocent reason. An act is done willfully when

i However, the Jury wes allowed to consider the absence of any evldence of s‘?eclﬂe mets
lmglemenﬂnn bis promisea ns benring npon the questlon of his intent (Tr. 4020).

The epurt also instructed the jury ot} Et&e legser-included offense of recedving a erim.-
inal gratuity in vipiation of 18 TU.8.C 1{g). The fﬁndp&l difference between this
offenge and bery ls that a corrnpt payment and a ?cl c {ntent are not required in order
to make ont a criminal gratnity offense {Tr. 4023-2K). This offense will not be dlscusaed
further in view of the fact that the jury eonvieted Myers of bribery ruther than the lesser-
Ineluded offense of recelving a criminel gratulty.
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done voluntarily and intentionally and in violation of a known legal
duty. An act by a public official 1s done corruptly when done volun-
tarily and intentionally and with the bad purpose of accomplishing
either an unlawful end or result or & lawful end or result by some un-
lawful means. The motive to act corruptly ordinarily is with the hope
or expectation of, or in return for, either financial gain or other bene-
fit to one’s self or some aid, profit or benefit to another. So, 2 public
official acts corruptly whenever he willfully solicits or accepts money
in return for being influenced in his official action. It does not matter
that he intends to turn over all or part of it to others” (Tr. 4021-22).

2, The court next instructed the jury as to the Travel Act, 18 U.S.C.
§ 1952, which was charged in Count 3 of the indictment (Tr, 4033~
40).** Four essential elements of the offense each had to be proven
beyond & reasonable doubt :

T(ra.) On August 29, 1978, Myers traveled in interstate commerce
{Tr. 4036, 4037). There was evidence that he traveled from New
Jersey to Kennedy Airport in New York State (Tr, 4037).

(b) Myers.did so weth intent to promote or ¢ on an unlawful
activity, namely, receipt of a bribe (I'r. 4036, 4037% .

(c) After he traveled with such intert, he performed an act either
to carry on or promote the unlawful activity, or-to distribute its pro-
ceeds (Tr. 4036, 4037-38). '

(d) Myers acted knowingly and willfully (Tr. 4086, 4039). These
t(,erms carried the same definition as when used in the bribery statute

Tr. 4039).

3. Turning to the conspiracy charge,”* Count 1 of the indictment,
the court first read to the jury the indictment, (Tr. 4040-44) which,
In essence, charged Myers with having conspired with one or maore
other persons to commit bribery (Tr. 4045). The four essential ele-
ments of this crime are as follows:

(8) The conspiracy described in the indictment was wilfully formed
and was emisting af or about the time alleged, i.e., on or about and
between July 26, 1979, and February 2, 1980 (Tr. 4040, 4045, 4049-50).
A. conspiracy, the court charged, is a combination of two or more
persons who act in concert to accomplish some unlawful purpose or
some lawful purpose by unlawful means (Tr. 4047). The gist of the
offense is a combination or agreement to disobey or disregard the law
(dﬂﬁ Mere similarity of conduct will not suffice, but neither need it
be shown that an express or formal agreement was entered into (id.).
It is sufficient if the conspiracy existed for some time during the entire
period alleged in the indictment (Tr. 4049).

(b) Myers willfully became o member of the conspiracy (Tr. 4045).
To act or participate willfully means to act or participate voluntarily
and intentionally, in violation of a known I duty (Tr. 4051),

1 Seetion 1952 provides In relevant part: '“Whoever travels in Interstate commeree with
intent to distribute the Hﬂlceedu of any unlawful acHvity, or otherwise to promote or
ca on any unlawful activity, and who thereafter distributes the proceeds or promotes or
earrles on the unlawful activity,” la guilty of A erlme (Tr. 4034),

14 The conspiracy statute, 18 U.B.C. § 371, reads as follows: "If two or more persong con-

ire either to commit any offense ageinst the United States, or to defraud the United

tates or any agency thereof im any maoner or for any purpose, and one or more of such
persons do any acts to efect the object of the conapiracy,” each ig guilty of 4 crime.
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¢) One of the conspirators thereafter knowingly committed at least
(mg c)af the tzn overt acts charged énf.eke indictment 'S at or about the
time and place allsged (Tr. 4045-46). In order to convict Myers, the
court instructed, it had to be proven beyond a reasonable doubt that at
least one of the overt acts occurred while Myers was a member of the
conspiracy (Tr. 4058). ) .

(d) Such overt act was knowingly done in furtherance of some ob-
ject or purpose of the conspiracy ('Tr. 4046). The overt act must have
followed and tended toward accomplishment of the plan or scheme

Tr. 4058). _ .
( Applyil)ag these general considerations to the conspiracy alleged in
this case, the court charged :

[YJou must keep in mind the particular cons iracy with
which these defendants are charged. It is to defraud the
United States of the faithful and honest service of Congress-
man Myers and to have him receive money—as a bribe or
gratuity—in connection with certain matters pertaining to
the immigration, residency and citizenship of a. fictitious
Middle Eastern business man. )

In a short, the defendants are charged with a conspiracy
relating to éongressman Myers and the immigration, resi-
dency and citizenship status of the Sheik. They are not, repeat
not, charged here with any conspiracy with respect to: any
other Congressmen; any Senators; any hotel projects or zon-
ing problems in Philadelphia; any gambling casino projects
in Atlentic City; any port development projects in Philadel-
phia; any dealings with organized crime[,]] unions, or local
or state officials, or any other matters. [Tr. 4060.]

As to the events in January 1980, the court charged:

Algo, with respect to what happened at the Barkley [Bar-
clay Hotel], that evidence I admitted to assist in determining

> The lndictment charged twelve overt acts, but the court struck the lest two from the
Jury's coosideration ('Lr. 40Hy—6). Then ten charged overt acls were as follows:

On. or about July 24, 1979, the derendant HRRICHETLT told Melvin Welnberg during
a telephone conversalion between Fiorida and New Jersey that the defendant MYERS was
preparea to meet with Spectal Agent Amoroso and Weinberg. . X

2. On or about Apgust 5, 1wy, at john ¥, Kenneuy international Airport, within the
Eastern Distriet of New York, the aeiendant ERRICHETTI met with Amorose and Wein-
berg and told them that the defendant MYERS would assist the forelgn businessmen in an
immigration matter in return for a payment of money,

4. On or about Avngust 7, 1979, in Cherry Hill, New Jersey, the defendants ERRICHETTI
and CRIDEN had a meeti;g with Amoreeo and Welnberg.

4, On or sbout August 22, 1978, the detendant CRIDEN travelled by automobile from
ﬁlgilﬁadell%nﬁi Penngylvenia, to John T Kennedy International Alrport accompanied by

chael Criden.

. On or about August 22, 1870, the defendants MYERS and JOHANSON travelled
by automobile from New Jersey to John F. Kennedy Intérnational Airport.

6, On or about August 22, 1979, the defendant ERRICHETTI travelled by automobile
g_oLm New Jersey to Jobn F. Kennedy International Airport accompanied by Joseph

iLorenzo.

7. On or abont August 22, 1879, the defendants, MYERSY, ERRICHETTI, JOHANSON
and CRIDEN had a meeting at John F. Kennedy International Airport.

8. On or about Aunguat 22, 1979, at the Travelodge International Motel, within the East-
ern District of New York, the defendants MYERS and ERRICHETTI had & meeting with
Amoroso and Welnberg durlnfi which the defendant MYERS reccived Fifty Thousand
Dollars (#50,000.00) in retaorn for balng influenced In his performance of officlal acts in an
immigratton matter on behalf of the forelgn businesemen. .

9. On or about August 22, 1979, the defendants ERRICHETTI and CRIDEN had an-
other meeting at Jobkn B, Kennedy International Airport, said meeting heing different from
tho meeting referred to in Overt Act 7.

10. On or about Angust 22, 1979, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, the defendants MYERS
JOHANSON and CRIDEN held a meeting at which a portlon of the Fifty Thousam
Dollars ($50,000.00) was divided among themselves.

[Tr. 4054-56]

£7-836 D B0 ~ §
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what was the defendant Myers’ state of mind back in August.
‘Was he pretending ! Did he take the money in return for being
influenced in an official act? Did he take it because of an offi-
cial act? Did he act knowingly and corruptly ? Those are, as I
indicated, issues which you must determine.

Al you may weigh his conduct and statements in January
in determining what his state of mind may have been back in
August. [Tr. 4064.]

* ® *

On August 30, 1980, the jury returned a verdict against Congressman
Myers of “guilty” on all three counts (Tr. 4130-82),

* * *

On the basis of this Preliminary Inquiry, the Committee is required
to determine whether one or more offenses were committed by Con-
gressman Myers over which the Committee has jurisdiction (Commit-
tee Rule 14). The Rules of the House of Representatives provide that
the jurisdiction of the Committee extends to any alleged violation by a
House Member “of the Code of Official Conduct or any law, rule, regu-
lation, or other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of such
Member * * * in the performance of his duties or discharge of his
responsibilities” (Rule X, Cl. 4(e), Rules of the House of Representa-
tives—hereinafter “House Rule”). .

Special Counse] submits that a review of the evidence, the instrue-
tions and the verdict in the Congressman’s trial reveals that he violated
three laws applicable to his conduct as a Member and at least three
House Rules relating to such conduct.

The statutes which Congressman Myers was convicted of violating
18 U.S.C. §§ 201(c), 371 and 1952, establish a minimum standard of
conduct for House Members by making it i]leﬁz.l for any public offi-
cial to accept a bribe, to conspire to accept a bribe, or to travel in inter-
state commerce with intent to accept a ﬁribe.

Each offense carries 2 possible penalty—in addition te a substantial
fine "—of from five to fifteen years’ imprisonment.’® In order to con-
viet, the jury had to have found that 12 separate criminal elements
were proven beyond a reasonable doubt—including the fact that
Myers corruptly received $50,000 in return for being influenced in his
performance of at least one official act as a Congressman,

House Rule XLIII, Clause 1, provides in pertinent part: “{a] Mem-
ber * * * of the House of Representatives shall conduet humself at
all times in a manner which shall reflect credibility on the House of
Representatives.” The pertinent portion of House Rule XLIII, Clause
2, provides that “[a] Member * * * shall adhere to the spirit and
the letter of the Rules of the House of Representatives and to the
"3 This submisslon and subsequent comments by Snecial Coungel are made pursdant to
Committee RBule 11(a) (E), which authorizes the staff of the Committee to make “a recom-

mendation for aetlon by the Committee respecting the alleged violatlon which waa the
subiect of the inquiry.”
if §ections ATL and 1952 each carvies a possible fine of §10,000, and Sectlon 201(c)
carries a posaible fine of $20,000, or three the monetary equivalent of “the thing of
valoe” given in exchange for the performance of officlal scts, whichever amount 1s Ereu.ter.
18 Geoflons 371 and 1952 each carries a possible prison term of up to five years. Section
201{c) carries & podsible prison term of up to Afteen years.
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rules of the duly constituted committees thereof.” And House Rule
XLIIT, Clause 3, provides in pertinent part: “A Member * * * of
the House of Representatives shall receive no com ation nor shall
he permit any compensation to accrue to his beneficial interest from
any source, the receipt of which would occur by virtue of influence
improperly exerted from his position in the Congress.” * The evi-
dence 1 Myers’ case reveals that all three of luese Clauses were
violated. Clearly, conspiracy to accept a bribe relating to a Congress-
man’s legislative duties, traveling in interstate commerce with intent
to do the same, and actually accepting such a bribe, are acts incon-
sistent both with conduct reflecting creditably on the House and also
with adherence to the various rules applicable to Congressman Myers.
They thus are acts which violate Clauses 1 and 2, They are also acts
consistent with the receipt of money by virtue of improper influence
exerted because of Myers’ position in gongresa, and fglerafore violate
Clause 3,2°

In view of the evidence in this case and the nature of the offenses
of which Congressman Myers was convicted, it is the recommendation
of Special Counsel that the Committee conclude that offenses were
committed over which the Committee has jurisdiction. Special Counsel
further recommends that the Committee hold a disciplinary hearing
for the sole purpose of determining what action to recommend to the
House respecting Congressman Myers (Committee Rule 14]). In the
event the Committee does hold a disciplinary hearing, Special Counsel
is required to submit s recommendation concerning the apfmpriate
sanction (Conmmittee Rule 16(f)). Because of the nature of the evi-
dence and the ¥ravity of the offenses, it is the present intention of
Special Counsel to recommend that Congressman Myers be expelled
from the House of Representatives.

