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When a lawyer commits misbehaviour, as to commit any disorderly conduct
in the presene of the judge to interrupt the proceedings of the court or any
disrespect or insolent behaviour toward the judge presiding or any breach of
order, decency or decorum *® ®or any misconduct which tends to embarrass
the administration of justice,® such misbehaviour necessarily affects the per-
formance of his duties or legal procedure of the constituted body of which he is
a member and is an act affecting not merely his character as a private person
or. individual,

The power of pardon vested in the President of the Republic by the Consti-
tution should be exercised on public consideration alone®t It is a check en-
trusted to the Executive for special cases#? and obviously enough punishment
for direct contempt is not one of those special cases contemplated. It is rather
one of the few limitations on -the power of the President to pardon.

The framers of the Constitution were cognizant of the great danger that
might arise in lodging too great a power in one man without reasonable limita-
tions. It could not have been the intention of the framers to make the judi-
ciary a mere rubber stamp of the executive department, which would ultimately
result in the gradual destruction of the adjudicative branch of the government.
To exercise the pardoning power to the extend of destroying the corrective and
deterrent effects of the judicial punishment would be to prevent if not to render
entnrely nugatory the latter.43
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THE PROPOSED ANTI-GRAFT ACT—SENATE BILL 293.

INTRODUCTION

In a constitutional government, a public office is a public trust. Its sole
purpose i8 to carry out the ends of government, which are “the common
good, and not the profit, honor, or private interest of any one man, family,
or class of men.”t This principle, though sacred, has been flouted with im-
punity by not a few government officials. They remain untouched by the law,
first, because there being a gap in the law, their acts, though morally repre-
hensible, fall outside the ambit of present laws, and second, because possibly
of the self-paralysis of some of those in charge of prosecuting offenses com-
mitted against the sovereignty of the State. The offenses committed by
public officials defined in the Revised Penal code? are inadequate to attain
purity and fidelity in the public service. This is further aggravated by the
prmclple of separation of -powers: in thq set-up of our government in the
senge that if the executing arm of the government does not move to punish

1 Brown v, nusael. 1066 Mash. 14: Atty. Gen. v. Jochim, 18 N.W. 011, cited in SINCO, PHIL-
IPPINE POLITICAL LAW 424 (10th.ed. 1034),
¢ Revised Penal Code, Arts. 203-243 (Crimes Committed by Public Officers).
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erring parties, the other branches are helpless. This may justify the ecritic-
ism that the principle is a stumbling block to efficient government,} but then
the principle is designed, in the words of Justice Brandeis, “not to promote
efficiency but to preclude the exercise of arbitrary powers.”+

“The stability of representative government depends to a large extent
upon the trust and confidence which the sovereign people have in the men
end women who are delegated to conduct the affairs of administration.”s The
deterioration of the public service and the consequent loss of confidence of
the people in the government must be remedied, and remedied fast, if we are
to prevent our democratic institutions from being crumbled by the people’s
wrath. If there be any law needed at this time to repress graft and corrupt
practices and thus restore confidence in the government, Senate Bill No. 293
is such law.

FEATURES

The Preamble of the bill solemnly recites: “It is the policy of the Phil-
ippine Government, in line with the principle that a public office is a public
trust, to repress certain acts of both public .officials and private persons alike
which constitute graft or corrupt practices or which may lead thereto, and
to make the enforcement of this policy a concern not only of the Government
but also of every citizen.”6 To repress graft or corrupt practices and to
make the enforcement of this policy a concern of both the Government and
every citizen—these are the objects of the bill. How it attempts to achieve
these goals will be seen in the subsequent sections.

Sections 2, 5, and 6 are directed against public officials. Section 2 de-
fines an declares unlawful corrupt practices mot yet penalized by existing
laws, which may be committed by all public officials, and the term “public
. ofticial” as used in the bill,” includes elective and appointive officials, per
manent or temporary whether in the classified or unclassified civil service,
receiving compensation from the Government. Some of these practices are:
(a) the activities of “ten percenters”, fixers, and influence peddlers,s (b)
causing undue injury to any party, including the Government, or giving any

P —

% SINCO. FHILIPPINE POLITICAL LAW 132 (10th ed. 1034).

$ Myers v. U.S, 272 U.S, 52, 293, ’

% Except of Senator Tolentino’s Sponzorship Speech, SENATE DIARIO No. 28 (March 4,
1930). ’

@ Senate Bill No. 208. sec. 1.

