
REPORT OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ELEC-
TIONS ON THE PETITION OF HAROLD M.
BRADBURY (see House, No. 962).

Committee on Elections Messrs. Arthur P. Crosby of Brookline
{Chairman), John J. Irwin of Medford, John V. Kimball of
Malden, Leslie W. Sims of Maynard {Clerk), William H.
Hearn of Boston, Joseph N. Roach of North Adams and
Francis Kearney of Fall River.

Harold M. Bradbury v. Timothy D. Sullivan

House Document, No. 962. February 27, 1929. Report by Mr.
Arthur P. Crosby, Chairman.

The committee on Elections, to which was referred the
petition of Harold M. Bradbury alleging that the sitting
member, Timothy D. Sullivan, is morally unfit to occupy
the seat held by him as Representative from the Second
Middlesex District, which district comprises wards 4, 5
and 6 in the City of Cambridge, and praying that said
Bradbury be declared the duly and legally elected member
for said district and be given the seat of said Sullivan, the
sitting member, having considered said petition, as well
as all the evidence submitted by the petitioner in support
of his petition and all the evidence offered by the sitting
member and the arguments of counsel on behalf of each,
and after having given the same thorough and careful
study, hereby submits the following report.

Both the petitioner and sitting member were repre-
sented by counsel, the petitioner by Arthur D. Hill
Esq., Faneuil Adams, Esq., and Herbert B. Harris, Esq.
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and the sitting member by Harry F. R Dolan Esq I

a,id piaoed us s;™
It appeared from the official returns which were put inevidence that the number of ballots cast for Represent

eld mx G S7nd Middlesex District at the electionheld on N ovember 6, 1928, was as follows:
Names and Resid: Candidate

Bramury Edwakd J. N. Timothy D. Eli
32 Rockimr Gurry Hamilton Sullivan
ham StrS 4Bell Court. 9 Cottage 390 Broad-

Ward 4, Free. I . 14(! I I I '179 144 233 wo4 2 267 241 203 320 ' 3053 ■ 452 293 547 317 ! 457
4 • 320 262 571 274 1 431

4 5 ' ' 444 255 498 311 392
4 ' 282 362 354 344 2775 ‘ 443 291 545 269 [ 346
3 ' • 389 389 451 311 | 328
4 ' 346 m 848 230 300

6 1 26‘ 311 270 33 6 282
6 2 • 220 2 =9 251 332 220
6 3 250 391 240 453 300
6 4 137 164 616 I 310

4,168 4,202 4,676 4,246 4,144

From these figures it appears that said sitting: memt
Timothy D. Sullivan, received seventy-eight (78) ir
votes than the petitioner.

The petitioner alleged
I. That the sitting member, Timothy I

was guilty of violating the Corrupt Practice Law of tli
Commonwealth, in that the said Timothv D RnlHvahy D. Sulim
was guilty of issuing or causing to be issued through the
United States mail, in the course of his campaign for
election as representative in said Second Middlesex Dis-
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trict, a circular letter to the oters of said district, which
an intentionally caused tocircular letter the said Sulli

be printed or distributed id which was designed or
tended to injure or defeat ti e petitioner for election to

by criticising his personal
and that said circular letter
sidence of a duly registered

the office of Representative
character or political action
did not bear the name and re

in accordance with thevoter of the city of Cambridge
ictice Law of this Com-requirements of the Corrupt Pr,

monwealth
11. That the said Timoth D. Sullivan, the sitting

member, was guilty of makin
to be made or published in tin

ir causing

foresaid circular letter a
false statement in relation to tl .e petitioner, whoo ti

candidate for election to t -Representative irom
riot, which statement

o;

the aforesaid Second Middlesex
was designed or tended to injure the petitioner.c

111. That the aforesaid circuh ccompanied
by a reprint of a newspape hich reprint did(

not bear the date of its ori ication and was not
; therefor, in accord-signed by any voter who

ance with the Corrupt Pi
wealth.

aw of the Common-

IY. That the said 1 h D. Sullivan, the sittingig
rn of the memen

co i or mrpose c

elein am ion

hir
■cular lette

Abo iV

row held b\iG

referred to in “I” and “IT
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Bolts the Republican Party on Two Important Issues.
Reprint from Journal of the House of Representatives, 1927, pages 536,

639, 540, 541, 542.

Lord’s Day Commercialized Sports.
The Bill to permit certain outdoor sports and games on the Lord’s

Day (printed as Senate, No. 113) was considered, the question being
on ordering it to a third reading.