Conviction of the crime of bribery alone indicates a fundamental
disregard for the integrity of the legislative process and strikes at the
heart of a Congressman’s most basic duties. The continued partici-
gation by such a Congressman in the important deliberations and

ecisionmaking of the House of Representatives brings discredit upon
the entire Congress, upon the people he represents, and upon the

¥ Clagge 3 is comparable in many respects to Rnle § of the Code of Ethics for Government
Service, House Concurrent Resolution 175, 72 8tat, pt. 2, p. B12 (July 11, 1958), whick by
tradition, precedent and subsequent statute cerries the foree of law. See, e.g., H. No.
1364, B4th Con%.. 2d sess. at 2 ¢ #eq.; H Rept. No. 1742, 95th Con%. 24 sess. at 3:
H. Rept. No. 850, 96th Cong., 24 sess. at 5; Pub. L. 96303, 94 Stat. 866 (July 3, 1980},
Rule 5 provides {n pertinent part that "“Any person In Government service should * * *
never accept, for himself or his family, favors or benefits under circumgtances which might
be construed by reasonable gsrmm as influencing the periormance of hls government
duties.” See alao Rules 8§ and 8 of the same Code of Ithiecs for Government Service.

20 It could be &eramive]y argued that Congressman Myers also violated House Rule
XLIIT, Clause 4. Thiz Clause prohibits a Member from recelving more than $100 per year,
directly or indirectly, from any forelgn national or agent of a foreign natonal or from any

rson baving o direct Interest in legislation before the Congress, Although the shelks were

etitloun—DeVite and Cohen were not trulf agents of a forelgn natlonal, and o one
involved actually had & direct interest in legislation—Congressman Myers did not know this
and in fact thooght he was dealing with eople having precieely those interests. Clauge 4
obviously was intended to address a1 Member's state of mind rather than facts which are
true but unknown to him. The situation is thus awalogous to that before the Distriet
Jud who instruaeted the jury in effect that Myers could be corruptiv influenced 1n his
3morman¢e of an official act even though there was no sheik and DeVito knew it {Tr.

I!pe'elll Counsel nevertheless does not press this argument hecaunse he submits there are
clear violations of Clauses 1 through 3.
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Nation as a whole. This is uniquely a case calling for the imposition
of the maximum sanction of expulsion.
Respectfully submitted,
E. Barrerr PRETTYMAN, JT.,
Special Oounsel.

Ausy R. Sxyoer,
Hogan & Hartson,
815 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20006
September 10, 1980,



[APPENDIX 1 TO REPORT OF SPECIAL COUNSEL UPON
COMPLETION OF PRELIMINARY INQUIRY]

TRANSCRIPT OF STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE MicuarL O. Myers
Berore ComMMITTEE oN STanparps or OrFrrcrar Conpuor

(September 10, 1980)
IN EXECUTIVE SESBION

The CHAmMAN, * * *

Then for the expedition of this meeting today, if Mr, Myers, would
you state what you wish to state.

Mr. Myegrs. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

I think, Mr.'Cfm.irman, first of all I shounld probably start off b{
explaining that a lot of things that are not on tape is the reason
am here today, is what brought me to that meetmghin New York,
and the things that led up to the initial meeting which took place
August 22 of 1979.

irst of all, I think I should probably lay out some of the charac-
ters that were involved, some of the op{e that introduced me to
these representatives of the Arab sheik and try to put in in context,
what actually happened, which you will not see on the film, That is
the reason I start off that way.

First of all, a friend of mine, a ward leader in the City of Phila-
delphia, an elected city councilman nemed Louis Johanson, who is a
political friend of mine and & personal friend of mine, we both have
a summer home in the same location in Longport, New Jersey,

He had contacted me early August or late July of 1979 and he told
me he would like to talk to me. So I said, sure, come on over. So he
stopped over at my place and we got together. He told me about a
business proposition which him and his law partner, a Mr. Criden,
was involved with, a transaction of a hotel casino in Atlantic City,
New Jersey.

So, he went on to tell me that his law firm was handling this trans-
action, it was around a $100 million transaction, and the firm was in
a position to probably make a fee in the millions, several million
dollar fee for the transaction. So, he told me that he had met with
some representatives of a rich Arab sheik whose name he did not give
me, and they had met in Florida, upon a yacht that was called the
“Left Hand,” and that they were assured at that meeting that the
Arabs were interested in this kind of investment, and that it looked
good, the deal should go through without any problems, and that as
soon as they got back to London, they would put the package together.

So anyway, he went on to tell me that when he went down to
Florida, he brought with him a copy of a lease agreement that he

(63)
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had from the owners, agreement of sale. He brought a feasibility
study. He brought all kinds of architectural plans of the hotel,

This was a legitimate hotel casino deal in Atlantic City. He was
very excited about the deal. He even told me he was going to retire,
and get out of polities, and he was looking for a permanent retirement.

The CrarMax. Mr. Johanson ?

Mr, Myers. Yes. Because it was such a Iucrative transaction. It was
the blggest deal of his life, and he could get out of politics. I was
happy for him. I told him that. He went on to tell me that his law
firm was in a position to pick up a $100,000 fee if they would intro-
duce the sheik to some important people. So I told {lim that, you
know, it seemed like a fairytale to me,

I never heard of anybody willing to pay that kind of money just
for meet'mF people. So he went on to tell me, I said, did you check
these people out, are they for real, I never heard of such a story. So
he told me him and his law partner, the law firm had checked on
Abdul Enterprises and checked with the Chase Manhattan Bank in
New York, and they were told by the bank that Abdul Enterprises
had $400 million on deposit in that bank.

Now, it later came out in the trial that one of the government
witnesses, one of the FBI agents, had told the court that he instructed
Chase Manhattan to give those statements out to anyone asking about
Abdul Enterprises. So that, you know, this legitimate transaction, of
course, is what led me into this, to try to help Mr. Johanson out.

He tells me about the $100,000 that he would get, the law firm, and
he was wi]linﬁ to give me a $25,000 gift out of that $100,000. The
ather money, he sald he was going to have to give some back to the
Arab representatives. And then there was the Mayor of New Jersey,
Mayor of the City of New Jersey, Camnden, Mayor Angelo Errichetti,
to get some of it, too, because he was involved I it, too, in the trans-
action in Atlantic City,

I said, what do I have to do. He said, you don’t have to do any-
thing, and you probably will never see these people again. So I said,
what do I have to talk about? They are going to ask me some ques-
tions. Obviously if I go to a meeting. .

So, T was told that the sheik himself did not speak English, and 1
would have to absolutely s:.g nothing to him because he didn’t under-
stand English, e told me that there may be some talk about immigra-
tion to America, in case there was ever a problem in the sheik’s home-
land, which I was never told where it was. I never had an idea where
the homeland was,

So, I told him, if that was all I had to do, I never had to do any-
thing, that, fine, I would be happy to meet with him, So I told him to
set up the meeting. So the next time I heard from Lou Johanson was
on the 21st of August, which would be the day prior to the meeting
in New York. '

So, what took place at that meeting, he came to my house, down at
the shore again, we had been in recess during the month of August
1979. T was down at my summer home. He told me that the meeting
had been scheduled for the next dey in New York, and that we were
going to leave early, we should leave sarly in the morning of the 22nd,
andnfhat I would meet with Mel Weinberg and Mayor Errichetti, an



65

I would be instructed on what I should say and how I should react in
front of the sheik. .

So, I said okay, fine. That was about the extent of it. _

The next morning him and I left for New York. We drove up in my
car, and we met at the Kennedy Airport, is where we was to meet
Mayor Errichetti and Mel Weinberg. We got there I would say around
10:00 o’clock in the morning.

The Cuamuan. “We” is you and:

Mr. Myess. Me and Councilman Johanson. We waited there I would
say for an hour and a half before anybody shcwed up. Just seated in
the lobby, reading the paper, waiting for Weinberg and Errichetti to
show up. .

Around 11:30 Weinberg does not show, but Errichetti shows, along
with Mr, Criden and a couple of other people, Mr. Criden’s son who
drove him up there, and I think the Mayor’s chauffeur So the Mayox
said plans had changed a little bit, that Mr. Weinberg was not able to
make the meeting to instruct me how I should act and what I should
say, that he was going to give me my instructions.

im and I broke away from the erowd, the main group of people
that was assembled there. We went over the side in the hotel—I mean
in the airport lobby, and we talked there for about 15 or 20 minutes.
He told me that the only thing I had to do was—still under the im-
%ression I was going to meet with the sheik himself, he didn't talk

nglish, come on strong, he likes tough guys, he said act like & tough
guy, a former longshoreman, he likes guvs that come on strong.

He told me, he says, you saw me on TV many times. You have to be
real positive, tell him whatever he wants to hear, tell him anything.
T said, he understands nothing. He doesn’t understand anything you
are saying. As a matter of fact, if you get a little mixed up, start talk-
ing about the Phillies, meaning the Philadelphia Phillies, because he
didn’t know what I was talking about anyway. So he told me there
may be some talk about immigration, if anybody would bring it up,
just go along with whatever the’y say. He says you are never going to
see these people again, you don’t ever have to do anything, you have
no problems.

T kept asking that very question. I was assured by him time and
time aiain that there was nothing to be done or ever anything that T
would have to do as a member of Con .

So that was about the extent of the meeting. Come on strong, it is
all play acting. Mel Weinberg had, of course, instructed the Mayor to
do this. It would be a 20-minute performancs, and that would be the
end of it.

So he left the airport, and I followed about ten minutes later, and
I had an arrangement to meet him in the lobby of the TraveLodge
Hotel, which is about a mile away from the airport.

So, when T got there, he was standing in the lobby, right by the
elevators there. I walked in, he said there has been another change in
plans. He says the sheik will not be able to make the meeting because
he is tied up at other meetings. He said, but you are going to meet with
a couple of the representatives of the sheik, and the representative of
the sheik was Mel Weinberg, who was a part of the meeting, who I
was told was in on the piece of what monies was going to come back
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through Criden’s law firm, and that if I had any problems, Mel would
assist me, if it was an ares that I didn’t understand or a question I
co%!dn;t. answer, that he would pick up the slack and get on another
subjec!

course the Mayor was to be in the room with me also.

Now, at this point in time I was told about Tony DeVito, who turns
out to be Special Agent Amoroso. He was the representative of the
sheik that I would meet, with, Also I was told at that time that—now
I started uestioning—T can’t talk about the Phillies now, this guy
understands English, what do T say if he asks any questions I am
cloudy on. '

He says, come on strong, tell him whatever you want to tell him.
Wa are there to back you up, if you have an area you might have a
problem in. I said, what ebout immigration? Ts he going to get into
that, talk about that? Well, he said he might touch upon that.

But let me tell you somet!hing. Weinberg has assured me that is not
even a problem because arrangements have already been made for the
sheik to go to South America, should he ever have to leave his home-
land. So I was assured that if the sheik ever had to leave his homeland
for political reasons or whatever reasons, that he wasn't coming here

anyway. .

g:_’ Iysaid, okay, as long as 1 had & clear understanding 1 had to do
nothing and wasn’t expected to do anything. That was the agreement.