7 Id., sec. 18, par, (2). .

8 Id., sec. 2 (a), (b), (c). “Section 2. Corrupt Practices of Public Officials.—In additien
to acte or omirsions of public oificials already penalized by existing law, the following shall
constitute corrupt practices of any public officinl and are hereby declared to be unlawful:

(a) Abusing or taking undue or improper advantage of the authority, power, ‘or influence
nttached to his office, employment or comniission, in order to ecrve his personal pecuniary
fnterests or those of any other person.

(b7  Requesting or directly or fudirectly receiving any gift, present, share, percentage or
benclit, for himself or for any other person, in connection with any contract or traznsaction
between the Government snd any other party, wherein the public official intervencs or takes
part in any manner or eapacity whutsoever,

(¢) Requesting cr directly or indirectly receiving any gift. present or other pecuniary or
material benetit, for himself or for any other person, from any person for whom the public
otficial has, in any mander or capacity, tecured or obtained any Government permit or license,
in oconsideration with the help given.
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-unwarranted benefits to others in the discharge of official functions, and
. (e) having an interest in any business in violation of any prohibition of the
the Constitution or any existing law, or which may have been benefited by
any official act of the public official.10 Section 5 prohibits any member of
Congress, during the term for which he has been elected, to acquire or re-
ceive any financial or pecuniary interest in any specific business enterprise
'v_lhich shall have been directly and particularly favored or benefited by any
‘law or resolution previously approved by Congress during the same term.
‘The same prohibition applies to the President of the Philippines and to the
members of his cabinet who recommended to him the enactment or approval
of 'such laws or resolution benefiting a specific business enterprise. Section
‘6 prohibits persons who have ceased to hold office, from accepting employ-
ment from any person benefited by their official acts during their incum-
bency, for 8 period of two years after ceasing to hold office. A unique pro-
vision is found in Section 7 which requires all public officials to file state-
ments of assets .and liabilities. If, on the basis of this statement, it is found
that a public official has acquired during his incumbency an amount of prop-
erty or money manifestly out of proportion to his salary and to his other law-
ful income, a prima face presumption of graft or corruption in office arises
and, unless rebutted, shall be a ground for dismissal or removall!

“In the fight against graft and corruption, x x x we must not limit our
‘attention to the public officer. Persons who are in public office but who,
by reason of their family or personal relations with public officer, are in a
position to enrich themselves by the use of their influence attached to or in-
herent in such relations, may do as much damage to public trust and confi-
dence in the government as do corrupt officials themselves.”!? In recogni-
tion -of -that danger, this proposed bill punishes not only public officers but
also private persons. Section 3 punishes “influence peddling” by private per-
_sonst! and section 4 prohibits the spouse or any relative, by consanguinity or
affinity, within the third civil degree, of the President of the Philippines, the

9 I, sec. 2(d), (e). (f). Bee Note 8. *S8ec. 2. x x x (d) Causing any undue ininry to
any porty, including the Government or giving any private party any unwarranted benelits
. in the diecharge of his oflicial administrative functions thru manifest partiailly, evident bLad
foith or gross inexcusable nexligence.

te) Neglecting or refusing, ufter dus demand or request. without sufficient justification.
to act within a rcasonable time on any matter pending before him for the purpose of ob-
taining. directly or indirectly, from any pereon interested in the mafter gome pecuniary or
muaterial benefit or advantage.

(f) Entering into any contract or ftransaction on behalf of the Government wmanifesily
disadvantageous to the same, regardless of whether or not the public official prolited thereby.”

10 1d,, sec. (g). Bee Note 8. x x X (g) Directly or indirectly having financial or pecuniary
interest in any business, contract or transaction in connection with which he inlervenes or

take part in his ofticial cavacity, or in which he is prohibited by the Constitution or by any
law {from having any interest.” -

11 1d., sec. 31,

12 feo Note G.

