
 

 

U.S. Department of Justice 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

 Washington, D.C. 20535 

 
 February 2, 2024 

 
MR. JOHN R. GREENEWALD JR. 
SUITE 1203 
27305 WEST LIVE OAK ROAD 
CASTAIC, CA 91384 
 

FOIPA Request No.: 1513821-000 
Subject: REDSTONE, SUMNER MURRAY 
 

Dear Mr. Greenewald: 
 

The FBI has completed its review of records subject to the Freedom of Information/Privacy Acts (FOIPA) 
that are responsive to your request.  The enclosed documents were reviewed under the FOIPA, Title 5, United 
States Code, Section 552/552a.  Below you will find check boxes under the appropriate statute headings which 
indicate the types of exemptions asserted to protect information which is exempt from disclosure.  The appropriate 
exemptions are noted on the enclosed pages next to redacted information.  In addition, a deleted page information 
sheet was inserted to indicate where pages were withheld entirely and identify which exemptions were applied.  The 
checked exemption boxes used to withhold information are further explained in the enclosed Explanation of 
Exemptions.   
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550 pages were reviewed and 524 pages are being released. 
 
Please see the paragraphs below for relevant information specific to your request as well as the enclosed 

FBI FOIPA Addendum for standard responses applicable to all requests.  
 
Based on the information you provided, we conducted a main and reference entity record search of the 

Central Records System (CRS) per our standard search policy. For more information about records searches and the 
standard search policy, see the enclosed FBI FOIPA Addendum General Information Section. 

 
This is the final release of information responsive to your FOIPA request. This material is being provided to 

you at no charge. 
 
 
 
 
 



By letter dated January 23, 2024, you were advised that records responsive to your request would be made 
available in the FBI’s electronic FOIA Library (The Vault) on the FBI’s public website, http://vault.fbi.gov. When these 
records are posted to the Vault, you can locate them by navigating to the heading “Vault Links,” on the right-hand 
side of the home page. You can search for your subject alphabetically (click on “A-Z Index”), by category (click on 
“Categories”), or by entering text (click on “Search Vault”). For records responsive to this request, please enter 
“Sumner Redstone” as the search term. These documents represent a final release of information responsive to your 
FOIPA request. A courtesy copy of these records is enclosed. 

 
Additional records potentially responsive to your subject may exist. Please inform us by emailing 

foipaquestions@fbi.gov, faxing 540-868-4391, or standard mail if you would like the FBI to conduct a search of the 
indices to our Central Records System. 

 
Duplicate copies of the same document were not processed. 
 
Due to the age and condition of the original documents, some of the reproduced copies are extremely 

difficult to read. Every effort has been made to obtain the best copies possible. 
 
Records that may have been responsive to your request were destroyed. Since this material could not be 

reviewed, it is not known if it was responsive to your request. Record retention and disposal is carried out under 
supervision of the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), Title 44, United States Code, Section 3301 
as implemented by Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1228; Title 44, United States Code, Section 3310 as 
implemented by Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1229.10. 

 
A record that may be responsive to your Freedom of Information/Privacy Acts (FOIPA) request has been 

transferred to the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA). If you wish to review these records, submit 
a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to NARA, Special Access and FOIA, 8601 Adelphi Road, Room 5500, 
College Park, MD 20740-6001. Please reference the file number 92-HQ-9865 and 46-WF-2715. 

 
For your information, a search of the indices to our Central Records System reflected there were additional 

records potentially responsive to your Freedom of Information/Privacy Acts (FOIPA) request. We have attempted to 
obtain this material so it could be reviewed to determine whether it was responsive to your request. We were advised 
that the potentially responsive records were not in their expected location and could not be located after a reasonable 
search. Following a reasonable waiting period, another attempt was made to obtain this material. This search for the 
missing records also met with unsuccessful results. 

 
Please refer to the enclosed FBI FOIPA Addendum for additional standard responses applicable to your 

request.  “Part 1” of the Addendum includes standard responses that apply to all requests.  “Part 2” includes 

additional standard responses that apply to all requests for records about yourself or any third party individuals.  
“Part 3” includes general information about FBI records that you may find useful.  Also enclosed is our Explanation 

of Exemptions. 
 
   Additional information about the FOIPA can be found at www.fbi.gov/foia.  Should you have questions 
regarding your request, please feel free to contact foipaquestions@fbi.gov.  Please reference the FOIPA Request 
number listed above in all correspondence concerning your request. 
 

If you are not satisfied with the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s determination in response to this request, 
you may administratively appeal by writing to the Director, Office of Information Policy (OIP), United States 
Department of Justice, 441 G Street, NW, 6th Floor, Washington, D.C. 20530, or you may submit an appeal through 
OIP's FOIA STAR portal by creating an account following the instructions on OIP’s website: 
https://www.justice.gov/oip/submit-and-track-request-or-appeal.  Your appeal must be postmarked or electronically 
transmitted within ninety (90) days of the date of my response to your request.  If you submit your appeal by mail, 
both the letter and the envelope should be clearly marked "Freedom of Information Act Appeal."  Please cite the 
FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so it may be easily identified. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

file:///C:/Users/bpnelson/AppData/Local/Temp/Letters/www.fbi.gov/foia
file:///C:/Users/bpnelson/AppData/Local/Temp/Letters/foipaquestions@fbi.gov
https://www.justice.gov/oip/submit-and-track-request-or-appeal


You may seek dispute resolution services by emailing the FBI’s FOIA Public Liaison at 
foipaquestions@fbi.gov.  The subject heading should clearly state “Dispute Resolution Services.”  Please also cite 
the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so it may be easily identified.  You may also contact the Office 
of Government Information Services (OGIS).  The contact information for OGIS is as follows: Office of Government 
Information Services, National Archives and Records Administration, 8601 Adelphi Road-OGIS, College Park, 
Maryland 20740-6001, e-mail at ogis@nara.gov; telephone at 202-741-5770; toll free at 1-877-684-6448; or facsimile 
at 202-741-5769. 

   
 
 

Sincerely,   
            

 
Michael G. Seidel 
Section Chief 
Record/Information Dissemination Section 
Information Management Division 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Enclosures

mailto:foipaquestions@fbi.gov


 

FBI FOIPA Addendum 

As referenced in our letter responding to your Freedom of Information/Privacy Acts (FOIPA) request, the FBI FOIPA Addendum 
provides information applicable to your request.  Part 1 of the Addendum includes standard responses that apply to all requests.  
Part 2 includes standard responses that apply to requests for records about individuals to the extent your request seeks the listed 
information.  Part 3 includes general information about FBI records, searches, and programs.   

Part 1: The standard responses below apply to all requests: 
 

(i) 5 U.S.C. § 552(c).  Congress excluded three categories of law enforcement and national security records from the 

requirements of the FOIPA [5 U.S.C. § 552(c)].  FBI responses are limited to those records subject to the requirements of the 
FOIPA.  Additional information about the FBI and the FOIPA can be found on the www.fbi.gov/foia website. 
 

(ii) Intelligence Records.  To the extent your request seeks records of intelligence sources, methods, or activities, the FBI can 

neither confirm nor deny the existence of records pursuant to FOIA exemptions (b)(1), (b)(3), and as applicable to requests for 
records about individuals, PA exemption (j)(2) [5 U.S.C. §§ 552/552a (b)(1), (b)(3), and (j)(2)].  The mere acknowledgment of 
the existence or nonexistence of such records is itself a classified fact protected by FOIA exemption (b)(1) and/or would reveal 
intelligence sources, methods, or activities protected by exemption (b)(3) [50 USC § 3024(i)(1)].  This is a standard response 
and should not be read to indicate that any such records do or do not exist. 

 
Part 2: The standard responses below apply to all requests for records on individuals:   
 

(i) Requests for Records about any Individual—Watch Lists.  The FBI can neither confirm nor deny the existence of any 

individual’s name on a watch list pursuant to FOIA exemption (b)(7)(E) and PA exemption (j)(2) [5 U.S.C. §§ 552/552a 
(b)(7)(E), (j)(2)].  This is a standard response and should not be read to indicate that watch list records do or do not exist. 
 

(ii) Requests for Records about any Individual—Witness Security Program Records.  The FBI can neither confirm nor deny 

the existence of records which could identify any participant in the Witness Security Program pursuant to FOIA exemption 
(b)(3) and PA exemption (j)(2) [5 U.S.C. §§ 552/552a (b)(3), 18 U.S.C. 3521, and (j)(2)].  This is a standard response and 
should not be read to indicate that such records do or do not exist.  

 
(iii) Requests for Confidential Informant Records. The FBI can neither confirm nor deny the existence of confidential 

informant records pursuant to FOIA exemptions (b)(7)(D), (b)(7)(E), and (b)(7)(F) [5 U.S.C.§ § 552 (b)(7)(D), (b)(7)(E), and 
(b)(7)(F)] and Privacy Act exemption (j)(2) [5 U.S.C.§ 552a (j)(2)]. The mere acknowledgment of the existence or nonexistence of 
such records would reveal confidential informant identities and information, expose law enforcement techniques, and endanger 
the life or physical safety of individuals. This is a standard response and should not be read to indicate that such records do or do 
not exist. 
 

Part 3: General Information:    

 
(i) Record Searches and Standard Search Policy.  The Record/Information Dissemination Section (RIDS) searches for 

reasonably described records by searching systems, such as the Central Records System (CRS), or locations where responsive 
records would reasonably be found. The CRS is an extensive system of records consisting of applicant, investigative, 
intelligence, personnel, administrative, and general files compiled by the FBI per its law enforcement, intelligence, and 
administrative functions.  The CRS spans the entire FBI organization, comprising records of FBI Headquarters, FBI Field Offices, 
and FBI Legal Attaché Offices (Legats) worldwide; Electronic Surveillance (ELSUR) records are included in the CRS. The 
standard search policy is a search for main entity records in the CRS. Unless specifically requested, a standard search does not 
include a search for reference entity records, administrative records of previous FOIPA requests, or civil litigation files.    

a. Main Entity Records – created for individuals or non-individuals who are the subjects or the focus of 
an investigation   

b. Reference Entity Records- created for individuals or non-individuals who are associated with a case 

but are not known subjects or the focus of an investigation 
 

(ii) FBI Records.  Founded in 1908, the FBI carries out a dual law enforcement and national security mission.  As part of this dual 

mission, the FBI creates and maintains records on various subjects; however, the FBI does not maintain records on every 
person, subject, or entity. 
 

(iii) Foreseeable Harm Standard.  As amended in 2016, the Freedom of Information Act provides that a federal agency may 

withhold responsive records only if: (1) the agency reasonably foresees that disclosure would harm an interest protected by one 
of the nine exemptions that FOIA enumerates, or (2) disclosure is prohibited by law (5 United States Code, Section 
552(a)(8)(A)(i)).  The FBI considers this foreseeable harm standard in the processing of its requests.   
 

(iv) Requests for Criminal History Records or Rap Sheets.  The Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS) Division 

provides Identity History Summary Checks – often referred to as a criminal history record or rap sheet.  These criminal history 
records are not the same as material in an investigative “FBI file.”  An Identity History Summary Check is a listing of 
information taken from fingerprint cards and documents submitted to the FBI in connection with arrests, federal employment, 
naturalization, or military service.  For a fee, individuals can request a copy of their Identity History Summary Check.  Forms 
and directions can be accessed at www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/identity-history-summary-checks.  Additionally, requests can be 
submitted electronically at www.edo.cjis.gov.  For additional information, please contact CJIS directly at (304) 625-5590.   

http://www.fbi.gov/foia
http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/identity-history-summary-checks
http://www.edo.cjis.gov/


 
EXPLANATION OF EXEMPTIONS 

 

SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552 
 

(b)(1) (A) specifically authorized under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest of national defense or foreign 

policy and (B) are in fact properly classified to such Executive order; 

 

(b)(2) related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency; 

 

(b)(3) specifically exempted from disclosure by statute (other than section 552b of this title), provided that such statute (A) requires that the matters 

be withheld from the public in such a manner as to leave no discretion on issue, or (B) establishes particular criteria for withholding or refers 

to particular types of matters to be withheld; 

 

(b)(4) trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained from a person and privileged or confidential; 

 

(b)(5) inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with 

the agency; 

 

(b)(6) personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal  privacy; 

 

(b)(7) records or information compiled for law enforcement purposes, but only to the extent that the production of such law enforcement records or 

information ( A ) could reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement proceedings, ( B ) would deprive a person of a right to a fair 

trial or an impartial adjudication, ( C ) could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal  privacy, ( D ) could 

reasonably be expected to disclose the identity of confidential source, including a State, local, or foreign agency or authority or any private 

institution which furnished information on a confidential basis, and, in the case of record or information compiled by a criminal law 

enforcement authority in the course of a criminal investigation, or by an agency conducting a lawful national security intelligence 

investigation, information furnished by a confidential source, ( E ) would disclose techniques and procedures for law enforcement 

investigations or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions if such disclosure could 

reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law, or ( F ) could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of any 

individual; 

 

(b)(8) contained in or related to examination, operating, or condition reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for the use of an agency responsible for 

the regulation or supervision of financial institutions; or 

 

(b)(9) geological and geophysical information and data, including maps, concerning wells. 

 

SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552a 

 

(d)(5) information compiled in reasonable anticipation of a civil action proceeding; 

 

(j)(2) material reporting investigative efforts pertaining to the enforcement of criminal law including efforts to prevent, control,  or reduce crime 

or apprehend criminals; 

 

(k)(1) information which is currently and properly classified pursuant to an Executive order in the interest of the national defense or foreign policy, 

for example, information involving intelligence sources or methods; 

 

(k)(2) investigatory material compiled for law enforcement purposes, other than criminal, which did not result in loss of a right, benefit or privilege 

under Federal programs, or which would identify a source who furnished information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be 

held in confidence; 

 

(k)(3) material maintained in connection with providing protective services to the President of the United States or any other individual pursuant to 

the authority of Title 18, United States Code, Section 3056; 

 

(k)(4) required by statute to be maintained and used solely as statistical records; 

 

(k)(5) investigatory material compiled solely for the purpose of determining suitability, eligibility, or qualifications for Federal civilian 

employment or for access to classified information, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person who furnished 

information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence; 

 

(k)(6) testing or examination material used to determine individual qualifications for appointment or promotion in Federal Government service the 

release of which would compromise the testing or examination process; 

 

(k)(7) material used to determine potential for promotion in the armed services, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person who 

furnished the material pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence. 

FBI/DOJ 



The Black Vault
The Black Vault is the largest online Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
document clearinghouse in the world.  The research efforts here are
responsible for the declassification of hundreds of thousands of pages

released by the U.S. Government & Military.

Discover the Truth at: http://www.theblackvault.com

This document is made available through the declassification efforts 
and research of John Greenewald, Jr., creator of: 

http://www.theblackvault.com
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PD 46-556

City of Portland with C. GIRARD DAVIDSON, attorney, who was 
former Assistant Secretary of the Interior. Mr. NIKOLORIC was 
interviewed by the writer and SA HAROLD E. WONNELL. He advises 
that he was associated with the law firm of ARNOLD, FORTAS & 
PORTER, Washington, D.C., from late 1946 until early 1951 and 
is still connected with them as an associate on some legal 
matters. Mr. NIKOLORIC said that he has never been employed 
by the United States Government and has never had any official 
connection with the United States Department of Justice. He 
states that he has only a vague recollection of the pertinent 
matters concerning the KIEFER-STEWART case but does recall 
that he prepared the brief on this case, which was subsequently 
argued before the Supreme Court of the United States by PAUL 
PORTER of their law firm after the Supreme Court had granted 
them a writ of certiorari. He stated that prior to the granting 
of this writ, he had discussed this case with ROGER WOLLENBERG, 
attorney in the Antitrust Division of the U. S. Department of 
Justice, in an attempt to get the Department' of Justice to 
intervene in the case. He states that ROGER WOLLENBERG has 
been a personal friend of his for some years standing and he 
recalls that when he discussed this matter with him, WOLLENBERG 
said that he did not believe that the Department should inter
vene in the KIEFER-STEWART case and that he, WOLLENBERG, would 
so recommend. Mr. NIKOLORIC advised that he was not surprised 
at the stand taken by the Department inasmuch as he was quite 
aware that the Department has always been reluctant to inter
vene in such civil cases. ‘

Mr. NIKOLORIC stated that in discussing this- 
with THURMAN ARNOLD and PAUL PORTER of his law firm, he recalls 
that they.' told him that they thought that he was wasting his 
time trying to get the Department to intervene, but that he . 
did so anyway. He stated that his discussion with ROGER 
WOLLENBERG on this matter of intervention was^.n his opinion, 
definitely prior to the time before HERBERT A.^BERGSON would 
have ever heard of the case from the Department’s standpoint. 
Mr. NIKOLORIC further stated that he argued that the Depart
ment should intervene inasmuch as a novel point of law was 
involved in the antitrust category wherein the SEAGRAM and 
CALVERT distilleries had discriminated against his client, 
KIEFER-STEWART. He said the distilleries attempted to have 
distributors such as KIEFER-STEWART maintain retail prices at 
or near the old OPA liquor prices, resulting in KIEFER-STEWART 
being unable to handle their products with any profit. Upon

2.
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KIEFER-STEWART*s refusal to abide by these lower prices, the 
distilleries refused to sell to them, resulting in a large 
loss. He said the question involved was whether or not a 
conspiracy to keep prices down was a violation of antitrust 
laws, as previous contentions had always been that the 
conspiracy involved was an attempt to raise prices in a 
discriminatory fashion.

Mr. NIKOLORIC said that the Supreme Court of 
the United States will grant a writ of certiorari in only a 
limited number of cases. He vaguely recalls that the Depart
ment did come into the case after the writ of certiorari was 
granted, filing a brief amicus curiae.

Mr. NIKOLORIC said that it is possible that 
HERBERT A. BERGSON would have had some slight knowledge of 
this case, but he is not aware of it. He said that normally 
BERGSON would have had practically nothing to do’ with the case 
as the Department would have been represented in the Supreme 
Court by the Office of PHILIP PERLMAN, Solicitor General of the 
United States. He does not recall that the Department even 
argued this matter before the Supreme Court, but if they did,- 
it would have been limited only to that point involving the 
criminal provisions of the antitrust laws.

Mr. NIKOLORIC stated that it was his opinion 
that HERBERT A. BERGSON is entirely honest and above reproach, 
which comment he also extends to PEYTON FORD and HERBERT BORKLAND 
He stated that he is not well acquainted with PEYTON FORD or 
HERBERT BORKLAND and would not call himself a close friend of 
Mr. BERGSON. He stated that in his contacts with the Department 
he has never found anyone in the Department who was not strictly 
ethical in his dealings with him.' He stated he is not acquainted 
with ALBERT F. ADAMS or SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE. He stated that 
he had heard it rumored that Mr. BERGSON in some fashion 
represented some liquor interests after leaving the Department, 
but he is not acquainted with the details in this matter.

Mr. NIKOLORIC stated that he did recall that 
Mr. BERGSON was reported to have represented in some manner the 
ALCOA interests after leaving the Department and he was of the 
opinion that this was not strictly ethical inasmuch as the 
Department had had considerable dealings in the antitrust 
field with the ALCOA interests during BERGSON’s tenure of 
office with the Department. He stated further that it was his



PD 46-556

opinion that some officials in the Department of Justice 
were at times stupid in their operations but he believes 
that they have, to his knowledge, always been strictly honest.

Mr. NIKOLORIC advised that he is not aware 
that any member of his law firm, including THURMAN ARNOLD 
or PAUL PORTER, had any contacts with Departmental officials 
concerning the KIEFER-STEWART case. He said that he does not 
believe that they did have any such contacts, as he felt that 
he would have known it inasmuch as he was discussing this 
case with them and was quite intimate with all the details 
of the KIEFER-STEWART case, which he prepared almost entirely 
by himself.

- RUG -

4.



ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE

At the conclusion of the interview with Mr. LEONARD 
A. NIKOLORIC, Attorney at Law, Portland, Oregon, he stated 
that he planned to direct a letter to THURMAN ARNOLD of the 
law firm of ARNOLD, FORTAS & PORTER, Washington, D.G., 
outlining his interview with Special Agents of this Bureau. 
He stated further that he will assist this Bureau in any way 
possible and would cooperate in the future should information 
possibly in his possession be necessary to further clarify 
any of these matters.

REFERENCE: Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS, Washington, D.C. 
dated August 16, 1952.
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He advised he was first notified of the B. ^^oodrich 
Foreign Agreement Investigation on May 10, 1951 afWch time he 
receTv^'lTT?!^^ concerning foreign agreements for
the manufacture of Polyvinyl Chloride, B-,F^8^odrich Chemical 
Comoanv* -

As he recalled, the file consisted of a report/from the 
State Department , an analysis of the British and Japanese agreement 
with B. F» Goodrich concerning*"Geon" and instructions to contact 
B. F. Goodrich regarding licensing consumers of Polyvinyl Chloride. 
He said the original file was returned to the Department on May 9, 
1952.

A review of the files available disclosed correspondence 
between HAROLD S. MEYER, Patent Counsel and R. G. JETER, General 
Counsel for B. F. Goodrich, and inter-office correspondence with 
MARCUS A. HOLLABAUGH, Chief, Special Litigation Section, Department 
of Justice.

By inter-office memo dated November 7, 1951, for attention 
of HOLLABAUGH, HUMMEL advised that he and^.L. DERR of his office ' 
were visited by H. A. BERGSON and H. A. BORKLAND, who informed they 
represented B. F. Goodrich.

BERGSON requested an opportunity to "clean house" in a 
fashion satistac lOi1^ lu Lhe Dsbarteent., HUjaiEL was non-commital and 
inquired whether BERGSON’s arrangement contemplated that the Depart
ment would be given free access to the files, including Domestic 
as well as those relating to Foreign agreements. In his memo, HUMMEL 
commented that he and DERR viewed the proposal with mixed feelings. 
They considered the possibility of mootness being successfully 
argued should suit be filed while Goodrich was in the process of 
revisings its arrangements, or after such revision had been completed. 
They considered the advisability of giving the industry a "breathing spell" 
within which to bring its arrangements into line. However, he commented 
that it also provided a handy vehicle for stalling, and would put the 
Division in the position of approving the arrangements made. The 
proposal, however, might lead to a complete file investigation and would 
serve as a means of investigating the entire rubber industry.

HUMMEL advised that prior to this meeting he had met BERGSON 
only two or three times, although he knew BORKLAND quite well. He said

f
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BERGSON did most of the talking during the conference, but did not 
indicate he desired any favors due to his former position as 
Assistant Attorney General. According to HUMMEL, both B2RGS0N 
and BORKLAND conducted themselves as any attorney to uld who was 
representing a client. /

BERGSON and BORKLAND contacted the Cleveland Antitrust 
Office again on December 27, 1951, and met with DERR and/JOHN J. 
ANDERSON. At that time BERGSON furnished them with certain agree
ments and royalties paid B. F. Goodrich.

By inter-office memo dated May 9, 1952, HUMMEL advised 
HOLLABAUGH he was sending the file in this matter to Washington. 
He stated he was willing to investigate further, but due to other 
pending cases, believed it could best be handled in Washington.

A telephone call, reduced to a memo disclosed HOLLABAUGH 
telephonically advised DERR that he was meeting with BERGSON and 
BORKLAND on the morning of June 3, 1952 to discuss future courses 
of action.

Interoffice memo dated June 11, 19^2, from T. M. KERR 
related to a conference held at Washington on June 3, 19^2, attended 
by BERGSON and BORKLAND and by Department Attorneys JEBHRAIM JACOBS, 
HOLLABAUGH and KERR. B. F. Goodrich desired an opportunity to establish 
a good faith intention, Mr. JACOBS said the Antitrust Division could 
not reach a satisfactory opinion unless it was given access to the 
files of the company.

An interoffice memo dated July 7, 1952, from HOLLABAUGH 
related to a meeting attended by Assistant Attorney General CLAPP. 
JAGQBS, HOLLABAUGH,,and BERGSON and BORKLAND, in which BERGSON 
j^roposed the suit be dropped providing Goodrich reformed its contracts. 
This Department advised it could not accept his conditions.

A copy of a letter addressed to NEWELL A. CLAPP from
BERGSON dated July 18, 1952, enclosed copies of the following documents::

1. Application for Validation concerning Technological 
Assistance withkjapanese Geon Comoany, dated October 9 
1950. -

2. Validation dated January 9, 1951 by Supreme Commander 
for Allied Powers.

- 3 -
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3. Validation dated January 9, 19^-, by thgrroreigg 
Investment Commission of Japan. ——

U. Eeport dated February llx, 1951} given to the Foreign 
Investment Commission of Japan,

Other records available at Cleveland consist of a file 
of agreements furnished by B. F* Goodrich; a survey of the plastic 
industry prepared by AUTE L. CARR, and a report of the Commissioner, Com
bines Investigation Act, Department of Justice, Ottawa, Canada, dated 
May 21, 1952 relating to Rubber Products.

It should be noted that BERGSON and BORKLAND resigned fron 
the Department of Justice in September and November, 1950 respectively. 
According to HUMMEL, his first,fowledgp of thf>. B. F. Goodrich 
Foreign, tomont...Tntoaia£aiaAnj^in  ̂ met, BERGSON
^ BORKLAND in connection,with this case, in Noyemb£XyJ^

HUMMEL also pointed out that the original investigation 
was concerned only with foreign agreements witjh respe ct to Polyvinyl 
Chloride (Geon), however, his office had extended the investigation 
to include foreign agreements concerning the rubber industry.

He said no other contacts were had with BERGSON and BORKLAND, 
except for telephone conversations arranging thesconferences on 
November 6, 1951 and December 27, 1951*

HUMMEL advised he had never met PEYTON FORD*

GEORGE L. DERR, former Chief of the Great Lakes Antitrust 
Office, who is in ill health and is vacationing until August 22, 
prepared studies and analyses of B. F. Goodrich licenses and agree
ments which were submitted to the Department.

JOHN R. ALDERSON attended the conference with BERGSON and 
BORKLAND in the absence of Mr. HUMMEL on December 27, 1951*

Photostatic copies of aU correspondence relating to 
BERGSON and BORKLAND were obtained and consist, of the following 
data:

1. To MARCUS A. HOLLABAUGH from ROBERT B. HUMMEL 
dated May 15, 1951; Be* Polyvinyl Chloride, 
B. F. Goodrich Chemical Company, advising the 
file would be studied.

-b-
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2. To MARCUS A. HOLLABAUGH from ROBERT B. HUMMEL, dated 
November 7, 1951 referred to conference with Messrs. 
BERGSON and BORKLAND on Nweabep- 6, 1951

3. To HUMMEL from HOLLABAUGH dated November 26, 1951 
advised that BORKLAND and BERGSON would like to 
discuss the case.

h. To files from JOHN R. ANDERSON, dated December 28, 
1951, referred to conference held with BERGSON 
and BORKLAND at Cleveland, on December 27, 1951, 
in which information regarding loyalties paid 
to Goodrich was obtained and additional licenses 
were famished.

5. To files from JOHN R. ANDERSON dated December 28, 
19f>l; regarding teleohone conversation between 
GEORGE DERR and HOLLABAUGH. HOLLABAUGH was willing 
to hold converence.

6. To files from GEORGE L. DERR, dated January 5, 1952, 
regarding ’’Shop Right" licenses.

7. To DERR from BERGSON dated January 11, 1952 
furnished additional information requested at 
conference on December 27, 1951*

8. To HUMMEL from HOLLABUAGH, dated June 6, 1952, 
regarding conference held in 'Washington on 
June 3, 1952.

9. To files from T. M. KERR, dated June 11, 1952, 
regarding conference held in Washington on June 3, 
1952 with BERGSON and BORKLAND.

10. To HUMMEL from HOLLABAUGH, dated June 17, 1952; 
regarding Japanese and British Geon Companies.

11. To files from HOLLABAUGH dated June 30, 1952 regarding 
conference bn June 18, 1952 for purpose of demonstrating 
a "good faith" effort by Goodrich.

12. To files from HOLLABAUGH, dated July 7, 1952 regarding 
meeting held July 7, 1952 attended by BERGSON, BORKLAND, 
NOWALL A. CLAPP, EPHRAIM JACOBS and HOLLABAUGH.

13. To HUMMEL from EPHRAIM JACOBS, dated July 22, 1952, 
enclosing a copy of BERGSON'S letter and enclosures.

- 5 -
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Enclosures to Bureau: Thirteen pieces of correspondence.

- RUC -
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REFERENCE: Washington Field letter to Director, dated 8/6/^2«
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STANDARD FORM 64 . r a
Office Memorandum • united states government^.

TO^- :

FROM j

SUBJECT:

Dl’RECTOR, FBI (62-97558) DATE: August 25, 1952

SAC, WFO (1^6,2715)

PEYTON FORD; &
HERBERT- AUGUSTUS BERGSON;
HERBERT-^LAND ;
ALBERT F.^®;
SUMNER MURRAY-REDSTONE
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

There is being enclosed herewith to the New Haven Office 
one copy of the report of Special Agent THOMAS J. JENKINS dated 
August 16, 1952, and one copy of the report of Special Agent 
THOMAS J. JENKINS dated August 23, 1952.

The attention of the New Haven Office is directed to pages 
173 and 17^ of the report dated August 16, 1952, giving a background 
in the instant case and which outlines specific Bureau instructions 
in the handling of this•investigation. All leads in this investi
gation must be conducted immediately and a report immediately 
submitted to the Bureau Air Mail Special Delivery.