Up to the meeting we go and, of course, the rest of the meeting is on
tape. I start right off. Errichetti starts the meeting over. This is Con-
gressman Myers, he says. Tell him about yourself.

He sterts off i)y saying, for instance, in the first statement that he
is the leader of a six-man delegation from Philadelphia. I mean there
are only four members from Philly. So in my quick summary of my
activities here, I pick up his mistake and say, well, includes two south-
ern counties. So I start right off strictly coming on strong with the
B.S. and T tell him how important I am and all this stuff, on and on
and on.

Anything he asks, that is no problem. He asked about the State De-
partment. I said, don’t worry about that. T have that under control.

I said, I have important people over there.

He said, who are they ?

I said, I cannot give you a name right now because I didn’t know
nobody at the State Department.

So he said, what could you do?

1 said, well, there is a lot of ways of doing things with immigration.
I could introduce a private bill.

He said, okay, that sounds good. He says I could tell the sheik you
will introduce a private bill.

I said, yes, you can tell the sheik that, and we went ¢n and on, and
we talked about all kinds of other investments in my district, wilich,
of course, I was told ahead of time about the investments, about a
third contsiner pier, coal-exporter terminal, a hotel, mortgage com-
penies and on and on and on about what they were going to do in my
district as far as investing bucks.

I personally saw this as a way to help a friend, to land the hotel
casino deal in Atlantic City. I also saw it as & way to pick up some
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money for doing nothing, which I am not proud of, but that is the way
I viewed it at the time. ] ]

I also saw a great opportunity to have all this Arab money spent In
my district, hundreds of millions of dollars, and I thought 1t was the
right thing to do at the time, L

iika T said, I am not proud of what I did, but I don’t believe 1t
is eriminal. T did not see where I broke any laws. And I am saying to
you that I never intended to break any laws, and T was told time and
time again that I didn’t have to do anything wrong. I was assured
that.

‘When I was told about the possibility of the sheik coming to America
didn’t even exist because he had already made arrangements to go
to South America should there be a problem, and that is brought up
in the tape by Mr. Errichetti—-well. there is no problem now he says,
none really exists, and that is basically the story. )

And, of course, after we talked for about 15 or 20—1 guess 20 minutes
or so, I left the room and, of course, when I left the room, Mr. Amoroso
handed me a package. In the package was $50,000, which I didn’t
know what was in the package at the time. .

I thought it was a hundred thousand dollars, to be honest with
you, but 1t turns out it was fifty, and I had an agreement to walk
outside the door mnd hand it over to Mayor Errichettt, xight outside
the door, and he would in turn go back in and give the representatives
of the sheik their piece—their share of the fee that the law firm was
to get,

I went back to Philadelphia, Later on I met up with Criden and
Johanson. Johanson and lpwant back to Philadelphia together and
later on. Criden came down to his law office. He said there was another
misunderstanding.

Instead of being $50,000, it was only $25,000. So——

The Cramman. You walked out of the room with the money, but
you didn’t ever check

Mr. Mxers. I never looked at it. I never opened the package.

;I‘he Cuarman. When did you first know about m much was in
it?

Mr. Myers. When I got back to Philadelphia.

The Crmairman. You carried it all the time without looking at it?

Mr. Myers. I carried a sealed envelope in the room through the
door, and then I handed the package over to Mayor Errichetti, and
then I never saw it again.

I left on the elevator. He stayed on the same floor. Now, I was
told that he was going back in to see Mel and Tony and give them
their piece of the action, so I went back to Philadelphia, waiting on
Mr. Criden to get his little fee, and he came down and he was going
to give me $25,000, which. he promised to give me.

"hen he gets back anyway to Philadelphia, he tells me there was

a misunderstanding he said of $100,000, ?t was only $50,000 in the

envelope, so much had to go back to the Mayor and to Mel Weinberg

and Tony Divito, and $25,000 was left. So Ke said to me, well, what
do you think? Would you be willing to take fifteen ¢

I said, well, for doing ing, I don’t care. I will take the

fifteen. So I got $15,000 handed to me, which I took, put in my
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pocket and left with, and that ended any further contact with any
of these people for approximately six months.

Six months later T got a phone call that—T got a phone call from
Mr. Criden down in Washington. It happened to be on the Thurs-
d::g we were adjourning for the week, and he said to me that he
had received a phone call from Mel Weinberg and some of the Arab
representatives were in Philadelphia exploring a hotel complex that
they were going to build there, and they would like to say hello to
me, and why don’t ¥ stop up.

I told him I was coming into town that night and he also told me
I impressed them, and they would like to say hello. He told me that
the hotel was going to be built in my district. So that night, when
I went back to Philadelphia, T met with these people again,

At that point in time, that is all a matter—of course, there was a
tape made of that meeting. It is a very lengthy meseting. That is
where—I had a few beers before I got there. When I got there, ¥
had two big glasses of bourbon, two very large glasses of bourbon
they had there. Of course, I asked for it. They didn’t force me to
drink it.

By the time the hour and a half meeting was over, I was pretty
intoxicated, I was Eretty loose with the tongue. I was cursing a lot.
Any problem they had, I solved it.

They got into all kinds of talk about Mafia. I told them Y could
handle any Mafia problems; that is not a problem.

They were concerned about port, union problems. I could take
care of all that.

They were concerned about city council. T could handle that.

They were concerned about zoning problems, which T could handle.

I guess there was 15 problems or so that tﬁey kept throwing up,
and no matter what they were, of course, I could handle them becanse
they were mot problems.

That is the reason I could say I could handle them, They were
talking about Mafia in the port. I worlked in the port for 13 years.
There was never & Mafia problem in the port of Philadelphia. So
it didn’t exist.

So for me to be able to handle a problem that didn’t exist was very
simple to do and, of course, these were all local things, really as far
as a member of Con -I would have no real say over anyway;
these were city council matters and local zoning matters.

But I assured them whatever they wanted to hear that I could take
care of it and that went on and on and round and round for an hour
and a hsalf, and that was about the extent of that meeting.

The Cramaran, Did they pay you anything more than the $15,000¢

Mr. Myzrs. No, but we tﬁeob mto a discussion at that point in time
about money, and I told them-—T didn’t know--this was new ts
again. When we got to Philadelphia, instead of Tony Divito, there
was a Michael Wald, who was using the name of Michael Cohen. And
there was another agent, Ernie Haridopolos, and he was posing as
Ernie Pollis, a representative of the Arab sheik,

Now, these were two new people. I didn’t know what they knew
about the first meeting whether they were hooked in with Mel Wain-
berg and a part of anything he was doing, I didn’t know this.
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The Caamruan. Who set the second meeting up?

Mr. Myers. The second meeting was set up—I got called from
Howard Criden to attend the meetinﬁ. I went to that meeting. More
money was brought up at that point. I told him I had been misled, at
least I thought T was misled. I got screwed out of what I was told 1
was to get. He thoufht 1 was to get fifty thousand. You were supposed
to get ﬁ% thousand. I said I got fifteen.

said to me, well, we owe you 35. X

Now, really, they owed me ten, if they owed me anything. When he
said we owe you 35. I didnt’ say nothing. I just figure if he owes me
35, that is fine with me. )

He went on insisting he owed me 35, so then we are talking further
and further in the conversation.

We want to come up front with more money, what do we have to do
with the Mafia, what does it take, what do we have to give to port offi-
cials, to conncilmen this one, and I kept insisting through and through,
it is not a problem.

You don’t have a problem in this area. I told them, look, you cannot
come into this town or any town with bags of money looking to hand
it to everybody you see, but they tried to put a price on everyfimg they
want toe?:: when there wasn’t a need for it or a price.

I told them I am trying to save you money. They told me about the
hotel. I knew these guys were full of B.S. through this meeting be-
cause they were telling me about a hotel they were gomdg to break
ground in six to eight weeks, break ground on a hotel, and then the
are worried about zoning problems, and I know zoning matters 1s
already resolved when you are going to break ground. .

My feeling was these guys were ripping their employer off, ripping
the sheik. I figured they had & live wire over there and just cleaning
him out. That was my feelings.

I kept trying to get them to tell me some information about Wein-
berg. They wouldn’t give me any information. So we went round and
round for an hour and a half and, of course, did everything except—
I guess, start World War ITL That is what I agreed to do.

asically they were all local issues, all local 1ssues. Of course, none
of it ever developed, or anything like that, and the bottom line was
they said we want to give you some additional money for all these
other things.

So that is where we talk about another $50,000.

So now it is 35 that they owe me, and they are going to put another
50 on top of that to bring it np to 85 in addition, And I just don’t say
anything. I don’t say no or say yes.

They are talking all these big figures. So what happens? You know,
of course I never get the money or anything like that. It is just to
lead me on. Then they

The CramrMaN, Fifteen was all you got ?

Mr. Myzns. Fifteen was the total amount of money I received, We
get into discussions, for instance, about going across the river into
New Jersey, running an excursion from my district to Atlantic City;
using limousines, which is unheard of. They were way out of line.

They talked about coal, so we talked about—for instance, when you
go to New Jersey, he said we may have some interstate problems,
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I said, you don’t have any problems. I don’t see any interstate prob-
lems that you have.

I said Florio would do anything he could to help you if it is going
to mean dollars to New Jersey.

They try to get me to arrange & meeting with Florio, Of course, I
told them it wasn’t necessary to meet with Florio, you don’t have a
problem here.

So they tried to get me to set a meeting up with Florio several times,
which, of course, I told them wasn’t necessary. I didn’t think they had
to meet with Florio.

Then when they tulked about building a coal pier in my district to
export this Pennsylvania, coal, that is how we fot talking about the
coal fields, opening up the Pennsylvania coal fields, That is how I got
involved with the name of Ray Musto.

They said, yes, we know azout Musto, We would like to meet him,
and they tortured me to bring this guy in. Then he was not a congress-
man ; he was just a candidate running for special election.

So they asked me, well, what should we do with him ¢

T said, well, if you want my opinion, I would give him a $10,000
campaign contribution.

oll, no, we want to give him $50,000.

I said, well, I don’t know why you want to give him $50,000, It is
not necessary. I think you are crazy.

Well, we got so much money, the Arab, he is more impressed, the
sheik is, if he gives you a big gift that impresses him, because he has
tons of money, it doesn’t matter if it is 50,000 or 300,000; makes no
difference to him.

He wouldn’t even know it was taken out of his account.

Everything was done with just tons of money that they tried to make
an impression upon me. That is all they talked about.

Qutside the hotel, for instance, they want to send their chauffeur for
me, They had two limousines pa.rke:{ with chauffeurs standing by the
door to meet their m&resentativw. They wanted to send planes to pick
me up. Everything they done was on a very large scale, you know, to
impress me with their money. Even the room they used at the Barkeley
was the finest room you could use in & hotel, like $400-a-day room.

Everything they done was just so plush. Of course, to impress me
that this was for real.

So they ]l)ressad with Musto. They called me down here. The t
himself called me half a dozen times, and I wasn’t really intere: in
calling Musto, but I thought maybe it would be good to call him be-
cause I know Ray was in a tough campaign; he was loeking for some
campaign money. :

So Ilginecided to call. T called him. Of course, I had knew Ray from
serving in the Pennsylvanian Legislature with him. He told me that
he would be happy to come down and meet with these people.