13 S8enate Bill No. 2903, see. (a), (b). *“Scc. 3. Probibition on Private Individuals.—

(a) It ehall be nnla\\ful for. any person to directly or indirectly rcquest or receive any present.
. RIS or material or pecunlnry a.dvantaee from: any other person having some buelness. tran.
sucﬂon application, request. - or ~contract with  the” Governmenl by reason of any family or
close pcrsonal relations he may have with any public official. .

b) It ehall be unlawful for any nerson who has obtained any license, permit, grant, or
privilege intended for his benefit, from uny agency or instrumentality ¢f the Government. upon
an spplication filed by him. to convey or alienate the same. or any interest thercin, to any
cther person, nnless stich conveyance or allenation is legally authorized.” ’
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Vice-President of the Philippines, the President of the Senate, and the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives from intervening in any transaction with
the Government. :

The sanctions for violations are severe. Violations of Sections 2 (Cor-
rupt Practices of Public Officials), 3 (Prohibiticn on Private Parties, 4 (Pro-
hibition on Certain Relatives), 56 (Prohibition of Members of Congress and the
President and Vice-President of the Philippines, together with Members of
the Cabinet), and 6 (Prohibition after Separation from the Government)
carry the penalties of imprisonment of not less than one year and not more
than ten years, with perpetual disqualification from public office, and with
the confiscation or forfeiture in favor of the Government of any unexplained
wealth manifestly out of proportion to his salary and other lawful income;
while violation of Section 7 (Failure to File Statement of Assets and Liabi-
lities) shall be punished by a fine of not less than P100 nor more than 1,000
or by imprisonment not exceeding one year, or by both fine and imprison-
ment in the discretion of the court. It shall also be sufficient cause for re-
moval or dismissal from office. In additicn, Section 16 provides that any
public official convicted by final judgment under this Act or under those of
the Revised Penal Code on bribery shall lose all retirement or gratuity be-
nefit under any law.

Since the maintenance of a high standard of integrity in the public serv-
ice is the concern not only of the administration but also of every citizen,
a private party is given the privilege of prosecuting under his responsibility
the guilty official or person in case the fiscal fails or refuses to file the in-
formation.!* As an inducement for the complaining party to exercise this
privilege,-in case of conviction under the information instituted by him, the
complaining party is entitled to recover the amount that he may have given
to the accused.’$ Abuse of that privilege is likely to happen as “abuse of
power is apt to happen in human institutions.”i16 To safeguard against that
"abuse, Section 11 punishes any person who files an unfounded complaint in
bad faith by imprisonment and makes him liable for actual and moral dam-
ages, including attorney’s fees. All prosecutions under this proposed bill shall
be brought before the proper Court of First Instance, unless a special court
for the purpose is created.t? : .

INQUIRY INTO CONSTITUTIONALITY

Abhorrence of graft and corrupt practices and zealousness in eradicating
them are commendable. But, in framing a statute, care must be taken that
it does not violate any provision of the Constitution. Any statutory provi-
sion violative of the Constitution is void and inexistent, for, paraphrasing
Prof. Rivera, the Constitution is the shoreline against which the waves of lé-
gislation and the angry waves of the impetuous multitude may dash but over
which they cannot leap.!8

“No person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due
process of law x x X,” so speaks the Constitution.!9 This provision requires

14 1d., sec. 11,

15 1d., sec. 0 (a).

16 Sharpless v. Mayor of Phila., 21 Pa. 147, 50 Am. Dec. 759.

17 fenate Bill No. 293, sec. 12.

18 RIVERA, LAW OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION (Preface) 193G.
19 FHIL. CONST, Art. III, sec. 1, par, (1).
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that' criminal: statutes should clearly define acts which they designate and
classify crimes.20 “A statute which either forbids or requires the doing of
an act in terms so vague that men of common intelligence must necessarily
guess at its meaning and differ as to its application violates the first es-
sential of due process of law.2!”’

Section 2 (a) of the proposed bill was the subject of an interesting dis-
cussion in the Senate Hall on account of the.indefiniteness of its scope. Prior
to its amendment, Section 2 (a) provides:

“SEC. 2. x x x the following shall constitute corrupt practices
of any public official and are hereby declared to be unlawful:

(a) Taking advantage of the authority,'power, or influence at-
tached to his office, employment or commission, in order to serve his
personal pecuniary interests or thcse of any other person.”

The scope of this provision was left to conjecture. Senator Rosales’ inter-
pellation follows: '

SENATOR ROSALES: xx x A man who is a son of a good
leader of mine in the province asked me to recommend him for a po-
sition or a job in the government. Well, I used my influence. I went
to the Director of Posts and said: “I am Senator Rosales. Here is
a man who just wants to work even for three months or one year.”
He was taken in by the Bureau Director to his pecuniary benefits. Does
not, Your Honor, think that because of that action of mine I would
come under this?