In the report of Agent JENKINS dated August 16, 1952, 
there is set forth an interview with T. LAMAR CAUDLE, former
Assistant Attorney General. In the report of Agent JENKINS dated 
August 23, 1952, there is set forth the results of interviews 
with various individuals presently in the Department and former
departmental employees referred to in CAUDLE’S statement. One 
of the individuals mentioned in CAUDLE’S statement as having discussed 
the subjects with him,,particularly PEYTON FORD, is SALVATOR ANDRETTA, 
Administrative Assistant to the Attorney General. It will be noted 
in CAUDLE’S statement that he has allegedly to have informed CAUDLE 
that PEYTON FORD was usurping the powers of the Attorney General, 
undermining former Attorney General J. HOWARD McGRATH, and lowering 
the morale generally in the Justice Department. At the present 
time ANDRETTA is on leave and is not expected to return to work , 
until after Labor Day and can be contacted at Lovely Str^eU Vnipii- 
ville, Connecticut, telephone, FArmington

It is requested that the New Haven Office initoediately ' 
obtain from SALVATOR ANDRETTA information regarding FORD’S usurping 
of the p^idO of the Attorney General and -whether he has any know
ledge of any cases that were purposely mishandled by FORD, BERGSON, 
or BORKLAND so that this firm could receive business from the de-
fending companies at a later date. Will also obtain from ANDRETTA 
detailed background information regarding his association with the
subjects and whetner he has any knowledge of their operation: 
clients in their present law business. f I

recorded • ®
ands

TJJ:GJM
2 - New Haven (AMSD) (ENCLS)/( air



♦standard form no. 64 jL

Office Memorandum • united states government

TO :

FROM :

SUBJECT:

MR. LA

A. ROS 
peyto/¥ord, et al 

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Former. SA Collier, now .Chief Counsel of the Che If ». 
.Committee, .adxi&ed Winterrowd that Hey ton For.d_and_Hejrh.ejef . “•-—• 
^BfiKgsxmJi&UMMxamaJxvis^^ _ .
andufejjeureigu^d^whed^hmiL  ̂
iaiJaaMJL^iihliQfiMJ^ Collier said
they had quite a conversation and the net_.r.esjult.of.. the., 
conference is that Ford and Bergson have agreed to give to. 
iihjOSfflijftlt^ the amount .
of money paid by all the clients, .and the nature.of 

_the work done for the clients. Qjo]Jd«uudlljnakeJihis 
Jjjgfijgna/t^^ He stated that he had

. already informed AAG Murray concerning this.

Collier further advised that he told Ford and 
Bergson that they must give all of their accounts, identify 
them without exception, and that it would be necessary, 
possibly, to check the firm's bank accounts against the 
fees listed by the law firm for the Committee. __C.ollier 

^said they agreed that if it were necessary they would 
puBjtnnijbJm^xgmI5^.o.iUQ^^ 
dis.turbed.oyex,J;Ae_facX.,Jh.a^ 
againsf^the^b ank^account.

Collier expects this information on Friday, August 
15, 1952, and has advised that he will make it available 
either on that date or on Saturday, August 16th. ^When this

JLW^s.UPAd^ay8^aW,^&^ '
theDepartment's files to determine if there were pending 
cases..against the clients,^and^.make._.appro pELate^reviews.
We will, of course, have to. also che c k^wi th-the^c lien.t s^, 

Jja=..queisMpnL  J.Q determine.. Ju^
the, .law. firm-,tohandle^the.irvbusiness..

ACTION , - - < . . A?

None at this time, 
informative purposes.

The foregoing is submitted for

62-97558

EHW/rh
&.U5 « ®s 2’ ^s (k I



K STANDARD FORM NO. 64

Office M-emovandum • united states government

DIRECTOR, FBI (62-975$3) DATE: August 25, 1952

SAC, WFO (46-2715)

TO

Wom :

SUBJECT: PEYTON FORD, et al
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

There is enclosed herewith to the Oklahoma City Office 
one copy of the report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS dated $-23-52 at 
Washington, D. C. Your attention i$ also directed to the report 
of SA JENKINS dated $-16-52 at Washington, D. C., in connection / 
with the interview with TaLAMAR CAUDLE in which allegations were / 
made by CAUDLE that HOLMES^ALDRIDGE, Assistant Attorney General i/ 
in Charge of the Claims Division of the Department,- had been 
appointed to the position by PEYTON FORD when he was Deputy Attorney 
General and that BALDRIDGE was definitely a FORD man.

In the enclosed'report your attention is directed to the 
interview with CURTIS^HEARS on page 102 which alleges that HOLMES 
BALDRIDGE had conferences with HERBERT BERGSON relatives to the 
settlement of the Flat Glass Case. The review of the Flat Glass
Case appears in the report of Agent JENKINS dated August 16, 1952, 
and investigation concerning the Flat Glass Cass is reflected in 
the enclosed report.

It has been determined that BALDRIDGE is now residing * 
for about 2 or 3 weeks at 2604 NW 13th Street, Oklahoma City, | 
Oklahoma, telephone number 5-467$3.

It is requested that the Oklahoma City Office interview 
BALDRIDGE to determine the reason why CURTIS SHEARS was taken off 
the Flat Glass Case after the Government had concluded their part 
in the case and will determine from BALDRIDGE what conferences took
place between HERBERT BERGSON and officials of the Flat Glass 
industry relative to the settling of the case. Will also determine, 
from him what part PEYTON FORD played in the settlement of this 
case obtaining detailed information relative to any intervention 
in the case by FORD. Will determine also from BALDRIDGE whether 
he knows of any members of the Flat Glass industr; 
represented by the subject’s firm

This investigation should be conducted s soon 
possible and a report submitted AMSD.

TJJ:OK
2 - Oklahoma City (AMSD) (Encl. 1)



STANDARD FORM NO. M ,f

Office Memorandum /
UNITED

4
STATES GOVERNMENT

TO :

FROM :

SUBJECT:

Mr. Ladd

Mr. Rosen

PEYTON-TO: ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

DATE: AugUSt 21, 1952
T^Uc

Utt
Mttoli,

OUTln

Bwbo________

Kwa -

Mohr

T»U. fa.
NW *

It is to be recalled that former Special Agent Robert 
Collier, chief Counsel of the chelf Committee, supplied the 
identities of clients listed by Ford and Bergson, m addition 
to those which collier had listed for the Bureau, he telephonically 
supplied on August 20, 1952, an additional client in the form 
of the following: ' '

jollier stated that listed among the clients was the law 
firm of^plark, Coon, Holt and Fisher of Dallas, Texas, which firm 
had paidxa fSOTTee fiTWcIiTl^lT^o the Ford, Bergson, et al 
law firm for an undisclosed purpose. He stated that the law firm 
in Dallas, Texas^ includes the brother of former Attorney General 
Tom c. Clark, Bo^lark.

The question as to what, if any, investigation relative to 
this particular item is desired is being submitted in a memorandum 
to the Attorney General with copies to Assistant Attorney General 
Murray under date of August 21, 1952*

EHW:jh 
62-97558

^'^ , AUG 27 1852



STA^pARD FORK* NO. 64

Office AlemoMndum • united states government

TO :

FROM :

SUBJECT:

A. rose:

MR. LADD

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT

Harts

Tracy _

Tala. Fan.

Hew «

MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

PURPOSE

^° summarize separately the Information in the sworn. ^ZZ 
signeA-Statenre^ .

DETAILS

On August.12, 19^2, at Wadesboro, North Carolina, T, Lamar 
.Caudle, former head of the Tax Division of the Department of 
Justice, signed a sworn statement. That statement is summarized 
below under appropriate capTionsT’ ”"”‘”"""'’*^^

Knowledge of the Department and Subjects

Caudle was head of the Tax Division from 1947 to November, 
1951, and previously spent two years in the Criminal Division of 
the Department. Generally, most of his knowledge concerned the 
Tax Division and the Small Business Section of the Antitrust 
Division. Caudle_..made_spj3.eches, thr^^^ 
auspices of the Democ^^

gaudle^jjas^JLnti^^
and Peyton Ford. He met Herbert Borkland on a number of occasions 
but had little...oj^no.worki^^ Caudle stated that 
Bergson and Ford were, good friends of Bob Clark, brother. oi ^Q1”
jUai^, and through this connection were close to Tom Clark when 
he was Attorney General.

Caudle stated it was rumored that_priPr.Ae_J^rgse^ 
resignation that Bergson and Ford intended to setmp_aJ,aw—
office. It was also rumored that J. Howard McGrath, then Attorney 
General, and President Truman were^Tired of Peyton/Ford_as Deputy 
Attorney General'"and' tHjZa@faSr^VMnkd ver,
Fbrd" mfsconslrued*’ attempts of the administration to get rid qf 
him and because heZthQUght.:-the.y wanted him to stay he ...remained 
with the Department. aft.er„B.ergspn*s.resignation. The White House 
finally , gave ^instructions. J.o_M.qG^athUio^tell<Eord.JbhatJtieJhadZZto~

I leave as A. Devitt Vanech_jyas._to„he^puoanted Deputy Attorney 
’General. Caudle”"stated that Ford"
was appointed in Septem] 
learned of Foz*d*s resig]
Bewtinent,. .

68 SEP 4 Bl , 
ECW/rh COPIES DESTROYED 
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■ Memorandum for Mr, Ladd

Caudle had a definite feeling, and believed others in 
the Department shared the feeling."'that Ford was sending clients 
to -Bergson. Caudle stated he was unable to identify "any such 
instances or any such clients. He stated he knew .of no attorney 
or employee of the Department who mishandled a.case purposely, 
tSsl3&OSSS2S

Knowledge of the Law Firm

Caudle stated he did not know whether Ford direc-tad 
clients to the firm of Bergson, et al, while,Ford was in the 
Department. As‘noted above, Caudle stated he had a,feeling, and 
this feeling was 'shared with others, that such action was being 
taken by Ford; hovTever, he was unable to, amplify this belief.

Caudle stated he does not believe that Sumner RedsAjane 
was placed in the Depar tment by ForcC Pr ior to Redstone I s 
hesitation''‘from EBey^^ tt s ,
had men Honed to' '^ and
was interested in contacting a young energetic attorney, 
Caudle suggested this to Redstone who said’he,would contact 
GovernoiTlffiyl- '^ called Caudle and"^
fig^^^JaJh^offlJsnSWT® place
Redstone in Governor Ely’s’office. (Ford was still in the Department).

Caudle does not know whether members of subject-law 
firm ever contacted Sumner Redstone or Virgihia_Adam^...wifp~^^
Albert Adams,,.while these two were ,employed.;in the^-Tax. Division 
of the Department,

C audle he ar d ~fr_onL~G^ ^ , then Administrative
Assistant to the Attorney General, JthaLlIdAaiJ^^ 
the law fl rm *s-bnoks_andi.that,-.the.-.in.cpm£L_waslJ.arge—and-to'_a 
great extent was from .cLien-ts_-obtained_whiJ.e.JBkind_and .Bergson 
worked in the Department, (Grace Stewart has been interviewed 
and furnished no information of substance in this connection).

Knowledge of Clients of the Law Firm

Caudle stated he had no direct knowledge of the.identity 
of . clients-of- the sub.Ie c.t^lHcf irm, _In~ one inatinceaLFonit^^^ 
him two or,.three times, about,a„case„-that^^^
several months after Bergson left the Department. Caudle does not 
recall _.the-nama.-of.-the case. but_s.ugge.s.te.d,-t.hat Departmental.

* Attorney John Lockley might be, able.to,identiX5rl5^ Caudle
continued that Ford did hot encourage or discuss any particular 
course of action.' It was Caudle’s belief that Lockley felt this

- 2 -



Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

ca'se should not be prosecuted and Caudle believes the... case.„was 
jio]72pr2]3ecrutlaT^^^ 
re ce ived a , QUO ree. —

Caudle was advised by Congressman Frank W. Boykin 
(D-Alabama) that the Aluminum Company of America was a client of 
subjects1 law firm and that the firm was hired through Alcoa’s 
public relations man or lobbyist in Washington, D. C. Caudle has 
no knowledge of any contacts the subjects might have had with . 
representatives of Alcoa.

cau^e has n° knowledge of..any .contac-t.s._by-Bergs.on>, 
Ford, or Borkland with^anyone in the Pep aft er,-they left
the Department and has no knowledge of contacts Bergson might 
have had with Ford while Ford was still in the Department. 
Caudle suggested..that Departmental Attorney Curtjg Shears of the 
Antitrust Division misKt'have informal?!^^ 
inasmuch_as Shears was disliked “by Ford"’^ for a
period of time had no work assigned" to iiim.

Caudle has no specific knowledge with respect to the 
other severT matters mentioned■ in the' Attorhe:F"^ .of
July 30? 19^7 CWudl^furffishg^  ̂
be pertinent to,these .matters* He recalled that graham Mogison 
once mentioned an ^athletic case^ .and-claime.d.he. had an excellent 
.case but someone ab^eZh^ Caudle stated this
might have referred to the International Boxing Club matter which 
is one of the eight matters under instant consideration.

Caudle stated that .Gordon.-Grant. in .the^malj^^ 
SectionXiM^^^^i^^^JlAlxUi^ 
while hand.ling...a._..c.ase--.r.egarding..the Sylvania Company. This may pertain to the Small Business comp Taimr^aT^ Electric
Products, Inc., wherein investigation in instant matter has 
developed no information of substance. Caudle, also recalled that 
Curtis She.ars-jneKtLoned the--.B.^E._-Go.odricK. Foreign.'Agreements Carse 
but was unable to enlarge on this case.

*—MM*"**— »Hl UH »m»M8M«W^.iiltimiMW<^*'*^a^^

General Allegations re Peyton Ford’s 
Handling of Department•

thenjUtornag^Jtener^^
of Justice,. It was understood that Ford was kept on after Tom 
I)lark went to the Supreme Court because of his connections with
Clark• Soon after he was mad^ftwlY^jno^ began
usurping powers, of the Attorney General.. Ford instructed certain-”

.3.



Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

A ^ 4
n

heads that he was going to take over some of their duties. Ford 
remarked that because McGrath was out of town so much he had to 
run the Department. Caudle discussed with Andretta and Boris 
Kos te lane tz', Departmental Attorney, how Ford was undermining 
McGrath and the fact that the morale of the Department was so low.

GRACE STEWART: According to Caudle, Ford took practically all of. 

trative Assistant to the Attorney General.

TAX CASES:
/Wers to be sent to Ford for. examination. Caudle previously had • 
I sent compromise cases to Grace Stewart with his recommendations
except cases where the amount was under $10,000. According to
Caudle this procedure slowe.d^up the> handling of tax cases and there 
seemed to be a' hottie “neck in Tord’s office. This hampered the 
^rrrrvmofi^^
M.ta^ses an£^^^JmoiL2L^L^ 
.&®a£OEain?orOs^
When,a compromise offer was .accepted. Caudle believed this was a^^act£^ himself up. Caudle, suggested that
“Manny1’ Sellers, Chief of the Compromise Section of the Tax 
Division, is. a good source for further inf6rma£irm_ak^^ 
handl±ngLof-J5he._tax„case.s. He added that Ford had tried to get
Sellers ,f ired

PERSONNEL PLACED IN DEPARTMENT BY FORD: According to Caudle, 
StoUsimMLlUdMJ^  ̂ Ford
placed Virginia Adams, w ife of Albert _ Adams,. In . the. Tax DiVision 
and 4H another r inst anc^^i^^ld,^^ 
made bV-Caudle, claiming that he, Ford, had two men he wanted to 
place in the Tax Division and also claiming that then Attorney 
General McGrath was upset over the appointments made by Caudle. 
He was ^able to identify the two .menJE£LQd^want.e.d., to place in the 
Department except that one had a name sounding likeT/yR^

C^udle^ellgjig^^^^^ 
BES2^&2Xu5OM Assistant Attorney General in
charge of the Claims Division. -Ford also bragged that he was 
Responsible for getting Bergson . his-job _as . Counsel, Office of 
defense i^biTi^tion^where Bergson could continue his practice 
anTwmnrn5T,^T^rgatn?wEn?t^^

Caudle attributed, the appointment of Grahgm Mo.yis,on._to Ford 
and stated that Morison was a good^frien^'^nsotTri^or^
Morison once asked Caudle how he was getting along with Ford. At 
the same time Morison said that someone, believed to be A. Devitt 
Vanech, was slamming Ford on ’’Capitol Hill.”

- u -
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Morison on another_,occas.ion. mentioned an argument he 
had with ----- and Caudle assume,d^„th is_ was.,about a pending* case 

esaEMM? Morison also told Caudle that he was held up
from trying certain,cases,,by someone, in. 'the Department but did 
not name the individual* Caudle does not believe Morison 
mentioned Ford or Bergson in this connection# Caudle further 
does not remember the names of the cases involved.

Caudle.stated he knew that Ford^recommended Newbold, 
Morris to McGrath,,to^JLaaxL^n^cpj^^
Caudle does not believe Morris or any of Morris’ organizations 
were clients of Ford’s law firm. He has ho knowledge that Ford 
or Bergson were involved in any way with the “Tanker case.11 
(North American Shipping and Trading Company, Inc., etal, Fraud 
Against the Government),

Qaudle pointed out that there weae^j^mal attorneys.. who 
sat around the Department with nothing Ford and.
Bergson did not like them and no work was ^ass^n^^EoJKEm7<,,One 
of the~se attorneysi was*Curtis Shears who has previously been 
mentioned. ""

DEAN SC HEPLER AS PIPE-LINE TO FORD;

' Caudle stated that Peyton Ford was responsible,for„the
appointment of Dean ScAeiTer as DirecTBo^^ 
for the Department. IScHedler was ' ^
appointed over Leo Cadis on of the Department whom other Department 
officials wanted in that position. Ford and Schedler were in 
daily contact with each other while Ford was in the Department#

1
 After Ford ,leXt.,the. Department it was rumored by various

persons in the Department that Schedler was feeding Ford infor- 
mat ion and could be classed as^ a “p£^~li^ ...

A. Devitt Vanech told Caudle that Schedler was a pipe- 
line to Ford.According to Caudle there was considerable friction 
between Ford and .^

CONGRESSMAN FRANK W. BOYKIN:

Caudle claimed that Congressman Boykin was a close 
personal friend of his.. Boykin on a number of occasions asked 
Caudle if he, ■,c.Q.uld_do._sp.meLthingULQr._two,in<f^ 
of Boykin.. . This request pertained to the Hipps-Mitchell tax case,

Caudle continues ^s_c^se_jli-d_go, to trial and, both men
received prison.sentences.
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Boykin also on one' occasion suggested to Caudle that 
he should leave tb^^^g^tmeht' an<F suks^^ 
CtJmpanjnsrJSaixSs^  ̂
yearly- as a retainer fee, .<<ai!hl£^10fcajdilL^ 
thijUiejcauae^QXJjxsJIftyWj^ and
the Administration. Boykin subsequently told Caudle in 1951 that 
Alcoa had retained Ford’s law firm.

REPRESENTATIVE CECIL KING, ET AL?

Included in the statementof,.Cjaudle_^^ 
fconfigJaataOABgSig^^
allegations by Caudle that ■Representative Cecil King-, (D-Calif ornia) 
had receiyed large .sums' of money fjro^ in
California and that King had offered Congressman Mendel Rivers, 
(D—South Carolina) $25,000 to go along with King on wine 
legislation. These allegations are the subject of a separate 
memorandum.

ACTION

A number of the above persons mentioned by Caudlehave 
been interviewed..and those other per sons, .who, should be inter-, 
Viewed wilLle..xoatadad. A summary ofLTh<£e.h^^ 
to date_.is; alsQ-being-Prepared. Copies of reports received at 
the Bureau are being immediately furnished to Assistant Attorney 
General Charles B. Murray.

^e handling^of tax cases by Peytpn Ford is being 
Investigated. TEcTalleS^^
piB^UjOfiJM-^ tol^-ssniaj^oykin^^^
be interviewed concerning the retainer fee of $25,000 reported to 
be offered by Alcoa. The other persons mentioned by Caudle as 
alternate sources concerning various phases in this investigation 
are being interviewed.
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synopsis OF FACTS:TH0MAS M> kerr, JR., Attorney, Anti Trust Division, 
interviewed at KOMO. KERR’S knowledge of anti trust 
e^ses involving clients of subjects is Ignited to 

F. Goodrich Foreign Agreements investigation. 
KERR’first had knowledge of Goodrich case in early 
June, 19^2 when his superior MARKUS A. HOLLABAUGH 
asked him to sit in during a conference which was ' 
attended by BERGSON and BORKLAND. During this 
conference BERGSON requested that Justice Department ’ 
agree not to. prosecute Goodrich in event a file search ' 
developed no conspiracy to divide world markets even 
though there might be contracts in restraint of trade.- 
He promised that hi,s client would modify any such ’

/Cd

lz contracts to conform to the law. KERR believes this 
v ’request by BERGSON was no more than any other attorney 
7 with good knowledge of anti trust procedure might ask. 
j6^ According to KERR, no committments of any kind were

* given BERGSON by anti trust representatives at that’ 
time and at HOLLABAUGH’S request he, KERR, a few days 
later, examined copies of several Goodrich foreign 

^ trade contracts and recommended the Japanese Geon Co.
^. contract and the British Geon, Ltd. contract for
zr further investigation. This was extent of KERR’S

. connection with case. KERR, claims no knowledge of 
/^T^any other clients of subjects or of any contacts ' 
' ' by subjects with other members of Justice Department^

* .KERR has been in Anti Trust Division since 19 47 and
I I M ^/fi knows of no favors done by subjects while subjects 

/ ^ 4 / ^^P^Y®^ ^n Anti Trust Division for companies which
J^Othey now represent. KERR only slightly acquainted 

J____Z__ wi th BERGSON and BORKLAND and believes them ve^v__
APPROVED AND [/

FORWARDED: ^

with BERGSON and BORKLAND and believes them ve^y
‘" ‘' F°t D^^toiSWHycapable o^spiaws is

-He-dxa notjknow qt* ;ct-O,----
3^

£

Ite

IS 
EO

RECORDED - 45

Ji Washington Field (h.6-271?)
Kansas City (46-791}.)

PIES DESTROYED
11

I1J9 DEC 2 1964
PROPERTY OF FBI—This confidential report and its contents are loaned to you by the FBI and are not to be 
^ ^ Al IC distributed outside of agency to which loaned.

< U S. COVrtKMtNT MINTING O7NCC IMOfflM "



. KC ^6^91|. '

DETAILS: AT KANSAS CITY,‘MISSOURI

On August 11, 1952 at 1:1}.^ p.m,-, Reporting Agent, 
accompanied by SA JACK R, SWAN, (A) interviewed THOMAS M»'KERR, JR*. 
Attorney, Anti Trust Division, who presently is assigned to a 
temporary office at- Room £31, U, S* Court House, KERR advised * 
at once that he had already heard that an investigation of certain 
former officials of the department.was in progress and said he 
wished to help in any way possible,

KERR said he has been- an attorney in the Anti Trust 
Division of the Justice Department since 19h7 but has always 
served in a minor capacity. He is not acquainted with any of the 
subjects except HERBERT A. BERGSON,who was his superior in the ‘ 
Anti Trus't Division, and HERBERT BORKLAND, who was assistant to 
BERGSON,. He knew these men only slightly but stated he had high 
regard for their legal ability and knowledge of anti trust law _ 
and their' personal integrity.

He said he had no direct knowledge of any anti trust 
cases wherein the companies, 'involved are represented by the 
subjects except for the B, F* Goodrich Foreign Agreements investi
gation^

o ' He recalled that early in June, 1%2, probably on 
June 3>-19%. he was in the Anti Trust ..Office .in,Washington, 
working ’on another assignment when MARKUS A; HOLLABAUGH, Head 
of the Cartel or Special Litigation Section, requested him -to 
sit in on a conference to begin about fifteen minutes thereafter* 
KERR did so and advided that the conference was in HOLLABAUGH1S 
office and was attended- by HERBERT A. BERGSON and HERBERT’ BORKLAND 
representing Goodrich and by HOLLABAUGH and EPHRAIM JACOBS and 
himself for the' Anti Trust Division* Before the conference, 
HOLLABAUGH told KERR,-that BERGSON had some sort of request to 
make and that they would listen, to; it but since BERGSON was a 
former Assistant Attorney General he, HOLLABAUGH, did not intend 
to agree to anything or grant any request. He pointed out to 
KERR that they must be particularly careful to make no concessions 
whatever in order to avoid any possible criticism for having 
given BERGSON preferential treatment because of this former 
position in the Department.

2.
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; KERR recalled that; at the conference BERGSON t^uosted 
that the Department agree not to prosecute Goodrich in fco event 
a file search failed to develop conspiracy to divide world markets 
even though there might be contracts in restraint of trade, 
BERGSOH pointed out that Goodrich was making'an honest effort to 
m'odify their existing foreign contracts to conform to the Supreme 
Court decision in the Timken Case and would promise to conform in 
the future,

KERR said such a request was possibly of a type which 
would not ordinarily be made by the average attorney; however KERR 
said he believed this request was no more than might be made by 
any attorney with good knowledge of anti trust procedure and believ 
that he himself might have made a similar request had he been 
representing the Goodrich Company. He said he did not believe * 
this was an unusual request at all in view of the intimate knowledg 
of the workings of the Anti Trust Division obviously in the possess 
ion of both BERGSON and BORKLAND. He said that the theory involved 
was not new and that many Congressmen, including one referred to 
as ’’Congressman ROONEY” had recommended in'the past that such a 
policy be followed by the,Department as a matter of course in 
anti trust cases whoro the violators were willing to correct the 
illegal conditions with the idea in mind of saving the Government 
the expense of prosecution.

At any rate# KERR related that this procedure was not 
agreed to by the Government representatives at this conference 
arid no concessions of any kind were granted. KERR recalled that , 
when the conference was over, HOLLABAUGH remarked to him privately 
that BERGSON and BORKLAND had been very convincing and if they had 
not been former Justice Department officials, he might have been 
inclined to go along with them.

A few days later at HOLLABAUGHtS request, KERR reviewed 
photostatic copies of numerous foreign trade contracts of the 
B, j^^oadrich—Qompany. which copies had been secured by the 
Cleveland Office of the Anti Trust Division. He said HOLLABAUGH 
had asked him to pick out the ones offering-the best possibility 
for successful prosecution, since they were limited on time and 
money whizch could bo spent on any particular case. Accordingly KER 

s^crotodthe^apane.se Geon Company contract dated 'January 23, 1951 
arid tho^ritish Geon, Ltd/- contract dated March 19, 19U^ as ^he 
ones containing the most clear-cut‘violations,'and so advised 
HOLLABAUGH. A day or so later, about Juho, 15, 1952, KERR came to
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Kansas City on another investigation, has been here since, and 
stated he is not familiar with later developments in the Goodrich 
case. ' '

KERR said ho personally know of no clients of the 
subjects other than the B, F« Goodrich Company but stated that 
ho had been told by GEORGE W, WISE, another attorney in the Anti 
Trust Division, that the case invloving the proposed merger of 
th^^Hnneap.olis. Mining and Manufacturing. Companyand the^Carborundu 
Company was being handled by subjects*.................* •

KERR knew of no other contacts by subjects with official 
of the Department, He said ho has no knowledge whatever of any ' 
favors done by subjects, while employed by the Anti Trust Division,- 
for companies they later represented. He knew of nothing which 
would indicate that BERGSON or BORKLAND or anyone else had,while 
they were still in the Department, arranged to represent any of 
the clients they later obtained. He said he would have'to add, 
in all fairness, that if there had been such activities, he would 
not have been in a position to know about them, since his job did 
not bring him into close contact with the higher officials of the 
Department and he had very few personal contacts with BERGSON and 
BORKLAND and none whatever with any of the other subjects.

He pointed out that BERGSON is still using his influence 
as a former Anti Trust Division official to accomplish a great deal 
for the’country in the Anti Trust fields For example ho said 
BERGSON,.since leaving theDepartment had been instrumental in 
establishing an Anti Trust Section in the American Bar Association 
and had helped in many cases to educate the Bar in Anti Trust 
matters, KERR offered the opinion that this sort of thing will 
eventually result in fewer violations of the anti trust laws,

KERR said there is no question in his mind that many 
big companies possibly retain former government officials to 
represent them in suits with the government for the reason that 
they expect some influence to be used; however he knew of no 
specific instances of this and said he did not believe BERGSON 
or BORKLAND would attempt to use pressure of any kind or to rely 
on their former positions in the Department to accomplish anything 
for their clients. He believed that the service of either of 
these men would, as a matter of course, bo sought out by anti 
trust defendants solely on the basis of 'their outstanding ability 
and specialized knowledge of anti trust laws and procedure.

REFERRED UPON COMPLETION TO THE OFFICE' OF..ORIGIN
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ADMINISTRATIVE.