T told him what they were interested in. You will see it in tapes if
you view them or in the transcripts. That they already had leases up in
his county, where he is from, 1n his district, coal leases to take the
coal out of the ground within 8 years, and you know even the way they
talked about leases I knew they didn’t know what they were talking
about.
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He says he has an 8.6 year lease. I said I never heard of a lease like
that. If it would be five years or maybe even eight years, it would be
understandable, but 8.6 years. I never heard anybody talking about
leases using those terms. _

But the guy was fishing. He didn’t know what he was talking about.
Any area he %?t into, he would explore it. If it happened to be a mem-
ber’s district that happened to have mushrooms, he would say they were
in theaij mushroom business. Whatever it was, that is they way they were
traveling,

So I brought Musto down. Musto met me at my office. I told him
basically exactly what I was told. These people had tons of money,
they were interested in investing in his district, in my district, in this
part of the country. They wanted to give him a campaign contribution.

He said, well, what do I have to do. I said, you don’t have to do any-
thing. I never talked about anything, immigration or anything, be-
cause they never did ask about anything, so I certainly didn’t offer
anything,

Ray went to them, went to the meeting with me, and he talked to
them for about 15 or 20 minutes, and during that period of time they
were saying, well, we may have some problems with DER, Department
of Environmental Resources; that is a State agency.

Of course, they issue coal mine permits to remove coal. Ray said
that he would be happy to work in any way he could to help them.

He said he was interested, his whole campaign was based on open-
ing up the coal fields. He said that he knew some of the local officials
that the{1 should meet, you know, start opening up doors, to have the
deal with the local coal miners’ unions up there, to get to know them,
and to hire union employees.

He also told them that they would have to take out—post bonds as
far as the Land Reclamation Aect is concerned, to reclaim the land after
they removed the coal. He said thers was absolutely nothing anybody
conld do about that ; that was a necessary requirement.

They agreed to all that stuff. They said they wanted him to be their
friend. ’I%;r:; didn’t have any problems at this point in time, but
thers may be one down the road somewhere, and they want a friendly
face.

And Ray said, well, if you are willing to open these coal fields up,
vou have s friendly face. I will do whatever I can to help.

So they asked him a question about a vote and he said, thev said,
well, we will have to tell the sheik more than just that you will be &
friendly face. Will you vote, will you give us your vote in Congress
when you get there, or in the State House now, being you ars there ?

He said, well, what vote are you talking about? Tf there is a vote to
open up coal mines, I am going to be for that automatically.

‘What vote are you talking about ¢

So the agent told him, he says, I cannot be specific about a vote, be-
eguse I don’t know what vote T am talking about. Can we count on
any vote?

So he said, well, I couldn’t say yes to that. I have to be honest and
say no. I don’t know what vote you are talking about. If you can tell me
what vote you are talking about, if it is going to help my district, T am
going to be for it anyway. :
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At that point in time I told them, I said, T cannot believe you would
ask a man for his vote. You know what you asked him. I never heard
a.nyﬂun.% so ridiculous, So they said, well, we probably framed it
wrong. Yes, that was wrong to do. We shouldn’t have done that, we
should have—we shouldn’t have done that. Maybe we can talk to him
ater.

I said, well, it is up to him. I will see if he wants to meet with you
later. He gave me his card. He said, you can stop in my office and see me,
or you can come up to his office up in Wilkes Barre, up in northeastern
Pennsylvania, the coal mine region. That was about the extent of it.

Then a few more phone calls to me, just keeping me on the string,
basically. The next thing I know, February 2, two FBI agents knocked
on my door, told me they were investigating—they didn’t tell me that.
The first thing they asked me if I knew Mel Weinberg. Then they asked
me some other questions, they were investigating a political corruption
case and they wanted to talk to me.

So, once I had a very brief conversation with them, I told them,
{ou know, I would have to talk to my lawyer at this point. T said,

don’t know whether I should be answering questions, bugif 1 can help
you, I will, But they were not specific on any of the questions. They just
hit me cold with do you know Tony Divito, Mel Weinberg, those kinds
off a;m?&oms, Angelo Errichetti and so forth. That is about the extent
of the story.

Mr. Cacmeris. Mr. Chairman, I think the committee ought to be
a.yvan?i that the January 24 tape, which I don’t know whether you
viewed——

The Caammax. We haven’t viewed it yet.

Mr, Cacaeris. That is & tape that the judge, given the nature of the
conversations on it, which were 90 percent local matters not involving
official acts of the U.S. Congressman, in which there was a far-ranging
discussion by the agents who admittedly were investigating the City
Council of Philadelphia, again not involving the official acts of Mr.
Myers as a Congressman, :5(9& that that tape should be stricken as an
overt act in the conspiracy count in the indictment, left it in evidence
only for the jury’s consideration on Mr. Myers’ state of mind as of
A 22.

as yon will ses, it does discuss local nonofficial acts of the
C sman.

:%ﬁe Cramman. All right.

Do you have something

Mr. PrerryMAN. Just a fow lguestions, Mr. Chairman. )

Mr. Congressman, you testified in your own behalf at your trial?

Mr. Myess. Yes, I did. . .

Mr. Prerryman. You were asked guestions both by Mr. Cacheris,
by other defense counsel and by the prosecutor?

Mx. Myers, Yes.

Mr. Prerryman. You testified for I believe over 350 pages of tran-
script of record? .

Mr. Myezs. I don’t know the number, but it wes & day and a half
on the stand.

Mr. Prerryaman. Other than the incident involving Congressman
Musto, which you have told us about here, where you brought the Con-
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ssman to the sheik’s representatives, did you tell essentially the
same story at your trial that you told here today ?

Mr. MxErs. No, I did not.

Mr. PrerryMan. What elements did you tell here today that you
did not reveal a.t.?your trial, putting aside the incident involving Con-

Musto

Mr, Myess. Putting aside the Musto tape, I don’t think anything,

Mr. Prerryman. In other words, you told essentially the story here
today that you told in greater detail at your trial?

Mr. My=zas. Yes, I would say that I did, yes, sir.

Mr, PrerrymaN, And you were found guilty by a jury of bribery

Mr. Myzrs. Yes.

Mr. Prerryman. Conspiracy, and a violation of the Travel Act?

Mr. Myers, Yes.

Mr. Prerryman. Is it your contention, sir, that you did not seek
from the sheik’s representatives the additional $50,000 over and above
the original $50,000 that you received ¢

Mr, MvErs. Well, it is my contention that they kept insisting upon
mae taking additional money, which I never took. But at one point, near
the end of that lengthy tape, the meeting of the 24th I think it was of
Jan , near the end of that tape he said to me, you don’t have to be
bashful, we want to give you some additional money, give me = figure,
I don’t care what it is, we Kava got plenty.

At that point in time I said, well, timw another $50,000 in there,
which of course I said at that time, I didn’t get. You know, that was
on the local issues. As a matter of fact, he spelled out that the $50,000
v;laspto be used for me interceding with the Mafia, City Council, and
the Port.

Now, I think he also included zoning in that area, which were all
local issues that he talked about that additional $50,000.

Mr. Prerryman. I would simply call the committee’s attention to
Exhibit 7(&{, pages 161 and 162, which follows transcript 2549 in
the bound volume which is before you on that issue.

I have no further questions, sir.

The CratrMaN. What page number was that ?

Mr. PrerrymaN, Look at 2549, Exhibit 7 starts at pages 161 and
162. I might d'just add in regard to that, one further question.

Who raised the issue of the additional $50,000 in subsequent tele-
phone conversations between you and Mr. Wald

Mr. Myers. Well, they called me. I never called them.

Mr. PrerTyman. My question was who raised the issue of the addi-
tional money ¢

Mr. Myrgs. I believe they did. They said to me—there is about five,
I think four or five telephone conversations. Mr. Wald said to me, I
have %iOt to see you about other matters. I took that to mean that he
wanted to see me about. this additional moneys that he had spoken
about. T would say that he raised them.

Mr. Prerrysan. I would call the committee’s attention to those
telephone conversations after the Congressman has concluded.

atis all T have, Mr. Chairman,

The Cmarrman. Does anyone have any questions they would like to

ask?
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Mr. Tromas. Congressman, are you aware of what Federal states
as a maximum contribution from the individual or an individual con-
stituted as & major donor under the law for campaign contribution for
a member running for Congress?

Mr. Myess. Yes.

Mr, Tromas. How much are they ?

Mr. Myexs. Well, from an individual $1,000 and 85,000 limit from a
committes,

The CEAmMAN. Any other questions? If there are no other ques-
tions, we will excuse Mr, Myers, and we will discuss the matter,
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[ArpENDix 2 TO REPORT OF SPEciaL Counser UroN CoMPLETION OF
PrELTMINARY INQUIRY]

Myera' Hearing Exhibit A

v

"2 1, RES. 608

Authorizing an investigation and inquiry by the Committee on Standards of
Offtciel Conduet.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MaxcH 12, 1980
Mr. BenNBTT (for himeelf, Mr. SeeNce, Mr. Hasauron, Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr.
Preves, Mr. LiviveaToN, Mr. S8pack, Mr. THomas, Mr. FowLeg, Mr.
SENSENBRENNEE, Mr. SToxES, and Mr. CHENEY) submitted the following
resofution; which was referred to the Committee on Rules

RESOLUTION

Authorizing an investigation and inquiry by the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

Whereas rule XLIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives sets forth the Code of Official Conduct for Members,
officers, and employees of the House of Representatives
and, among other things, prohibits the acceptance of gifts,
directly or indirectly, from foreign nationals or their agents
or from any person having a direct interest in legislation
before the Congress or the acceptance of compensation from
any source for the exertion of improper influence, and pro-
vides that all such Members, officers, and employees shall

£7-936 0 - 40 6
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c_tmduct themselves at all times in a manner which shall
reflect creditably on the House of Representatives; and

Whereas Federal law prohibits the receipt of anything of value
by any Member of Congress to influence his performance of
his official duties or to reward or compensate him, other
than as provided for by law, for the performance of those
duties (18 U.8.C. 201, 203); prohibits the receipt of unau-
thorized fees relating to naturalization or citizenship (18
U.8.C. 1422); and prohibits conspiracy to commit any of-
fense against the United States (18 U.8.C. 371); and

Whereas mformation has come to the attention of the House of
Representatives alleging that certain Members of the House
of Representatives have improperly accepted or agreed to
accept money from undercover Federal agents and others in
the course of an investigation initiated and/or conducted by
‘the Federal Bureau of Investigation; and

‘Whereas clause 4{e)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives entrusts the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduet with the authority (1) to recommend to the
House of Representatives from time to time such adminis-
trative actions as it may deem appropriate to establish or
enforce standards of official conduct for Members, officers,
and employees of the House of Representatives, (2) to
investigate any alleged violation, by a Member, officer, or
employee of the House of Representatives, of the Code of
Official Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or other
standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of such
Member, officer, or employee in the performance of his
duties or the discharge of his responsibilities and, after
notice and hearing, to recommend to the House of Repre-
sentatives, by resolution or otherwise, such action as the
committee may deem appropriate in the eircumstances, and
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(8) to report to the appropriate Federal or State authorities,
with the approval of the House of Representatives, any
substantial evidence of a violation by a Member, officer, or
employee of the House of Representatives of any law appli-
cable to the performance of his duties or the discharge of his
responsibilities, which may have been disclosed in a commit-
tee investigation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct be and it is hereby authorized and directed to con-
duct o full and complete inquiry and investigation of alleged
improper conduct which has been the subject of recent inves-
tigations (commonly referred to as ABSCAM) by the Depart-
ment of Justice, including the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, to determine whether Members, officers, or employees
of the House of Representatives have violated the Code of
Official Conduct or any law, rule, regulation or other applica-
ble standard of conduet. The scope of the inquiry and
investigation may be expanded by the committee to extend
to any matters relevant to discharging its responsibilities
pursuant to this resolution or the Rules of the House of
Representatives.

Sec. 2. The committee may report to the House of
Representatives any findings, conclusions, and recommenda-
tions it deems proper with respect to the adequacy of the
present Code of Official Conduct or the Federal laws, rules,
regulations, and other standards of conduct applicable to the
conduct of Members of the House of ‘llieprelsent-aﬁves in the
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performance of their duties and the discharge of their
responsibilities.