SENATOR TOLENTINO: There was no improper use of influ-
ence, but an element of industry.2: :

Senator Sabido, still in doubt of the scope of the above-quoted provision, ask-
ed for an ¢xample, and the following was given by Senator Tolentino:
Supposing that in the Committee on Banks, Corporations, and
Franchises, one member has a bill—he is interested very much and
_it is a good bill—pending in that Committee. And then, Your Honor,
as Chairman of the Committee, says, f*Unless you vote for this
franchise I am not going to report out your bill.”—this is improper
and that would be taking advantage of the authority that you have
in your office and you will fall under the purview of this provisiqn.ﬂ

In the ensuing interpeilations, it was crystallized that the particular pa-
ragraph under discussion punishes the use of improper methods no matter
how good the intentions may be. It does not punish the usg of influence,
provided that no improper means are resorted to. Neither is the use of . pro-
per arguments prohibited. It is our right and perhaps our duty to convince
by proper arguments.?4

During the period of amendments, the words “undue or improper” were
inserted between “taking” and “advantage” to make more certain and less

20 SINCO, PHILIPPINE CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 82 (1049).

21 Connally v. Gen. Construction Co. (1828), 209 U.S. 883, cited in SINCO, PHILIPPINE
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, 82 (1849),

22 SENATE DIARIO No. 37, March 17, 1659,

28 See Note 22.

24 Note 22.
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controversial the practices penalized by the provision. As now worded,?s it
is submitted that the provision is sufficiently certain as not to violate the
“due process clause” of the Constitution. “We cannot with absolute accuracy
and arbitrariness indicate in the bill demarcation lines., And if we could sim-
ply clarify the provisions to show our intentions, then we may leave to the
courts the interpretation of the provisions. Because these various ways of
determining when there is influence exerted or the various ways of taking
advantage, that would depend on the surrounding circumstances of each
case.”26

Another controversial provision of the bill is Section 2 (g) which pro-
vides:
“SEC. 2. x x x the following shall constitute corrupt practices
of any public official and are hereby declared to be unlawful:
(g) Directly or indirectly having financial or pecuniary interest
in business, contract or transaction in connection with which he in-
tervenes or takes part in his official capacity x x x”

Under this provision, department heads and chiefs of bureaus of offi-
ces and their assistants will be prohibited from intervening in any private
enterprises which may be affected by the functions of their office, although
such intervention does not amount to management or control. Under the
Constitution, however, “the heads of departments and chiefs of bureaus or of-
fices and their assistants shall not, during their continuance in office, in-
tervene, directly or indirectly, in the management or control of any private
enterprise which in any way may be affected by the functions of their office
X x x.”27 What this provision prohibits is intervention amounting to man-
agement or control. By implication, intervention short of management or
contro] is allowed and permitted. The question, then, is: Can Congress pass
a law prohibiting an act which is impliedly allowed by the Constitution?

U.P. President Sinco believes that a statute may be declared unconsti-
tutional not necessarily because it violates an express provision of the Con-
stitution but because it is clearly repugnant to the implied prohibitions and
restraints of the fundamental law.28 To the same effect ia the case of Peo-
ple v. Albertson,?? which declares: “A written Constitution would be of lit-
tle avail as a practical and useful restraint upon the different departments
of government, if a literal reading only was to be given to it, to the exclu-
sion of all necessary implication, and the clear intent ignored, and slight
evasions or acts palpably in evasion of its spirit, should be sustained as not
repugnant to it.” These authorities would declare void a law running coun- .
ter. to an implied restraint of the Constitution. Does it follow that if the
Constitution impliedly allows an act, there is an implied restraint against
prohibiting that act? It is believed that there is none. “If the Constitution:
contains an express provision saying that the members of Congress can do
this or do that, and then a bill- is passed revoking that express provision of
the Constitution, assuredly that bill would be unconstitutional But in this
case, there is nothing in the Constitution that would be contravened, no-

25 Note 8.

2¢ Noto 22.