Mr. Stearns of Lowell moved that the bill be amended by striking
out all after the enacting clause, and inserting in place thereof the
following:

Chapter one hundred and thirty-six of the General Laws is hereby
amended by adding thereto the following section: Section 29. In
any city or town which shall accept the provisions of this section in
the manner provided in section twenty-six, it shall be lawful, not-
withstanding the previous provisions of this chapter, to conduct
sports and games between the hours of two and six in the afternoon
of the Lord’s day, except those prohibited by section twenty-eight
of this chapter, at which admission fees are charged or collections
taken and remuneration paid and received, and for any person to
witness, be present at, sponsor, promote, carry on and assist directly
or indirectly in carrying on, and take part in, such lawful sports and
games; and it shall be lawful for any person interested or engaged in,
or witnessing such sports or games to pay and receive remuneration
therefor, and for such person to charge and pay admission fees or
to take up or contribute to collections. Said games or sports shall
be conducted as provided in sections twenty-two, twenty-three and
twenty-five. The voters of any city or town which has accepted
the provisions of this section shall be entitled to have such provisions
resubmitted as provided in section twenty-seven.

After debate the main question was ordered, on motion of Mr
Standish of Stoneham.

On the question on the adoption of the amendment moved by

Mr. Stearns, the sense of the House was taken by yeas and nays,

at the request of Mr. Kirkpatrick of Holyoke; and on the roll cal!
98 members voted in the affirmative and 129 in the negative as
follows:

HAROLD M. BRADBURY
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Yeas,

Airola, Augustine Holmes, Newland H
Irwin, John J.Akeroyd, William A
Johnston, Richard E,Anderson, George P.
Jones, John A.Ashton, Thomas N.

Barker, William H.
Birmingham, Leo M

Jordan, Michael H
Kelley, Charles A

Bradbury, Harold M., Eep. Kelley, Edward J.
Kelley, Francis J.
Kennedy, Thomas

Brodbine, Conde J.
Buckley, John P.
Byrne. Garrett H Kirkpatrick, William E,

Laßrecque, Alfred NCarr, Thomas H
Lamoureux, Wilfrid JCasey, William
Lane, Thomas JChase, Chester W

Clark, Francis P. Leyden, Joseph W
Cloutier, Henry Logan, Joseph A

Lomasney, Martin M
Mahler, James E.

Coakley, Daniel J.
Cook, D, Herbert
Coutu, Azarie Z.

Bradbury Francis X.
Crockwell, Richard D.

votes Crowley, Frank D.

McCarthy, William H.
McCulloch, Elmer L
McDonough, Timothy J.
McLaughlin, Bennett V.

with these Derham, John McMenimen, George C,

McNulty, Anthony A
Moriarty, Daniel F.

_
, Dionne, Oscar UDemocrats ,

TDoyle, Andrew P.
Murray, Patrick Eto Finnegan, Jc
Nestor. Patrick F.desecrate Fitzgerald, Peter J

Foley, Maurice E. O’Kane, Joseph N
Olander, Edwin L.the Foote, Charles R
O’Neil, Bernard JFord, JohnLord’s Day

Fox, Isadore H Powers, Walter G
Rafter, Francis EGaffney, John P.

Gallagher, Owen A Roach, Joseph N
Ganley, Arthur F.
Garofano, Tony A

Sawyer, Roland D.
Silverman, William M
Sparrell, Ernest H.Garrity, Hugh H

Granfield, Patrick E.
Grossman, Joseph B.
Gurry, Edward J.

Stearns, Frank K
Stevens, Ralph
Sullivan, Charles S., Jr

an, James E Sullivan, Edward J
"all, Lemuel ( Sullivan, Lewis R

Halliwell, John Tobin, Maurice J
Torrey, James AHanrahan, Bernard F.

Hathaway, Louis E,
Healy, Jeremiah J.

Twohig, James J
Warren, James E,

Hearn, William H Webber, Harold B
Hefferon, Thomas J Wellen, William H

Welsh, Patrick J.Hickey, Francis J
Hickev, William P, Woekel, Carl A
Holden, Charles Woolfenden, Lawrence T
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Nays.

Adams, George I.
Ager, George B.
Albro, Harry B.
Allen, George L. L.
Ames, Charles W.
Andrews. J, Willis
Atwood, Harrison H.
Austin, Clinton E.