Sec. 3. The committee, after appropriate notice and
hearing, shall report to the House of Representatives its rec-
ommendations as to such diseiplinary action, if any, that the
committee deems appropriate by the House of Repre-
sentatives and may provide such other reports of the results
of its inquiry and investigation as the committee deems
appropriate.

SEC. 4. (a) For the purpose of conducting any inquiry or
investigation pursuant to this resolution, the committee is au-
thorized to request or compel-—

(1) by subpena or otherwise—
(A) the attendance and testimony of any
person—
{i) at a hearing; or
(i) at the taking of a deposition by one
or more members of the committee; and
(B) the production of things of any kind, in-
cluding, but not limited to, books, records, corre-
spondence, logs, journals, memorsndums, papers,
documents, writings, graphs, charts, photographs,
reproductions, recordings, tapes (including audio-
tapes and videotapes), transeripts, printouts, data
compilations from which information can be ob-
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tained (translated, if necessary, into reasonsbly

usable form), and other tangible objects; and

(2} by interrogatory, the furnishing under oath of
such information as it deems necessary to such inquiry
or investigation.

(b) A subpena for the taking of & deposition or the pro-
duction of things may be returnable at such places and times
as the committee may direct.

(¢) The authority conferred on the committee by subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of this section may be exercised—

(1) by the chairmaen and the ranking minority
member acting jointly, or, if either declines to or is
unable to act, by the other acting alone, except that in
the event either so declines or is unable to act, either
shall have the right to refer to the committee for deci-
sion the question whether such authority shall be so
exercised, and the committee shall be convened as soon
as practicable to render that decision; or

(2) by the committee acting as a whole,

(d) Subpenas and interrogatories authorized under this
section may be issued over the signature of the chairman, or
ranking minority member, or any member designated by
either of them. A subpens may be served by any person des-
ignated by either of them and may be served either within or

without the United States on any national or resident of the
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United States or any other person subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States.

(¢) In connection with any inquiry or investigation pur-
suant to this resolution, the commitiee may request the Sec-
retary of State to transmit a letter rogatory or request to a
foreign tribunal, officer, or agency.

() Any member of the committee or any other person
authorized by law to administer oaths may administer oaths
pursuant to this resolution.

{g) All testimony taken by deposition or things produced
by deposition or otherwise, or information furnished by inter-
rogatory pursuant to this section, other than at a hearing,
shall be deemed to have been taken, produced, or furnished in
executive 5ession.

SEC. 5. For the purpose of conducting any inquiry or
investigation pursuant to this resolution, the committee is au-
thorized to sit and act, without regard to clause 2(m) of rule
XTI of the Rules of the House of Representatives, at such
times and places within or without the United States,
whether the House is meeting, has recessed, or has ad-
journed, and to hold such hearings as it deems necessary.

SEc. 6. The committee is authorized to coordinate its
investigation with the Department of Justice and to enter
into auy agreements with that Department which the com-

mittee determines to be essential for the prompt and orderly
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performance of its duties: Provided, That such agreements

shall not be inconsistent with applicable law or with any Rule
of the House of Representatives unless otherwise provided
herein for the purpose of this investigation. Without regard to
clause 2(e}(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives, the committee may restrict access to information
received from the Department of Justice to such members of
the committee or other persons as the committee may
designate.

8Eeoc. 7. The committee is authorized to seek to partici-
pate and to participate, by special counsel appoin:bed by the
committee, on behalf of the committee and the House of Rep-
resentatives in any judicial proceeding concerning or relating
in any way to any inquiry or investigation conducted pursu-
ant to this resolution, including proceedings to enforce a
subpena.

SEc. 8. The authority conferred by this resolution is in
addition to, and not in lieu of, the authority conferred upon
the committee by the Rules of the House of Representatives.
In conducting any inquiry or investigation pursuant to this
resolution, the committee is authorized to adopt special rules
of procedure as may be appropriate.

BEc. 9. Any funds made available to the committee
after the adoption of this resolution may be expended for the
purpose of carrying out the inquiry and investigation suthor-
ized and directed by this resolution,
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit B

RESOLUTION

Whereas, on August 30, 1980, Representative
Michael O. Myers was convicted in the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of New York of criminal viclations
of the following sections of the United States Code:
(Count I) =-- Title 18 United States Code
§ 371 [consapiracyl]

[Count II} -- Title 18 United States Code
§ 201(c) f[bribery]

(Count III} ~- Title 18 United States Code
§ 1952 [“"Travel Act"!|
And Whereas, under federal law, each of the foregoing
¢riminal offenses is punishable by a term of imprisonment of at

least one year;

Wow therefore be it Resolved, in accerdance with Rule
14 of the Rules of this Committee, that this Committee conduct a
preliminary inguiry pursuant to Rule 11{a) to review the
ev?dence of the foregoing offenses and to determine whether they
constitute violations over which the Committee is given
jurisdlciion under clause 4(e} of Rule X of the Rules of the

House of Representatives;

And be it further Resclved, that Representative Myers
and his counsel be immediately notified of this action and
informed of the Member's rights pursuant to the Rules of this

Committee.
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit C

MINETYHIXTH CONGAESY m._‘_“ -
e e cusmme o el
5‘.,'-'-:'-:-“-:'; INGUIRY AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES, 608 Pl e . .
R ©1.5. Bouse of ; iepregentatives Ppamm

ITTEE ON STANDARDS OF e am—
comorrmgl. CONDUCT 202/331-4685
Hashinglon, BEL. 20513
September 3, 1980
BY HAND

The Henorable Michael Q. Myers

U.5, House of Representatives

1217 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Myersa:

This is to inform you that on September 3, the
House Committee on-Standards of Official Conduct ("the Com-
mittee"] passed the attached Resclution authorizing a
prelinipary inguiry inte the matters for which you were
recently convicted in the United States District Court for
the EBastern District of New York.

Pursuant to Rula 1l of the Committee's Rules, you
have the right to present an oral or written statement to the
Committee during its preliminary inguiry. A conplete set of
the Committee's Rules is attached for your information.

If you wish to present a written statement, it
must be received by the undersigned by Woon, September IO,
1980, If you wish to appear bafore the Committea to present
oral testimony under cath, you must so inform the undersigned
within three days of the date of this latter, and a Committes
hearing will bz scheduled for 2:00 P.M. on September 10, 1983,
for the purpose of receiving that testimony. Failure to
respond within these time limits will be deemed a waiver of
your rights to present a statément during the preliminary
inguiry.

Sinceraly yours,
E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr,
Special Counsel

ec: Plato Cachaeris, Esq.
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s Tty
A o INQUIRY AND INVESTIGATIOr PURSUANT TO H. RES. 603 T s bkt ts, . A
i . .. , Tmns——
R .5, Touse of iepresentatives o
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF .
QFFICIAL CONDUCT 202/331-4685

Rnshivmten, WA, 20518

September 3, 1980

BY HAND

Plate Cacheris, Esquire
1709 New York RAvenge, N W,
Washington, D.C.

Re: Congressman Michael 0. Myers

Dear Plato:

I understand that you will be representing Congress-
man Michael ©O. Myers in connaction with the proceedings recently
initiated by the House Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, I am enclesing for your information a letter which was
sent to Congressman Myers concerning this matter.

Ir. connection with the report of Spacial Counsel at
the conclusion of the preliminary inguiry, as provided for by
Rule 1l(a}) of the Committee's Rules, we are currently planning
to attach to that report, and to make part of the record in
these procesdings, substantial excerpts from the record of the
trial of Congresswan Myers ir the United States Distriet Court
for the Eastarn District of Wew York. Available in my office
for immediate inspection is a copy of the transcript of that trial,
with a line drawn in the left margin opposite those portions of
the transcript which we believe irrelevant for the Committee's
purpeses {e.g., bench conferences concerning peripheral legal
arguments}, and which we therefore intend to delete from the ver-
sion of the transcript to be submitted to the Committee. In addi-
tion to the pages so marked, we also intend to delete all of pages
1 through 589, 1420 through 1528, and 3578 through 3638. Finally,
we intend to introduce the following trial exhibits: 1, 1A, 2,

2, 3, 3A, 4, 4B, 5, 5A, 6, BA, 7, 7A, TC, B, BA, 9, BA, 10,
10A-1, 1%, 1%, 26, 20Aa, 21, 21a, 22, 22A, 23, 23A, 24, 24A, 25,
and 25A.

If you wish to suggest any additions cr deletions to
the excerpts of the transcript and exhibits which we are pro-
posing to submit to the Committee, please inform us specifically
of your proposals by Woon, September 8§, 1380, so that your sug-
gestions may be appropriately considered.

Sincerely yours,

Ba(™

E, Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsal
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit E

LAw OFFICCS
HUNDLEY & CACHERIS, P. C.
WILLIAM G. HUNDLEY SUMTE 205 WIRGIHA SFFICE
PLATD CACHERIS 'TOB NEW YORK AYENUE, M. W. ALEX AR CIRGIA 22314
HENRY €. PETERSEN WASHINGTON,D. C. 20008 1703) s48-180
LARRY 5. GONDELMAN |zoz|53_-4430

September 8, 1980

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr., Esq.

Special Counsel

U.8. House of Representatives

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Barrett:
This will confirm that my client, Michael J. Myers, wishes
to appear before the House Committes on Standards of Official

Conduct on September 10, 1980 at 2 p.m. in Room 2360 of the
Rayburn House Office Building.
-
EJYf,
YA

PC/pb
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit F

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICTAL CONDUCT

IN RE REPRESENTATIVE MICHAEL Q. MYERS )
} Investigation Pursuant To
} House Resolution 608

ETIPULATION

It is hereby stipulated by and between Special Counsel
for the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives ("the Committee") and counseal for
Representative Michael 0. Myers that for purposes of the above-
entitled investigaticn:

1. The transcript of the trial docketed as Number
B0 Cr, 00249 in the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of New York ("the trial"), now in the posses-
sion of Special Counsel, shall be deemed a true and accurate
copy of the original trial transcript, so that a certified
copy of the original trial transcript nesd not be made a part
of the Committee records.

2, The videotapes and audio tapes which are now in
the possession of Special Counsel, the originals of which
were introduced at the trial as Exhibits 1 through 10 and 19
through 25, shall be deemed true and accurate copies of the
ocriginal tapes, so that a witness need not authenticate the
tapes now in the possession of Special Counsel for purposes

of admission into the Committee records,
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3. The transcripts of videotapes and andio tapes which
are now in the possession of Special Counsel, the originals
of which were introduced at the trial as Exhibits 1A through 10a-1
and, 134 through 252, shall be deemed true and accurate
copies of the original +trial transcripts, so that certified
copies of the original trial transcripts need not be made a
part of the Committee records.

4, The copies of trial Exhibits T-1 through T-10,
which are now in the possession of Special Counsel, shall be
deemed true and accurate copies of the originals of such
exhibits, so that certified copies of the original exhibits
need not be made a part of the Committee records.

5, Those portions of the trial transcript, and the
exhibits recited above, which have been designated by Special
Counsel and cross-designated by counsel for Congressman Myers,
shall be deemed the only portions of the trial record which
will be considered relevant and material tc the Committee's
investigation, provided, however, that by so stipulating,
neither Special Counsel nor counsel for Congressman Myera con-

cedes that all such portions are necessarily relevant and

AL

o Cacheris
Counsel for Representative Myers

BT |

B Barrett Pret f .
Special Counsel to the Committee

material to such investigation.