27 THIL, CONST. Art. VII, sec, 11 (2).
28 SINCO, op. ecit. supra note 20, at 28,
29 53 N.Y. 50.
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- thing.”#0 “The Constitution unavoidably deals in general language x x x
The instrument was not intended to provide merely for the exigencies of a
few years but was to endure through a long lapse of ages x x x It could not
be fareseen what new changes and modifications of power might be indis-
pensable to effectuate the general objects of the charter. x x x Hence, its
powers are expressed in general terms, leaving to the legislature, from time
to time, to adopt its own means to effectuate legitimate objects and-to mould
and model the exercise of its powers, as its own objects and special interests
should require.”’! It could not be supposed that the “enlightened patriotg
who framed our Constitution, and the people who adopted it”3? intended to res-
train the legislature from passing a law which would punish practices cor-
roding the people’s- faith in the integrity of government. The arguments
Jead to the conclusion that the constitutionality of the above-quoted provision
of the proposed bill is unassailable.

A NOVELTY IN PROCEDURE

Under the present provisions of the Rules of Court, all criminal actions
may be commenced only either by the prosecuting officers, or by the offend-
ed partv, n peace officer of other employee of the government or government-
al institution in charge of the enforcement or execution of the law violated.
No other person is authorized to institute the action.’? It'is the right and
the duty of the public prosecutor to appear for the government in the trial
of criminal cases,34 since he is the legal representative of the state, and the
offense is an outrage agsainst the sovereignty of the State.’¢ It is true that
the offended party or his attorney may commence a criminal suit, but he may
intervene in the prosecution of the criminal act so commenced only if he has
not- waived the civil action or expressly waived the right to institute it, sub-
jeét to the discretion and control of the fiscal.’6 Even in crimeg which can
be prosecuted only upon complaint of the offended party,’” the prosecuting
.officer .assumes full responsibility for and retains control of the prosecution.’8
The prosecuting attorney being the one charged with the prosecution of of-
fenses, should determine the information to be filed and cannot be controlled -
by the offended party.’?

Section 11 of Senate Bill No, 293 introduces a novelty to our settled rules
of procedure. A private person under this bill is given a right that bhe or-
dinarily does not have, that is, to file a criminal case if the prosecuting at-
torney fails or refuses to file an information against the public official or -
person. This he can do by presenting a petition before the judge of the pro-
per Court of First Instance or any special court that may be created for the
purpose.4® The judge immediately conducts a preliminary investigation and
if he finds a prima facie case against the accused, he shall grant the ;Seti-

80 Remarks of Senator Tolentino, S8ee Note 22.

81 JUSTICE STORY in Martin v. Hunter's Lessee, 1 Wheat. 304, 4 L. cd 07.
83 Gibbons v. Ogden, 0 Wheat 1, 188, 4 L. ed. 28,

33 MORAN, COMMENTS: ON THE RULES OI-‘ COLRT 585 (1957 ed ).
84 Rev. Adm. Code, secs. 1691, 2463. .

"33 2 MORAN, op. cit, enpra’ Note- 88 at 588, -

30 People v. Velez, 77 Phil. 1028 (1947).

.27 Rev. Penal Code. Arts, 33-389. 342-848, 860, par. (4),

25 RULES OF COURT, Rule 108, sec. 15.

80 Tcople v. Sope, 75 Phil. 610 (1940).

40 Senate Bill No. 203, sec. 12,
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tion. Thereafter, the complaining party may prosecute the case under his
-responsibility and may designate a private prosecutor or request any Govern-
ment prosecuting attorney to assist him.41 The case being now under the
responsibility of the complainant, the fiscal cannot intrude against the will
of the complaining party because precisely the complaining party was forced
to go to the court himself because the fiscal refused to prosecute. Even if
a special prosecutor is appointed by the Secretary of Justice to prosecute the
.case for the government, the complaining party still retains control over the
case.s? In this connection, it may seem pertinent to produce the excerpt of
the interpellation:

SENATOR CEA: Supposing the Secretary of Justice would send
a special prosecutor to prosecute the case for the government, what
would be the position of the private person who filed the case?