Fall, Howard
Gerrish, Charles E.
Gilman, George A.
Goodwin, Angier L.
Green, Louis L.
Griggs, Fred D.
Hale, C. Wesley
Hall, Albert Harrison
Hansen, Arthur A.
Haskell, Ernest W.

Avery, Edward
Babcock, Josiah, Jr.
Baldwin, William A.
Barker, Elliott R.
Barnes, Benjamin
Bartlett, Edwin N.
Bateman, Thomas R
Beck, John E.

Hays, Martin
Hodgdon, Lyman A.
Holden, Robert H, J
Hollis, Arthur W.
Holmes, Charles H.
Holmes, John
Hosie, Horace W.
Hurley, Joseph L.
Hutchinson, Fred A.
Ingalls, Alfred W.
James, George F.
Jewett, Victor Francis
Johnson, G. Adolph
Johnston, Thomas H.
Jones, Arthur W.

Bennett, William A.
Bentley, James D.
Bigelow, Albert F.
Blanchard, Arthur F,
Brainerd, Frank A.
Briggs, GeorgeE.

These
Republicans

were

regular
Brooks, George F.
Brooks, Martha N
Bullock, Albert W,
Burgess, John K.
Carman, Julius F.

and
upheld

Joy, John Kendall, Jr
Keith, Roland M.

the

dignity

of the
Kyes, John FChandler, Jeremiah It

Clark, Ezra W. Larson, Joseph L.
Leonard, Arnold
Leonard, Robert S.
Little, Charles J.
Luitwieler, Clarence
MacGregor, Allan B.
Martin, Joseph

Clemons, Maynard E.
Crosby, Arthur P.
Davison, William J.
Dean, Ernest J.

Sabbath

Dearborn, Hiram N
Dennett, George A.

McCormick, Richard J
McKay, Willard S.

DesChenes, Louis N. M.
Dewar, Burt

Meins, Carroll L.
Moore, Wilbert T.
Nutting, Edward H
Osborne, Frank W.
Pehrsson, Herman
Penshorn, George
Perry, Francis H.
Perry, Joseph Earl
Peters, Lewis H.
Pike, Chester A.

Donaldson, M. Sylvia
Dußois, William L.
Duffie, Harold R.
Dunkle, Horace E.
Dyson, Henry T. G
Eaton, Frank W.
Ellenwood, Louis
Erickson, Sven A.
Estabrook, Archibald M
Estabrook, Henry A.
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Potter, Albert L
Power, Edgar F.

Standish, Lemuel W
J. Sidney

Symonds, CharlesPratt, C. F. Nelson
Rice, Harry C. Thomas, J. Valentine

Thomas, William F., Jr.
Urquhart, Herbert W.
Wadsworth, Eliot

Ripley, Henry I
Robbins, Edward J.
Rockwell, Henry D.
Saltonstall, Leverett
Sandberg, Edward J
Sauter, John

Walker, Irving E,
Walker, Wilford A,
Warfield, Frank W,
Warner, Andrew C,Scott, Frank O

Scott, John F. Washburn, Kendrick H
Washburn, SlaterSeamans, Richard D

Sessions, William J.
Shattuek, Henry L.
Shaylor, Charles H.
Snow, Walter H.

Wheelwright, Ralph
Whidden, Renton
Worrell, Thomas J.
Wylie, Willard O.

Spear, Elmer E,

120 nay98 yeai

Therefore the amendment was rejected

The House then refused to order the bill to a third reading.

Federal Constitution Repeal op the 18th Amendment
Mr. Twohig of Boston moved that the vote be reconsidered by

which the House, at the preceding sitting, refused to order to a third
reading the Bill to ascertain the wall of the people of Massachusetts
with reference to the repeal of the Eighteenth Amendment to the
Constitution of the United States and to the amendment of the
federal statutory provisions for the enforcement thereof (House,
No. 194).

After debate the sense of the House was taken by yeas and nays,
at the request of Mr. Twohig; and on the roll call 105 members
voted in the affirmative and 128 in the negative. —; Harold M.
Bradbury, the wet, voted yes.

Clarence DeMar, famous Marathon runner, say

“I do not believe in commercialized Sunday. The drinking, gam-
bling, profanity and other evils in which some of the crowd indulge

should certainly be kept out of our Lord’s day, of all the week, the
best.”

EDWARD DAWE:
1010 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambrid

And a copy of the reprint of a newspaper editorial referred
to in “III” above, follows
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Reprint of Editorial, Cambridge Chronicle
Is He a Republican?