KERR was advised at the outset of this interview 
that this investigation was-being conducted1at the specific 
request of the Attorney General* •-He was not requested to furnish 
a signed statement inasmuch .as none of the information furnished 
appeared to be of value as’ evidence.-

REFERENCE: Report of SA THOMAS J.-JENKINS dated 8*8-52‘at 
Washington Field; - '
Washington Field letter to Director dated 8-9-52.---'
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synopsis of facts; ( yy GEORGE L. DERR, Attorney, Antitrust-Division, 
interviewed at Ocean City, Md. under oath. 
Stated about 11-6-51, BERGSON and BORKLAND 
contacted him and ROBERT B. HUMMELL in Cleve
land as representatives of B. F. Goodrich 

.Co. in connection with investigation of for- 
| eign agreements made by Goodrich. At this 
’ meeting DERR requested that Goodrich make 

„ available additional records, all of which 
were later made available. Both BERGSON and 
BORKLAND at that time admitted ignorance of 

^he facts of the case, indicating to DERR 
that neither had familiarized himself with 
the investigation during the period in which 
they served as Dept, officials. About 
12-12-51, DERR met R. G. JETER, General 
Counsel for Goodrich, at dinner of Cleveland 
Patent Bar Association, at which time JETER 
stated he had known BERGSON a long time. He 
also commented that he had been impressed 
with manner in which BERGSON had handled the 
"Battery Case" while he was in charge of the 
Antitrust Division. JETER mentioned that

. j,Wnoe he had briefly discussed the Battery 
? Case with BERGSON), when he met him in a hall 

A of J^e^Muce‘*Bidg., D. C., and that he was 
greatly impressed by BERGSONfs grasp of the 

|; situation. JETER emphasized that it was the 
^impression of BERGS ON ls ability which inf lu— 

F- Goodrich Co. to retain him on
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the foreign agreements investigation* DERR ex
plained that the ’’Battery Case’’ was an antitrust 
case in which Goodrich was a minor defendant* 
It was successfully prosecuted in that it was 
settled either by plea of nolo contendere or 
consent deersee during period BERGSON was tn 
charge of Antitrust Division. About 12-27-51 
BERGSON and BORKLAND again contacted DERR and 
JOHN J. ANDERSON, another attorney in Cleveland 
Regional Antitrust Division, At this meeting 
both BERGSON and BORKLAND said that rubber foreign 
agreements, in their opinion, were illegal. They 
stated they would like the Dept, to conduct its 
desired investigation and if it reflected no 
violations over and above what was agreed to in 
the foreign agreements, that Goodrich be given an 
opportunity to modify its agreements before any 
suit was instituted by the Dept. During the two 
months following above contact, DERR received one 
phone call from BERGSON and one from BORKLAND 
asking if he had sent to Dept, his analysis of 
the Goodrich foreign agreements. VICTOR KRAMER, 
attorney in Litigation Section, Justice Dept., 
told DERR that BERGSON was representing Minnesota 
Mining and Mfg. Co. and the Carborundum Co. and 
had made contacts with Dept, officials. DERR does 
not know identities of such officials. BERGSON 
in one of above contacts with DERR stated he was 
representing the Aluminum Corp, of America but 
did not indicate any Dept, contacts. Other than 
above, DERR knows of no other companies represented 
by subjects or contacts made during or subsequent 
to time they were connected with Dept. DERR states 
he has no reason to believe any of subjects involved, 
in any irregularities. DERR states that Goodrich 
foreign agreement investigation was outgrowth of 
confidential report submitted by State Dept, to 
Justice Dept. This report, which he believes was 
submitted in 1951, forwarded a copy of an agreement 
between B. F. Goodrich and the Japanese Geon Co. 
as a matter of possible interest to Justice Dept. 
About this same time, Dept, came into possession 
of copy of similar agreement between Goodrich and 
British Geon Co., Ltd., the source of which DERR 
could not furnish.

- RUG -

„ 2 „



BA llMlll.

DETAILS: AT OCEAN CITY, DRYLAND

Mr. GEORG-S LEWIS DERR, attorney in the Regional 
Office of the Antitrust Division, Cleveland, Ohio, was inter
viewed by SA (A) E. LAWRENCE HYLAND and the writer at 201 
Caroline Street, Ocean City, Maryland on August 13, 19^2, 
at which time he was vacationing there.

In the interview, which was conducted under oath, 
DERR advised that the B. F.\Goodrich Company foreign agree
ments investigation was an outgrowth of a report submitted 
by the U. S. State Department, under a classification of 
'’Confidential”, to the U. S. Department of Justice. This 
report, which he believes was submitted some time in 1951, 
forwarded to the Justice Department a copy»of an agreement 
between the B. F. Goodrich Company and the (Japanese Geon 
Company, which had to do with the manufacture of polyvinyl 
chloride. DERR recalls from reading the report that this 
copy of the agreement was transmitted by the State Department 
to the Justice Department as a matter of possible interest 
to the Justice Department without any attempt on the part 
of the State Department to make an interpretation of any of 
the provisions reflected in the agreement. About this same 
time the Justice Department also came into possession of a 
copy of. an agreement between the B. F. Goodrich Company 
and the^British Geon Company, Ltd. This agreement, DERR 
pointed out, was similar to the one entered into with the 
Japanese Geon Company.

About August 1, 1951, the Regional Office of the 
Antitrust Division, Cleveland, Ohio, received a request 
from the Department to contact the B. F. Goodrich Company 
regarding its foreign agreements made in connection with 
polyvinyl chloride, which Mr. DERR described as a synthetic 
plastic. In the Departmental communication to the Cleveland 
Regional Office the agreement between the Goodrich Company 
and the Japanese Geon Company was specifically pointed out 
as an item to be scrutinized. However, the general tenor 
of the Departmental request was that the contact with the 
B. F. Goodrich Company be an exploratory one and that the 
entire field of its foreign agreements be generally reviewed.

DERR advised that the request to contact the B. F. 
Goodrich Company closely followed the Supreme Court decision 
in the Timken Roller Bearing Company case and that at the time 
the Department was attempting to find new fields of applica
tion of this decision.

- 3 -



BA 46-71U

Shortly after August 1, 1931, DERR made an initial 
contact with Mr« HAROLD S. MEYER, Patent Counsel, for the 
Goodrich Company, and at that time the B. F. Goodrich foreign 
agreements were generally discussed. 'Also, at that time Mr. 
MEYER furnished DERR with copies of agreements between the 
Goodrich Company and the Japanese Geon Company and the British 
Geon Company, Ltd., in which companies the Goodrich Company 
owned approximately -l[0^ of the outstanding stock, according 
to DERR.

Subsequently DERR made an analysis of the two above 
plastic agreements, as a result of which he concluded that some 
of the provisions of these agreements conflicted with the 
Timken Supreme Court decision. This analysis was made a 
matter of record in a memo which DERR submitted to ROBERT B. 
HUMMELL, Chief of the Regional Office of the Antitrust Division, 
Cleveland, Ohio. The information in this memo was later trans
mitted to the Department.

About November 6, 1951, HERBERT A. BERGSON telephoned 
DERR from Akron, Ohio and advised that he and HERBERT BORLAND 
desired to talk to DERR and HUMMELL regarding the Goodrich 
foreign agreements, explaining that he was completely ignor
ant of the facts of the case and merely wanted to ’’touch 
base” with DERR. Later on the same day BERGSON and BORKLAND 
came to Cleveland and at that time DERR requested that the 
Goodrich Company make available to the Department additional 
plastic and rubber foreign agreements entered into by the 
Goodrich Company. All of these desired agreements were made 
available to Mr. DERR and Mr. HUMMELL shortly thereafter. 
At this conference held about November 6, 1951, both BERGSON 
and BORKLAND indicated that they were completely ignorant of 
the facts involved in the foreign agreements investigation and 
DERR expressed the opinion that this indicated to him that 
neither had familiarized himself with the Goodrich foreign 
agreements investigation during the period in which they 
served as officials of the Department of Justice. During 
this meeting both BERGSON and BORKLAND indicated that they 
desired to correct any illegal provisions in the foreign 
agreements if such provisions existed; however, there was 
no attempt made to go into any detail.

About December 12, 1951, DERR met Mr. R. G.iJETER, 
General Counsel for the B. F. Goodrich Company, at a dinner 
held by the Cleveland Patent Bar Association in Cleveland, 
Ohio. At that time JETER stated to DERR that he had known

" ^ "
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BERGSON a long time and also commented, during the course of 
a casual conversation, that he had been impressed with the 
manner in which BERGSON had handled the ’’Battery Case” while 
BERGSON was in charge of the Antitrust Division. JETER also 
mentioned at the time that once he had briefly discussed the 
Battery Case with BERGSON when by chance he met him in a 
hall of the Justice Building in Washington, D.C. and that 
during this brief conversation he was tremendously impressed 
by BERGSON’s grasp of the foreign agreements situation. 
DERR stated that he desired t o point out that during this 
conversation JETER emphasized that it was the impression 
of BERGSON’s outstanding ability which influenced the B. F. 
Goodrich Company to retain him on the foreign agreements in
vestigation. DERR explained that the ’’Battery Case” was an 
antitrust case in which the Goodrich Company was a minor 
defendant. It was successfully prosecuted, he stated, in 
that it was settled either by a plea of molo contendere or 
by a consent decree during the period in which BERGSON was 
in charge of the Antitrust Division.

About December 27, 1951, JOHN J. ANDERSON, attorney 
in the Cleveland Regional Office, and Mr. DERR met with 
BERGSON and BORKLAND. This second conference which DERR 
held with BERGSON and BORKLAND dealt only with rubber foreign 
agreements entered into by the B. F. Goodrich Company. This 
discussion involved about 2$ different agreements with ap
proximately ten foreign concerns. During this meeting,there 
was no discussion regarding plastic agreements entered into 
by the Goodrich Company. At the December 27, 1951 conference 
both BERGSON and BORKLAND stated that in their opinion the 
foreign rubber agreements entered into by the Goodrich Com
pany were illegal, in that they did not agree with the 
Supreme Court decision in the Timken case. Both advised 
that they desired that the Justice Department conduct what
ever investigation it wanted and if such investigation re
flected no violations over and above what was agreed to in 
the Goodrich foreign agreements, that the Goodrich Company 
would be given an opportunity to change and modify such 
agreements before any suit was instituted by the Justice De
partment. DERR stated that BERGSON and BORKLAND did not 
ask him to make any such commitment, merely indicating that 
they desired to get such a commitment from the Department.

— 5
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DERR stated, that he prepared, an analysis of both 
the plastic and. rubber foreign agreements made by the Good
rich Company 'and that about a month after the December 27, 
1951, conference with BERGSON and BORKLAND, BERGSON telephoned 
him and asked him if he had sent the analysis to the Depart
ment. About a month after this, BORKLAND telephoned DERR 
and asked the same thing. DERR stated that he advised both 
that he had not transmitted the report to the Department 
and that he did not send in the report until about March 1, 
1952.

Since the above phone call DERR has had no contact 
with BERGSON or BORKLAND.

Regarding Other companies repressed by the sub
jects, DERR stated that Mr. VICTOR KRAMER, attorney in the 
Litigation Section, U. S. Justice Department, Washington, 
D.,C.» at one time advised him that BERGSON was representing 
the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Company and the 
Carborundum Company and had been making contacts with the 
Department regarding matters then pending in connection with 
these companies. DERR did not furnish the identities of 
the Departmental officials whom BERGSON contacted.

In one of the meetings which DERR had with BERGSON, 
as described above, BERGSON advised DERR that he was represent
ing the Aluminum Corporation of America but did not indicate 
that he had had any contact with the Department in connection 
with such representations. .

Other than as stated above DERR advised that he has 
no knowledge of any other companies represented by any of the 
subjects or contacts made during or subsequent to the time 
the subjects were affiliated with the. Department of Justice.

DERR advised that he has no reason to believe that 
any of the subjects in this case have ever been involved in 
any irregularity during the period in which they served as 
officials of the Justice Department;

-RUG-
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ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE

One copy of this report is being sent to the Cleve
land Office for information purposes in view of the possibility 
that additional contacts with Mr* GEORGE LEWIS DERR might be 
necessary, it being noted that he is employed as an.attorney 
with the Regional Office of the Antitrust Division in Cleve
land Ohio.

A teletype summary of the investigation reflected 
in this report was' transmitted by the Baltimore Office to 
the Bureau and the Washington Field Office on August 11|, 1952.

Reference

Cleveland teletype to Bureau, Washington Field and 
Baltimore dated 8-12-52.

Report of SA EDWARD C. KUM3R0W, dated 8-8-52 at 
Cleveland.

Report of SA THOMAS J, JENKINS, dated 8-8-52 at 
Washington, D.C.

Baltimore teletype t o Bureau and Washington Field 
dated 8-ll|.-^2.
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SAC,: Baltimore (hb-71U) August 26, 1952

director, FBI (62-97558)

• PEYTON FORD, et al 
FRAUD AGAINST THE Q0VEWN.T

. MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Rerep SA tlridian J< Wa^ Baltimore.
Wrep wasciaBsified ’‘Security ■'iitf0ni#tioh*Coi^dehti'
'your ofiflce and should not hays been bo classified as the .6 
Information set forth therein ls: not' security information. J

Bureau oopies of rerep havebeen? Corrected be ■ ■
dele te. this ciassificAti^ and the Hoople's in your of ficoo should 
be similarly^corrected ™.»-O'!
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STANOA£*> FORM NO. 64

'^^^ j^cmo^ndum • UNITED STA^S GOVERNMENT

to : Director, FBI DATE: AugUSt 16, 1^2

SAC, Cleveland (U6-1O23)

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FAG - Misconduct in Office

ATTENTION: Mr. A. ROS] 
Assistant ] ir -

AIR MAIL---- SPECIAL DELIVERY

Attached is the report of SA KENNETH C. HOWE, in this 
matter covering interview with GEORGE T. KILMON, Assistant 
Secretary and General Counsel, and C. R. COUTS, Attorney, 
Legal Division, both B. F. Goodrich Company, Akron, Ohio.

RAY G. JETER, Secretary and General counsel of the B. F.
Goodrich Company, who also has knowledge of this matter and 
whose interview has been specifically requested, will not be 
available for interview because of absence from the city until 
August 20, 1952. He will be interviewed at that time and supplemental 
report submitted.

Enc. 5

KCHsepv

^o'SEi" 4 v^z



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
Form No. 1
THIS CASE ORIGINATED AT WASHENGfON FIELD

REPORT MADE AT

CLEVEIAND
DATE WHEN 

MADE 

8-16-52
TITLE

PEYTON FORD, Et Al

SYNOPSIS OF FACTS!

APPROVED ANDj> V 
FORWARDEO^^C

PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE

8/13,111,15/52
REPORT MADE DY

KENNETH 0. HOVE EPV
CHARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
Misconduct in Office

GEORGE T. KILMON, Assistant Secretary and 
General Counsel, and 0. R. GOUTS, Attorney, 
Legal Department, B. F. Goodrich Company, 
Akron, Ohio, state the company's first 
inkling of possible contemplated action 
against them by the government in connection 
■with their foreign contract was on 7-30-51, 
and that law firm of subjects’ was first 
contacted by them on 9-24-51. B.F.Goodrich 
took initiative in retention of subject’s 
services* Informants state no contact with 
law firm or any of its members on any matter 
prior to 9-24-51 except conference between

KIIMON and BERGSON as departmental attorney 
in anti-trust division during latter part 

Zof January or early February, 1950, in 
connection with case ”US versus Association 
of American Battery Manufacturers, Et Al”. 
KIEMON states BERGSON did B.F.Goodrich no 
favors in connection with this latter, or 
any other matter, and that no member of 

subjects’ law firm has ever represented 
B. F. Goodrich in the battery case.

11'59 ^(DEC 2W'tK,5“roRr 
^-Bureau (62-97558)

3 - Washington Field (46-2715) 
2 - Cleveland (46-1023)

CCPIES DESTROYED \

DO NOT WRITE IN THESE SPACES<t^^*^^1 Chapoc

PROPERTY OF FBI-THIS CONFIDENTIAL REPORT AND ITS CONTENTS ARE LOANED TO YOU BY THE FBI A^AR^NOT TO BE DISTRIBUTED. OUTSIDE OF 

AGENCY TO WHICH LOANED. ‘

„ AUG 27 1®

# U. S. MVtltNNtNT niNTIN# Office 15*59255-2



CV. F. 0. 
46-1023

DETAILS: GEORGE T. KILMON, Assistant Secretary and General
Counsel, B.xJFJiGoo!^ 
producedM^s^p'^panyisfilXx^^ 
its foreign contraotisT^ by reference to it 
advised thathis and/or Jais. companylsJir st 
contact-with"subjects’ law firm in this matter 

was on September 24, 1951^ He^^t^d^the^first-inkl-ihg-his—company 
or himself had that the government possibly contemplated action against 
B. F. Goodrich in connection with its foreign contracts, apparently as
a result of the Supreme Court decision in the Timkbn matter, was a call 
from the regional office of the Anti-Trust Division of the Department
in Cleveland to the Cleveland Offices of B. F. Goodrich, the file 

reflecting this was recieved on July 30, 1951.

KILMON said it was not until after July 30,. 1951 that he and 
the Secretary and General Counsel of Goodrich, RAI G* JETER considered 
the necessity for legal representation in the matter. He said they 
talked over various possibilities and finally on September 24, 1951 
HERBERT BERGSON was contacted and the services of him and his firm 
engaged* KILMQN said there, was no third party involved as a go- 
between, between the law firm and Goodrich and although he has no 
specific recollection how he and JETER knew BERGSON was in private 
practice, he is definite in stating they were not solicited by 

the law firm and that initiative in the matter was entirely on the 
side of Goodrich.

KILHON asserted that the only member of subjects1 law firm 
he knew, or had ever met, prior to September, 1951 was BERGSON, and 
that he had met him on only one occasion. He said this was in the 
latter part of January or early part of February, 1950, when he went 
to the Department of Justice in Washington to consult on the part 
of Goodrich in the case of ’’United States versus^ssociation of 
American Battery.Manufacturers, ET AL”. On this occasion he talked 
to BERGSONJ~who~apparently was in authority in the case, and although 
KILMON pled to have Goodrich spared an indictment in the matter since 

they: were relative new-comers in the affair, the firm nonetheless 
was subsequently indicted. He advised BERGSON did Goodrich no favors 
in that or any other case, or had any consideration been shown them

- 2-
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U6-1023

by any of the other firm members when they were with the Department. 
He also said he was impressed with BERGSON, however, as a result of the 
above, and thus when he came into consideration in connection with the 
contracts matters, KUMON was in favor of obtaining him. Neither BERGSON 
nor any other member of subjects’ law firm, are representing or have they 
ever represented or been consulted in connection with the litigation 
on the battery case except as outlined above.

KIIMON said he never had met or known of BORKLAND prior to 
retention, of BERGSON and his law firm in September, 1951* Subsequent thereto 

«he had had conferences and considerable contact with BORKLAND on the contract 
matter. PEYTON FORD, KIIMON has met casually once in Washington, this being 
also after retention of the firm. ADAMS and REDSTONE are unknown to KIIMON 
and the company has had no contact with them.

Subjects’ law firm is not on specific or stipulated retainer 
arrangement with Goodrich, and is beingtreated, KIIMON said as is their 
policy with all such firms who represent the company on individual matters; 
i.e., they make a charge when the case is closed and an agreement is reached 
as to a payment on this basis. No payments of any kind have as yet been 
made to subjects’ firm by Goodrich, although KUMON said it is possible a 
payment "on account" may be made by Goodrich prior to completion of the case 
if the firm requests it. Mr. KUMON said Goodrich has no regular legal 
representation in Washington, and retains counsel on matters there only 
as the need for it arises.

0. R. COUTS, Attorney, Legal Division, B. F. Goodrich Company, 
Akron, Ohio, was present during the interview with Mr. KIIMON and said he 
could add nothing to the data- afforded by him. He said he had no contact 
with or knowledge of any member of subjects’ law firm prior to their 
retention by Goodrich in September, 1951 and had no part in the latter 
negotiations.

COUTS and KIIMON both stated they knew of no other companies 
being represented by subjects’ law firm in matters concerning the govern
ment and similarly know of no contact 'between any member of subjects’ 
law firm and individuals in the Department of Justice except as legitimately 
incidental to the contracts matter which they have handled for Goodrich since 
September, 1951.

- P -
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ADMINISTRATIVE

RAY G. JETER, Secretary and General Counsel, B. F. Goodrich 
Company was originally due to return to Akron from an out of town trip 
on Mondyy, August 18, 19^2 but word had been received that he will not 
return until Wednesday, August 20, 1952, and he will be interviewed at 
that time and results reported*

UNDEVELOPED LEADS

CLEVELAND* AT AKRON* OHIO

Will interview RAY G. JETER, Secretary and General Counsel, 
B. F, Goodrich Company, upon his return to town.

REFERENCES: Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS 
Washington, D. C», dated 8-8-52. 
Washington Field letter to Director 
8—6—52*
Washington Field letter to Director, 
8-9-52.
Washington teletype dated 8-10-52. 
Butels 8-11- and 8-12-52.
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. Office Memorandum • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO

FROM :

SUBJECT:

A. ROSEN

MR. LADD

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

__ .On Saturday afternoon, August 16, 19^2, .Winterrowd X7ZZZ 
happened to meet Assistant Attorney General Charles B.
Murray in t he hall. a^^'iwinfr*Thec^rse  ̂ -----
Murray "st a ted thathe had learned from Collier of the Che If 
Committee that Peyton Ford, and HftTftMrat Bergson .had asked for 
an extension di‘"fcime in which to submi_t their, .list of cjZTents 
to the Chelf, Committee^- This, according to Murray, is to be.
d one s ome time tod ay. .Monday.*_Jkugus t  18th

It is ‘to be recalled that Collier said that this 
information would be furnished to the Bureau on Saturday, 
August 16, 195>2. Collier did not call on this date.

In addition, Murray commented that he felt that, the

possible by AuRUst..l8,„1.9£^^a^oLR^^M^
present .time. He did not indicate the basis\fpr his belief 
in this matter: however, it is to be no teA^hat--the Washington

Sjnr^ededrtO-j^^
capitalizing improperly on their Government service after they 
o5tainj>r|^^ present
laws ’governihgH^ £ °f interest of Government
employees are very weak and inadequate. This news item further 
stated that... Peyton Ford and .Herbert Bergsjon,.Jiay.e„.b.e..e^ 
as future star witnesses_in this phase of the Subcommittee’s.
iaxfta±igaiiQxu

ACTION

None. The foregoing is submitted for informative 
purposes.

6 5 AUG 2 9’.352



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
Form No. 1 
thiscaskorwinatedat WASHINGTON FIELD

REPORT MADE DY 

JOSEPH A. MC GRAW
REPORT MADE AT

ALBANY,
DATE WHEN 

8/1W
PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE 
8/16/52

Leyton.FORD, HERBERT AUGUSTU^ERGSON,
HERBERT 
SUMNER

‘-BORKLAND, ALBERT I 
MURRAFREDSTONE

?Hdams,
CHARACTER OF CASS

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERN
MENT; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICI

synopsis of facts: LEON HICKMAN, General Counsel for ALCOA, inter
viewed August 16, 1952, and signed sworn state
ment obtained. HICKMAN denies ever having had 

^d^/ any business with BORKLAND, ADAMS or REDSTONE 
z ^-;:s:v<^when they represented a Government agency, or
/ / * ./prior to July 1, 1951> when HICKMAN retained

/^' 7 subject law firm as Washington Representatives 
of ALCOA. HICKMAN acquainted with both FORD

^>7^

ISIS UM^- l' W#

. and BERGSON when both with Department and dealt 
2 with them in re Alcoa Anti-Trust case*. HICKMAN

met with former AG TOM CLARK about a dozen times 
during years 1945-1949 and PEYTON FORD generally 
present at these meetings. Issue at these meetings 

. was proposed dissolution of Alcoa and FORD waa in
complete disagreement with HICKMAN.* No favo. 

d^s ever extended to him by FORD, states HICKMAN

ci- 
ber

HICKMAN and K. C. ROYALL met with subject BERGS 
. „ in SeptemJ/er, 1950 at time when ROYALL was retai^ 

Alcoa’ 'HICKMAN states no favor or influence 1 
J^ JZ^ extended by BERGSON to him or Alcoa at’any time

HICKMAN advises decision" to retain subject law 
firm as Washington representatives of.Alcoa was
his personal decision based on his own belief 
that Bergson was ablest man for the job. No so

* tation of Alcoa employment by Bergson or any me 
/{Of firm. Retainer of $25^000. per annum being 

paid subject law firm by HICKMAN in his capacity as 
^..Jilcoa General Counsel. ' HICKMAN advises he has had

* / no contact whatsoever with Justice Department
IV

lal_ Agent DO NOT wmc IN THESE SPACES fig

%
l5 -^Bureau

2 - Albany

APPROVED AND 
FORWARDED:

m-.

COPIES OF THIS REPORT

i YOU BY THE FBI AND ^E NOT TO BE DISTRIBUTED OUTSIDE OF

62-97558) (AMSD) 
46-2715 -Enc.) 
46-414)

WIES DESTROYED
---------------------- "MS--------- 5

PROPERTY OF F8I-THIS CONFIDEIITIAL'REPORT AND ITS CONTENTS ARE lOANl
AGE^TO^HICH LOANED. /

AUG 4^952

& U. #. GOYMNMtKT MINTING OTflCC 10—59255-2



AL 46-414

officials during Government aluminum expansion pro
gram which commenced in Fall of 1950* HICKMAN does 
not know identity of any other clients represented 
by subject law firm.

-RUC-

Details: AT STOWE, VERMONT:

Mr. LEON HICKMAN, General Counsel for the Aluminum 
Company of America, was interviewed on August 16, 
1952, at the Lodge, Smuggler’s Notch, where he is 
presently vacationing. The following signed sworn 
statement was voluntarily given by Mr. HICKMAN:

“The Lodge, 
Smuggler’s Notch, Vt. 
August 16, 1952

"I, LEONVHICKMAN, General Counsel for thk Aluminum Company of 
America, hereby make the following statement, under oath to Joseph 
A. McGraw, who has identified himself to me as a Special Agent of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, V. S. Department of Justice.

“I have been General Counsel forXAlcoa since April 19, 1951. 
Prior to that date I was engaged in the practice of law in Pittsburgh, 
Pa. with the firm of Smith, Buchanan and Ingersoll, which firm 
handled much of the legal business of Alcoa. During the past fifteen 
years I have had various business dealings with officers of the De
partment of Justice in connection with the Alcoa anti-trust suit 
which has been pending during the period referred to. However at 
no time have I ever had any business with Herbert Borkland, Albert 
F. Adams or Sumner M. Redstone when they represented a Government 
agency. In fact, at no time had I ever heard of any of these three 
individuals, last above named, until July 1, 1951, the date on which 
I retained the law firm in Washington, D. C. of which they are members.

“I have met both PEYTON FORD and HERBERT A. BERGSON when these 
two men were officers of the Department of Justice, on occasions when 
I was in Washington in connection with the Alcoa anti-trust case.

-2-
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”1 met with. FORD on numerous occasions during the years 1945
1949 at which time FORD was the Assistant under the then Attorney
General Tom Clark. My meetings on these occasions were with Attorney
General Clark and as a general rule PEYTON FORD would be present at 
said meetings. As I recall I saw TOM CLARK about a dozen times dur
ing these years, when I was arguing against the proposal of the 
Justice Department relative to the dissolution of Alcoa. At no time 
did Peyton Ford ever extend any favors toward me or Alcoa and as a 
matter of fact we were in complete disagreement on the point at issue 
relative to dissolution. This disagreement never was ended and Alcoa 
finally had to go to Court for six months in 1949 to prevent its 
dissolution. I was always the sole legal representative for Alcoa 
at these meetings with TonJ^lark and Peyton Ford.

”1 have met with Herbert A. Bergson on a very limited number 
of occasions, perhaps two or three times during the period of his 
employ by the Department of Justice. I first saw Bergson in Sept
ember, 1950 in Washington. With me at the time was Kenneth C. 
Royall who was at that time Washington legal representative for 
Alcoa. The subject matter of discussion at that time was the 
action to be taken by Alcoa as a result of the judgment entered by 
Judge Knox of the Federal District Court, Southern District of New 
York in July 1950. Royall and I started out to see on what points 
we could agree with the Department, and urged the position;that if 
the stockholders who were required to sell their stock in\Aluminum 
Limited were enjoined from voting their stock pending sale\ there 
would be no need for the Court to appoint trustees to vote the 
stock for the stockholders. Bergson turned our proposition down 
cold. When final negotiations were eventually had on the point of 
this Court order, Bergson had by that time left the Department and 
our business was transacted with Department officials Underhill and 
Emmerglick.

“At no time was there any intimation of favor or influence being 
extended to me or to Alcoa by Bergson. Any other meeting I may have 
had with Bergson beyond the one above described was entirely without 
significance, and I cannot recall any details relative to such other 
meetings, if indeed they occurred.

“The decision to retain the lax? firm of Ford, Bergson et al 
as the Washington representatives of Alcoa was my own personal decision. 
There was never any solicitation of such representation by Bergson or

-3-



AL 46-414

any other member of the,firm. There was never any intimation of such 
solicitation. When I became General Counsel for Alcoa on April 1^ 
1951, Alcoa then had no representative in Washington. I concluded 
that Bergson was the most able man in Washington to fill this post 
and therefore decided to hire him and his firm. It was a complete 
surprise to Bergson. I told Bergson that his employment as Alcoa*s 
Washington representative would have nothing to do with the anti-trust 
case against Alcoa if same should be activated again during the next 
5 year period and Bergson said that this was a necessary condition 
from his point of view. Ford was not with Bergson’s law firm at the 
time the firm was retained by me.

"I-pay this firm an annual retainer of $25,000. The retainer 
was made strictly on a merit basis. There has been no major business 
handled by the Bergson firm since first retained by Alcoa although 
there has been a running fire of small items including contracts, 
priority clearances and the like.

"During the Government aluminum expansion program which commenced 
in the Fall of 1950 and is still going on, I have had no contact 
whatsoever with any Justice Department officials. The issue of 
allocation of new units relative to aluminum production has been strictly 
intra-'-governmental in nature. Any dealings that Alcoa might have in 
this connection would have been with the General Services Administra
tion and not with Justice. My knowledge concerning this issue Of al
locations is based strictly on what I have read in the newspapers and 
hearsay sources. As I understand, the needs of the Department of 
Defense prevailed in having these allocations go to existing aluminum 
producers including Alcoa.

“I have read this statement which is the truth and have initialled 
corrections made.