SENATOR TOLENTINO: The private person would still have
contro] over the case. In other words, he may agree that the case’
be prosecuted by the fiscal or to assist him in the prosecution of
the case. But that is at his option and he may refuse and him-
self prosecute. 3

In other respects, the usual rules of procedure will be followed. Ordin-
arily, a complainant may go to the fiscal’s office or to the justice of the
peace and file a complaint. The only exception being made is that in the
event the prosecuting attorney refrains or refuses to file the corresponding
information after investigation, then the private individual has a recourse
to the court directly. :

Our prosecuting offices or agencies are under the control of the Pres-
ident. Pressure from above will be a potent deterrent against the prose-
cution of parties close to the Executive. The procedure laid down by this
bill is designed to meet that difficulty. The innocent have no reason to
"fear vexatious litigations against them, for Section 11, foreseeing that dan:
ger, wisely provided for safeguards against abuse of the privilege by punish
ing any person who in bad faith files.an unfounded complaint by imprison-
ment and making him liable for actual and moral damages, including at-
torney’s fees. '

This bill will modify the Rules of Court insofar as the prosecution of
anti-graft cases, including bribery defined by the Revised Penal Code and
enlarged by this bill, is concerned. The authority off Congress to do this
is undenjable, as the mandate of the Constitution on this point is clear:
“x x x The Congress of the Philippines shall have the power to repeal, sl-
ter, or supplement the rules concerning pleading, practice, and procedure
X X X"4

CONCLUSION

We have in Senate Bill No. 293 a wonderful piece of legislation. Its
cbjects are legitimate and the means to attain them reasonable. The right

11 M., see. 11,

42 Remiarks of Senator Tolentino, SENATE DIARIO NO. 28 (March 4, 1939).
43 See Note 42,

45 Ser Note 42.

43 PHIL. CONST., Art, VIIL, eec. 13,
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of the citizen to prowde for his future is not taken away from him. Only,
the exercise of the right is limited by the requirement that his providing
for his future be through legitimate means. Clear ahead lies a huge obs-
tacle to the accomplishment of the good intentions of the bill, and, that is,
the construction given by our Supreme Court to the “double Jeopardy" pro-
vision of the Constitution.

No procedure for appeal is laid down by the bill. The explanation to
this omission is that the procedure in ordinary cases will be followed. If,
then, there be a judgment of conviction, the party convicted can appeal; if,
instead, there is acquittal, the party prosecuting the case is barred from
appealing.46¢ The reason is that if there is acquittal by a competent court
upon a valid complaint, an appeal therefrom is putting the accused twice in
jeopardy for the same offense and the Constitution prohibits: *“No person
shall be twice put in jeopardy of punishment for the same offense.’4? The
Supreme Court regards an appeal in a criminal case from a judgment of
acquittal by the party prosecuting the case shall “twice put in jeopardy of
punishment for the same offense” the accused, It is a matter of interpret-
ation. While the Supreme Court still adheres to this outmoded and at times
unjust concept of duble jeopardy, we can only hope that due to the inhibi-
tion on the part of the prosecution from appealing from a judgment of aec-
quittal there will be no guilty party celebrating with impunity his escape
from the clutches of the law. Under the circumstances, we can only pray
that those who hold the balance of justice remain faithful to their oath, un-
mindful of impertinent and irrelevant, extraneous matters; and that private -
citizens remember their civic duty of helping in the house-cleaning of the
government by fearlessly prosecuting the guilty in case, !allmg under this
dill, when and if ever this bill becomes a law.

CICERO J. PUNZALAN *

A ——————

46 Kepner v. U.S., 11 Phil. ¢6p 1004), (103 U.8. 100): U.S. v. Yam Tung Way, 21 Phil
67 (1811) and a string of other. declsions.

47 PHIL. CONST. Art. III, sec. 1 par. (20).

* Recent Legislation Editor, Student Editorial Board, Phil. L. J. 193560

REPUBLIC ACT 1827 ON LOBBYING
I. INTRODUCTION:

In an attempt perhaps to minimize if not to get rid of rampant ‘influ-
ence — peddling’ in the government, the distinguished law-maker from Rizal,
Senator Lorenzo Sumulong, sponsored Senate Bill 590, later to become Repu-
blic Act 1827.! The law enacted by both Houses of Congress, on the last day
of session, May 23, 1967, has for its purpose—

“to prohibit corrupt and undesirable methods of lobbying, to pro-
mote a high standard of ethics in the practice of lobbying, to pre-
vent harasing, unfair and unethical lobbying practices, and to pro-

* 1 Benctle Congressional Record, 1937, Bceulnr Session P. 728, Senator Sumuloag:

“From the moment we started our session there were alrady bprofessional lobbyists. If
we don't discover them it is preciselsy because of the absence of & law. We are hot in 2a
position to know who they arc becanse there is no luw requiring professional lobbyists to
reglster before they lobby."