Councillor Bradbury is a candidate for one of the Republican nomi-
nations for representative. We don’t understand why he runs as a
Republican. The people of his district, which is strongly Republican,
have had experience with him, and have found him wholly unre-
liable, politically. They have had a right to expect that when Re-
publicans, equal in every way to Democrats, needed his support,
they would have it. Instead, he has given his vote for Democrats.
For example, when Mr. Stratton was a candidate for president of the
council, he voted for Mr. Barrett, and as a reward received excep-
tional committee appointments. He voted against the confirmation
of Clement G. Morgan as a library trustee. His vote was almost
always available in support of the Lehan-Coady-Hogan combination.
When members of the city government were unpaid, car tickets were
furnished to them for riding to and from the city hall. He favored
providing them for present members, who now receive salaries. The
measure was distinctly a raid on the treasury.

With this record, we see no reason why any Republican should
support his candidacy. There are several other candidates all
tried Republicans. We have no suggestion to make as to the choices
between them, but we can see no reason why any Republican should
vote for Mr. Bradbury. In fact, we do not see why he should run

on the Republican ticket. Why didn’t he seek the Democratic nomi-
nation and get it from the men he has trained with at the city hall?

These, together with “IV” above, the petitioner claims
are violations of the Corrupt Practice Law as defined by
G. L., c. 55, sec. 34, as amended or changed by Sts. 1922,
c. 269, and Sts. 1926, c. 101

I.
As to the first allegation, it was admitted by the sitting

member that he prepared said letter for publication, took
it to the Bunker Hill Press for printing, caused it to be
mailed to approximately two thousand Republican voters
in said district to be received the day before election.
The sitting member testified that he had the permission
of one Edward Dawes to use his name in connection with
said letter; that he had known said Dawes for some time
previous to the publication of said letter; that he did
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not think at all what effect it would produce on the
voters, and that he instructed the Bunker Hill Press not
to disclose the fact that he had given the order for printing
said letter.

Assistant Attorney General Gerald J. Callahan, called
by the petitioner, testified that an alleged violation of the
Corrupt Practice Law by the sitting member was called
to his attention and that he made some investigation of
the matter and had occasion to interview John Edmund
Dawe about the middle of December last at his office in
the State House; that said Dawe in response to a question
stated that his own name was not Edward Dawes but
was John Edmund Dawe; that the name in the circular
letter was not his; that he had never authorized the use
of his name on any such circular; that the whole affair
was a complete surprise to him; that he knew nothing
whatever about it ; that while he was properly named as
John Edmund Dawe, he was called and known as Eddie
Dawes; that •he asked him, the Assistant Attorney
General, if he would use every effort at his command to
clear his name of the connection with the circular letter;
that a copy of the circular had been shown to him by a
neighbor who lived in the same apartment; that he was
very much excited on seeing his name or a name similar
to his on the circular, the reason for his excitement being
that his wife was ill at the time and his wife did not want
him mixed up in a political campaign; that his excitement
was principally due to the fact that it was a surprise to
him and that he knew nothing of it and that he knew Mr.
Sullivan slightly. The Assistant Attorney General further
stated that within a week Mr. Dawe came back to his
office, as he recalled it, with some other man; that he
volunteered the information that his original story to
him was incorrect and that he came on his own initiative
for the purpose of correcting his original story and telling
the truth; that he told him (the Assistant Attorney
General) that he was standing on some street in Cambridge
shortly before the election in the evening; that Mr.
Sullivan met him on the street and asked him, Dawe, if
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he would come up to Sullivan’s office; that he complied
with that request and went up to an office which Mr.
Sullivan ran or in which he had desk room; that Mr.
Sullivan showed him a paper written in longhand and
asked him, Daw'e, if he would consent to the use of his
name on this circular; that Mr. Sullivan informed him
that it was a circular about Bradbury and that he glanced
at the writing longhand on some sheets of paper
but did not read it in full; that he then said to Mr.
Sullivan: “Is this the truth? Is the writing on this paper
the truth about Bradbury?”; that Mr. Sullivan said:

It is. That is the truth.”; that thereupon he, Dawe.
said: “All right, as long as it is the truth, I will consent to
the use of my name on it.”; that he, Dawe, didn’t know
why his name was written as Edward Dawes instead of
John Edmund Dawe, except that, being known as Eddie
Dawes, he figured that Mr. Sullivan put his name down in
that way, changing the proper name to Edward; that he,
Dawe, knew nothing whatever about the reprint from
the Cambridge Chronicle and didn’t authorize the use of
his name on that in any manner; that in the interim
between his first conversation with me and his second
conversation with me he had talked with Mr. Sullivan
and had discussed to some extent this matter with him;
that in answer to a point blank question why he came in
and changed his story, he stated again that his wife’s
illness was responsible for his first story, the reason being
that if he admitted that they used his name his wife would
hear about it in some manner and would become nervously
affected and possibly aggravate her illness. Mr. Callahan
stated that his, Dawe’s, second appearance at his office
was wholly voluntary and that he did not request him
to come in again.