. LEON E.^HICKMAN
Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 16th day 
of August, 1952 
JOSEPH A. McGRAW”

The original signed statement set out above is being maintained 
in the 1-A section of the Albany file.
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* > J

As is set out above in the signed statement by Mr. HICKMAN, he 
stated it was his decision alone to hire BERGSON and his associates 
as Washington legal representatives for Alcoa. There was no third 
party intervention in this hiring. HICKMAN stated, however, that on 
the date that he actually hired BERGSON and his firm, JOE HUGHES, who 
is General Counsel for the T. Mellon interests in Pittsburgh, happened 
to be along with him. HICKMAN also pointed out that since he hired 
subject law firm, their services have been at the disposal of the 
Alcoa District Sales Manager in Washington, D. C. who is ROBERT A. 

xhEARNARD. HICKMAN stated that as a general rule when he, HICKMAN, 
meets with BERGSON or his associates in the firm concerning Alcoa 
matters, LEARNARD is usually in attendance at these meetings. Mr. 
HICKMAN made it clear that Bergson is “his man” in subject law firm 
and that it was only because of Bergson that the firm was originally 
retained by him on July 1, 1951*

Mr. HICKMAN was questioned concerning his knowledge of other 
clients of the law firm of FORD, BERGSON, et al. He stated that he 
did not know the identity of any other clients of this firm. He did 
add, however, that he understood that the firm was tog ’’pretty well.” 
He has never talked with any member of the law firm concerning their 
clientele generally.

With respect to the aluminum expansion program as is pointed out 
in the above quoted signed statement, Mr. HICKMAN said he has had no 
contact whatsoever with any Justice Department official and that his 
knowledge as Counsel for Alcoa concerning allocation of new units 
to his company, has been based strictly upon what he has read in the 
newspapers and garnered from hearsay sources. Mr. HICKMAN stated 
that he had understood in this connection that EMMERGLICK of the 
Justice Department had wanted to utilize new producers, but that the 
Defense Department had wanted metal right away and so allocations had 
to go to existing producers including Alcoa. Mr. HICKMAN stated with 
respect to these allocations that it had been strictly an intra- 
governmental fight in his opinion, and that none of the men in industry 
had had anything to do with it.

ENCLOSURE TO UFO: 1 cc Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS, 8/8/52, at 
Washington, D. C.

REFERRED UPON COMPLETION TO THE OFFICE OF ORIGIN

-5-
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ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS

At the conclusion of the interview described in instant report, 
Mr. HICKMAN asked if the writer had any knowledge of the activities 
of the CHELF Committee. When advised that the reporting agent had no 
knowledge concerning this Committee, Mr. HICKMAN stated that he would 
like to relate his thoughts concerning the current investigation of 
Bergson and his associates in the subject law firm.

HICKMAN stated that several months ago, the CHELF Committee was 
investigating the results of an inquiry into the liquor industry that 
had been made in Washington in 1948. in that year, the questions in
volved in the controversy concerning liquor, had been resolved in 
favor of the liquor industry.. During a CHELF Committee Hearing which 
occurred several months ago, one of HERBERT BERGSONrs former subor
dinates when summoned to appear before the Committee, had testified 
apparently in open hearing to the fact that the 1948 liquor investi
gation had been killed when the liquor industry made a substantial 
contribution to the Democratic Party. At this point, HERBERT BERGSON 
who was in attendance at this .meeting, purely as a spectator, stood 
up and stated that it was he, BERGSON, who was being discussed by 
the subordinate then testifying and that the testimony given was 
false. BERGSON allegedly submitted an affidavit to the Committee 
to this effect.

In this affidavit, according to HICKMAN, BERGSON stated that 
the same rumor concerning the substantial contribution made by the 
liquor industry in 1948 had arisen in 1948; that that rumor had 
been investigated by the ablest men in the Department at that time, 
and that it had been determined that the rumor was entirely without 
foundation.

HI CKMAN stated that by his action several months ago as described 
above, BERGSON had in effect, stolen the headlines from the CHELF 
Committee by his dramatic statement giving the lie to his former 
Justice Department subordinate who was testifying before the Committee. 
It is the conclusion of Mr. HICKMAN, therefore, that the CHELF Com
mittee is now attempting to even the score with BERGSON by seeing to 
it that his firm is investigated.

REFERENCE: WFO letters to Bureau dated 8/9 and 8/12/52. 
Report of SA THOMS J. JENKINS, WFO, 8/8/52.
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To: COMMUNICATIONS SECTION,

Transmit the following message to:

AUGUST 22, 1952

SAC, PHILADELPHIA 
SAC, WASHINGTON FIELD

URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MO. REREP WALTER V. MC LAUGHLIN, AUGUST 

THIRTEEN, PHILADELPHIA. INFORMATION RECEIVED BILL WILLIAMS, ONE SEVEN 

IMO NINE WALNUT STMT, PHILADELPHIA, PAID SUBJECT LAW FIRM TEN THOUSAND 

DOLLAR S JUNE FIFTYONE IN CRIMINAL TAX CASE AND WAS CLIENT OF BERGSON. 

PHILADELPHIA WILL INTERVIEW BILL WILLIAMS FOR ALL DETAILS OF SUBJECT 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

rostra. M

TO : DIRECTOR, FBI (62-97558)

sac, wo (46-2715)
0

subject: PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT;
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

DATE: AugUSt 20, L952

Reference is made to the report of Special Agent JOHN M. DUNAY, JR. 
(A) dated August 13, 1952, at New York.

On page 48 it reflects that BERGSON had apparently been interested 
in the United States vsx Great Western Distributors, Incorporated, et al, in 
that he made a telephone call to EDGAR A. BUTTLE of the New.York Antitrust j 
Division on April 15, 1952, and that during the fall of 19^1 Attorney JOHN 
S. SCHWARTZ of the same office was questioned by BERGSON firing a cocktail 
party at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel relative to the perfume investigation. ,„.

In conducting interviews with departmental attorneys in connection 
with another matter, the Williams Case of Philadelphia and the Gorman Case 
of Georgia were mentioned as tax cases which SUMNER REDSTONE had contacted > 
the Department on. z

According to your instruction, therefore, appropriate review v/ill 
be made of the above-mentioned files to determine any irregularities in these
files on the 
thereafter.

TJJ:PCN

part of the subjects and appropriate investigation conducted



Office Memorandum « UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

u to : DIRECTOR, FBI (62-97558) 
.. ATTN: Assistant Director A.

*r FROM Zj^C, INDIANAPOLIS (4.6-635)
*7V‘ /O

T /SUBJECT: PEYTON “FO RD; n

/ HERBERT<AUGUSTUS BERGSON;
/ HERBERT^BpRKLAND;
/ ALBERT FIDANS;
/ SUMNER MURRAY-REDSTONE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

DATE: August 21, 1952 
ROSEN

URGENT

AIR MAIL - SPECIAL DELIVERY

Attached hereto.are rive copies of the report of 
Special Agent FRANK H. DONNELLY dated August 21, 1952, 
at Indianapolis, Indiana*
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J.^X^VIILIAM G.1MVIS, Indianapolis, Indiana, advised

. he contacted CHARLES H. WJ^TON, Anti-Trust Division, : 
Department of Justice, by telephone in about 7-50

V in ah attempt to obtain depar^nentai support 
for apetition for writ of certiorari in the . 
KIEFKl-STEWART matter, at which time WESTON 

i requested copies of the petition and advised 
-^> that the Department would take no action in the

matter at that time* DAVIS advised no further 
contact with any departmental officials in this 
matter* JOSHUA J, DANI£LS,Indianapolis, Indiana, 

iff fl (Itt^y^'^ stated on 11-24.-50 he received a telephone.call 
from PAUL-PORTER, his co-oounsel in Washington, 

. /wr* ^ D.C.,advisinghimthatBERGSON had Requested. 
C^j^s\^ additional time for/the preparation of briefs

, In behalf of Respondent SEAGRAM, which request 
. ,J / DANIELS denied. DANIELS advised BERGSON < s name

ICC ^,"^^ did not appear on the briefs submitted by SEAGRAM
before the Supreme Court and further stated he

J~sJ^^ tad ho contact with any departmental official
*n th* ratter. A

it Ht#» ^ty^* < . - JOO • ISlfsul^flKS

as

DETAILS: ^INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA

I) (jM^^Ihe following investigation was conducted jointly 
J^ . by Special Agent MICHAEL Jo CONNOLLY and the

1 writer.

APPROVED AND 
FORWARDED:'

• special Agent 
4 INCHARGE

COPIES OF,THIS REPORT

(^Bureau (62-9755®)(AMSD) 
3 Washington Field, (46-2715) 

(AMSD)
C011£S2BE»oll,a6-M51

. • ^ EMCl^ \

DO NOT WRITE IN THESE SPACES

DEC 2 1964 .
PROPERTY OF FBI-THIS CONFIDENTIAL REPORT AND ITS CONTENTS ARE LOANED TO YOU BY THE FBI ANDJARE NOT TO BE DISTRIBUTED OUTSIDE OF

AGENCY TO WHICH LOANED.
if U. S. GOVEHHaEHT miHTIHS OrriCI 16~69255-1

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL



IP 46-635 
■ - * ■ / /

WILLIAM J. DAVIS, Baker and Daniels, 810 Fletcher Trust '
Building, advised that he was formerly employed by the 
Anti-Trust Division of the Department of Justice in 
Washington, D.C., from 1933 to 1937, Mr. sDAVIS stated J
that the firm of Baker .and, Daniels represented KIEFER- ' y

/STEWART in the case offcElW^ versus JOS^ILB. /
¥SEAGRAM_&„SQN,-INC..., ETTAL, before the State Court, of /
^'Indiana, the Seventh Circuit Court, Chicago, Illinois^ / * *

and, finally, before the United States Supreme Court, /
Washington, D.C, He stated that this litigation 
concerned the refusal of Seagram and Calvert Distillery 
to sell KIEFER-STEWART when KIEFER-STEWART had indicated 
that they,would not only mark.up their prices to take i
care of the increase in the tax but would also mark 
up on the margin oi'profit,

Mr, DAVIS stated that prior to the submission of a\ 
petition for writ of certiorari to the United States 
Supreme Court, which petition was granted on O^jjber 23, 1950, 
he contacted CHARLES H. WESTON of the Anti^TruSt/Division 
of the Department, of Justice by telephone, in about July, 
1950, in- an attempt to obtain departmental support for 
the petition for writ of certiorari, A?t that time DAVIS 
stated WESTON requested copies of the petition and told 
him that the Department would take no action in the matter 
at that time inasmuch as it was a private suit.

Mr, DAVIS stated that he had no further contact with any 
departmental officials in the KIEFER -STEWART matter,

JOSHUA J. DANIELS, Baker and Daniels, 810 Fletcher Trust 
Building, advised that when it was decided by his firm 
to take the KIEFER-STEWART matter to the United States 
Supreme Court, he engaged.as co-counsel the firm of 
Arnold, Fortas and Porter in Washington, D,c, Mr, DANIELS 
stated that on November 24, 1950# he received a telephone 
call from PAULm)RTER of the above firm, who advised him 
that Mr, BERGSON nas requested additional time in the 
preparation of briefs for the respondents, which request 
DANIELS stated he denied, and further advised that he 
received no formal request for a delay, Mr, DANIELS 
stated that he did not see BERGSON’S name on the respondents* 
briefs filed with the United States Supreme Court,
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Mr. DANIELS stated that he had no contact with any 
enployees of the Anti-Trust Division of the Department 
of Justice in the KIEFER-STEWART matter.

It is noted that Baker and Daniels maintain no actual file 
iri this matter, and the above information was furnished 
by Mr. DAVIS and Mr. DANIELS from memory and from their 
personal diaries.

At the conclusion of the above interviews, Mr. DANIELS 
and Mr. DAVIS were questioned and they advised that they 
did not know the identities of any clients subjects 
represented or may be representing at the present time#
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synopsis 01

MISCELLANEOUS investigation

f^Q /t^f
Congressman FRANK BOYKIN, Mobile., Alabama, 
states he contacted THERON LAMAR'CAUDLE in 
connection with RIPPS-MITCHELL Tax Evasion 
Case as RIPPS and MITCHELL were constituents 
of his; but that CAUDLE stated it was ah ag
gravated case and declined to see RIPPS and 
MITCHELL’S representatives. BOYKIN states 
he was very friendly with CAUDLE and did 
mention to him something about employment 
with ALCOA, however he does not- recall 
mentioning amount of money in connection 
with such employment. States has never‘dis
cussed this with ALCOA but intended to if 
CAUDLE interested in employment with ALCOA. 
He stated he has no .information whatsoever 
re PEYTON FORD’S law firm being legal 
counsel for ALCOA
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This is a joint investigation of SA JOSEPH T. 
BOSTON and the writer*

Congressman FRANK BOYKIN was interviewed at the 
■AdmiraXxSemmes Hotel, Mobile, and he stated that he and THERON, 

had been quite friendly for a number of years, and 
t|iat he was very much impressed with the abilities of CAUDLE* 
He stated that he was socially friendly with CAUDLE and his wife* 
He advised that in about 1950 the MITCHELL-RIPPS Tax Evasion 
Case whslbeing considered for prosecution and that representatives 
of SAI^RIPPS and JOE^lfCHELL were in Washington trying to 
straighten out this matter* He stated that they called on him 
many times and that MITCHELL’S wife remained there about six 
months in connection with the matter. Congressman BOYKIN stated 
that he had been well acquainted with SAM RIPPS for a number 
of years, but was not as well acquainted with the JOE MITCHELL 
family.

BOYKIN stated that in connection with the contacts 
that the MITCHELL-RIPPS representatives had with him, he con
tacted THERON LAMAR CAUDLE and told him that the wife of 
MITCHELL and other representatives were trying to get in to 
intercede in their behalf. He* stated that CAUDLE told him at 
tljat time that this was an aggravated tax evasion case and it 
would be necessary to handle same in court. BOYKIN stated that 
he then requested CAUDLE to meet with the MITCHELL-RIPPS repre
sentatives, which he declined to do. He stated that his interest 
in this matter was that RIPPS and MITCHELL were acquaintances of 
his and constituents of his congressional district, and he felt 
obligated to put them in touch with those people who were handling 
this tax evasion case*

< Congressman BOYKIN stated that he recalls during 
a conversation with CAUDLE mentioning something to him about 
employment with the^luminum Company of America as probably 
legal counsel* He stated, however’,' thaThTSoes not recall 
discussing any amount that would be paid, but it is quite.possible 
that he did. Congressman BOYKIN stated that this was strictly 
conversation on his part as he had not mentioned anything to 
ALCOA relative to their employment of CAUDLE, and that this has 
still never been mentioned to ALCOA by him. He stated that he 
has no connection with ALQQA other’ than he feels responsible to 
a large extent in bringingMLCOA to Mobile, Alabama. He stated 
that he was aware of a dislike between CAUDLE and PEYTON FORD,
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.or at least was of the,opinion that they were unfriendly toward 
each other. He stated he has never had a discussion with PEYTON 
FORD as far as he can recall and that any business he had to 
take up with the Department of Justice was done through CAUDLE. 
He stated that he has no information whatsoever indicating that 
PEYTON FORD’s law firm is legal counsel for ALCOA, and certainly 
if this situation exists, he had no part in connection with same. 
He stated he has no recollection of having made this remark to 
CAUDLE, but if he did, it was not made in a serious vein, and 
was made simply because he knew CAUDLE and PEYTON FORD were not 
particularly friendly.

The records of the Clerk, U. S. District Court, 
Mobile, Alabama, reflect that on September 25, 1950, JOSEPH 

TWITCHELL was sentenced to three years to begin on October b7~195 0 
in a tax evasion case. The sentence also carried a $5.,000.00 
fine and one-half the cost of prosecution. SAMUEL^RIPPS was 
sentenced to two and a half years, service to be^n October 6, 
1950. A $5,000.00 fine and one-half the cost of prosecution 
was also imposed. This sentence was also passed September 25, 
1950 in U. S. District Court, Mobile, on a tajL evasion case.

-RUG-
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ice, ZA* HAMMOND E. CHAFFETZ, Counsel for Standard Oil
Company (Indiana), advised that firm had employ- 

Z-v^^ ed BERGSON and BORKLAND to prepare an opinion
✓ to anti1:i:,ust problems for guidance of

/^^ p / yaricus attorneys representing ownership of
^ Z^i^ tr^^Atlas Supply Company which had proceedings

pending before the Federal Trade Commission, 
BERGSON not employed in connection with any 
other matter® CHAFFETZ admires and respects 

personally and has high regard for 
‘essional conduct.

/M.
H R U C H

' a AT CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

‘The following investigation was conducted by
-SA (A) HOWARD A* CARLSON and the writer:

On August 19, 1952, Mr, HAMMOND E. CHAFFETZ, 
member of the law firm of Kirkland, Fleming, 
’Green, Martin, and Ellis, 33 North LaSalle 
Street, Chicago^ Illinois, was interviewed at 
the offices ofzStandard Oil Company (Indiana), 
910 .South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois* 
Mr, CHAFFETZ advised that he serves as counsel 
for the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) and pur, 
suant to his request, Mr, A,.L, GREEN, Associate
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General Counsel for Standard Oil Company (Indiana) who is not 
associated with the law firm with which CHAFFETZ is affiliated 
was also present at this interview#

Mr* CHAFFETZ advised that the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) 
had employed HERBERT BERGSON and HERBERT BORKLAND on just one 
occasion* This matter involved tfte^tlas Supply Company and 
its proceedings before the Federal Trade Commission*

CHAFFETZ stated that in the spring or summer of 1951# the 
Standard Oil Company (Indiana) was involved in proceedings 
before the Federal Trade Commission with regard to the 
Atlas Supply Company* The latter firm is owned by five 
companies Of Standard Oil including Standard Oil (Indiana). 
CHAFFETZ stated that lawyers representing each of the firms 
of ownership of the Atlas Supply Company had been unable to 
reach a mutual decision regarding their handling of proceed* 
ings pending before the Federal Trade Commission*

CHAFFETZ stated that generally the problems involved in 
connection with the Atlas Supply Company related to anti
trust matters and trademark matters* CHAFFETZ stated that 
the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) had certain definite 
opinions as to how proceedings should be handled in con
nection with the antitrust problems involved and it was 
Standard Oil Company*s (Indiana) desire to influence the 
other attorneys to adopt the views held by the Standard Oil 
Company (Indiana)*

CHAFFETZ stated that counsel for the Standard Oil Company 
(Indiana), including Mr* GREEN and others, realized it 
would be necessary for Standard Oil to secure the assist
ance of an attorney outside that firm to prepare an opinion 
which could be presented as a neutral view to attorneys re
presenting the five firms* CHAFFETZ stated that it was the 
desire of Standard Oil Company (Indiana) to secure an attorney 
of prestige and ability in the field of antitrust matters 
and that BERGSON was selected, partly perhaps by reason of 
CHAFFETZ*s recommendation. CHAFFETZ stated that he tele- 
phonically contacted BERGSON at the latter*s offices at 
Washington, D.C. BERGSON agreed to prepare an opinion 
for use by the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) and he 
indicated it was his wish that BORKLAND participate in 
this respect.

» 2 I*
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1

CHAFFETZ stated that after BERGSON and BORKLAND had pre
pared a rough draft of their opinion, they presented it to 
the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) and it was noted that the 
opinion conformed largely with the views held by Standard 
Oil Company (Indiana)# CHAFFETZ stated that theretofore 
BERGSON and BORKLAND had not been told of the conclusions 
of the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) in connection with 
the problems reviewed by BERGSON, However CHAFFETZ advised 
that when it was noted the opinion presented by BERGSON and 
BORKLAND did fall in line with the views held by the Standard 
Oil Company (Indiana), then contact was made with the other 
attorneys of the Atlas Supply Company ownership who agreed 
to consider the recommendations of an outside neutral attorney

CHAFFETZ stated that the opinion prepared by BERGSON and 
BORKLAND had involved a long and difficult job* CHAFFETZ 
stated in connection with the matter BORKLAND had come to 
Chicago on two occasions and BERGSON probably visited the 
Standard Oil Company (Indiana) offices at least once# The 
opinion which was submitted by BERGSON and BORKLAND was used 
by the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) and by the other firms 
representative of Atlas Supply Company ownership merely for 
purposes of guidance and information# CHAFFETZ stated it 
had no use in connection with presentation to government 
agencies and was not shown to parties other than the 
respondent films1 attorneys#

CHAFFETZ stated that he noted BERGSON and BORKLAND had sub
mitted a bill for their services and that payment had been 
made on a basis of time put in by them on this matter*

CHAFFETZ advised that the matter involving the Federal 
Trade Commission and the Atlas Supply Company was the only 
instance known to him in which BERGSON or the firm he re
presented had been employed by the Standard Oil Company 
(Indiana)# He stated that BERGSON had not been hired as 
counsel by the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) in connection 
with the case involving that firm and the Federal Trade 
Commission with regard to price discrimination in violation 
of the Robinson-Patman Act*

Mr# A# L» green advised that in connection with the employ
ment of BERGSON and BORKLAND, he recalled the circumstances 
were exactly as outlined by Mr# CHAFFETZ# Mr# GREEN stated 
that in connection with the proceedings involving the Atlas 
Supply Company and the Federal Trade Commission, the
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respondent firms representing the ownership of the Atlas 
Supply Company had faced two problems involving antitrust 
and trademark matters* He stated that the services of 
BERGSON were obtained to handle the antitrust phases and 
the services of the firm of Nims and Verdi, New York City, 
were retained in connection with the trademark problems*

GREEN stated that the purpose of BERGSON’s report had been 
for the use of the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) to per
suade the companies involved that the route suggested by 
the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) was the one all firms 
should agree to take in connection with the Atlas Supply 
Company - Federal Trade Commission proceedings*

CHAFFETZ advised that he had known BERGSON since the latter1s 
early years in the Department of Justice* CHAFFETZ stated 
that he had left his employment with the Department of 
Justice in 1938* CHAFFETZ advised that he has great respect 
and admiration for BERGSON both personally and professionally 
He stated that he has offices in care of the firm of Kirk
land, Fleming, Green, Martin, and Ellis at 800 World Cen
ter Building, Washington, D*C. He stated that BERGSON 
and his associates also have offices in this building*

CHAFFETZ stated that he recalled at one time he had been 
told by BERGSON that he, BERGSON, had refused a client 

because the client had matters pending before the Depart
ment of Justice and that BERGSON had recommended the client 
retain CHAFFETZ. CHAFFETZ stated that perhaps BERGSON had 
done this because it was subsequent to his being retained 
by the Standard Oil Company (Indiana) and he had felt that 
CHAFFETZ might have been instrumental in this regard*

CHAFFETZ stated that he was of the opinion that BERGSON 
had turned down a large number of clients because BERGSON 
was most circumspect in his business dealings and would not 
take on a matter which had been pending in the Department 
while he was there*

On August 21, 1952, Mr* A* L* GREEN, Associate General Coun
sel of the Standard Oil Company (Indiana), advised that as 
a result of a search of records, he had found data doncern- 
ing payment for services of BERGSON and BORKLAND. GREEN 
stated that a bill dated February 1, 1952 had been received

M 1^ -
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from the firm of Ford# Bergs on, Adams, and Borkland in the 
amount of |7J88»76 which was for legal services re Atlas 
Supply Company opinion. This bill indicated disbursements 
of |2o8,76 and fee for legal services of #,500.00 making 
up the total amount.

GREEN stated that in a letter which was directed to BERGSON 
a check in the amount of $7>788«76 was sent to the firm of 
Ford, Bergson, Adams, and Borkland.

-RUG-
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t^n A/J ^/Wh^MR* W. J. HOLLOWAI, former Governor of Oklahoma and 
' > Special Attorney for SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY MR.

CECIL HUNT, General Counsel of such company, and MR. 
JOHN L. SHOEMAKER, Vice President of such company, 
furnished information concerning negotiations and 
conferences held with MR., HERBERT Ay BERGSON and 
members of his staff in support^of an Application filed 

^e comP‘W with the department seeking an 
/^l^/^^Tj/iHierpretation of the phrase, ’’final valuation" used in 

1 Px An/ W^,~a Consent Decree in U. S. vs Atlantic Refining Company
4 J* dated December 23, 19bl, and other matters of interest 

^° ^8 comPanY* ^bey related that a favorable ruling 
' / .was made by the Department acting through MR. BERGSON

y connection with the use of the valuation of December 31>
l?h7, in lieu of the valuation of 193h> but in other

J respects the opinion of the Department was not favorable to
4j/^^ bhe company. MR. HOEL®I stated Staff members not in

' cP^ir complete agreement but MR. HUNT and MR. SHOEMAKER noted no
I 71 .. , obvious disagreement of Staff members during conferences#

1, 1 ^ All stated the Staff members gave no positive individual 
Ip^ mV'^f opinions or interpretations during the conferences and

■tha-fc nothing was official until receipt of the Departmental 
| l yUuw > letter signed by MR. BERGSON# All stated they noted no
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DETAILSi At Oklahoma City, Oklahoma _

. Mr. "WILLIAM J. HOLLGVAY, former Governor of Oklahoma, Attorney,
2213 First National Building, Oklahoma City, advised Special Agent. J* CALVIN 
RICE and Reporting Agent on Avgust 20, 1952, that he has been Special Attorney'for 
the/^^VICE PIPELINE CMPANI since December, 193h, and that this company was 
called th^gtanolind Pipeline Company prior to 1950. He stated the SERVICE • 
PIPELINE COMPANY is a subsidiary oT the Standard Oil Company of Indiana. . He 
stated that at the time of the consent degree in the case of U. S. vs Atlantic 
Refining Company Et Al in 19hl the latest valuation of the various carriers in 
that case as determined by the I.C.C. was a valuation made as of 193b* He stated 
that beginning in about 19h7 the I.C.C. started making a new valuation of the 
yarious pipeline companies and it was understood (source not now recalled) that 
the results of the new valuation would be released in the Spring of 1950. •

MR., HOLLOWAY stated that the officials of the SERVICE PIPELINE 
COMPANY were interested in determining the Departure nt* s interpretation of "final 
valuation" of the I.C.C. in view of the new valuation in 19h7 and several weeks 
prior to filing an application for a Departmental interpretation he contacted 
MR. PEYTON FORD in Washington, D. .0., and requested information as to the 
procedure to' follow. He stated he does not recall whether MR. J. L. BURKE, 
President of the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY was present at the time of this contact. 
He stated MR. FORD advised him to contact MR. HERBERT A. BERGSON, who was then 
head of the Antitrust Division of the Department, since he -was in charge of such 
matters. He stated he and the officials of the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY drew up 
the application and about thirty days prior to the receipt of the decision of the 
Department sent to the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY by MR. BERGSON (September Ui, 1950) 
he as well as MR. BURKE contacted MR. BERGSON and presented the application for a 
Departmental interpretation.

MR. HOLLOWAY stated there appeared to be two courses of action, to 
followi i.e., obtaining a Departmental interpretation or taking the matter before 
the District Court which had handled the Atlantic Refining Company case in 19hl* 
MR. HOLLOWAY stated it was his opinion that the application should be made for 
a Departmental interpretation before instituting court action.

He stated that upon contacting MR.- BERGSON concerning this matter, 
BERGSON called in several of his assistants including MR. SNYDER, who was 
apparently intcharge under MR. BERGSON, and other staff members, names not now re
called. He stated that several conferences were held with the staff members by 
him and MR. BURKE and others connected with the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY and 
another conference was also held with MR. BERGSON. He stated none of the 
Departmental assistants gave a positive interpretation but he is of the opinion • 
that they were not in complete agreement during these conferences*

-2-
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• He stated he does not recall the specific dates of the various
conferences had with the Department attorneys, but does recall that about two or 
three weeks after the last conference a letter was received from the Department 
signed by MR. BERGSON indicating that the valuation of the I.G.C, of 19h7 would 
be used in lieu of the 193k valuation#

MR. HOLLOWAY stated ho saw MR. FORD in the first instance in ' 
connection with this matter because he knew MR. FORD and knew FORD could tell 
him the proper person to see and the procedure to X ollow. He stated, as far' as 
he knows, the application by the. SERVICE PIPELINE CCMPANY for a Departmental 
interpretation is the first such application made. He stated he has no knowledge 

, of.any similar applications made by other pipeline companies but is of the 
opinion that the Departmental interpretation in connection vath the SERVICE 
PIPELINE COMPANY would automatically apply to all pipeline companies. He stated 
he likewise has no knowledge of any other Departmental interpretations of the 
term ’’final valuation,”

' MR. HOLLOWAY stated in connection with his contact with MR. FORD
and contacts with MR. BERGSON and his assistants he saw no irregularities and 
suspected none* He stated .there were no favors done for any member of the 
Department by the SERVICE PIPELINE CCMPANY or by him, ’

* At Tulsa, Oklahoma ( • •

MR. CECIL HUNT, General Counsel, SERVICE PIPELINE CCMPANY, 116 
East 6th Street, Tulsa, advised Special Agent JESSE L.* ORR and the Reporting 
Agent on August 21, 1^2, as followst *

He stated that he did not go cto the Department of Justice when 
ex-Governor HOLLOWAY originally contacted PEYTON FORD concerning the fact that 
SERVICE PIPELINE CCMPANY planned to file an application with the Department, but 
believes liR. J. TyfeURKE, .President of the Company, accompanied MR. HOLLOWAY# 
He advise3“'tnat thereafter a Statement or Application was prepared in collabor
ation with MR, HOLLOWAY, together with amended Returns prepared by accountants of 
SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY, .and then were submitted to the Department by coyer - 
letter dated August 21, 19^0. MR. HUNT referred to his file to obtain this date 
and pointed out that the Application, Returns, and cover letter were presented in 
person to MR.BERGSON of .the Antitrust Division by Messrs, BURKE, HOLLOWAY, HUNT, 
and J, Li SHOEMAKER, Vice President* SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY, hereinafter 
referred to as the Company, A few days later, probably about August 2^, 19^0, 
the four named representatives of the Company held a conference with a MR. 
SNYDER.of the Antitrust Division and some of his assistants, including a MR. 
SILVERMAN and a MR. PEWEIT.- MR. HUNT pointed out that MR. BERGSON had furnished 
the Company*s Application and related papers to MR. SNYDER for study and that the 
last mentioned conference was called after MR. ■.SNYDER had made a preliminary study 
of such*documents# . - - *
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MRi HUNT stated that so far as he can remember there seemed to be 
no open disagreement between members of the Departmental staff but that the 
conferences, of -which there were several, resulted in pro and con discussions of 
thopposition taken by the Company with respect to being allowed to use the 
December 31, l?h7> valuation of the I.C.C, as a basis for measuring the investment 
and arriving at the seven per cent of such investment which the pipeline could pay 
to the shipper-owner, under the consent decree of December 23^ 19bl« Also, there 
was considerable discussion concerning the manner in which the company had 
arrived at certain of its figures in preparing the Amended Returns* MR. HUNT 
stated that, both in conferences with staff members and in conferences attended 
by MR. BERGSON, the Department attorneys concentrated on showing fallacies in the 
arguments of the Company representatives and none of them took a positive stand 
concerning the 193b and 19h7 valuations. MR. HUNT stated that he and Messrs* 
BURKE, HOLLOWAY and SHOEMAKER 'were given no encouragement during such conferences 
and it was not until receipt of MR. BERGSON’S letter setting out the opinion of 
the Department that they found their arguments had been somewhat acceptable to 
the Department, especially concerning the use of the later valuation of 19b7» Ha 
pointed out, however, that MR. BERGSON’s letter in answer to the Company*s second 
question indicated the Department’s answer was in the negative? that inasmuch as, 
the second sentence of Paragraph III (a) of the Decree prescribes a specific 
procedure for bringing a "latest final valuation" cbwn to date the use of "period 
prices" could not be used to revalue the properties each year. MR. HUNT stated 
in this connection that since the date of the Consent Decree the company has been 
endeavoring to bring about changes in the Government procedure so that I.C.C. 
would render a valuation of the properties on an annual basis but that such 
attempts had boon unsuccessful thus far because the I.C.C. claimed it would bo an 
insurmountable task in view of the tremendous work already being handled by that 
agency.