September §, 1980
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Myers' Bearing Exhibit G
TR w——

mml_m ORI B M A .
et INGUIRY AND IRVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO K. KES. 608 E“:‘?-::‘_;_".‘___'““- -
AR e T.&. Bouse of Representatives st T
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Waspingtn, BE. 20513

September &, 1980

- Plato Cacheris, Esg.
1709 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

bear Plato:

This is to confirm that your asscciate, Mr. Gondelman,
reguested this morning that we omit from the Committee's
record in the Myers case Exhibit T-5, which you had earlier
requested that we include. We are happy to accommodate you
in this regard, and pur ear)ier stipulation should be considered
podified accordingly.

Sincerely yours,

Praxt—

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel

1mh
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LAW OFFICLCS
HUNDLEY & CACHERIS, P. C.
WILLIAM G. HUNDLEY SWITE 208 WIRGN A QFFICE
PLATO CACKERIS 1709 KEW YORR AVENUE, H. W n:xf:::u::‘n:;:‘:;ﬂu
HENRY €. PETERSEN WASHINGTON, D. €. 20008 (707) S45-1B8
LAHRY & GONGELMAN woap;;um

September 11, 1980

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr., Esg.

Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of
Cfficial Conduct

U.5. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Congressman Michael J. rs
Dear Mr. Prettyman:

Please consider this letter as a formalization of my oral
motion made at the hearing yesterday.

I reguest that the Committee kesp phase one of its hearings
open for the purpose of permitting Congressman Myers to supplement
the record with testimony, transcripts and exhibits concerning the
violation of Congressman Myers' due process rights in the investi-
gation of this case.

Ag I stated at the hearing yesterday and repeat here, Federal
Judge Pratt, before whom this matter is pending, has ruled that a
due process hearing for-Mr. Myers is warranted. The Myers case
will not be complete until Judge Pratt holds this hearing and rules
on this Constitutional issue.

I assure you that the delay in this due process hearing is in
no way attributable to Congressman Myers. A motion for a due
process hearing was made well in advance of trial, but the Judge
decided that the hearing should take place subsequent to trial
since it was not a jury issue.

This issue is of vital concern to Congressman Myers and I

suggest should be of concern to your Committee since it deals with
the integrity of the prosecution.

- Zﬁ/m;

Plato Cac:hens
BC/pb
cc:  Hon. Michael J. Myers
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit T

WNETVRIATH CONGRESS - L b, abT, 8
— AR € B PO, M.
S H.%. Bouse of Repregentatives —

COMMITTEE OM STANDARDS OF
GFFICIAL CONDUCT

Washinglon, M.E. 20515

PERSORAL & CONFILENMTIAL
BY HANWD

Pebruary 22, 1980

The Honorable Michael ©O. Myesrs
House of Representatives

1217 Longworth fouse CEfice Building
Washington, D.C. 2051%

Dear Congressman Myere:

T aim writing as special counsel to, and at the
direction of, the Oouse Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

Rer:nt extensive press reports have indicated that
you are one of several members of the House who may be under
investigation by the Department of Justice for allegedly agreeing
to accept improper payments offered as part of an operation
initiated by the Federal Burcau of Investigation. The .staff of
the House Copmittee on Standards of Official Conduct is now
assembling evidence, pursuant to Committee Rule 13, on the basis
of which the Committee will determine whether it should initiate
a prnlimjnary inguiry inte this matter, pursuant to Committee
Rule 1j.

In the interests of fairness, before mlklng any
determination regarding the necessity for a Rule 1l inguiry, the
Committee wishes to afferd you the opportunity to appear
veluntarily befere it -- either in cpen or executive session ——
to testify under cath in order to present to the Committee and
ite staff wharever information yon deem pertinent to theae
matters. You may be accompenied by counsel of your choice.

Because the Committee hopes to proceed expediticusly
with regard to this matter, I would appreciate your informing me
ne later than Friday, February 29, 1980, Hhether you wish to
avail yourself of this opportunity.

Sincerely,

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel
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o Myers' Hearing Exhibit J

LAW OFFITES
HUNDILEY & CACHERIS, P. C.
WILLIAM G- MUNGLEY ALITE Z0B “\:l:l::'ﬂ:‘l:::'
FLATS CACHERIT . 1709 MEW TORK AYENUE, M.W. ALE kNI, VINGNGR TR
MHENAY L. AETCAGEN WASHINGION, D. C. 200086 {703) Bat-nas
LARRY 5. GONOE . MAN 1207 BII-3583

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL
BY HAND

February 26, 1980

E. Barrett Prettiyman, Jr., Esg,

Special Counsel

U.8, Nouse of Representatives

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Barrett:

Your letter of Feabruary 22, 1980, to Cengressman Michael
0. Myecrs has heen referred to me for response.

While Conoressman Mycrs is sensitive to the prerocgatives
of the House Corssittee on Standards of Official Conduct, he is
egually aware ci zhe recent and rampant publicity by which the
Departmant of Justice is suggesting that he may be in criminal
jeopardy. In face, your letter predicates a request for Mr.
Myers' testimony on just such publicity.

Under theso circumstances, Mr. Myers is adhering to my
advice and will not appear before your committee at the present
time.

Once the atmosphere clears, Mr. Myers will view your reguest
from a different perspective, and at that time, may be of assis-
tance to your committee.

regards,

Plato Cacheris
rc/eb

67-835 Q Bo 7
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit K

‘\,E’ﬂ\‘c 01\‘10
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, @:.g“w s
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW Yoax‘gﬂn&‘(

u®
%
e W

» %
/"

e N Py
Cr, Neo. 30—00249

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
against
MICHAEL O. MYERS, et al.
Defendants
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Egainst -
Cr. No. B80-00253
BAYMOND F. LEDERER, et al,
Defendants
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- against

Cr. Wo, 80-00291
FRANK THOMPSON, JR., et al,

St S St Tt R et e st Rt et R B R i t® St Bt s g s Rt et

Defendants

ORDER PERMITTING DISCLOSURE
OF GRAND JURY MATERIALS

The Committee on Standards of QOfficials Conduct of the
United Statee House of Representatives ("the Committee") having
requested access to certain information and materials constitu-
ting grand jury materials in- the proceedinge referenced above;
and it appearing that the Committee has a compelling and
particularized need for the information and materials which it
has requested and that disclosure is essential to the ends of
justice and the Constitutional duties of the Committee; and the
United States Department of Justice having consented to such
disclosure subject to certain conditions, it is hereby

ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 6{e)} of the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure, that the Committee be and the same is hereby
authorized to receive information and materials which are in the

custody of the aforesaid grand jury or the Department of Justice
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and which the Department has agreed to disclose to the Committee
for use in ite investigation of the soc-called "Abscam"
allegations, excluding transcripts of grand jury testimony;

PROVIDED, that the information and materials disclosed
to the Committee pursuant to this order shall not without the
approval of this Court be subject to subpoena or other mandatory
process initiated by any third party; and

PROVIDED FURTHER, that should the Committee determine
that it is necessary, in the performance of its Constitutional
duties in connection with its investigation, to disclose any such
information or materials to the public or to any third party, the
Committee shall give ten (10) days' advance notice of such

disclosnre to the Department of Justice,

¥ﬂ£¢254f5/5%{';¢t {ﬁ\
v_f,j /{; 195

UNITED STATES DIS

‘TRICT JUDGE
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TH G FFEMCE. 8.0,
coume £ e e, i - EeTCI
oy, INGUIRY AND INVESTIGATION ~URSUANT TO H. RES. 608 Tt Sorsomeia, . Wb
Deracuran e
A U.S. Bouge of T .epregentatives oy
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF h—
QFFICIAL CONDUCT

Washington, B.E. 20515

September 3, 1980

The Honcrable Irwin B. Nathan
2113 Main Justice Building
Department of Justice
Washingten, D.C. 20330

Dear Mx. Nathsn:

You will recall that in the order sitmed by Judge Mishler
on July 11, 1%5%, he directed me, as Speclal Counsel te the
House Committes on Standards of Official Conduct, to give the
Department of Justice ten dayg' notice prior to making a puklic
disclosure of materials which had been previously given to the
Grand Jory. 7T assume that this regquest has been mooted to the
extent that =wrtain tapes, and the transcripts of those tapes,
were shown or released to the public during the trial itself.

Howevaer, I want to make clear, in view of the order
entered by the Second Cirecuit Court of Appeala, that the
Committee does not at thie time intend to give any video-
tapes or oral tapes to the media or to the public. Rather,
the Committee way introdece as part of its record some pr
all of the tapes, and the transcripts of those tapes, which
ware introduced ai trial and which therefore are already
part of the public record.

Sincaeraely,

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel
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Wyara' Hearing Exhibit M
Pty

I-Gmlﬁ
T b LTy, LA
P INGQUIRY AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES, &8 Hprriermeie .
e PRETOR. WS ARSI DY, WS
R U.S. Touge of 3'epresentatives TEame
COMMITTEE OR 5[{ANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Washington, L, 20515

Saptember 3, 1980

Plato Cacheris, Esg.
1709 Hew York Avenue, N.W.
Wasnington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Cacherie:

You will recall that during the discuesion befeore Judge
Mishler on July 11, 196%, he orally requested me, as Special
Counsel for the House Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, to give the counsel for the defendants in the Myears
trial ten days'advance notige prior to making a public dis-
closure of materials which had been previcusly given to the
Grand Jury. i assume that this reguest has been mooted to
the extent the: certain tapes, and the transcripts of those
tapes, were showvn or released to the public during the trial
itsell.

However, 1 want t¢ make ¢lear, in view of the order
entered by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals, that the
Comrittee does not at this time inkend to give any video-
tapes or oral lLapes to the media or to the public. Rather,
the Committes may introduce as part of its record some or
all ¢f the tapes, and the transcripts of those tapes, which
were introduced at trial and which therefore are already
part of the pubkiic record.

Bincerely,

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit N

Db, DERE L

[y i . rrang b
- WCMNETY., Pl ShouNukisin -

e, SNQUIRY ANO VESTIGATIO! "URSUAKT 10 I RES. 608 P e
ey 4‘“‘ . AL e ALY, WP,
BRI v U5, House of © epresentatives {pamen o

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT 202/331-4685

Washinpton, P.C. 20515

Septemper 16, 1980

Plato Cacheris, Esguira
1709 Kew York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, “.C. 20008

Re: Representative Michael O, Myars —-
Investigation Pursuwant to House
Resolution 608

Dear Flato:

-This will confirm and supplement pur telephone con-
vezsav;mn thrs morning.

Enclosed are two Resolutions which the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct adopted at its meeting this
moraing by ussnimous. vote of those present, (The votes are
available for inspection at the Committee's offices.}

The first Resolution denies your motion to keep open
the Prellminarv Inguiry stage of the Committee's proceedings
pending resolution of Representative Myers’' due process claims.
The second Resolution provides that the Committee shall pro-
ceed promptly to hold a disciplinary hearing for the sole
purpose of determining what sanction to recommend that the
House cof Representatives impose on Representative Myers for
the offenses referred to in the Resolution, and further
provides thak you and Representative Myers shall pronptly he
advised of this action and informed of the Congressman's
rights pursvant t¢ the Rules of this Committee.

¥ou have already been given a copy of the Committee's
Rules, Ruler 14, 16, 17 and 18 are particularly relevant to
the second phase of the disciplinary heazing that is now
beginning. As reflected in the second Resslution, tha scope
and purpose of the second phase of the disciplinary hearing
are solely to determine what sapction, if any, to recommend
that the House of Representatives adopt in regard to
Represantative Myers.
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The olmittee has l.ustructed me to tell you that it
will hold a second-phase hearing next Wednesday, September
24, 15987, at 2:30 AM in Roca 2359 of the Rayburn House Qffice
Buiiding. I »ou intend to call any witnesses to appear and
testify on buhelf of Representative Myers, you are reguired
to submit a "ist of those withasses to me by this Friday,
Seviember 19 1f the list ccntains numerous witnesses, the
Corz.ittee has the option of declining to hear soma or ail of
thor, (see Ru’o L6{f)], or of hearing some or all of them
pricr to pex dnesday's hoaring., If the list is short, the
witnesses wi'l probably all be heard on September 24. If
you intend t suomit any evidence in writing, this submission
must be mads lix aocn, Monday, Saptember 22, 1 have been
instructed t tcll you that barring extraordinary circuomstances,
the Committe tends to conplete the second phase of its
disciplinary aring next Wodnesday, September 24, At the end
cf the hearing, you and I will each be given 30 minbutes to
stzte our rerpoective positions in regard to what sanction, if
any. is appruosrviate under tho circumstances.