The petitioner produced several witnesses who testified
that the circulation of said letter and said reprint ad-
versely affected the total vote for said petitioner, some
of said witnesses placing the total votes lost by said
petitioner thereby as high as four hundred; the petitioner
also produced other witnesses who testified that they
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refrained from voting for him on account of said letter
and reprint.

John Edmund Dawe, called by the sitting member,
testified that he was a registered voter in said district;
that he lived at 1010 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge;
that he was commonly known as Edward Dawes and was
the person whose name appeared on said letter. He was
vague and somewhat contradictory as to how long he had
known the sitting member, once saying that he was intro-
duced to him at the time the circular letter was being
prepared and again that he had known him for some time
prior thereto. He testified that he had given the sitting
member the right to use his name. He admitted that the
testimony of the Assistant Attorney General was correct
as stated by him.

We find that the sitting member intentionally caused
said circular letter to be printed and distributed as alleged
with the intention to injure or defeat the petitioner; that
said Dawe told the truth at the time of his first interview
with the Assistant Attorney General and that he did not
know of the existence of said letter until after its appear-
ance in the hands of the Republican voters of said district;
that he never authorized the use of his name thereon;
that said circular letter did not bear the name of a duly
registered voter of the city of Cambridge in accordance
with the requirements of the Corrupt Practice Law of this
Commonwealth, and that the said letter injured the
petitioner in his campaign for election to the office of
Representative from said district.

As to the second allegation, we find that the sitting
member made and published in the aforesaid letter several
false statements, which are obvious upon examination
and comparison with the Journal of the House for the
year 1927, which said statements were designed or tended
to injure your petitioner.

11.
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As to the third allegation, the sitting member testified
and admitted that he caused to be printed and distributed
with said letter a reprint of the newspaper editorial from
the “Cambridge Chronicle,” a copy of 'which is above set
forth, from which reprint he had caused the original date
to be stricken out.

We therefore find accordingly and further find, as
becomes obvious upon examination, that said reprint
was not signed by any registered voter who was respon-
sible therefor in accordance with the Corrupt Practice
Law of this Commonwealth.

As to the fourth allegation, the sitting member testified
and admitted that when he filed his original return under
oath as required by law of the moneys contributed or
expended in connection with his election, he knew that it
was false in regard to any payment or obligation to the
Bunker Hill Press and to the receipt of fifty-eight dollars,
being the proceeds of a whist party, and ninety (90)
dollars received from Mayor Quinn of Cambridge. The
sitting member explained that he purposely omitted irom

his sworn statement the amount due said Press in order
to shield Mr. Dawe; that he omitted the amount received
from the whist party through inadvertence and as he
believed it was inconsequential, and that he did not think
it necessary to report the amount received from Mayor

Quinn. The sitting member admitted filing an amended
return, but it did not appear from his testimony that said
amended return corrected all the false statements con-
tained in the original return. It was in evidence that
Edward J. Gurry, the other Democratic candidate in the
second district, reported in his return the receipt of fifty-

eight dollars from said whist party and also the receipt of

forty dollars from Mayor Quinn, which was given him
at the same time the ninety dollars was given the sitting

member.

111.

IV.
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We find on his own admission the sitting member made
a false return of the moneys contributed or expended for
the purpose of securing his election to the seat he now
holds. It follows that on all the evidence we find that
the sitting member, Timothy D. Sullivan, should be
unseated and that his seat should be declared vacant.

ARTHUR P. CROSBY.
LESLIE W. SIMS.

I concur in the above report but believe that the peti-
tioner, Harold M. Bradbury, should be seated in the place
of the sitting member, Timothy D. Sullivan.

I concur with the above report with the exception of
the first finding under first allegation.

We dissent from the majority report of the committee.

WILLIAM H. HEARN.
JOSEPH N. ROACH.
FRANCIS KEARNEY.

JOHN V. KIMBALI

JOHN J. IRWIN.