MR. HUNT continued by saying that the opinion of the Department 
as set out by MR. BERGSON proved of some advantage to -the Company, but because of 
the Department’s negative stand on question number 2 and its somewhat evasive 
stand on the third question, the resultant decision could hardly be construed as 
a complete victory for the Company. He stated the opinion, at best, would only 
be persuasive on the Court, but that it serves the purpose of probably protecting 
the Company from a suit for treble damages under the Elkins Act so long as the 
opinion remains in full force and effect. He has no information that otter 
companies have filed applications for similar relief but assumes the opinion of the 
Department 'would apply to other companies also*

MR. HUNT stated that during the several conferences with staff 
members and the conferences in 'which MR. BERGSON participated he noted no 
irregularities. Ho further stated neither ho nor the SERVICE PIPELINE CCMPANY 
rendered any favors to Departmental attorneys ard considered throughout the 
deliberations >that the matter was being handled by the Department in a purely 
official manner* .
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MR* HUNT advised that he met MR. BERGSON* MR.SNYDER and other 
staff members for the first timo during the conferences and that he did not meet 
MR. FORD until the conferences were concluded* He stated he has never seen any 
of them socially before or since the conferences hereinabove mentioned#

MR* HUNT recalled that during the first conference MR* BERGSON 
referred the Company* s application to MR.SNYDER* stating the Company was entitled 
to an answer as soon as possible* BERGSON then told the Company*s representatives 
that he had not been associated with the case as long as MR. SNYDER and desired 
that conferences be held with staff members first* after which he* as head of the 
Antitrust Division*would hear tho matter and furnish the decision of the Depart
ment* •

MR. HUNT suggested* also* that MR. SNYDER had not been as con
tentious with reference to the question of 'the use of the 19k7 valuation as he had 
been with reference to the second question proposed by the Company, and pointed 
out that with regard to the second question MR. BERGSON*s decision followed the 
stand taken by SNYDER* which was adverse to the position taken by the Company* 

, MR. HUNT volunteered information that he had read an announcement
in one of the legal periodicals that MR. FORD and MR. BERGSON are now members of 
a private law firm but stated that the firm of which they are now members has not 
represented the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY in any cases. He further stated he has 
no close connection v/ith the STANDARD OIL COMPANY OF INDIANA but knows of no 
cases in which that company has been represented by the firm of which FORD and 
BERGSON are members* .

MR. JOHN L.SHOEMAKER* Vice President, SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY, 
Tulsa, Advised Special Agent JESSE L. ORR and the Reporting Agent on August 21, 
1952, as follows:

% stated he was not present with MR. HOLLOWAY when MR. FORD was 
first approached concerning the proper procedure for filing the contemplated 
application but attended most of the conferences thereafter inasmuch as he super
vised the preparation of the Amended Returns to be filed with the Department on 
behalf of the Company and was responsible for the accounting features which were 
used-in support of the Company*s theories and contentions* He recalled that the 
names of the staff members who participated in most of the conferences were MR* 
SNYDER and MR* SILVERMAN; that a MR. PRE/JITT or some such name participted in some 
of the conferences and that MR. BERGSON, head of the Antitrust Division was in 
attendance at the first conference when he referred the matter to SNYDER for study; 
and at the concluding conference when he acted in the capacity of Chairman but 
gave no indication concerning the position the Department might take with respect 
to the Company* s application^



He, like lffl.’’HUNr} stated that the Company was not whoily
* successful in the negotiations, as the Company considered the feature of 
having annual valuations to be one of the most important features contended

* for by the Company. However, he stated that the decision allowing use of the 
December 31/ 19^7, valuation in lieu of the 193h valuation was beneficial to

' the company in arriving at the payments to be made to the shipper-owner.

MR. SHOEMAKER advised that he was associated with Stanolind Pipe
line Company, predecessor to the SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY at the time of the 
Consent Decree; that-he recalls MR. SNYDER as having been active in the case 
of U. S. vs ATLANTIC REFINING COMPANY from the beginning and noted that MR. 
SNYDER took the lead in the negotiations and conferences *in 1950. He stated 
he recalled MR. SNYDER but met MAURICE SILVERMAN and other staff members for 
the first time during instant conferences. He stated he has never had ary 
social connections with any of the staff members at any time; has rendered no 
favors to ary of them; knows of no favors rendered to them by SERVICE PIPELINE 
COMPANY and knows of no connection between SERVICE PIPELINE COMPANY and any . 
former Departmental Attorneys vho may now have entered private practice. Efe 
further stated he had noted no irregularities during the conferences and no 
obvious disagreement between the various members of the staff of the Antitrust 
Division. He explained that procedure is now being set up so that values based 
on "period prices" may be available on an annual basis for the years subse
quent to 19h7»
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’ On August 21s 1952, MR. CECH.HUNT, General Counsel, SERVICE 
PIPELINE COMPANY, advised that MR. J. L. BURKE, President of such company, was 
on vacation until September 1^, 1952. He advised MR. BURKE can be contacted in 
care of his father-in-law, MR. 17. H. RELYEA, Badger Hotel Apartments, Merrill, 
Wisconsin. This information was communicated to the bureau and Washington 
Field Office by teletype dated August 21, 19^2, with the suggestion that an 
appropriate lead be set forth for the Milwaukee office and appropriate serials 
furnished. It is noted that referenced teletype inadvertently set out MR. 
BURKE*S initials as "A. Lo« instead of "J. Lo" BURKE,

An informational copy of instant report is being furnished .to _ 
Milwaukee-, '

REFERENCES Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS dated August 16, 19^2, at 
Washington, D. C.

Teletypes to Bureau and ’Washington Field Office from Oklahoma 
City dated August 21 and August 22, 1952*
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SAC, HONOLULU

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. RE WFO TEL 
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fbiOklahoma city 8-21-52 3-53 pm cst

DIRECTOR, FBI AND SAC WASHINGTON FIELD

Mr. Nichols____  
Mr. Belmont___  
Mr. Clegg______

Mr. Tolson. 
Mr. Ladd_

URGENT •
PEYTON^ORD, ETAL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. REREP SA THOMAS J.

JENKINS, DATED AUG SIXTEEN LAST AT WFO. A. L. BURKE, PRESIDENT, ’ 

SERVICE PIPE LINE CO., TULSA, OKLAHOMA,' IS VACATIONING UNTIL SEPT 

FIFTEEN CARE OF FATHER-IN-LAW, W. H. RELYEA, BADGER HOTEL APTS, MERRILL,

WISCONSIN. MILWAUKEE APPARENTLY HAS NO COPY REFERENCED REPORT

SET APPROPRIATE LEAD. REPORT FOLLOWS CONCERNING OTHERS INTERVIEWS

AT OKLAHOMA CITY AND *TULSAJ^C0RDg . j|

BRYCE I
END
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*' U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

k"tk;;::2 ^sw Hr. Tolson- 
Mr. Ladd----  
Mr. Nichols - 
Mr. Belmont

FBI VELAND 8-22-52 6-15 PM EDST

DIRECTOR FBI URGENT'

PEYTON FORD. ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. REURTEL AUG

LAST. ALL INVEST TO BE’CONDUCTED THIS FIELD DIVISION HAS BEE!

DONE AND REPORTED IN REP OF SA KENNETH

Mr. 
Mr, 
Mi 
mL
Mr. Ln” 11^
Mr. McL^nK

SBV WinJ^
Tele. Room —
Mr. Holloman 
Miss Gandy.

C. HOWE, DATED AUG. SIXTEEN

LAST AND SA EDWARD C. KUMEROW, DATED AUG. FIFTEEN, LAST, 'WITH

THE EXCEPTION OF INTERVIEW OF RAY G, JETER, SEC. AND GENi COUNSEL, 

B, F. GOODRICH CO. AS INDICATED MY TEL AUG’. TWENTY, LAST; JETER ’ . t 

PRESENTLY INVOLVED IN LABOR NEGOTIATIONS AT CINCINNATI, 0., FULL TIME’ 

AND B. F.,GOODRICH CO PRESENTLY ON STRIKE. GOODRICH OFFICIALS, AKRON, 

0., RECOM'MEND AGAINST ANY ATTEMPT TO INTERVIEW JETER IN CI. IN’VIEW ’; 

PRESSURE OF LABOR NEGOTIATIONS AND FURTHER STATE HE WILL UN UNQUESTIONAK

NEED MEMORANDA AND OTHER PAPERS WHICH WILL BE AVAILABLE ONLY IN HIS OFFIE

IN ORDER TO GIVE SPECIFIC INFO NEEDED. GOODRICH OFFICIALS UNABLE

TO GIVE ESTIMATE AS TO WHEN STRIKE WILL BE SETTLED BUT ATTENTION WILL

BE GIVEN THIS MATTER CONTINUOUSLY AND JETER INTERVIEWED AND REPORT

SUBMITTED AT EARLIEST POSSIBLE DATE.
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ACKS-18 PM OK FBI WA MT -
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WASH FROM PORTLAND VIA SAN FRAN S39 8-22-52 4-49 PM

IRECTOR URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ET AL , FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE* REURTEL TODAY*

LEONARD A. NIKOLORIC, ATTORNEY PD ORE, FORMERLY ASSOCIATED WITH LAW 

FIRM OF ARNOLD, FORTAS ^D ^^^PORTER, WASH DC, UPON INTERVIEW 

ADVISED HE TALKED ONLY WMH ROGER WOLLENBERG, ANTITRUST DIV, US

DEPT OF JUSTICE IN CONNECTION WITH KIEFER-STEWART CASE. HE IS NOT

AWARE THAT ANY MEMBERS OF HIS FIRM DISCUSSED THIS CASE WITH OTHER 

MEMBERS OF THE DEPT BUT BELIEVES HE W«i»OWOULp HAVE KNOWN HAD’ 

THEY DONE SO. FURTHER ADVISED. IT WAS HIS UNDERSTANDING THAT THE DEPTP 

REFUSED TO INTERVENE IN KIEFER-STEWART CASE WHICH THEY ARE ALWAYS 

RELUCTANT TO DO IN SUCH CIVIL CASES. NIKOLORIC FURTHER STATED Hr 

CONSIDERS ALL DEPARTMENTAL OFFICIALS WITH WHOM HE HAS DEALT IN ALL MATTE 

TO BE ENTIRELY HONEST AND ABOVE REPROACH. RUC REPORT SUBMITTED BY SA 

ELVIN L. BARTON, PD IN THIS ^^pMATTER DATED AUG NINETEEN LAST

AND FORWARDED AMSD THAT DATO ’ Q3QMO33M
E^MtER

CORR LAST WORD TENTH LINE SHD READ "HE*

HOLD PLS

6 5 AUG 29:952'



PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FRAUD AGAINST GOVERNMENT, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. 

REBUFILE SIX TWO DASH NINE SEVEN FIVE FIVE EIGHT, BUTEL AUGUST 

TWENTYTWO INSTANT AND WFO TEL AUGUST NINETEEN LAST. BORIS KOSTEL- 

ANETZ COULD SUPPLY NO INFO AS TO ANY IRREGULAR ACTIVITIES OF SUBJECTS 

IN THIS CASE. SWORN SIGNED STATEMENT RECEIVED FROM WALTER GROSS 

OF UNITED PARAMOUNT THEATRES, INC. CONTAINING INFO SET OUT IN NY 

REPORT AUGUST THIRTEEN LLAST. SETTING OUT THAT FOR THE PERIOD 

FEBRUARY ONE NINETEEN FIFTY ONE TO JULY ONE LAST THEY PAID SUBJECTS 

LAW FIRM SIXTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS, LEGAL FEES. REPORT ON ABOVE 

WILL BE SUBMITTED AUGUST TWENTY FIVE NEXT. REMAINING NY LEADS 

ARE SET OUT IN NY ^REPORT AUGUST FIFTEEN LAST. > ?
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LCRWASjk2 FROM CHICAGO 22-23- 11-31 PM

Erector urgent
PEYTO^^R£, ETAL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE, HAMMOND

CHAFFETZ AND A* L. GREEN COUNSELS FOR STANDARD OIL CO.

E.

PAREN INDIANA PAREN INTERVIEWED AND RUC REPORT BEING SUBMITTED TODAY.
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the Attorney GeneM August^Jl :̂

Director, FBI PERSONAL AND SONFlWm

moi-pbED
■ • ■ / ■ 7 FRAUD- AGAINST THE .GOVERNMENT

RH»® •“ /A^7/rrf!_
r
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Thls.wMWM^y.HlllsSe^-to e^atl^1^
bn August 25>. 1952/ therejwas fuiyiished .to'lr,'Charles' B£- X 
Wtirray’s Office a copy of .the investigative report of Special 
.Agent -Thomas- J.','-Jenkihs»-jfelatiVe; tb^the -.;capti^e</matte'b/ .
dated August 23, 1952,. together with the exhibits referred to 
in this report.

X XxX'.X.££X' ?XX£ X:

’;?’’XJ'?....-; This investigation's continuing on an expeditious 
%asi& and you will be supplied with all pertinent results 

;.<bpneerningiitX . . - \

.Reference-is ^t&' to--my'memory -/ARgust 22j- 
':-i\j95i, it #leh It whs-pointed but that information'hai-Ws^'-J'^ 

developed to the effect that Mr. A. William Barlow, United 
States Attdfney At jMomlOu hW r^ remarked there was
a particular case 'in.Hbnpluiu, whichrefleeted some irregularity 
on the part “Of the subjects while employed in the Department 
of 1 Justice. - 'As■ was^stateXin.,^wAai^itn^S-.'of ..reference,. the;

•identity of the case was not known nor was it known which of 
the subjects was involved.

Ulchols

, Balnont.

’ClegsLj

Olavln

L*Ughlln_

I wanted to inform you that Mr. Barlow has been . 
^IhtArviewedJ'ih i^cholulu/an<:'he "^ he knew of no
^as^ in Honolulu or in any other, place which reflected 
irregularities op the part of the subjects^ He informed that 
he, had conversed: with numerous officiale .and ^a^py^s of the 
Department of Justice--' .in.- Washington/. ^.;C£#^n^e;#de ;a<X < : 
certain visit to the District of Columbia., ? He ^ated he could 
not recall;mentioning any case in Honolulu involving the 
jsB]®cts<-l ■;

' ' •'''' . <XX£XUAc#
; ; Mr. Barlow stated that while in Wa
bpingup We. matlrafet^ JoMWd^n?
attempted J t< oaus§£tS^^ 
Radin ap'p>oxlmet$ly.,>jwe^  ̂
a&mlnlstratiVe;;heAdJ^f.Aeronautics.;^  
;Wshing.t©££;BA*^^ 
Barlow* this lemv'Mt forth irregularities on| 
iBsflow and.'requested On invbstigat‘ " “ '" ';

1
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FROM HONOLULU 8-23-52 NR 230300 :04 AM

DIRECTOR AND SAC WASHINGTON FIELD URGENT
Hr. lolsop /_ 
fa?/1 Ladd 
fa. Nichole 
Mr. Belmont 
Mr* CXegg

PEYTON GSON, HERBERT BORKLAND
ALBERT F.^DAMS, SUMNER MURRAY-REDSTONE, FAG, MISCONDUCT 
IN OFFICE. REURRAD DATED AUGUST 22 INSTANT AND WFO RAD 
DATED AUGUST 21 LAST. A. WILLIAM BARLOW, USA, HONOLULU, 
ON INTERVIEW TODAY, ADVISED HE KNEW OF NO CASE IN

fa. Glavin 
'Mr.Harbo Z 
wz Rosen <Z 7 
Mr. Tracv 
Mr. Laughlin \ 
Mr. Hohl* 

cfazrJfln 
Tele. 
Mr. 
Miss

(HONOLULU OR ANY OTHER PLACE WHICH REFLECTED IRREGULARITIES 
|0N PART OF SUBJECTS. BARLOW STATED HE CONVERSED WITH ^
NUMEROUS OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES OF JUSTICE DEPARTMENT IN'
WASHINGTON, D. C. ON RECENT VISIT, BUT HE CAN-T RECALL 
MENTIONING ANY CASE IN HONOLULU INVOLVING SUBJECTS. BARLOW
'STATED THAT WHILE IN WASHINGTON, HE DID BRING UP THE MATTER 
THAT PEYTON FORD HAD IN THE PAST ATTEMPTED TO CAUSE TROUBLE 
FOR HIM AND FORD HAD IN APPROXIMATELY JANUARY 1951 SENT A 
LETTER TO ADMINISTRATIVE HEAD, CAA, WASHINGTON, D. C., BARLOW-S 
FORMER EMPLOYER, AND SET.FORTH IRREGULARITIES ON THE PART OF 
BARLOW AND REQUESTED AN INVESTIGATION BY CAA IN THESE MATTERS. 
BARLOW ADVISED NOTHING CAME OF THIS. BARLOW STATED FORD AND 
HOWARD HODDICK, FORMER ACTING USA, HONOLULU, AND PRESENTLY 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO AG, ARE <0OOD FRIENDS AND ATTEMPTED TO 
KEEP HIM FROM.GETTING APPOINTMENT OF USA, HONOLULU. BARLOW 
ADVISED HE HEARD REMARKS WHILE IN WASHINGTON D. C. CONCERNING 
PEYTON FORD-S SECURING CLIENTS FOR HIS LAW FIRM AND THESE 
CLIENTS ARE PRESENT OR WERE FORMER DEFENDANT IN U. S. 
GOVERNMENT CASES. BARLOW ADVISED HE COULD GIVE NO SPECIFIC 
INFORMANTI ON ON THIS NOR SUGGEST ANYONE WHO COULD FURNISH SPECIFIC
INFORMATION. REPORT WILL BE SUBM

CC: WASHINGTON FIELD
If

1
If the intelligence contained in the above’'message is to be disseminated 
outside the Bureau, it is suggested that it be suitably paraphrased in Z/7 
order to protect the Bureau’s cryptographic systems. '

RECEIVED:
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WASH 7 FROM PHILA 8-23-52

DIRECTOR URGENT

1215 PM

lavin  
rho /'

All’. Bo:en_j^_ 
Mr, Tracy____ ,
Mr. Laughlin__  
Mr. Mohr____ 
Mr. Winterrow 
Tele. Room. 
Mr. lomarf__

2&

LMr.

-- - 
nW*" Telson, 
V2f< lad<i_

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE* REURTEL AUGUST TWENTY- 

SECOND. BILL WILLIAMS INTERVIEWED. ADVISES INSTANT FIRM WAS RETAINED 

BY HIS ATTORNEY, SAMUEL A. BLANK, TO REPRESENT WILLIAMS- INTEREST 

IN WASHINGTON DURING TAX CASE. ADMITS HE FELT TEN THOUSAND DOLLAR

FEE WAS HIGH BUT UNDERSTOOD FROM HIS ATTORNEY THAT FEE WAS^CUSTOMARY

FOR FIRM WITH INSTANT ONE-S REPUTATION. ALL ARRANGEMENTS HANDLED

BY WILLIAMS- ATTORNEYS AND WILLIAMS HAD NO KNOWLEDGE THAT SUBJECTS 
WERE CONNECTED AT ANY TIME IWTH UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT. ^ORT 

BEING FORWARDED TODAY. ,
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8/23/52
PERIOD POR WHICH MADE
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REPORT MADE DY
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TITUS Q

PEYTON FORD, ET AL

T7 CHARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT;
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

SYTNOPS1S OF FACTS:

DETAILS:

BILL WILLIAMS advises instant firm was 
retained by his attorney, SAMUEL A. BLANK, 
to'assist in representing WILLIAMS at 
Washington in connec.tion with income tax 
violations. All arrangements with PEYTON 
FORD’S law firm handled by WILLIAMS' attorneys 
LEON MELTZER and BLANK. WILLIAMS admits he 
felt §10,000 fee was high but was assured by 
his attorneys that it was a customary fee for 
a firm of this one’s reputation. WILLIAMS 
insists that he had no knowledge of any of 
the subjects being connected with the United 
States Government At any time, until he over
heard PEYTON FORD’S name mentioned in a radio 
broadcast as having been a former member of 
the Department of Justice.

- RUG -

At Philadelphia, Pa

BIIMILLIAMS, age 49, true name VAi 
residence 44 Marlborough Roan, Upper Darby, Pa., telephone

ASILIADES, 
Flanders 2-2528

is the owner of a chain of restaurants known as the Williams Restaurants, which 
are located at 5221 Frankford Avenue; 326 North Broad Street; and 6940 Market 
Street.

WILLIAMS was interviewed at his restaurant on Frankford 
Avenue regarding the circumstances through which the law firm of^^TON^ORD,

APPROVED AND 
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PH 62-301*9

ET AL, had represented him at Washington, D.C., in connection with an 
income tax case and had received a fee of $10,000 on or about June 1?51. 
WILLIAMS stated, “I was involved in several income tax cases brought against 
me by the United States Government wherein claims were made totaling almost 
a half million dollars. I had as my attorney a man w^om I consider not 
only my attorney but a close personal friend, SAOTi.mBI>ANK. In discussing 
my difficulties with Mr. BLANK, he suggested that'attorney THOMAS D. McBRIDE 
handle the criminal procedure in the tax case and that LEON MELTZER handle 
the civil procedure. Ixi my conferences with BLANK, he suggested that we 
get a Washington firm to represent my interests in that city inasmuch as 
these tax cases would extend for a long period of time. I knew no law 
firm in Washington, and therefore suggested that BLANK make the arrangements. 
He told me that he had engaged the firm of PEYTON FORD, ET AL. BLANK sug
gested that I go to Washington with him and meet with these attorneys, but 
I told him I didn’t see any use of my going and that he was my lawyer and 
could handle all the details, and besides it would only put me to the 
trouble of leaving my business for a day. I never met PEYTON FORD and I 
cannot recall meeting any of the other members of the firm with the exception 
of a fellow named^EDSTONE, .-ttfio came to Philadelphia with another fellow, and 

together with MELTZERand BLANK we went down to the Federal Building and had 
a conference on/the tax case with the United States Attorney GERRI GLEESON.

"At no time was I ever approached by any member of the firm and 
I had no idea that any of them were connected at any time with the United 
States Government until one day I inadvertently heard PEYTON FORD’S name 
mentioned on the radio, as having been or was, a former member of the Depart
ment of Justice. In my various conferences with my attorneys McffilDE, 
MELTZER, and BLANK, there was never any indication that I would secure any 
breaks or considerations through the fact that PEYTON FORD'S firm,was or 
had been, connected with the Government."

WILLIAMS was questioned concerning the $10,000 fee which had been 
paid from the address 1729 Walnut Street, Philadelphia, Pa., which is the 
address of the law firm of McBRIDE, MELTZER, and BLANK. WILLIAMS stated, 
"I thought that the $10,000 fee was pretty high and I spoke to SAMUEL 
BLANK about it, but he assured me that it was a customary fee for the type 
of work PEYTON FORD* s law firm would do and for a firm that was as high- 
class and high calibered as that one. Whatever BLANK said was good enough 
for me. When I walk into his office I consider it my home and I am guided 
by whatever he tells me."

- R U C -

- 2 -
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ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE

REFERENCE: Report of SA WALTER V. McLAUGHLIN at Philadelphia, dated 8/13/52.
Teletype from Bureau, dated 8/22/52.

- 3 -



WASHINGTON AND NEW YORK FROM WASH FIELD 25 6:3O^P.M

DIRECTOR AND SAC URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ETAL, FAG; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. INFORMATIONS^

HAS BEEN RECEIVED FROM THE CHELF COMMITTEE THAT U. S. DISTRICT

COURT JUDGE J. CULLEN GANEY AND FEDERAL JUDGE WILLIAM H.

KIRKPATRICK OF PHILADELPHIA CAME TO WASHINGTON AND CONFERRED

WITH ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL MG INERNEY

MC INERNEY

AT THE PRESENT TIME IS ON LEAVE AND CAN BE ..REACHED AT MOUNT

MARION, NY. IT IS REQUESTED THAT YOU INTERVIEW MC INERNEY

FOR ALL DETAILS CONCERNING HIS CONFERENCES WITH THE TWO

PHILADELPHIA JUDGES AND ANY SUBSEQUENT TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS
TJJ:OK 0®^’^ ' ’ ' Z

46-2715 / 7



PAGE TWO

HE HAD WITH THESE TWO JUDGES CONCERNING THE TAX GRAND JURY 

INVESTIGATION IN PHILADELPHIA. YOUR ATTENTION IS DIRECTED 

TO NY PILE FOUR SIX DASH TWO SIX ONE FIVE WHICH REFLECTS 

AN INTERVIEW CONDUCTED WITH MG INERNEY BY NY AGENTS ON 

AUGUST TWENTYWO LAST.

HOOD



/ASHINGTON AND NEW YORK FROM WASH FIELD

DIRECTOR AND SAO URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. BUFILE 

SIXTYWO DASH NINE SEVEN FIVE FIVE EIGHT. REFERENCE IS 

MADE TO NY TEL TO BUREAU AND WO CONCERNING PERFUME DASH 

TOILET GOODS INDUSTRY DATED AUGUST TWENTYTWO, FIFTYTWO, 

AND REPORT OF JOHN M. DUNAY, JR., DATED NY, AUGUST 

THIRTEEN, FIFTYWO. PAGE FOUR EIGHT THEREOF REFERS TO 

MEMO OF JOHN D. SWARTZ DATED JULY THREE, NINETEEN 

FIFTYTWO. SWARTZ MEMORANDUM PERTAINS TO PERFUME DASH

TOILET GOODS INDUSTRY AND MENTIONS COCKTAIL PARTY AT 

WHICH BERGSON HAD MADE INQUIRY OF SWARTZ RE PERFUME 

INVESTIGATION. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE FILE, WASH., 

RE INSTANT CASE CONTAINS NO INFORMATION PERTINENT INSTANT 

INVESTIGATION. REQUEST NY REVIEW ANTITRUST FILES OF 

PERFUME INVESTIGATION IN NY ANTITRUST DIVISION AND

CONDUCT APPROPRIATE INVESTIGATION.

^CORDED-^ -

ELC:fah 
^6-2715





FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
Form No. 1
THIS CASE ORIGINATED AT WASHINGTON FIELD FILE NO. JVL

CHARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE 
GOVERNMENT; MISCONDUCT 
IN OFFICE

REPORT MADE AT

NEW YORK.
DATE WHEN 

MADE 
8/25/52

PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE 

8/20,21/52

PEYTON FORD; HERBERT AUGUSTUS^ERGSON;
HERBERTBORKL^ND; ALBERT Fr'ADAMS;
SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE

REPORT MADE BY

JOHN M. DUNAY, JR. (A)

SYNOPSIS OF FACTS: BORIS KOSTELANETZ could supply no 
information as to any irregular 
activities of subjects in- this case. 
Sworn signed statement received from 
WALTER GROSS, Vice-President and General 
Counsel of United Paramount Theatres, Inc. 
setting out that for period 2/1/51 to 7/1/52 
they paid subjects* law firm t65,000.00 
legal fees.

- P -

DETAILS:

SA ^ ANTHONY M

At New York, New York

The following investigation was conducted bR/\.
O’DONNELL and the writer:. „^vn « 7«^'

BORIS KOSTELANETZ, 52 Wall Street, tf ' 7 
interviewed by SA ANTHONY M. 0*DONNELL and the writer/an advisei 
that he had been an Assistant United States Attorney in the " v 
Southern District of New York from 1937 to 1945 and Chief of
the War Frauds Section of the Justice Department at Washington, 
D.C. from August 19l|.5 to July 19l|.6. During the years 1943 to 19l|.6 
he also served as Special Assistant to the Attorney General 
handling various prosecutions throughout the country.

fk-H £5^ 4'Y‘w KOSTELANETZ stated he knew PEYTON FORD in 
191).6 only asv’an Attorney in the Department of Justice and at that 
time he was not very well acquainted with FORD. KOSTELANETZ stated

do not Write in these spaces /;APPROVED AN I 
FORWARD^
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NY lj.6-2603

he never had much contact with FORD while in the Department, 
never exactly knew what -type of work FORD was handling and never 
had any opportunity to observe how FORD handled his cases.
KOSTELANETZ stated FORD did not become Assistant Attorney General 
until after he (KOSTELANETZ) had left the Department.