If y»a have any questions, please de not hesitate to
call or writ- ne,

Sincerely yours,

Kot
E. Barrett Frettyman, Jr.

Special Counsel

EEP;: mia
encl,
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Myars'Hearing Exhibit
o]

WINETY-BIXTH CORGAETL ‘ LIS B Wy B
[
BOMRRT L. LiVingTI, LA,
e WELLAAM M. THEIAAN, EALY,

IHQUIRY AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO H. RES. 608 . dniaa WLNELN A, T, .

EE N H.5. Bouse of epregentatibes T e

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT 202/331-46B5

Eiashinmion, BD.E. 20513

September 17, 1580

Plato Cacheris, Esguire
1709 New York Avenuve, N.W.
Washington, D.C., 20006

Re: Representative Michael 0, Myers --
Investigation Pursuant to House
Resclution &08

Dear Plato;

Out of a sense of fairness -- even though the Com-
mittee Fuler do not reguire it —- the Committtee on Standards
of official Conduct would like you to see the Exhibits
which were marked and received during the Preliminary
Inquiry, as well as my Report., I must emphasize that these
materials were received in Execative Session and therefore
are not public and should not be distributed publicly.

The Committee nevertheless felt that you should see them

so that you would have a more complete understanding of what
ooccurred duvring the Preliminary Inquiry, and as an aid to you
in preparinz for the second phase of the Inquiry.

As recited by the Resclution I sent you yesterday,
my Report wss neither the only nor even the controlling
factor in the Committee's decision. On the contrary, the
Committee reviewed the relevant trial evidence as stipulated
by you and me, and reached its decision upon the antire
record,

Sincerely yocurs,

Lontt

E, Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel
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Myers® Hearing Exhibit P

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON $TANDARDS OF OFFICTAL CONDUCT

In the Matter of
Representative Investigation Pursuant to
House Resoclution 608
MICHAEL O, MYERS

et

RESOCLUTIOR

Counsel for Representative Michael 0. Myers in the
above-entitled proceeding having moved that "the Committee keep
rhase one [the Preliminary Inguiry stage] of its hearings open
for the purpose of permitting Congressman Myers to supplement
the record with testimony, transcripts and exhibits concerning
the viclation of Congressman Myers' due process rights in the
investigation of this case,”™ and the Committee having heard
argument by counsel for Representative Myers and by Special
Counsel to the Committee; and the Committee having found that the
due process arguments which have been made to the courts on be-
half of the Congressman, even if accepted, do not impact upon OT
detract from the basic evidence reviewed by the Committee; and
the Committee having previously determined that the term
"convicted" in Rule 14 of the Committee'’s Rules means the entry
of a guilty plea or the entry of a jury verdict of guilty; and

the Committee having further found that Congressman Myers has
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failed to show cause for departing from that interpretation by
deferring proceedings under the circumstances here, particularly
in view of the impending Congreasional adjournment; it is hereby:
RESOLVED, that the Motion on behalf of
Representative ll;ers to keep open the

Preliminary Inguiry is denied.
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Myvers' Hearing Exhibit Q

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESERTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
In the Matter of

)
) .
Representative ) Investigation Pursuant te
) House Resolution 608
)

MICHAEL O. MYERS

RESOLUTION

Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Committee's Rules, the
Committee, having reviewed the evidence relating -to the con-
viction of Representative Michael D, Myers in the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of New York
for the ocffenses of violating Sections 201{c), 371 and 1952
of Title 1B of the United Statee Code; and upon consideration
of the Report of Special Counsel Upon Completion of Pre-—
liminary Inguiry filed September 10, 1980, in the above-
captioned matter, and of all relevant evidence, including
the exhibits and record herein and the statements submitted
by Representative Michael 0. Myers on September 10, 1980,
now determines that such offenses were conmdgtéd and consti-
tute viclations over which the Committee is given jurisdiction
under Clause 4{e) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, including House Bule XLIII, Clauses 1-3, and

it is hereby:
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Resolved, that the Committee shall proceed promptly
to hold a disciplinary hearing for the sole purpose of
determininq what sanction to recommend that t,l'_l.e l_iouse"of
Representatives impose on Representative Hyeré' for these
offenses;

And Be It Further Resolved, that Representative Myers
and his counsel shall be promptly advised of this action and

informed ©f the Member's rights pursuant to the Rules of this
Committee.
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit R

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

In the Matter of

MICHAEL 0. MYERS

MOTICN BY RESPONDENT MYERS
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF MOTION
0 DEFER PRELIMINARY INQUIRY,
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE,
TO DEFER DISCIPLINARY HEARING
The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has
determined to proceeq promptly to hold a disciplinary hearing
for the sole purpose of determining what sanr.‘t:f.on te recommend
that the House of Representatives impose on Representative Myers
as a résult of a jury verdict of guilty for various offenses.
In the course of this determination, the Committee denied a
motion of Congressman Myers to keep open phase one of its hearings
pending a resolution by the District Court for the Eastern
District of New York of the allegation by Congressman Myers that
the prosecution of him must be barred because the government
violated his right to due process.

The Committee apparently based its denial of the motion:
on three factors: (1) even if the Court rules that the govern-
ment's conduct in this case violated Congressman Myers' due
process rights, that would not impact on the evidence reviewed
by the Committee; (2) that the jury verdict of guilty constitutes
a "conviction™ within the meaning of Rule 14 of the Committee's
Rules despite the fact that the due process issue has not yet
been addressed by the trial court; and (3) that in view of the
impending Congressional adjournment, Congressman Myers has

failed to show cause forx departing from that interpretation.
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Congressman Myers and his codefendants raised the issue
of due process violations pre-trial, contending that such
viclations mandated the dismissal of the indictment. The
Court deferred the hearing on the due process issues until
after the jury had rendered =« verdict.l/ fThe hearing on this
issue has not yet been held., Some facts relevant to this issue
were established at trial. A substantial record on the issue
was developed in connection with « related case in Philadelphia.
However, there are still facts to be established in this case
at the due process hearing. )

The essence of the due process defense is that the nature
and extent of the government involvement in the crime were so

overreaching as to bar prosecution. United States v. Twigy,

588 F.2d 373, 377 (3d Cir. 1978). 'The Congressman has asserted
before the district court that the criminal conduct alleged in
the indictment was the product of government overreaching in
that the acts were inextricably intertwined with a scheme
inftiated, planned, and execnted by the Government.

The Courts hava acknowledged a need for judicial sensitivits
to the problems presented by such law enforcement activity. '
Infiltration of criminal operations by
informers and undercover agents is an
accepted and necessary practice. Yet,
this court cannot 'shirk the responsibility

that is necessarily in its keeping ...

to accommodate the dangers of overzealous
law enforcement and civilized methods
adequate to counter the ingenuity of
nodern criminals.”

United States v. Twiggq, supra, quoting Sherman v. United States,

3156 U.S. 369, 381 (Frankfurter, J., concurring in result).

1/ the court also rejected the defense contention that
the due process defense should be submitted to the jury.
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Prosecutors and their agents naturally tend

to assign great weight to the societal
interest in apprehending and convicting
c¢riminals; the danger is that they will

assign too little to the rights of citizens

to be free from government-induced criminality.

United States v. Archer, 486 F.2d 670, 677 (2d Cir. 1973).

It is the position of Congressman Myers that the conduct
of the government in this case was so outragecus that the
government should have been precluded from bringing the charges

against him, This issue has not yet been decided in the first

instance by the trial judge. While the court decided that the

issue should be resolved after the jury returned its verdict,
that verdict remains, in a very real and significant sense, a
contingent verdict. It was for this reason that counsel moved
to keeb cpen stage one of the disciplinary procedure. In
actuality, there has been no conviction because the case has
not yet been completed.

This position is supported by Rule 32(b) (1) of the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure which clearly refers to a
judgment of conviction as being entered after sentence is

iIlEDSE d. 3/

[A] judament of conviction shall '
set forth the plea, the verdict

or findings, and the adjudication

and sentence.

See United State= v. Lee, 509 F.2d 400, 405 (D.C. Cir. 1974);

Thomas v. United States, 121 F.2d 905, 907 (D.C. Cir. 1941);

Crawford v. United States, 41 F.2d4 97%, 980 (D.C. Cir. 1930).

(*it takes the judgment of the court on the plea or verdict to
constitute a conviction"). The distinction between verdict and
conviction should not be ignored. Therefore, it is respectfully
snbmitted that the Committee erred in finding that a jury
vardict of guilty comstitutes a conviction within the scope of

Rule 14 of the Committee's Rules.

g/ Of course, sentencing cannot take place until after
the resolution of the due process issue,
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This position is supported by the cases interpreting
Rule 60% of the Federal Rules of Evidence. Rule 609 allows a
pParty to attack the credibility of a witness with evidence
that he oxr she has been convicted of a crime punishable by death
or imprisonment in excess of one year or involving dishonesty
or false statement. Several courts have faced the issue of
whether a jury verdict of guilty upon which judgment has not
been entered gualifies as a "conviction™ for impeachment purposes
Although a number of courts have found that there is no
distinction between a jury's finding of guilty and the entry of

2 judgment of conviction for impeachment purpe 3/, the

= .

rationale of these decisions mandate a different conclusion in
the circumstances of thisc case.

The most significant oﬁérative fact on which the courts
rely in allowing impeachment by proof of a guilty werdict prior
to judgment is that "the entry of judgment iz usually 'nothing

more than a ministerial act ..."". United States v. Vanderbosch,

6§10 F.2d 95, 97 {2d Cir. 1979). This is so because a verdict
of guilty carries an assurance of finality.

Because the judgment of a jury
is favored in our law, a court
may not lightly disturb a jury's
verdict.

United States v. Klein, 560 F.2d 1236, 1241 (5th Cir. 197?)f

In this case, there are significant issues to be resolved
before the entry of judgment becomes purely ministerial. The
pendency of these issues belies the finality of the Jury's
verdict. The trial of Congressman Myers is not yet complete.
Apparently in recognition of this fact, the District for the

Eastern District of New York has orderéd that post—trial motions,

.2/ Se¢ United States v. Vanderbosch, 610 F.2d 95, 97
{2d Cir. 1979); United States v. Duncan, 598 F.2d B39, B64-65
{4th cir. 1979); United States v. Klein, 560 F.2d 1236, 1239-41
(5th Cir. 1977); United States v. Rose, 526 F.2d 745, T746-47
{8th Cir. 1975}.
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normally due within seven days of the return of verdict, will be
due within seven days of the decision by the court on the due
process motions.4/ {A copy of that order is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1). Under these circumstances, it is respectfully
suhmittaé that it is erroneous to treat the verdict of guilty
as a conviction for purposes of Rule 14 of the Committee.
Moreover, the suggestion by the Committee in its resolution
that even if Congressman Myers' due process rights were violated,
that fact would neither impact on nor detract from the evidence
ignores the significance of such a finding. As Justice Powell

cbgerved in Hampton v. United States, 425 U.S. 484, 4%5 n. 7

{1976) (Powell, J., concurring),

Police overinvolvement in crime would

have to reach a demonstrable level of

cutrageousness before it could bar

conviction.
Thus, a determination by the District Court that the government
violated Congressman Myers' right to due process would necessarily
include a finding of egregious government conduct. See United
States v. Twigg, 588 F.24 373, 381 {34 Cir. 1978) ("This egregious
conduct on the part of qovernmeﬂt agents generated new crimes by
the defendant merely for the sake of pressing criminal charges
against him when, as far as the record reveals, he was lawfully
and peacefully minding his own affairs. Fundamental fairness
does not permit us to countenance such actions by law enforcement
officials and prosecution for a crime so fomented by them will
be harred").