KOSTELANETZ further stated that at no time had he 
heard or observed anything which indicated that FORD was usurping 
the powers of the /attorney General or of FORD’S placing his per- 
sonal friends in high.positions in the Tax Division.

KOSTELANETZ claims he does not know anyone named 
SUMNER REDSTONE and never met this individual while employed by 
the Department of Justice. Further, KOSTELANETZ advised that he 
never had any information relative to fees received by subjects 
or their law firm? he does not know who any of the subjects* 
clients are; and does not know whether any of their clients had 
been involved in cases previously pending in the Department. 
He further stated he has no information r elative t o the obtaining 
of clients by subjects while they were with the Department of 
Justice and does not know that PEYTON FORD was being forced out 
of, the Department.

KOSTELANETZ stated he had no information on the 
above points because he resigned way back in July 191{.6 and also 
because his duties aS Special Assistant to the Attorney General 
required that he be away from Washington, D.G. a good deal of 
the time«

/^United ParamountcTheate Inc. ---^American 
'Broadcasting Company Merger

WALTEB^GROSS, Vice-President and General Counsel, 
United Paramount Theatres, Inc., who was previously interviewed, 
telephonically advised that after he and his associates had 

considered the information previously requested, they had decided 
to include this data in the form of sworn statement. This 
statement, dated August 21, 19^2, prepared and signed by WAITER 
W. J3ORSS, reads as follows?

nI, WALTER W. G.ORSS, submit this statement volun
tarily under oath to John M.‘Dunay, Jr. who has identified him
self as a special agent of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

- 2 -
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”No promises of reward or threats of any kind have been made to 
induce me to submit this statement and I know it may be used 
against me or others in a court of law.

”1 am Vice President and general counsel of United 
S^ramount Theatres, Inc., and I have held such positions since 
such corporation commenced business on Dec. 31, 1949.

’’For many years prior to 1911-9 I was an attorney 
employed by Paramount Pictures Inc., my work being mainly con
cerned with theatres and being subject to the supervision of its 
general counsel (AUSTIN C. KEOUGH). Paramount Pictures Inc. 
produced and distributed motion pictures, and also owned varying 
interests in subsidiary corporations which operated theatres, both 
in the United States and elsewhere, and which exhibited motion 
pictures in such theatres.

’’Paramount Pictures, Inc. was one of the defendants 
in an anti-trust suit brought by the Government. Divorcement 
of production and distribution from exhibitionwas the announced 
primary objective of the suit, from the standpoint of the Govern
ment. This case was tried by a three judge court in 19^ and 1946, 
and was decided by such court in 194-6• The three judge court 
found certain violations of the Sherman Act by the defendants but 
rejected divorcement. Both the Government and the various de
fendants appealed to the United States Supreme Court. In May of 
1948 the Supreme Court handed down its decision. The Supreme 
Court affirmed certain findings of the three judge court that 
the defendants had violated the Sherman Act. The Supreme 
Court remanded the case to the three judge court to decide 
whether exhibition should be divorced from production or distri
bution, and what divestiture of theatres should be required of 
the various defendants.

”In the late Summer of 194$ Paramount Pictures Inc. 
commenced negotiations withthe Department of Justice to see 
whether a Consent Judgment could be worked out. The meetings 
with representatives of the Department of Justice continued until 
March 3, 1949 and were quite frequent. I attended substantially 
all of these meetings. LEONARD H. GOLDENSON, a Vice President 
of Paramount Pictures Inc. in charge of its domestic theatre 
department, was also present at substantially all of these 
meetings; and ROBERT H. O’BRIEN, the Secretary of Paramount 
Pictures, Inc., was also present at many of these meetings. 
These meetings were largely held with ROBERT L. WRIGHT, the
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“special assistant to the Attorney General who had tried the 
suit for the Government and also argued the case for the Govern
ment in the Supreme Court. HERBERT A. BERGSON, the Ass’t. Attorney 
General in charge of the anti-trust division, was also present 
at a few of the meetings, as was SIGMUND TIMBERG, also a special 
assistant to the Attorney General, who I believe was in charge 
of the consent decree enforcement division. It was at these 
meetings that Mr. GOLDENSON, Mr. O’BRIEN and I first met 
Mr. BERGSON.

“At the very beginning of the meetings the repre
sentatives of the Department of Justice took the position that 
divorcement of production and distribution from exhibition was 
a ’must* if a Consent Judgment was to be worked out.

“After many months of negotations a Consent Judg
ment with respect to Paramount Pictures Inc. was entered on 
March 3, 194-9* This consent judgment provided generally for 
the divorcement of Paramount’s exhibition business from its 
production and distribution business, for the elimination of 
all joint ownerships which Paramount had with others in the 
exhibition business, for the divestiture of certain theatres 
in order to create competition, and for the subjection of the 
divorced businesses to various injunction provisions.

"In order to carry out the provisions of the Con
sent Judgment relating to divorcement, two new corporations were 
organized, Paramount Pictures Corporation and United Paramount 
Theatres, Inc. Effective December 31, 194-9, Paramount Pictures 
Inc. was dissolved, and such corporation transferred to United 
Paramount Theatres, Inc. all of its domestic theatre assets 
(including the stock of a theatre corporation which operated a 
television station in Chicago) and transferred to Paramount Pic
tures Corporation all of its other assets (including the stock 
of a corporation which operated a television station in Los 
Angeles and including its stock interest in Dumont, which manu
factured television equipment and also operated certain television 
stations.)

“In accordance with the Consent Judgment, each new 
corporation was required to be and has been at all times 
operated independently and without common directors or officers 
or employees. Mr. GOLDENSON became President of United Para
mount Theatres, Inc., I became Vice President and general 
counsel, and Mr. O’BRIEN became Secretary and Treasurer, and 
we have acted in such capacities since such corporation started 
business.
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’’After United Paramount Theatres, Inc. commenced 
business, Mr. GOLDENSON, Mr. O’BRIEN and I discussed from time 
to time the matter of United Paramount Theatres, Inc. expanding 
its interests in broadcast television and the matter of theatre 
television (viz., the showing of televised programs in the 
company’s theatres and as to which Paramount Pictures Inc. had 
been a pioneer). As to broadcast television, we reached the 
conclusion that it was desirable for United Paramount Theatres, 
Inc. to expand its interests in this field and that we should 
be alert to all possibilities to this end. As to theatre 
television, which still is in the experimental stage, we reached 
the conclusion that United Paramount Theatres, Inc. should con
tinue with its experimental development,

’’The law firm of Simpson, Thacher & Bartlett, of New 
York City, had been the outside counsel for.Paramount Pictures 
Inc. in the government anti-trust suit and with respect to the 
Consent Judgment and had also handled the involved corporate mat
ters in connection with the divorcement and the formation of 
United Paramount Theatres, Inc. and Paramount Pictures Corpora
tion. Such law firm has been outside counsel to United Para
mount Theatres, Inc. since it commenced business, and still 
is its outside counsel, in connection with matters involving 
the Consent Judgment and corporate matters. The law firm of 
Hogan & Hartson, of Washington, D. C., has been outside counsel 
to United Paramount Theatres, Inc. since it commenced business, 
and still is its outside counsel, with respect to representation 
before the Federal Communications Commission in connection with 
the company’s television interests,

’’About the early part of 1951 I, as general counsel 
of United Paramount Theatres, Inc., initiated discussions with 
Mr. GOLDENSON and Mr. O’BRIEN as to retaining outside counsel 
with respect to the anti-trust aspects of the company’s broad
cast television and theatre television activities and interests, 
both as then in existence and as might be proposed in the future. 
It was the consensus that we must do everything possible to make 
sure that whatever the company did, or proposed to do, would be 
consistent with the anti-trust laws and that, with this in mind, 
we should secure outside counsel of the highest integrity and 
capacity to advise us in the specialized and highly complex 
field. Mr. GOLDENSON, Mr. O’BRIEN and I felt that Simpson, 
Thacher & Bartlett should not be outside counsel to United Para
mount Theatres, Inc. in connection with broadcast television and
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"theatre television problems, because such firm also was outside 
counsel to Paramount Pictures Corporation which had broadcast 
television and theatre television interests* As to Hogan & Hartson, 
while this firm was and is highly capable, we felt that we 
wanted outside attorneys in anti-trust matters connected with 
broadcast television and theatre television who had had more 
experience in. the anti-trust field. We knew that HERBERT A. 
BERGSONhad left the Department of Justice and was practicing 
law in Washington. Mr. GOLDENSON, Mr. O’BRIEN and I, in the 
meetings which we had with him in connection with the Consent 
Judgment, had been greatly impressed with the knowledge of the 
anti-trust field and with his integrity. Mr.' GOLDENSON and 
I accordingly met with him about the early part of 1951 and 
asked him if he would act as outside counsel to United Paramount 
Theatres, Inc. with respect to anti-trust problems in the broad
cast television a nd theatre television fields. These were prob
lems which had in no way been considered or acted upon by the 
Department of Justice during the time he had been there, either 
with respect to Paramount Pictures Inc. or with respect to 
United Paramount Theatres, Inc. We agreed with him that we 
would not retain him to represent us, and he would not represent 
us, as counsel with respect to any matter affecting United Para
mount Theatres, Inc. which he had considered, or which the Depart
ment of Justice had considered, while he was in the Department. 
Upon that express understanding, United Paramount Theatres, Inc. 
retained Mr. BERGSON’S law firm as outside counsel. The retainer 
was on a fixed monthly fee basis of $1,000 per month commencing 
Feb. 1, 1951# with the understanding that with respect to any 
matters which might arise involving hearings or proceedings, the 
same would not be within the scope of the retainer, but would be 
separately compensated on a basis to be agreed upon.

’’Thereafter, in May, 1951# United Paramount Theatres, 
Inc. consummated an agreement with American Broadcasting 
Company, Inc. for a merger of the latter corporation into it, 
such merger being subject to the approaval of the Federal Com
munications Commission. Petitions for the approval of the mer
ger were subsequently filed with the FCC by the two companies. 
The FCC in August 1951 sent the matter, along with the related mat
ters, to an examiner, setting forth various complicated issues 
which it directed the examiner to hear, and report. These 
issues involved various anti-trust matters. Mr. BERGSON, and 
his partner Mr. BORKLAND, attended numerous meetings with our 
people and with members of the firm of Hogan & Hartson and 
with the attorneys for American Broadcasting Company, Inc., in 
preparation for these hearings. The hearings commenced in

- 6 -
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” January of 1952. When the hearings temporarily recessed on 
July 3, 1952, over 91 days of hearings had been held, approxi
mately 13,000 pages of testimony had been taken, and over 900 
exhibits had been introduced. Mr. BERGSON or Mr. BORKLAND at
tended substantially all of these hearings and they worked 
constantly during this period with our people and with the 
other counsel above mentioned. United Paramount Theatres, Inc. 
has paid Mr. BERGSON’S firm bills rendered for legal services 
preparatory to and during these hearings up to July 1, 1952 
in the total amount of $65,000. Mr. BERGSON advised me in July 
of 1952 that such total amount was arrived at on the &asis of 
the time spent by him and his associates in such connection, and 
Mr. BERGSON further advised me that the amount of the monthly re
tainer had been credited in the computation of the time so spent 
by Mr. BERGSON and his associates. I considered these bills to be 
entirely fair and reasonable and as general counsel for United 
Paramount Theatres, Inc. I approved them.

”1 have read this statement consisting of the above 
typewritten page 8 and the 7 preceding typewritten pages, and 
the same is true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

/s/ WALTER W. GROSS

’’Subscribed and Sworn to 
before me this 21st day 
of August, 1952

JOHN M. DUNAY, Jr., Special Agent, FBI, N.Y.0.

WILLIAM F. FINNERAN, Special Agent, FBI, N.Y.C.”

-PH

H 7 H
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ADMINISTRATIVE

LEADS

NEW YORK

At New York, New York

Will interview STRUVE HENSEL of the firm Canter, 
Ledyard and Milburn, 2 Wall Street, as set out in referenced 
New York report dated August 13, 1952.

Will interview ROBERT T. HASLAM, President, U.S. 
Pipe Line, 100 Park Avenue, as set out in referenced New York 
report dated August 13, 1952.

REFERENCE

Report of SA(A) JOHN M. DUNAY, 8/13/52, New York.
Washington Field teletype to New York, 8/19/52.
Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS, 8/16/52, 

Washington, D,C.

- 8 -



8-26-52 ^J

WASHINGTON AND NEVI YORK FROM WASH FIELD 26 6 P.M. f „ ; ;

'DIRECTOR AND SAC URGENT

PEYTOiKdrD, ET AL; FAG; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. REREP THOMAS J. JENKINS, 

AUG. TWENTY THREE LAST, WASHINGTON, D.C. INTERVIEW P*H.  DEUTCHMAN, EDWARD 

J. CHAPMAN, JOHN C. KELLY, C. GORDON LAMJDE, G. MERLYN O’KEEFE, HAROLD C. 

PAULL, ROBERT E. GIAUQUE, OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS OF THE E. LEITZ CO., N.Y.C. 

RE DETAILS OF HAROLD E. HOROWITZ APPOINTMENT TO BOARD AND THE RETAINING OF

*16-2715 Lf

THE LAW FIRM. ALL PERSONS SHOULD BE QUESTIONED THOROLY HOW AND BY WHOM

THE ABOVE ACTS WERE INITIATED AND ALSO OF ANY KNOWLEDGE THEY HAVE OF ANY

INFLUENCE ANY OF THE SUBJECTS USED IN DECISIONS MADE OR ACTIONS RE THE

E. LEITZ COMPANY. NY’S ATTENTION IS DIRECTED TO PAGE ONE HUNDRED THIRTY

SEVEN OF THE REFERENCED REPORT WHICH SETS FORTH THE TITLE OF THE REPORT 

WRITTEN BY SA JAMES R. MALLEY DATED JAN. EIGHTEEN FIFTY TWO, OF WHICH 

NY HAS COPY AND WHICH WOULD BE OF ASSISTANCE IN CONDUCTING INVESTIGATIONS 

AT THE E. LEITZ COMPANY. NY WILL ALSO IN INTERVIEW WITH SIGMUND TIMBERG 

AT UN HQ, QUESTION HIM RE CONFERENCES WITH HERBERT BERGSON AND DECISIONS 

MADE BY BERGSON RE SETTLEMENT TO BE MADE WITH COMPANIES INVOLVED IN THE 

GENERAL ELECTRIC STREET LIGHTING CASE. THIS IS NOT TO BE CONFUSED WITH 

THE GENERAL ELECTRIC’ LAMP CASE. NY HAS PREVIOUSLY BEEN REQUESTED IN 

REFERENCED REPORT TO INTERVIEW TIMBERG RE GENERAL ELECTRIC LAMP CASE.



STANDARD FORM NO. 64

TO Mr. Lad

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

DATE: AugUSt 26

FROM Mr. Rosenj

SUBJECT: PEYTON FO^D, et al
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

the
15,

;; In view of the fact that the synopsis on each of 
reports of Special Agent Thomas J. Jenkins dated August 
19.52, and August 16, 1952, at Washington Field- were

1952 
Tolson

Ladd 

Clegg, 

OlavIn 

Nichola 

Rosen 

Tracy

’ Harte 

Mohr 

’He. Roost,

• vcndy^

lengthy* and detailed and could possibly be interpreted as a -----  
X summary of the result of the investigation in this matter by 

i^ that office, the synopsis on each report was changed as follows 
The lengthy synopsis was completely removed and a new first 

/^ 4 \page prepared wherein the synopsis recited the scope of the 
rX v ^various file reviews and interviews conducted by the Washing- 

x "ton Field Office.

ACTION:

None. For record purposes only.

ECW:dw
RECORDED-86 i ^ ^ ^ 

*•" I- taw, 
? AUG 27 1952



The Attorney General

T'lmtoi’, 'i'Bl

J ''August 36/.

pX^so^ad. ton COHPW:MIAL ■

» EW n F^6/^i;UA • ^/ z-T^ 
FRAUD A(UI#STO
MI3C0#’XT W4WG]£v^/^

;;i(\;- ; vAC- to ^e copies of this memorandum 
designated, for Tr. .Murray a copy of each of the following 
i||^#'ti$i^ ' - \

I^epo/t? of Special Agent Fran'r h. Donnelly, 
Aate^ Aups/Sl, 1952, at Indlanaoojis^ 
■ln$iahOh/ :/\^./^.v>-^ '.<■ . <;;;. <ivY/^'/

;-?%^W of/Spec-ia! ■ Agent JofeX-jD/&b2^ 
. ■ .datedFAhgus^ Alabama. • 4

/Report of Special AgenV Norman J, Christiansen,
/,/dat^ 22, 195?, at Chicago, Illinois.'

. / ^epo^t. °f Special Agent Walter V.'MbLaughlj^// 
. ’ dated August 2.3, 19^2,' at ‘Philadelphia,

. ./■■'IhvesbigAti in thia matter is ^oin/fbm^ '
p^pe^ of all‘investigative reports
weei^' At thb--Bureau will be, Immediately -m^tfiiland 
f^^arg^tP’ HtF^irray, ' . ■ ■.//////;/

c1et ? - Assistant .Attorney Generalno wliovAAlX u,/iU bvluvj .'Ui^Uvl e*X . - .’/ %‘

Charles ^. ^upray (Pr^OL AND WJ^IflM'-

jUGji9^



AVGUST 26, 1952 HH££ 

SAC’a AtSAW, BOSSO3, C

OKLAHOMA CITY MD K^ HA 
moi kl&, ST AL, FAG, MIO. KmjBATOT THIS MITES HOST 

iwiip w wiohm md am aw smw^ ^ «» co 

By AUGUST »KSD® TO BE ISCORMW IB KOOStS TO REAGS THS 
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Th® Attorney General w»t r̂l$*

pireetor# FBI '

FBfiOl FO®, ET Air
iFntB AGAINST THE .«OWi®W ' 
MSCOWCT I® WICB . : -W^Og ■>(

This BWrato will serve to confirm the conference 
between representatives ©f >. Stories ijumyis office and 
representatives <f this Bureau wife mniing of August 25# . 
1952, with respect to th® extent that the Bureau is to inves
tigate clients appearing on the ewl®^ Hat of clients of 
the Peyton Ford# et al# law firn# as supplied by Mr. Robert A. 
Cell leV# Chief Counsel of the Chelf c«®a#W who in turn 
received the Hat fm Messrs. Ford and Bergson. ’A copy of 
the list was informally furnished to wr. ^ay<a '-office as 
well as one being supplied with my memorandum of August 25. 
1952.

It is-■.understood that'investigation-will:be 
conducted with respect to all clients which were selected from 
th® complete list of 146 by Mr. Collier# and made available 
to Mr. Way’s office. ?

■ ' ■ .it was agreed at the coherence in -Mr./Murray*®"' V ■ 
Office that no investigation would be conducted with respect 
to clients in divorce mttm as appealW the list. 
Furthermore# it was agreed that #1 investigation would be z 
conducted with respect to the m^b involving Insurance claims 
or negligence Oatw or other types- of claims as ’a^toring" •

it

With respect to clients who are law firH8f no 
investigation is to be conducted with respect t& fetw

According; to ar. mmy# in the ^ent there is-no 
ationor any indication that an individual lUtefcj®.*

lief of 346 ©Honta is pertinent to ^e R^eae <>f Wlf t^gs^ t 
gatM, >w##|#U0b will to M®®^^ l«oBiM towged § 
identify!^ the- nature of ths l^L reprcdehtation and h^ttot . t 
silent «#<bma8^ by the law firn. It was agreed#. ^syWfJ g . 
that if ^rlnfomUon is. develbp^ ^Srll^ ea»#^6f#i:

*totlgatie>n -would >ignlf loanc®
snfc;#^> type of InMrt&M^u&to*^^ 

n wiH W inducted# - K 1 P®’
^1



>e Attorney denial

In addition to the eiicM Wdh were initially 
listed in the allegations supplied irM^heU ^wiW».-and 
in addition to those specifioally deWWOy Mr. Collier and 
furnished with my memoranda of l#mf M# ®»4 August 2M# 195% 
the following list of clients to agrSMnt at the above* a 
r^WM-to eonferene© will be w subject of a f ilecheck in 
th® Department of Mtioe files to determine if there is any 
pertinent infomatiom ■ '

A" ’

3» ■ ■

■ I 7% 
72.

105*

’ 118* 
128 a 
12%

. ^rieas h^ifU BateWMes ; 
■ AmrU^'1^®.^<Hm^ Xia* ?

■ . ' George Man ■ - . ? \
w s. moa® ■
A. .WH Button . 
Gotham Be#WMt W^» W«^ 
Halleganv* United State#

■ ■ . John % Maye# . ■ ; ■
. Barbara me. - ’ '
. Joseph hiCausl , - ‘

, tut matew SaBhlaglon# #• C» 
Wo G* McCullough ** Set »* Carl 
Garmon. . ..

. . The Mann Company - ' . •
Martin County Broadeasting

' ■ »^!w. 

Hebert iU Parlier w 
Reserve Ufe Insurance Company

' ’ Marvin Schwarts • - v ■
Walter Schwimmer Production# Inc*

' . . Douglas Silver J . v
, ?'amp## ..
/ ?« 0* Jew ■ ■

Maurice H. Tseng

•' - Carey .Winston. and- ^a#ny; • ;, . -

i It 18 to be specifically noted that a question w . 
raised with respect to three listing® of clients of Peyton Ford 
which are as fellas t - ! . y ■

&'
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TO :

FROM :

SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

MR. LADD ^“ 

A. ROSETO 

PETTON^BD, ET AL

DATE: August 20,

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

___ « Late on the afternoon of August 19, 1952, .Robert «.,»,--- 
Collier, General Counsel of the Chelf Committee, made available ^----- •
to Winterrowd a list of clients, of, the.Peyton Ford.__Herbert_ w---- - 
Bergson, et alf l aw flBm.' This list results from Collier’s 
conference withJPey-ton>-Ford_.and—H.erbert Bergson wno promised to., 
list their clients.. the general.,nature of the^business done 
for the clients, and the fees involved. According to Collier, 
Ford and Bergson were greatly concerned’ over the fact that the • 
Committee had issued a subpoena for their bank accounts. Collier, 
in viewjbf the submission of the list of clients^ and other 
data, has suspended the subpoena of the bank accounts and the 
examination is not going forward.

There will be attached to this memorandum a listing-
I of^^heJcMeixtjiXTtiDgpTE^^
I inf ormation, has, already been made—available to the_JIashington 
13ie.ld..0WeA wMch is be ginninga,check of the Departmental,, 
• files to determine if there.are-_any_-Cjase£—involVIS^th'^

It will be, noted that there have been some,.extremely
large fe.es which have been paid to. this company, particularly 
by-the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Company, Carborundum, 
Alcoa, United Paramount Theaters, Inc., E* Leitz, Inc., and 
others. It is to be further noted that .the clients, for the
most part, have either been obtained by _or re tains d_D..ej2^an.

Collier was specifically asked if this was the entire 
list and he advised ^no”; that^lie. hadTBWen 'those'^cITeht's'he 
thought were ,pertinent.7 He said the other clients TlTfe^Twere . 
primarily those of Albert F. Adams or were clients of a small J 
local nature involving the normal type of practice', including 
divorce cases.. He said that Adams has ’a'very extehsive general 
practice, including.clients.which are banks and others who were 
involved in negligence easels. Collier stated that he eliminated 
all with the exception of the attached list on the basis of'
Ford and Bergson’s explanation. Collier further advised that the 

^various companies previously.liste.d—as^b.eing—alleRed^^
V a22earedjinJMJ^kKlSl^hfi-«^

lifted or business.mentioned involving Peyton Ford.allegedly
ij having. gone to3halDmEt^^5fi£^,.oLM.Ql^^^

Attachment recorded ■« 7^4 <£A^^

EHW/rh INDEXED-65 , ACS 29 39^3 27”' ‘ „
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Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

The matter of C.oJUJleidaL~sftlac.tlng^^^ then

,UP3&iQ&isAg^^ determine if this...
arrangement has be^n satisfactory or whether.-We-jshou^^ to look..

Collier had previously informed that it had been
an

rSaTiEsW iw-asHTpe'cTfically

is not containeoonthejist. He further stated that he had asked 
did, in fact, represent Pan American

'and they advised they did not. With regard to Standard—0.11 of
NewJe^ CoiJJ^iLdi^Jl^U^I^

invo lv. ing -Stand a r d. _ 0 i 1 of Indiana which was, infactTrepresented tOgJsan^
Indlln^ question as to whether any additional checks should 
be made on the Standard Oil of New Jersey and 'Fan American will 
be taken up with AAG Murray.

mould obtain these identities through-our normal .investigation* ~““*M**ii«i«»MR**w"»«Wi«ta*iM’i)*5^mirtmiftmsaws^^

[ Murray had observed that our inquiries should be extended to cover 
interviews with the responsible officials and their assistants 
in other divisions of the Department than the Antitrust Division. 
These interviews would be for the purpose of determining whether 
any contacts had been made by representatives of the law firm 
in question with respect to matters being handled by a particular 
division* If necessary other contacts would be made with other 
representatives in a particular division.

The Pr^ma-ry objective, of course, was to determine 
whether contactsZSaO><^LJBa3j!03^  ̂ rs:^"^*«**wi««<»»Mto*«M*'*li*ll*****faa*****^****,WMWli*****"*,l,*l***a**l,************MM»MI(^^ 

.however, another basic objective was to c&tainidentities of 
clients-*, . .

SaLHer,. the question . 
as to whether ne wants

- 2 -



Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

ACTION

• . !• The information .sunDlLe<LJxy~C.oJ.L^^^
laadoxa^^jfijhe,^^ as well as copies
6f this memorandum.

2* ^i16 information supplied by Collier as. to the 
cJ^Jlfesl-JiX2Jdfe&B.ojNH&£iiyO^^
Ate§LS«JJ^ along with a confirmatory memorandum ' 
relative to the questions which are posed above and which will 
be disassed with Murray.



August 20i 1952

LIST OF CLIENTS FURNISHED BY ROBERT 
A. COLLIER, CHIEF COUNSEL OF THE 
CHELF COMMITTEE, AS OBTAINED FROM A 
LIST SUPPLIED TO HIM BY PEYTON FORD 
AND HERBERT BERGSON ON BEHALF OF THE 
LAW FIRM OF FORD, BERGSON, BORKLAND 
AND ADAMS. (Collier selected the list 
appearing hereinafter by virtue of 
explanatory data provided orally'by 
Ford and Bergson and through eliminating 
other clients which appeared on the list 
and which wete of a local general practice 
nature, including a number who were 
represented by Adams in matters pertaining 
to negligence cases, collection cases, - 
normal business representations, etc.)

ATTORNEY

Bergson

CLIENT

The Anderson Company 
Gary, Indiana

DATE WHEN 
ACQUIRED

October, 1951

Ford

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, 
a fee of $2500 was obtained and the 
general nature of the business as 
supplied by Ford and, Bergson was that 
they worked on a certificate of necessity 
in connection with a tax amortization 
matter.)

Braun and Company April, 1952
601 West Fifth Street
Los Angeles, California

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, ’ 
the firm received a general retainer of 
$300 per month as the general Washington 
representative of the firm. $1200 has 
been received to date.)’

'i®



DATE WHEN
ATTORNEY CLIENT ACQUIRED

Bergson Coty’s Products Corporation March, 1951
730 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: A fee of $8,000, 
according to Collier, was received. 
Bergson filed a brief for this 
company along with the American Fair '
Trade Council, et al. This was in 
the case of Schwegmann Bros., et al, 
v.s. Calvert and Seagram Distillers.)

Bergson Cohen’s December, 1951
1227 G Street, Northwest 
Washington, D. C. 

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, 
a fee of $250 was received in this 
matter for rendering an !!“opinion”)

Bergson Dictograph Products, Inc. March, 1952
6 West l|.9th Street
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: Collier stated that
he was advised no money had been 
received from this client but that the 
work concerned an "Antitrust opinion.")

Bergson Freeport Sulph<ur Company . January, 1952
161 East l|2nd Street 
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: Collier stated he 
was informed the firm is the general 
Washington representative of this 
client and it has received $61|.00 in 
fees.

- 2-



DATE WHEN
ACQUIREDCLIENTATTORNEY

Bergson Hadacol February, 1951
Lafayette, Louisiana

(Explanatory note: Collier advised 
that a fee of §1,000 had been 
received by the firm in connection 
with rendering an opinion on a 
lottery matter.)

Redstone Lawrence G. Lasky March, 195>1
260 Tremont Street 
Boston, Massachusetts

(Explanatory note: Collier' stated 
he did not know what the nature 
of the representing was, nor client, 
and that according to. Bergson no 
money had been paid as yet.)

Bergson Lehman Brothers February, 1951
1 William Street 
New York, New York 

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, the fim received a §3,000 
fee in connection with rendering an 
” Anti trust opinion.”)

Bergson E. Leitz, Inc. January, 1951
301], Hudson Street
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, the firm is retained at
§1,000 a month as a general Washington 
representative of this client, 
particularly in handling pricing 
matters. To date a fee of ^16.00£l.... 
has be eh paid.)



DATE WHEN
ATTORNEY CLIENT ACQUIRED

Ford. Metal Trading Company October, 1951
272 West 90th Street 
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, a fee of$1,270 has been
paid to the firm and the work 
consisted of handling ’bontracts 
for foreign trading.”)