Congressman Mvers' conduct cannot and should not be

evaluated in a vacuum. If one of the circumstances surrounding
his involvement is “outrageous" conduct by government agents,

Yy This order was made pursuant to a request by the

defendant.

B7-335 0 - BD . 8
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it is most certainly relevant to the sanction determination.
To deny Congressman Myers the right to have his conduct evaluated|
in that light is to deny him his constitutional rights merely
because he is a congressman. BAnd to suggest that the impending
adjournment of the House necessitates haste in this matter
renders the opportunity to be heard a mockery.éf

For the foregoing reasons, the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct should reconsider its denial of Congressman
Myers' motion to keep open the preliminary inquiry. Alternativel
the Committee should defer the disciplinary hearing pending a
resolution of the due process claims by the District Court for
the Eastern District of New York.

Respectfully submitted,

PLATO CACHERIS

IARRY 5. GONDELMAN

CDUKSEL FOR CONGRESSMAN MYERS
HUNDLEY & CACHERIS, P.C.

1709 NEW YORK AVENUE, N.W.
SUITE 205

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

{202) 783-4430

s

. 5/ In this regard, it is important to note that Congr
Myers is in no way responsible for the delay in the due process
hearing. It was his position throughout the trial that the due
process issues should be explored and decided as quickly as
possible.
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EXHIBIT 1 PAGE 1 OF 2

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FkSTERN ?ISTﬂICT OF NEW EORI .
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DOCKET NO. CR B0-00249
- against
MYERS et al.,
Defendants.
- - - - - - x
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DOCKET NO. CR 80-00253
against
LEDERER et al.,

Defendants.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DOCKET NO. CR 80-00291
agaiést
THOMPSON et al.,
Defendants,
- ‘ x

PRATT, J:

By letter dated September-7.,. 1980, counsel for -~
defendants Criden and Johanson request additional time
within which to.file-motions under FRCrE 33 for a new trial

in United States v. Myers et al. The application for addi-

tional time is granted with respect to all defendants in
all three actions to the extent that any motion under FRCrP

33 will be timely if made within 7 days-following the disposi-
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EXHIBIT 1 PAGE 2 OF 2

tion of that defendant's motion to dismiss am indictment

on doe process grounds.

S0 ORDERED.

Dated: Westbury, New York :
September 15, 1980. CD )
Lanon 4

7 /GEORGE C. PRATT
U. S. DISTRICT JUDGE
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Myers' Hearing Exhibit 5

UNITED STATES HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMNITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
In the Matter of

Representative Investigation Pursuant to H. Res., 608

MICHAEL O. MYERS

SPECIAL COUNSEL'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION BY
RESPONDENT MYERS FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
MOTION TO DEFER PRELIMINARY INQUIRY, OR, IN
THE ALTERNATIVE, TC DEFER DISCIPLINARY HEARING

Respondent Michael D. Myers has filed with the Commit-
tee a uo{ion */ seeiing reconsideration by the Committee of its
earlier decision not to defer its disciplinary proceedings in
this matter. Respondent has shown no valid reason why the
Committee should reconsider its decision, and Special Counsel
respectfully urges the Committee to deny the instant Motion and
to proceed on September 24, 1980, with the scheduled hearing in
this case.

The Committee has, of course, already considered this
matter at length. By resolution adopted on September 16, 1980,
the'Comnittee rejected Respondent's September 10 motion urging
the Committee to defer proceeding pursuant to Rule 14, despite
the jury's verdict of guilty against him, hn?nuse a formal

judgment of conviction has not yet been entered.

*/ "Motion by Respondent Myers for Reconsideration of Motion to
Defer Preliminary Inquiry, or, in the Alternative, to Defer
Disciplinary Bearing,” filed September 22, 1980 (hereinafter,
"Reap. Motion"}.



112

In the instant Motion, Respondent relies on three basic
arguments in ‘seeking to have the Committee reconsider its
decision: (1) Respondent argues that judicial precedents
interpreting the term "conviction" support Respondent's assertion
that he has not been "convicted™ until entry of judgment;

{2} Respondent contends that the conduct of the Department of
Justice in investigating and prosecuting his case "was so
outrageous that the Government should have been precluded from
bringing the charges against him," Resp. Motion at 3, citing

United States v. Twigg, S5BB F,2d 373 (3rd Cir. 1976): and

{3} Respondent argues that it is a denial of his rights for the
Committee to proceed with a hearing that would exclude consider-
ation of the allegedly "outrageous®™ conduct by Government agents
in his case, which conduct, Respondent contends, "is most
certainly relevant to the sanction determination.® Resp. Motion
at 6.

First, the judicial precedents relied upon by
Respondent are totally inapposite. HNone of these decislons seeks
to define the term as used in Rule 14 of this Committee's rules.
There is simply no reason why this Committee, or the House of
Representatives, when interpreting its own rules, should consider
itself bound by interpretations placed by the courts on very

different rules adopted for very different purposes.
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Moreover, the cases cited by Respondent in fact support
the Committee's interpretation. In each of those cases, */ the
court concluded that a jury verdict of guilty in fact does
constitute a "conviction® which may be used for impesachment under
Federal Rule of Evidence 609, regardless of whether a judgment of
conviction has been entered. 'fhe cases hold that such a verdict
qualifies as a "conviction™ even if all pending motions have not
yet been ruled upon. For example, in' United States v.

Vanderbosch, supra, 610 F.24 at 96, use of a jury verdict to

impeach the defendant was permitted, notwithstanding that the
verdict had not been reduced to a judgment and that motions for a
new trial and for acquittal were still pending. In United States
Va 5;_:__:';5, supra, 560 P.2d at 1240, the court held that the
pendency of a motion for a judgment of acguittal, of a motion for
new trial, or of a motion in arrest of judgment would not pre-
clude the use of a verdict for impeachment, Similarly, in United

States v, Rose, supra, 526 F.2d at 747, the court held that the

use of a jury verdict for impeachment would be proper, notwith-
standing that motions for judgment notwithstanding the verdict

and for a new trial had not been ruled upon, '

;/ Bee Resp. Motion at 4, citing United States v. Vanderbosch,
10 F,28 95 (2d Cir. 1979); United States v, Duncan, 598 F.2d 839
{4th Cir. 1979); United States v. Klein, 560 F.2d 1236 (5th

Cir. 1977); United States v. Rose, 526 ¥F.2d 745 (8th Cir, 1975).
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In none of these cases did the court feel it necessary
to inquire into the merits of the pending motions. FEach stated
only that use of the jury's verdict for impeachment would be
proper, notwithstanding the motions, so long as the defendant had
the opportunity to explain the legal status of the conviction.
Consequently, the cases provide no support for Representative
Myers' argument that the guilty verdict in his trial may not be
considereg a "conviction®™ under Rule 14 until his motion to
dismiss has been resolved. '

Respondeént's second main argument is that the Ccmmittee
should defer further proceedings because he still has pending
before the District Court a motion, based upon the Twigg case,
seeking to dismiss the charges against him due to alleged
governmental misconduct. As the Committee already has found in
its September 1& Resolution, these Twigg issues simply "do not
impact upon or detract from the basic evidence reviewed by the

Committee.” Even assuming, hypothetically, */ that Respondent

*/ It should be emphasized, however, that after reviewing all
the evidence that Representative Myers presented to the District
Court and to this Committee, Special Counsel ,has no basis for
assuming -that the Twigg argument will be successful. The United
States Supreme Court has not adopted the rather extreme Twi
approach to due process analyses., See Hampton v. United States,
425 D.S. 484 (1976}. In fact, the Twigg case itself suggests
that even "extreme methods of investigation®™ are permissible in
investigating "fleeting and #lusive" crimes which are difficult
to detect. United States v. Twigg, supra, 588 F.2d at 376. The
United States Court of Appeals for tEEESEcond Circuit, which will

[Footnote Continueai
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ultimately prevails in court on his Twigg arguments, the evidence
already viewed by this Committee nevertheless justifies any
recommendation as to sanction the Committee may decide upon.
Under Twigg, a criminal prosecution is barred where the conduct
of the Department of Justice in investigating and prosecuting a
criminal case is so outrageous as to offend traditional notions
of due process of law. Even in such a case, however, nothing in
Twigg purports to, or can, limit the power of a House of Congress
to proceéd with a disciplinary hearing based upon the same or
related matters, if the House deems it appropriate.

In the instant case, Representative Myers has admitted
going to a meeting to which he bhad been invited by a long-time
friend and at which he knew he would be tendered a substantial
aum of money. He knew before he ever met anyone in the PFederal
Government that he would have to make promises connected with his
Congressional duties in order to receive the money. He has
admitted that at that meeting he promised */ to use his congres-

gional influence in exchange for the money he was to be given,

[Footnote Continued) .

be hearing Respondent's appeal, has suggested that bribery may be
just such an elusive crime justifying the type of governmental
tactics at issue here. See United States v, Rosner, 485 F,28
1213, 1223 (24 Cir., 1973}.

*/ Respondent contends that at the time he made this promise he
did not intend to fulfill it; he admits, however, that he made
the promise in order to receive the offered sum of money.
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He also has admitted that he in fact received the money. Special
Counsel submits that theese and the many other admissions made by
Representative Myers during his testimony before the Committee,
as well as his testimony at trial, provide an ample basis upon
which this Committee should proceed to sanction Representative
Myers even if the courts ultimately might hold that some Govern-
ment misconduct were to prevent further eriminal prosecution for
these offenses,

Finally, Respondent argues in the instant Motjon that
the alleged outrageous conduct by Government agents "is most cer-
tainly relevant to the sanction determination® by this Committee,
and thus "[t)c deny Congressman Myers the right to have his
conduct evaluated in that light is to deny him his constitutional
rights merely because he is a congressman,” FResp. Motion at 5-6.
This argument appears to be based on a total misunderstanding of
the Committee’s Rules. The Committee has not limited in any way
Congressman Myers' ability to introduce evidence at the sanctions
hearing, so long as the Committee determines that such evidence
is in fact relevant to the issue of sanctions., Whether evidence
of entrapment, */ or similar governmental misconduct, would be
relevant to the Committee's determination concerning sanctions

will be for the Committee to decide. By its decision denying

*/ It should be noted, however, that Respondent did not plead
entrapment at his trial.
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Respondent's motion to defer, the Committee simply has determined
that its disciplinary proceedings need not await the courts’
resolution of these guestions.

For the foregoing reasons, Special Counsel respectfully
urges the Committee to deny the Motion by Respondent Myers for
Reconsideration of Motion to Defer Preliminary Inguiry, or, in
the Alternative, to Defer Disciplinary Hearing, and urges the
Committee to proceed on September 24, 1980, with its previously
scheduled hearing in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.
Special Counsel
Allen R, Snyder

Hogan & Hartson

815 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 331-4685
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Special
Counsel's Opposition to Motion by Respondent Myers for
Reconsideration of Motion to Defer Preliminary Inguiry, or, in
the Alternative, to Defer Disciplinary Hearing was delivered by
hand this twenty-third day of September, 1980, to Plato Cacheris,

Esguire, '1709 New York Avenue, N.W., iﬁnahington, D.C., counsel

RO 47

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr.

for Respondent.
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