Bergson National Bulk Carriers, Inc. July, 1951
600 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, a fee of $8300 was paid 
in connection with a ”non-Antitrust” 
matter.)

Bergson William H. Plummer and Company, Ltd. November, 1951 
731|. Fifth Avenue
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, 
a fee of $250 was paid in connection 
with a Robinson.- Patman Act matter.)

Bergson Staley Milling Company February, 1952
Kansas City, Missouri

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, 
a fee of $1,000 was paid with respect 
to an opinion as to whether the company 
had aJvalid claim under the Antitrust Laws.)



DATE WHEN
ACQUIREDCLIENTATTORNEY

Bergson Sylvania Electrical Products, Inc. December, 1950 
17U0 Broadway
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, a fee of $700 was paid 
to firm in connection with a “foreign
distribution matter.”)

Ford P. Thompson and Company September, 1951
New Orleans, Louisiana

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, a fee of $1,000 was paid 
in connection with "Renegotiation 
Act, tax and maritime matters.")

Bergson Thrift Drug Company November, 1951
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, a fee of $100 was 
received in connection with a 
"Fair Trade matter.")

Bergson United Paramount Theaters, Inc. February, 1951
1501 Broadway
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, information was filed 
by Tord and Bergson that the firm 
receives a monthly retainer of 
$1,000 plus fees for the time and 
efforts in connection with the 
merger of Paramount and ABC 
involving FCC hearings. To date a 
total of $83,000 has been paid in 
fees.)

~ 5 -



DATE WHEN
ATTORNEY CLIENT ACQUIRED

Ford August Perez and Association February, 1952
New Orleans, Louisiana

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, he was advised no 
money in fees had been received 
as yet. The work concerns a 
"Wage Stabilization1’ matter.)

Borkland Publicker Industries June, 1951
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, a fee of |l[00 has been 
received in connection with a 
“non-Antitrust matter.”)

Ford Standard Fruit and Steamship Company November, 1951
Nev; Orleans, Louisiana

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, the firm receives wO 
a month retainer as Washington 
representative of this company. 
To date the firm has been paid 
$U,ooo.)

Bergson Rare Earth’s, Inc. August, 1951
Paterson, New Jersey

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, no information was 
received as to the nature of the 
matter in which the firm has 
represented this client. A fee of 
$1,000 has been received.)

In addition to the foregoing clients, Collier 
advised that the firm listed as clients those companies which have 
been named in memoranda and other data which have been provided 
to the FBI and in turn to the Attorney General by the CheIf Committee

-6 “



The following are the clients listed with concern to 
this particular group of clients:

ATTORNEY
DATE WHEN

CLIENT ACQUIRED

Bergson U» S# Pipeline Company February, 1951
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, a fee of $5,000 was paid 
to the law firm, however, no 
explanatory information was 
provided in connection with this 
client*)

Bergson Aluminum Corporation of America July, 1951 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, the firm received an 
annual retainer of $25,000 from 
this client and it has been paid 
a total of $50,000# This firm is 
the general Washington representative 
of this client, except in matters 
arising out of Antitrust cases#)

Bergson The Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing October, 1950 
Company and Carborundum Company 
Minneapolis, Minnesota

(Explanatory note: According to Collier, 
$50,000 was paid by each of the two 
companies to this firm - a total of 
$100,000 - in connection with the proposed 
merger of the two companies# Collier further 
advised,that Bergson stated that he had arranged 
with the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing 
Company, before he left the Department of 
Justice, to represent them# Col/ier stated 
that Bergson said he felt there was nothing 
wrong in this matter#)

- 7 *



DATE WHEN
ATTORNEY

Bergson

CLIENT ACQUIRED--

Goodrich Tire and Rubber Company September, 1951
Akron, Ohio*

(Explanatory note: According to
’-'oilier, no fees have as yet
been paid. The firm serves as
the general Washington representative 
of Goodrich primarily in connection 
with Antitrust matters#

Bergson Madison Square Garden Corporation October, 1951
New York,»New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, no fees have as yet
been paid.)

Bergson Standard Oil Company of Indiana March, 1951

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, the firm received a fee of 
§7,500 in connection with an opinion 
in an Antitrust matter.)

Bergson Hamilton Manufacturing Company November, 1951
Indianapolis, Indiana

(Explanatory note: According to 
Collier, a fee of $1,025 was paid 
to the firm involving an opinion 
concerning a Robinson - Patman Act 
matter, involving a small business 
contract.)

Bergson Seagram Distilling Corporation November, 1951
New York, New York

(Explanatory note: According to
Collier, fees totaling $4,250 
were paid to firm in connection 
with opinions rendered.)



It is to be recalled that previous Information was 
supplied by the Ghelf Committee to the effect that Peyton Ford 
made contacts with the Department in connection with the 
’’Newbold Morris Tanker matter.” According to Collier there was 
no indication of any listing of a client by Ford or Bergson 
for the law firm which deals with this matter.

" 9 -
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DIRECTOR

BI NEW HAVEN 8-26-52 9-34 PM

.......... ...U R G E N T...................

PEYToPfORD, ET AL, FAG, MIO.'5 REBUTEL EIGHT TWENTYSIX. NEW HAVEN

OFFICE HAS NO PREVIOUS REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION THIS MATTER.

ADVISE INVESTIGATION NECESSARY THIS DISTRICT.
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.;<X- 13.-:No.1^8---:dQb9rt&^'P^
' - iiocoMing to >i Collier,, tolB. is' the ,©perat6r’---ofW ^
< \ \,:....?-\e toe;: law ■firB.'w&sea to oplnidhr as'- - to - ■ ’:.
;<?'<: \; Whether gambling devices'such as ncl^itf^in&9*-^ - 4

; lit.- No* 10$ --r.>tomlife insurance •CoMptoy#'.. ' << 
■.<j\4:Dallas,-,2toa|.:- According to-#;.’C.oilfer»;:lto''Uw->< U' 
. fir® represented this Coapary in connectioE With -a ;\h ;-.y,f

'A A-7-<vWtier^^ to ainimuB togelsto.

. :15.. > tiol.il^;',-^ W^
W^ /WoWdihg'-^ ■ W£b< is <:t\.-:\ x

;-<-?a -radio: ^televisionprtototo ito-thb ;3WZ?irm;ls:;^^ rj 
wdl to tove ■rehdtoto;to -'OplhiW ■.a.sXtoW^ ' t?,

’\-^<:-.:Wntasty.pW^ by It^was a-lottoryv ^'^r^/i<<; <«;

^ ^V:5?- ’'<:\?^ A-^.#lia;:#maW»?M^ .' t
;5 -AMayltonito ;AdpprdlB®<^ ^Collier,, this:stottW.-j-V-AAy^ 
'ireiates^to' a’;cH®ltol.<#• cW#e£-‘

17* So. 11^6 J. Zwllllng, Kw York, Naw Xork. . •
< ” .Jhepe was a Witten potation on the list provided > j

• • ifc. 'Collier to'/.-toe^fl-eot “Kej'ectocl.^ '

- Mr. Collier had. hp addW to supply }
with respect to tt^e clients listed to :ithe attached list with the: 

.exception .of that{4$ito^ppp^^ "the.partial/'iist .which;' ■ '< 
accompanied my totorandto to^th® Attorney General vd^ 
.designated to you dated August; §1> 1^52^ arid cd.ptiohed - as above. :

^U^ieM:/ '



STANDARD FORM NO. W

'Office Memorandum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

DATE: August 22, 1952T0 * Mr* Ladd

FROM : rosot

SUBJECT: PEYTOlrFORD, ET AL —
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT > ^

arte

TU*.

On the morning of August 22, 1952, Collier of the Chelf ^ 
Committee made available the complete list' of clients of the 
Peyton Ford, Herbert Bergson, et al, law firm. Copies have been 
made and the list returned to Collier. Collier supplied some 
additional explanatory data as provided by Ford and Bergson con
cerning the nature of the representation of their law firm of 
certain.of the,clients named. This information is being incorporated 
in a separate memorandum for record purposes. However, it is set 
forth in the attached memorandum being directed to Assistant 
Attorney General Murray.

MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Tolya 

U44

We. are supplying a copy of this list as an attachment to 
the memorandum to Assistant Attorney General Murray. Murray was 
not available for conference today, nor will he be available 
over the week-end. However, on Monday a conference will be had 
with him to determine what additional investigation he desires 
with respect to clients that have not already been made available 
and which are now available by virtue of our having the complete 
list. To date we have investigated or we have under investigation 
31 client representations by the subjects’ law firm. It would 
appear from reviewing the full listing of clients that obviously 
investigation will be required in connection with approximately 
15 additional clients. However, this matter will be specifically 
discussed with Murray at the earliest possible moment.

A great number of the clients in the list appear to be a/) 
those which would be customary in the ordinary law practice. How
ever, we will still obtain Murray’s views concerning them.

Collier supplied the last name of another member of the 
law,firm, an individual by the name of Cole. According to Collier, 
Cole is only an associate and not a partner. This matter is being 
checked out to determine his full identity. Collier apparently 
did not see fit to question Ford and Bergson as to his background.

clients
It might be noted that collier in supplying the list of 
advised that they anticipated having open hearings during

%EHW: jh
^Attachment

RECORDED-86 \



Memorandum to Mr* Ladd

the week of August 25, 1952. He stated, however, that in connection 
with Ford and Bergson he believed that they would have to first 
approach this investigation through executive hearings which, 
however, may result in open' hearings.

ACTION:

There is attached a memorandum which transmits the full 
list of clients to Assistant Attorney General Murray, together 
with such explanatory data as supplied by collier. 'As stated 
above, the nature of the investigation, if any, with respect to 
the clients listed in here not already being investigated will 
be specifically taken up .with Murray.

- 2 -
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Str. $033 X* SlOK, Jr. 
Deputy Attorney General 
Dtrector9 &BI

Q

August 29} 2953

I ca attaching hereto a copy of a nenorandut^ which is 

self-explanatory} which I an sending to the Attorney General

today.

LBN: hmc
(h^



PEYTONFORD, et al
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT - MT SCONDUCT
IN OFFICE
Knoxville File No. U4#
Bureau File No. Unknown

INSPECTOR DeLOACH: This is a closed file, Washington Field origin.
It was assigned to SA JOSEPH 1. KISSIAH and 

supervised by the SAC.

The report of SA JOSEPH L. KISSIAH, dated August
Uli 195? at Knoxville* failed to designate copies for Washington Field, the 
office of origin.

Copies of this report should he furnished the office 
of origin immediately.

Comments are requested from. SA JOSEPH L. KISSIAH 
aid the SAC.

SA JOSEPH I, KISSIAH: Failure to designate copies of the-above mentioned
\ report to the Washington Field Office was an over

sight on my part end I regret this, assuring you 
that every effort will be made to avoid a recurrence of this in the future, j 
In accordance with your instructions, copies of this report have already . u 
been furnished the WO. ’

SAC SOUCY* It is regretted that this error occurred, and the
need for exercising extreme care In such matters in 
the future has been called emphatically to the attention

of this employee, who it is felt has been impressed with the importance of 
such details.

INSPECTION REPORT 
KNOXVILLE OFFICE *^T RECORDED

-EP 4 1'^INSPECTOR C. D. DeLOACH 
August 26, 1952 '
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STANDARO FORM NO. 64

TO

FROM Mr

Mr. Ladd

SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

DATE: AugUSt 29, 1952

PEYTOfTFORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Curtis Shears Lands Division

metolt

CUgg 
GUrln 
ktrbo

Tr*cy

M*. Fa. 
attorney, when ^----- *
that on one occasion, ~"interviewed in captioned Matter advised 

shortly prior to T. LamarAlaudleJ d appearance before the 
King Committee, Caudle inquired of Shears as to what the
Antitrust Division intended to do in regard to the case 
involving the tobacco companies of North Carolina. Shears 
states he referred Caudle to the Head of the Antitrust Divi- • 
sion. Shears states he also understands that Caudle was very
friendly with the tobacco interests in North Carolina, but 
has no information of any action taken in the tobacco case 
by the Division. He suggested if no action was taken Caudle 
may have been responsible for having the intended action 
stopped.

ACTION:

Attached is a memorandum to the Attorney General 
with copies for Assistant Attorney General Murray enclosing a 
memorandum setting forth the allegations concerning Caudle. 
The Department is being requested to advise what specific 
investigation should be conducted.

ECW:1k 
62-97558

INDEXED -134
It

RECORDED -134
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STANDARD FORM NO. M

Office Memorandum • united staw government

DIRECTOR, FBI DATE: 8/27/^2TO

> SAC, KNOXVILLE (l|6-^9)

SUBJECT: PELTON FORD, et al
FAG; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Rerep: SA JOSEPH L. KISSIAH, dated 8/lh/£2, at 
Knoxville.

Inadvertently copies of refrep were not forwarded 
to WO. ‘ . ' ------------------ -----

Three copies of refrep are, therefore, being ^
furnished to TOO with copy of this communication. The Bureau is 
requested to indicate on their copies of refrep that three copies 
have been furnished to TOD. RUG. ^)

CFCsMIW

cc: WO (Enclosures) A/\A



SAC-, Washington Field

Director^: FBI

August’ 26^11952

PERSONAL: AT^ENTi^N

POTON FORD/ ET AL --/. - ’ 
FRAUD AGAINST'TEE GOVERNMENT 
'.'HISCOMDU. CT. XI: OF PICE ;; 7 .

A/'A'A/'.a../'. Attached hereto are .cop lea "of-' aaeaoi’andua fr®i^ir.<S. 
Bureaii/to the Atto^^ which .

a -sets /forth;the •resulta./of.-. a conference had with KrZ£bh?l®8^: ’’^^ ' a"' 
'73.';>myjnd hi0 ‘assistapt^.Miss/Ethel'' Braswell, on tB-mhiing'.' • 

■ ''hfAAtM^htv  ̂ Also- attached hereto: are two ■cripi^^^^^
■ -.complete’ list of clients, totaling 1^6, which has been'm^ 
available to the. 1^^ Collihr of the Chelf -
.Committee a, This irdtermtlph/'was7^ by Collier 'fros/ ^i "3'
Messi’S. Ford and/Bergsori.'. -/n/ .-Aa/. ■ '. <’ /77a''7'A.

- It is desired that the investigation in this matter 
be .extended to coyer hot :ot^-iiB«;ciMa,llBW^lA^BBB 
with .the mterial tranafflltted to^^ Birieau’s letter;of :Ja;1
August'21,< 19^ but /also to cover specifically the clients ;Aa77a- 

- ■ listed in the memorandum to the/Attorney Ceneral'Milch-'iaA'- 
A attached';And- whi<riAi^!'dhted;AUgu^ ;;#-.hBMaB
7/ check' should ■ be made .’of 'P^hi’Medtal^ files'arid; nlsCilm^

7 rind/Naturalization ServicepartiCulari respect to 
the Barbara Loe/item Nd*;62,/ and the ■ other* items' wBBln 'aa - ' La/' 
only the name of an individual toge^^ w<|h |i^ jaddre^ y C «<» &[$ 

” '7/'A- .//■-■//;'./ \ --A^-lZ^A: ^
It Is .to be noted that there are a nawer dr ^cas®sa ?

andclients listed whichappeartobetheordinary $of client 
or case;handled Iri a I&« j^ctic®« ■ Noaction -iB^f equestedfA.-? 

<■'with/respent to those not specifically listed. / Reaver# 4A ''-' :\ 
7thef 'event-any' inf ormatiori comes- to 'your: attention -dui^ig/trie ^ a .-7 
7 course' of this investigation which would pertain ^8 arsy^^^ 

clients not being checked intoat this time, you ^hoi&d^tli^
■^mediately institute the necessary investigatioheanri adMse t^ ’

■ Bureau/at the'outsets' a a-a a/a/a. / ^ >7 a^:7 .77 a

fA/7/7 ■ //'” It is desired tijat y9U„ continue to ■giiB^tMs-^
/7a ./top priority attention ib/brideri W||^s »ttch ItwBigiiftwa.t/ 
-A/ possible can be consisted by August 30, 1952.7 A report/should 
aaA be prepared setting/fB^wW^B'iP??4I - investigation'''

A completed, so .that it- cab/reagh ‘^i^' BUre^. by Angust/;31* ’.1'952.

f— / EnciQ^ire' 

^AEHWibjl®;
‘AUG 2^



standard form ni m

Office Memorandum •
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO :

FROM ;

SUBJECT:
MR. A. ROS

MR. D. M. LAW DATB: August 29, 19^2

PEYTON^ORD, ET AL

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT

TO1*» ... ,

MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE 
FBI file 62-97^8

UM 
cie« 
Slavin 
Mehols_ 
Rosen
Tracy_
Barto
Belmont

—
Tele. Xwa_

As you know, the investigation in this matter ^----- 
has received top priority and extensive investigation has  
been conducted by our Washington field Office and some 
twenty-five other field offices. A number of reports have 
been received and furnished to both the Attorney General 
and Assistant Attorney General Charles B. Murray.

The investigation has widened in scope in view 
of the development of additional clients of subject law 
firm who had matters pending with the Department either 
during the time, the subjects were employed with the Department 
or after such employment. Each client as identified or where 
an additional allegation is received which concerns this 
investigation is immediately ordered for investigation.
As a result, approximately fifty phases of this investigation 
have been developed.

The only delay encountered so far in this 
investigation is the unavailability of a number of Department 
attorneys and officials of pertinent companies, who are 
understandingly vacationing at this time of year. However, 
our field offices have been able to locate and interview 
these individuals in most instances.

In view of the urgency of this matter and in 
view of the fact that the investigation has widened in 
scope, all offices having work outstanding have been in- 
strueted to incorporate in investigative reports all work 
completed as of August 29j 19^2, and submit those reports 
to reach the Bureau by the. week end of August 30, 19^2. 
We have, of course, advised each officej’that this matter 
must receive top priority and that every effort must be 
exerted to complete as much "investigation as possible by 
August 29, 1952. The investigative reports received will 
be reviewed and the necessary copies,furnished to the 
Attorney General and Assistant Attorney General Murray*

ECW: jd

1 RECORDED; 4g
7 SEP 9 1952^ M’



ACTION:

A memorandum summarizing the pertinent developments 
of this investigation as reflected in these reports to be 
received will be submitted.

At the conclusion of this investigation, a summary 
Memorandum will be prepared dealing with ell developments.

- 2 -



. SAC, .^ilagton Field U6-2715) ;.,;AHgusV28» 1952

Director’, .FBI PERSONAL ATTENTION .

PKHOa- m} S'At ' ■ • ■ < .
: . m® .MISST ISM ‘GdVEfiO® • -

' MISCONDUCT I# OFFICE •

Tolson

Hichols

Bslmont- 

Close

.iamtlgati<m in this w»> th® purpose of thls leUar is to . .-..-.■/. 
■ recapitulate'our objective# and .to set forth' additional--in- / 7.

■ structions, ‘both-general and sp$eifio» . :

7- As you know, ‘this investlgatlbn requeated'by. the/ ■ - \
Attorney. General,’is predicated up«a .th®' basit allegations‘ 
developed-by.-th® Chelf Committee- that TFord,; ^

.through their official positions''-with-the pspipUeht, mds. .7' 
arrangements with companies' and individuals .having, -matters, '

■pending with the .Department to;repr®sent7them.' through .an. . ' - J
intended future-law practice® " ■It was ■ also alleged- that'clients ; . 
war®-referred by Ford while he. was still in the Department, and^

■ aftbr'Bergson and Borkland had left, the Department; that favors. "’7 
say have been granted certain clients .while. subjects-:"were- still/ 

■ in Mo Department;and- that Influence-..or pressure My have.- ■ .
/been used by the subjects In. contacting the'Department In the ■ ;

■ various matters. ’

' ' . In'th® waapanim of ■ August 7.?/19£2#.'^
General to th® Bureau,- -a copy of which has . been provided to- you, ... / 
it was stated"-that a feature, Of the- investigation .would-be to 7 / . ’ 
discover any coordination between officials ■■'.■in'.ths .Department who / 
.anticipated becoming - member of .th© law firm: add .persons -then- 7 - 
members of th© firm'whether- ex-officials- or. not®' /'The DepaMMnt-. ' . 
initially asked for the -Identities .of .clientsJ however# in/the . / 
meantime the- Bureau and; the-Department, have- been - provided with a . ; 
list of clients, as provided by . th®' Chelf Cq®1^W&-9#^1# turn./-'., 
was furnished, this list by Ford and Bergson/1/ JrxZW* 'eH f

■ The Dspartaiwt-^h/its  ̂ iwcw atated :
.’.with respect to -these clients ' that information c rnlng Men the 
relationship' of client and attorns# ^gah&:&^ jj£rii^^ which

- -brought it about, "the fees paid, and/ contra© tW'W>‘ be -paid was. 7 ' : 
. wanted. The Bepsrtment also asked f$r. l^o(^^ ' ■

contact and 'interviews by n^abws a^f W'^iiItot with-..the ;
" Department', of Justice and with other -agencies." /The.

©c.,- 1 Hew/Xopk

'■'62-97558 . (
for information r^3^^ -7



SAG, Mashlngton Field

basic problem la this investigation revolves around th© watts? 
of clients • you have been supplied with the identities of th© 
clients as selected by Bobert A. Collier of tho Shelf Coswlttee 
frow the entire list of 11^6 clients which hat been provided to 
you# In addition® you have boon supplied with the list of 
clients wherein’ inquiry is to be made as arrived at through a 
confersnoo with Assistant Attorney General Hurray’s Office on 
August 2$, 19^2. Those wore set forth in the Bureau’s letter to 
you dated August 26® 19^2.

Thore are several other seta of allegations which the 
Department has asked to be investigated. The basic material

. setting forth those allegations has boon supplied to you. Those 
allegations are over and above those which pertain to the 
representation by the subjects* law firm of clients. They are 

- as follows: .

1. In the memorandum dated August 1® 19^2® entitled 
“Poyfcon Ford® et alw prepared by Collior® it is said that T. 
Lamar Caudle indicated that Grace Stewart had onco remarked that 
a friend of hors had seen th© books of the law fim of Ford and 
Borgson and that the income was unbelievably large® consisting 
to a groat extent of clients obtained through Ford and Bergson 
while working in tho Department.

2. This earn© memorandum goes on to state that Gaudio 
indicated there was a definite feeling on the part of many

. Departmental officials thatafterEergson loft the Department and 
established his law firm. Ford was ’’feeding him business’1 from 
the Department.

3# In the same memorandum, it was alleged that Peyton 
Ford Instructed that all compromise tax cases be sent to him 
when he became Deputy Attorney General or the Assistant to the 
Attorney General. It was further alleged that it was th© 
practice of Ford® when a compromise was being settled in favor 
of a tax payer® to cell the tax payer’s attorney and advise him 
orally of the decision.

U« Tho same memorandum of Collier’s dated August 1® 
19^2® set forth allegations that Dean fchcdler acted as a ‘'pipe
line” to U?« Ford.

‘ 5« It was further alleged that Poston Ford had 
mentioned or bragged that he had obtained Bergson’s employment 
with the Director of Defense Mobilisation.

~ 2 -



SAC, Washington Field

6# In Colllor’s memorandwa dated July 9# 19^2, 
captioned ’’Peyton Ford,” it was alleged that two Federal Judges 
in Philadelphia had severely criticised the Justice and 
Treasury Departments for failure to cooperate in a Grand Jury 
tax matter and that the Deputy Attorney General was visited 
numerous times in regard to the matter with no avail,

We must, of course, fully run out the investigation con
cerning the above allegations. Furthermore, any allegations 
which pertain to the subjects of this case and their representation 
of firms or clients in matters which have been pending in the 
Department or which are indicated to have been pending in some 
other Government agency must be independently run out* However, 
in the event there is an allegation which involves one of the 
subjects, as well as some other Departmental agency or public 
official not the subject of this investigation, then you should 
specifically take up this matter with the Bureau as you have 
done on several occasions. In this particular regard, your 
attention is directed to page 128 of the report of SA Thomas J, 
Jenkins, dated August 23, 19^2, at Washington, D. CM in the 
captioned matter. Thereafter, information is set forth as 
received from Gordon Grant to the effect that Peyton Ford 
interceded on behalf of some Interests which may have been 
general matters relative to the acquisition of a steel plant 
near Cleveland, Ohio which, in turn, was being sought by the 
former Preston Tucker Motor Corporation, A .lead on page 14^ 
of the report is set forth to interview JessxLarson with rogard 
to this allegation, lou are advised that this lead should not 
be conducted at this time since the allegation is being specifically 
brought to the attention of the Department for advice as to 
what, if any, Investigation is desired.

Instructions Concerning General Phases of 
this Investigation

' 1, The investigation in this matter must necessarily
follow the general course of determining the clients who had 
matters pending WL th the Department while the subjects were 
officials of the Department and those clients who had matters 
pending with the Department and who were represented by the subjects 
in contacting officials of the Department* This is the basic 
group of clients, as provided in the initial allegations and in the 
group selected by Collier of the Chelf Gomtttee, The investigation 
should develop how these clients were obtained, the details of the 
representation and details of the contacts with the Department,



"AC* Washington field

As previously instructed, the first step is to review any 
files or documents of the Department pertaining to these clients 
to determine the extent of the subjects’ handling of the matter 
while they were in the Department and to determine the contacts 
the subjects had with the Department after resigning# ^here
after, the Departmental attorneys who are familiar with the 
particular matters are to be interviewed and the client is to 
be interviewed to determine from that source the details of the 
representation#

Tuc f ox^cgoing is the policy and procedure which 
you have pursued and it is desired that Uis be continued.

2. with regard to the list of clients ns selected from 
the muster list provided by the cholf cc^iitaoc at tuo conference 
between Department and bureau representatives on august 23, 1932, 
the following instructions are being sot forth, day necessary 
leads set out for auxiliary offices consisting of the following 
instructions should, of course, be dene promptly.)

a. upproprlato chocks should be made with
Dun and Bradstreet and credit agencies to determine if 
there is any pertinent information which will assist in 
further identifying a client or the nature of business 
he might represent. This should be done unless 
information has been provided relative to tac nature of 
the representation by the law firm.

b. Appropriate reviews or cheeks should bo
made of Departmental files or other agencies if necessary.

c. in the event thoro is pertinent information
developed from the file chock or review, then of course 
Departmental and agency attorneys or officials should be 
interviewed. Thereafter, contact ahould bo made with the 
client as outlined above.

d. with respect to clients listed who are
either attorneys or law firms, no investigation in line 
with Departmental instructions is to be conducted with 
respect to determining the nature of thoir representation 
by the instant law firm with tho exception that there may

MlM,

UM- ...  

lieboU _ ■■

a»laobt ._

be pertinent information obtained from the credit checks 
mentioned above obviously requiring investigation#

3. With respect to the allegations which nave been set
»«____ forth above, it la desired that you make certain that all logical 

persons have been interviewed. These refer to the allegations not
^—~Pertalnln^ to clients but rather to those of a nature that Dean
-o--------Schedler served as a “pipeline’* for Peyton pord#
M«. fay . .

Mlwui^______

Cart*

- U -



SAC, Maohington Field

In addition to the above general instructions, the 
following matters are being set out with the specific instructions 
pertaining to each?

1. In the group selected from the list of 1U& clients 
furnished the Chelf Committee by Bergson and Ford, it is noted a 
number of tho clients are individuals* Xn each instance you 
will check and obtain identifying data from the records of Dun 
and Bradstreet and appropriate credit reporting agencies and 
thereafter chock th© department files for any flatter that can be 
identified with these individuals.

2* With further reference to this group, whore it is 
determined toro is no record of a matter in th© Department’s 
files pertaining to th© client, it will not be necessary to 
investigate ths representations of those firms or individuals 
further in tho absence of additional information which suggests 
further investigation*

3* u'itn further reference to the clients, it is noted 
those are five companies on which there are files in the Depart* 
nont but no indication that the subjects are involved, ahese 
companies are, namely:

Dictograph Products Company 
Metal trading Company 
national Bulk Carriers, Inc. 
Publickers Industries 
Lehman Brothers

In these cases tho client should be contacted to determine the 
basis and nature of the representation by the subjects.

U. Xn thia group of clients where it is established 
there is no record of a natter concerning this client in the 
Department, yet an explanation has been received from the Chelf 
Committee as to the nature of the representation, such as a 
matter before the Mage stabilization Board, then the appropriate 
chock should be nade“with that agency other than th© Department 
of Justice to determine the details and nature of the representa
tion.

Tohon .

^— >• With poteneo to fee allegation^ that Peyton Ford
^^-W.M* referred clients to few Bergson Law Firm while I ord was still in 
*—_ the Deportment and the alienation that Ford usurped sene of tho 
^"—~ power of th© Attorney General by directing that all tax compromise 

. cases go through his office, it is suggest d that among others
X?CZ ^ou interview:
Hot? _ .

T»I»t _,



SAC, Washington Field

Blizabotb A* Shows (Ford’s secretary 
at that tine)

A. Devitt Vanooh 
Willisa A* Underhill 

• J* Edward Williams 
Joseph C. Duggan 
Abraham J. Harris 
Clive Dalmer 
Ellis Lyons, who are 

present and former employees in the Department*

6* In connection with the allocations by ^ Lamer 
Caudle that Dean Schedlor was a ’‘pipeline*1 to Peyton Ford after 
Ford loft the Department* you should interview Schedlor for 
all information he may have in this connection*

7* In connection with the investigation of the 
American Socks®Ilers wherein Bergson filed an amicus curiae in 
the Supremo Court on behalf of numerous clients, it is noted 
that one of those individuals was Cotye Products* Ino* Xt is 
further noted that one of the clients, as furnished by the Cholf 
Committee for the instant law firm, is th© instant company and 
a substantial foe was collected by the subjects from this 
company* therefore, contact should be mado with the Cotys 
Products, Inc* to determine th© relationship of the law firm 
representing this company in the American Booksellers ease or 
any other representations by th© law firm*

8* In connection with those companies which are 
developed through interviews with Departmental attorneys as 
companies having litigation with the Department wherein the 
attorneys allege that the handling of the case on tho port of 
the subjects indicated a favorable attitude by the subjects toward 
the defendant companies, you arc Instructed to proceed with 
a review of tho files in th© Department concerning those cases, 
thereoftor conducting appropriate interviews with Departmental 
attorneys and contacting the companies involved to determine th© 
nature of the representation by tho subjects and any connection 
which tho subjects may have with those companies. An example 
of thio type of mutter would be the Flat Glass case and the 
Goat Milk case which have been previously reported by your office.

9* Th© report of SA Jenkins dated August 23, 1952, 
sots out a lead to consider tho advisability of our interviewing 
former Attorney General J. Howard McGrath* This load should be 
held in abeyance pending advice from tho Bureau, or if you deem it 
necessary to interview him at a later date, specifically call this 
to th® attention of tho Bureau*

« 6 -



STANDARD FORM NO. 64 f?

^^WQTandum • UNITED states government- —

DIRECTOR, FBI (62-97558)

SAC, WFO (lj.6-2715)

TO

SUBJECT: PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

On this date while Special Agent BERNARD E. BUSCHER 
was interviewing LEONARD EMMERGLICK, Departmental Attorney, 
he was approached by V/. B.,WATSON SNYDER, another Departmental 
Attorney, and who has been previously interviewed by Special 
Agent BUSCHER, at which time SNYDER mentioned to him that on 
last Friday he had an hour and a half conference with the 
Attorney General and that if the Attorney General did all the 
things he intended to do, that this case would go on indefinitely.

During the course of the conversation, Mr. SNYDER 
mentioned the name of former Attorney General TOM CLARK and 
inquired if Special Agent BUSCHER was ”on that too.1'

SNYDER further stated that the Justice Department 
employees who were to testify before the Chelf Committee today \ 
had been notified that testimony had been postponed indefinitely, X 
but that they had not been dismissed. ^

The above is being furnished for the information of L
the Bureau. P

TJJiPCN (X

Note: 8-27-52 EHW

To date we have received no request to investigate 
Justice Clark, although we have submitted allegations con
cerning him to the Department.

RECORDED-86

ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED DATEJ^Si^BYJ^E&^



FBI, ALBANY 8-28-52 

DIRECTOR, FBI AND SACS, 
PEYTON ^ORD, ETAL, FAG,

MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. REREPS SA T. J.

JENKINS DATED AUG. SIXTEEN AND AUG. TWENTYTHREE, NINETEEN FIFTYTWO, 

AT WASH., DC. REFERENCED REPORT DATED AUG. TWENTYTHREE, FIFTYTWO 

SETS OUT LEAD FOR ALBANY OFFICE TO CONTACT RAY LEUBBE, VICE PRES.

AND GENERAL COUNSEL, GE CO., SCHENECTADY, NY OR. OTHER APPROPRIATE

GE OFFICIALS. INVES. SCHENECTADY DISCLOSES RAY LEUBBE AND HIS'STAFF 

ARE LOCATED GE CO., FIVE SEVEN NAUGHT LEXINGTON AVE., NYC, TELEPHONE 

PLAZA FIVE ONE THREE ONE ONE. NY REQUESTED TO HANDLE INDICATED INVES. 

NY IS IN POSSESSION BOTH REFERENCED REPORTS. RUC.

POWERS

END

A IN 0

WA 2-51 PM OK FBI WA NRB

NY OK FBI NYC DW

DISCMT

RECORDED-86
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S-27-52 . L

’ .WASHINGTON AND NEW YORK FROM WASH FIELD 27 6*M P.K.

/ DIRECTOR AND SAC URGENT ‘

PEYTON' FORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. RE^REPORT

SA THOMAS J. JENKINS DATED AUGU3T TWENTY THREE INSTANT.

WILL INTERVIEW CONGRESSMAN EMANUEL GELLER, ONE FIVE ZERO ®

BROADWAY, NEW YORK CITY, TELEPHONE NUMBER LACKAWANNA FOUR 

. DASH NINE SEVEN ZERO ZERO, AND DETERMINE FROM HIM WETHER 

. ' . OR NOT HE HAS EVER BEEN CONTACTED BY HERBERT BERGSON RELATIVE

TO THE ALUMINUM EXPANSION PROGRAM AND WILL DETERMINE WHETHER

BERGSON, AS COUNSEL FOR ALCOA, ATTEMPTED TO HAVE CELLER CALL i 

• OFF HEARINGS THAT WERE SCHEDULED ON THE ALUMINUM EXPANSION 1 

■ ' . PROGRAM. ALSO DETERMINE FROM (ELLER WHAT PART CURTIS SHEARS

PLAYED IN THE ALUMINUM EXPANSION PROGRAM AS LEGAL COUNSEL FOR

; CELLER’S COMMITTER*. .WILL ALSO DETERMINE WETHER OR NOT SHEARS

/ WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR STOPPING THE MERGER OF THE MINNEAPOLIS ,

/ MINING AND MANUFACTURING COMPANY WITH CARBORONDUM THROUGH

? INTERVENTION WITH CELLER. DETERMINE FROM CELLER WAT PART

THE LAW FIRM OF BERGSON, FORD, ADAMS AND BORKLAND PLAYED IN

; ' THESE MATTERS. THE BUREAU HAS AUTHORIZED INTERVIEW OF CON-

'dvft^ GRESSMAN CELLER AND BASIS FOR INTERVIEW IN SIGNED STATEMENT OF 

r,; ^ * SHEARS IN REFERENCED REPORT. SUTEL.

ejhjad .

_ 46-2715



TO

FROM

Memorandum • united states government

A. ROSE

MR. LADD DATE: AugUSt 2^ 19^2

SUBJECT: PEYTON JORD, ETAL, 
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

'olya

EelflorOc __

'Kttached hereto_is„ a memorandum toy,, th? Attorney 
General, with copies, f orTir. Charles B. Murray, setting forth 
the £^ults~j^J^hg^^ with Mr .Murray and his

Gltvln _
Barto 
foita .

Tel*. Fa. 

^^_-—.

assistant. Miss Bthai Brazwell, by Winterrowd and Supervisor E. C
Williams of the Bureau. * , — - . . -

The (Luejslionj?§a^3qs&^^ he,
de^.ir.ad-.that^the Department and -the Bureau abide by the selected 
list of clients which was provided by Collier from a larger li§t 
supplied, hv Messns^Eord, and Bergson to the Che If Committee. 
Collier had selected those clients which he thought to be 
pertinent and had not provided the names of other clients which 
he said were of a general law practice nature such as divorce 
cases, negligence suits, etc.

It is to be noted that Murray is. of the definite 
opinion that„we should. have the lulXjy.§KjaA.dd,.^ 
during the, conference Cqllier palled Murray^on ^another matter, 
Murray spepificaliy took this. .up. with Collief*® said that he 
wpuIZ'make the entire list available to the Bureau. ' This will 
be obtained. >

Bmi.is,,of the,very definiteppini^^^ the 
Department and the Bureau should conduct an independent exam
ination pf the list and not merely .go op th© .group selected by 
dC oilier. Murray expressed the possibility that there could he 
names of clients which would be of interest or which might 
conceivably be members of the Che If Committee.. He gay© na^ f 
reason for this statement.RECORDED-86 |4^77^r-^

Anpthgx^ hfe. SM^il^ his
request that exploratory interviews be made with officials and 
the ir ass is taht s in other divisions of the Department than the 
Antitrust Division. He was ask^ if these exploratory interview  ̂
shouldbe conducted at this tim^3 in light of the fact that we ff 
have been supplied with the identities of a number of the ^^
clients of the law firm and will be provided with the entire y 
list. He was asked if he wanted these exploratory interviews* 
conducted in view of the fact that we have specific objectives
to investigate in the firm of the additional names which have 
been provided. It is Murray*s opinion that these exploratory 
62-97558 k /

7 SUM 1952 'L M cs ’ t: &
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Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

interviews shouldNbeteferredjanfc^^
oWtmra^W^raFthe need of such exploratory

In addition to the foregoing, the question was raised 
as to whether we should check a large number of companies who 
were listed in a brief .amicus curiae filed by Bergson which, 
according to Information received from. Collier, .were.,gr.o.une.d 
along with a client, namely, Coty1 s..Products. Corporation .which 
paicrHeri^^ ^s matter is„ being .s tudied
by the atTorneys^working on this case in the Department..inasmuch

wereL, in fact, .clients.-Of - the law firm eyen though they were 
listed in the brie f fi le dby*^erg 
MM****»*l******a*swfcmMe««i^w»WK«tt^ww»j»Mw*^^

Finally, a question which was not resolved, in. view

specifically brought up in the, attached..memoEanmim. Briefly 
it is this. ’ ^ supplied., information that jt
had, .been rumored tffit ,^

‘N~e~w Jersey a^^ Air Lines. These are not listed in
2iLH2MX&LWiW^ and,
according to Collier, Bergson and Ford specifically stated they 
are not clients. The specific, questi.on_ls—being posed, to the 
Attorney General and Assistant Attorney General Charles B.. 
Murray 'as‘t'<F^b^H£r^^ be^c on^ucTedre lative
te35I«SQji03aLxs^oA^^

It will.also be noted in the attached memorandum
that Collier advised that in. 19^1..the^AW_£lrjn..j?.e^ 
fee, from the~DallM,?.Lfr^s^a^^........................................................._gnd .
Fisher^ The fee .isfor...an._unkno.wn^ According to-Collier
This law firm include^ th§, brother of Tom C. Clark, former
Attorney General, ^rdark. ,

AjlviceJsJaingj^i^^ 
gation is to be conducted. .

- 2 -



Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

ACTION

There is attached for approval a memorandum directed 
o the Attorney General with copies designated for Assistant 
ttorney General Charles B. Murray.

/

-3 -
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August 25, 19^2

Congressman Frank J» Chelf 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C.

Honorable Sir:

In connection with your Committee investigation 
regarding the activities of Herbert Bergson, I think 
you should inquire as to the disposition of the case 
against the Boxing Commission before the New York Grand

• Jury. Before Mr. Bergson got into the case, one 
Melville Williams, head of the New York Office of the 
Antitrust division, felt he had the kind of case that 
should be presented to a grand jury and prosecuted.

While the Grand Jury was .considering the evidence 
Mr. Bergson called on Melvill^^ifiliams, spent the night 

at Williams home, and the n^xV day or shortly thereafter 
Mr. Williams went before the Grand Jury and recommended 
that they Not indict.

It might be well also to find out how Mr. Bergson 
got the case of the I.B.C.

Sincerely yours,

An interested observer



$h© Attorney Conceal August 2% 1952
becoroemm / -• 

^ Di roc tor, FBI V
« PERSONAL AND CODPIDnta

PELTON FORD, ET AL
fraud against the government
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE
FBI file 62-97558

ft- I am attaching to this memorandum and
j^ to the copies of this memorandum designated for

J Mr. Murray a copy of a memorandum dated August 28, 1952.

"^ v ^ This memorandum sots forth information
A a' 0 concerning Curtis Shears, attorney in the Lands

V$ nz Division of the Department, which information was 
“J . r furnished by Mr. George B. Haddock, trial attorney

M in the Antitrust Division of the Department.
vV

In view of the nature of this information, 
which concerns an administrative matter of tho 
Department, no investigation is contemplated by the 
Bureau.

Enplo^u)?6
— PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

cc - 2 - Assistant Attorney General Charles B. Murray 
Criminal Division 

(V/Enql^si^o)



STANDARD FORM NO. 64

SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

DIRECTOR, FBI (62-97558) DATE: August 28, 1952

SAC, WO (U6-2715)

PEYTON~F®ID; HERBERT AUGUSTUS BERGSON; 
HERBERT-rSORKUND; ALBERT F. ADAMS;
SUMNER MURRAY-REDSTONE
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT;
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

closed' is a memorandum setting forth information Concerning 
------- ARS, Departmental Attorney, as furnished by GEORGE B. HADDOCK, 
Trial/Section, Antitrust Division, Department of Justice# This^ information 
was obtained during the course of the investigation concerning captioned 
matter* 

Enc. 
EJH:AD

becorde*^ (
ŜEPI 3 1.1952

20
INDEXED-™4





SAC^ Oklahoma Cflty U6-539) \/ ’y August--2^^ 19$Z

Director, W ( 62*^7558)

■ ’.PEYTON FORD, et al
FRAUD AGAINST/THE ^

- MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE, ; ;

Rerep SA Wesley G« Grapp dated August 14, 1952«, 
Attached te this memorandum is a copy of rerepwhich J
apparently was., inadvertently furnished the Bureau and is ;
being returned for the completion of you? records® .

ECW:dw^>) " ■ < " /



FLD 72

i SACS

.W1^ CF ’westjcatiohI V.iftPARTNENT OF JUSTICE 

OttlMlOIIS SECTION

BOSTON 2 FROM NEW YORK

URGENT

27

PEYTON FORD, ETAL, FAG. MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. REREP THOMAS J.

JENKINS AUG TWENTY THREE LAST, WASHINGTON, DC AND WFOTEL TO^NY AUG

TWENTY SIX LAST. INTERVIEW HAROLD C. PAULL, CHAIRMAN OF BOARD OF

FIRST FEDERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATION, PROVIDENCE, R. I. , AND 

G. MERLYN O-KEEFE, CARE OF O-KEEFE MOTORS, PROVIDENCE, R. I. BOTH 

OF WHOM ARE FORMER DIRECTORS OF E. LEITZ CO., NYC, RE DETAILS OF 

HAROLD E. HOROWITZ APPOINTMENT TO BOARD AND THE RETAINING BY LEITZ 

OF-SUBJECT LAW FIRM. ALL PERSONS SHOULD BE QUESTIONED THOROUGHLY, 
M
» AND BY WHOM THE ABOVE ACTS WERE INITIATED AND ALSO ANY

KNOWLEDGE THEY HAVE OF ANY INFLUENCE ANY OF SUBJECTS USED IN DECISIONS 

MADE OR ACTIONS RE THE E. LEITZ CO. REFER TO PAGES FIFTY THREE 

THROUGH EIGHTY EIGHT OF REREP FOR INFO OF VALUE IN CONDUCTING '

INTERVIEWS. J. HOWARD MC.GRATH FORMER ATTORNEY GENERAL, IS ALLEGED ' 

TO BE ASSOCIATED WITH G. MERLYN O-KEEFE IN 0- KEEFE MOTORS. BUDED

THIRTY NEXT.

BOARDMAN

BOTH AAD'PLS-a^P©

444 ^
WA VNY R 72 4a SJB

SEP 9BS NY irirss WAM

CORR L 9 WD 1 "HOW"

LAST LINE WD 1’"AUG"



MSH FED AND WASHINGTON 11 FROM BOSTON

DIRECTOR AND SAC 
PEYTON ?ORD ET A

URGENT

PEYTON TORD ET AL FAG, MIO. REREP SA THOMAS J. JENKINS DATED AUG.

TWENTY TWO LAST AT WASHINGTON, D. C. RICHARD B. CROSS, MEMBER, WASH

INGTON REGIONAL RENEGOTIATIONS BOARD INTERVIEWED AT MANCHESTER, MASS. 

STATES HAS NO RECOLLECTION OF PETER THOMPSON OR REVELL DASH THOM

PSON AND COMPANY - NINETEEN FORTY FIVE CASE. HE DOES NOT RECALL LETTER 

DATED NOV. SIXTEEN, NINETEEN FIFTY ONE BY SUMNER M. REDSTONE OF THE 

LAW FIRM OF FORD, BERGSON, ADAMS, AND BORKLAND. HE ADVISED PROCEDURE 

ON SUCH A REQUEST IS TO ALLOW FIRM OR ITS REPRESENTATIVE TO SEE CON

TENTS OF FILE AS TO INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY THE FIRM. ALL OTHER 

MATTERS ARE REMOVED FROM FILE. BELIEVES INSTANT LETTER HANDLED BY 

SUMNER MARCUS PRESENTLY ASSOCIATE CONSUL. TO RENEGOTIATIONS BOARD, fgg 

MERLY COUNSEL, NAVY RENEGOTIATIONS DIVISION UNDER CROSS OR MARCUS-S 

ASSISTANT, NOEL WOODHOUSE. HOWEVER, MARCUS OR WOODHOUSE WOULD HAVE 

DISCUSSED THE REQUEST WITH CROSS FOR A DECISION PRIOR TO PERMITTING THE 

FILE TO BE REVIEWED B^gSg^§^PRE^  ̂ THOMPSON.
CROSS HAS NO RECOLLECTION OF SEEING THElEIT^ .OR EVER^VlNG DISCUSSED 

THE REVELL DASH THOMPSON C^TWITK REDSTONE OR ANY OTHER MEMBER OF THE 
END OF PAGE ONE ............... C C- T^V)A>M

^ SEP 9' 1952 %
SVO COPIES !7FO



PAGE TWO

LAW FIRM OF FORD, BERGSON, ADAMS, AND BORKLAND. HE IS NOT ACQUAINTED 

WITH ANY OF THE ABOVE MEMBERS OF THE LAW FIRM AND RECALLS ONLY THAT 

FORD WAS A PROMINENT MEMBER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SOMETIME IN THE 
PAST.' CROSS STATES INITIALS ON THE REDSTONE LETTER DATED NOV. SIXTEEN 

LAST MAY POSSIBLY BE HIS OR THOSE OF MARCUS OR WOODHOUSE. CROSS BELIE

VES HE WOULD BE ABLE TO IDENTIFY THE INITIALS IF HE IS GIVEN THE OPP

ORTUNITY OF SEEING THE DOCUMENT. CROSS LEAVING MANCHESTER, MASS. TODAY 

PLANNING TO RETURN TO WASHINGTON, D. C., ARRIVING THERE FRIDAY EVENING 

MNEXT. MAY BE REACHED AT HIS RESIDENCE THREE TWO THREE EIGHT 

QUOTE R UNQUOTE STREET, N. W. , WASHINGTON, D. C. MARCUS MAY BE REA

CHED THROUGH RENEGOTIATIONS BOARD, MC SHANE BUILDING, INDIANA AVE., 

WASHINGTON, D. C. AND WOODHOUSE IN CARE OF NAVY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF 

SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, WASHINGTON, D. C. RESIDENCE ADDRESS OF MARCUS 

AND WOODHOUSE NOT KNOWN TO CROSS BUT IT IS BELIEVED THAT BOTH RESIDE IN 

VIRGINIA NEAR WASHINGTON, D. C. RUC REPORT OF SA JOSEPH P. MC DONOUGH 

WILL BE MAILED AUG. TWENTY EIGHT NEXT.

HOSTETTER

1 
4

HOLD PLS



FBI NEW HAVEN -'8-28-52 7-09 PM

DIRECTOR, FBI URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MIO. BUFILE SIXTYTWO.DASH

FIVE FIVE EIGHT. INVESTIGATION THIS OFFICE COMPLETED. REPORT SA

EDGAR C. PARKHURST DATED AUG.

THIRTIETH.

CASPER

TWENTYNINTH WILL REACH BUREAU AUG

7-07 PM OK FBI WA MFCWA

END

V



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
R>nnKo,l
Thiscaseoriginated at, WASHINGTON FIEID

REPORT MADE AT

CLEVELAND

DATE WHEN 
MADE 

8/30/52
PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE 

8/29/52

REPORT MADE BY *

KENNETH C. HOT® EGK

TITLE

PEYTON FORD, ET AL

SYNOPSIS OF FACTSl

DETAILS:

/ ee ^^>^^^

i2A^w*i ee

CHARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

RAI GEORGE JETER, B.F. Goodrich Co., 
Akron, interviewed and gave informa
tion identical with that received 
earlier from individuals at Goodrich 
and set forth in re report

RAI G. 
counse 
Akron,

andgeneral 
Goodrich Company, 

Ohio, was interviewed and
gave information concerning instant 
matter very parallel to that previ
ously received from KIIMAN and COUTS 
of that company as set forth in re 
report of SA KENNETH C. HCWE dated
August 16, 1952, at Cleveland

JETER stated tha first inkling Good
rich had either formally or otherwise 
that any governmental action with 
respect to its foreign trade agree
ment was even a possibility was in 
July, 19$1, when their Cleveland 
office received a call from the Re
gional Anti-Trust Office at that

8W!

APPROVED AND, 
FORWARDED! DO NOT WRITE IN THESE SPACES

OF

COPIES OF TH IS REPORT 

0- Bureau (62-97558) (AMSD) 

3 - Washington Field (U6-2715) 
2 - Cleveland (h6-1023) 
COPIES DESTROYED

169 DEC 2 1964________ __
PROPERTY OF FBI—THIS CONFIDENTIAL REPORT AND ITS CONTENTS ARE LOANED TO YOU BY THE FBI 

AGENCY TO WHICH LOANED.
_ & - # ^tWVttNKNTniNTMflOMICI 10—59255-3
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point. It was not until later however, that the company decided to retain 
counsel. JETER decided on BERGSON because be knew 'him from negotiations 
on the case entitled, "U. S. vs Association of American Battery Manufac
turers, Etal" and considered him a very able man. He said he had known 
BERGSON casually prior to the battery case but had never talked to him on 
any official matter in which B.F. Goodrich had an interest. He knew BERG
SON had left the Department and was in private practice since he had re
ceived a routine printed announcement to this effect when BERGSON left the 
Department in September, 19^0* He emphasized that handling of instant case 
was in nowise solicited by BERGSON or any member of the law firm or was it 
arranged through any third party. JETER said the retention of BERGSON and 
his law firm was entirely at the initiative of Goodrich. He said he no 

longer has the card which he received anno^u^cing BERGSON'S entry into pri
vate practice but added that this was in nm®a concrete or speculative 
soliciation of business but rather was routine card announce
ment which is regularly sent out by indiiffl®whentthey enter into private 

practice, change their office location, ,

JETER said as had KIM and GOUTS that neither BERGSON nor any 
member of the law firm had ever done any favors for Goodrich while they 
were with the Department. He gave the same detail As to payment to be made 
to a law firm as had KIM and GOUTS, all of which is in re report.

Subject law firm JETER said never represented Goodrich on any other 
matter in the past and is handling in the present only this one matter. He 
said he had no knowledge of the firm's other business.

- ^U C

- 2 -
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REFERENCE: Report of SA KENNETH C. H® dated 8/16/52.
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Th© Attorney General September 2, 19^2

Director, FBI PERSONAL Aim CONFIDENTIAL
i

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

t

RECORDED -65
I am attaching to this memorandum and to the 

copies designated for Mr, Murray a copy of a memorandum 
received from our Washington Field Office and dated August 
26, 19^2# The attachment sets forth information furnished 

^ b^ Curtis Shears of the Lands Division*

It is requested that you advise what specific 
investigation should be conducted in this matter*

Attachment

cot 2-Assistant Attorney General PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 
Charles B* Murray (Attachment)

ToWa

CUgg ■ _ 
GUv»__ _

Man* 
blecat

TeXe* ^T..
KeaSc. .
OaMy . t

ECW:earn 
62-97558



SARD FORM NO. $4

. office Memorandum • united states government

TO

from Mr. Ro

Mr. Lad date: September 2, 1952

SUBJECT: PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Curtis Shears, Lands Division, Department of 
Justice, when interviewed in connection with captioned 
matter advised that Mathias Orfield, Attorney, now employed 
in the Lands Division, and formerly employed in the Antitrust 
Div ion, had handled the merger of tha^qited States Steel 

a Steel. ---------------——■—.

ciavin

kOs»r, 

Traer ___

>i*fto .

Kms» .

and

Shears stated that Orfield told him on a number of 
occasions he had bitterly protested the merger of these two 
companies but had been overruled by his superiors. Shears 
did not know who Orfield’s superiors were or details relating 
to the merger, but he believed that Orfield was transferred to 
the Lands Division because of his protestations. In addition, 
Shears stated he believes that former Attorney General 
Tom Clark played an important part in the merger of these two 
companies and suggested an interview of Orfield to develop 
further facts of this case.

ACTION:

There is attached for your approval a memorandum to 
ihe Attorney General with copies for Assistant Attorney 
General Murray enclosing copies of a memorandum dated August t 
2£, 1952, setting forth the above information. The Department 
is being requested to advise what specific investigation should 
be conducted in this matter

Attachment EX-141

INDEXED - 65
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STANDARD FORM NO. 64

Office Memorandum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO :

FROM :

SUBJECT:

Mr* Ladd

Mr* RoseiK/ 

PEYTON^EORD, ET AL

DATE: August 29, 19^2

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

W1K>U— 

g^rg

MfholS

Truy ■ _ 

Karbo 

&*lmoBt^

Gordon Grant, attorney Antitrust Division, when Ttlt< SOOS—

interviewed in connection with captioned matter furnished the"’1”-----  
following information* He stated that he learned from Pairl 
Hadlick, former attorney of the Antitrust Division, that 
Hadlick while employed as legal counsel for the Gillette 
Committee investigating the/pi & P case received a telephone 
call from a person who identTf iedThimself as Bergson and who 
asked that Hadlick send exhibits and statistics that had been
prepared by the Gillette Committee on the A & P case*

According to Grant, Hadlick at first thought the 
call was from Herbert Bergson whereas it was actually made by 
a brother of Herbert Bergson, first name unknown, who was 
understood to represent the A & P interests at the time he 
made the telephone call* Hadlick did not know whether the 
person who made the call had consulted with Herbert Bergson, 
and it was his opinion, although he did not know for sure, 
that the statistics and exhibits would in all probability be 
forwarded to the office of Herbert Bergson in the Department 
of Justice*

Grant stated further that he does not know the 
exact date of the call nor does he know whether Herbert Bergson 
was still employed by the Department at the time of the Gillette 
hearings on the A & P matter*

ACTION:

There is attached for your approval a letter to 
the Attorney General with copies for Assistant Attorney 
General Murray, attaching a memorandum setting forth the above 
information and requesting advice as to what specific inves
tigation should be conducted.



STANDARD FORM NO. 64

^Office lAem^mdum • united st^es government

to : DIRECTOR, FBI (62-9755$) DATE: August 2$, 1952

SAC, WFO (46-2715)

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

There are being transmitted herewith the original 
and four copies of a Blind Memorandum containing information 
which was obtained from Department of Justice Attorney JUDSON 
W. BOWLES when he was interviewed in connection with the above 
matter on August 22, 1952, by Special Agents CHARLES H. SCHAFER 
and ALPHONSE F. CALABRESE.

This information was obtained as a result of a 
query as to whether he knew of any irregularities or use of 
pressure in cases in the Department of Justice.

Mr. BOWLES stated that he did not desire to go into 
the specific details of the case reported until he received 
authority to do so from the Attorney General since he had a 
question in his mind as to whether the information furnished 
was within the scope of the investigation.

AFC:DJM
Enclosures: 5'(y ee

EX-141
RECORDED ■ 65

INDEXED - 65
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. '' On. August 22^ 195$v j^W-W BOWiM>>Trial- f
■ 'Attorney ^ftAdminlstrattye; ReUtiens: #®#MoU» • GrMiiiaXDMsinn i 

Department of Justlcet adirised t&t Aa had ;recelveOft;call-ft.
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& been arfested_-bn-- warrant&:-''^ich were . obt^inedJb3c-S^.istlgatori 
.: 'CitMOiSft&OtaiB^^ ABoording-'U->i ■ \

BOWLES, the Sei3r0tary of thiTCongressffian stat.ed that #r
. Congressman kn©w?hw#e- two men and did -hot. believe■ that-; .
:'they wiiltf -# ehythihg :brimi^lly''^wrpng- and. -further'.that. the i 
Secretary stated thatftshdftMbwftthat'•^^
lUe Wteeo; the -case .droppe^ ag^^ under any
circumstances,

i.-<-'-;-v---'V-;ft% -ft He;.adyisc<;W^ 3e;ito went.;<hi<t^^^
: CGngreaiMihfc^ thaty tMcwa^inAi^ and did he think it

■r was proper/orherto ■tfldW-<;le^ t© Hb» >•" BOW§ift; a 
concerning their^brivbwtibfo^^^^^ ' that he the® told

ft-.''her- that he; felt>W$ft£t\:wahfthot<>«$iw^
. letter and that he did hot even consider it proper for her to

■;make the call..and suggest r;thCft-drpppi^gft pf<the; case^ftft;. -

■■ He. .said. the'matter1 U ^Mil pending >4 that Just' 
< ■ recently he had- advised the United States;Attorney •'inftW-^-i 

Judiciary District where the offense, was committed to present 
■■'■;M matter 'toftthe-©rand'Jnrjh'ft^^'advisM-.that-.therh.:a^^  
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STAK&ARD FORM NO. 6* f

Office Memorandum • united states government

TO DIRECTOR, EBI (62-97558) DATE: AugUSt 26, 1952

SAC, WFO (U6-2715)

to; .HERBERT AUGUSTUS
.ND; ALBERT F. 

auni'Wj uuiWDft nuiuuix-iwDSTONE 
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT; 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Rereps of Special Agent THOMAS J. JENKINS, dated August 16 
and 23, 1952, at Washington, D. C.

Enclosed herewith find four memoranda, the details of which 
were obtained through interview in the above-captioned matter.
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RE: MATHIAS ORFIELD, Attorney
Lands Division
United States Department of Justice

During an interview with CURTIS SHEARS, Lands 
Division, Department of Justice, by Special Agents WILLIAM E. 
FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES on August 1$, 1952, he was 
asked whether he was aware of cases in the Department of 
Justice which might possibly indicate the presence of 
misconduct or malfeasance on the part'of anyone in the 
Department.

CURTIS SHEARS advised that MATHIAS ORFIELD, Attorney
now employed in the Lands Division and formerly employed in 
the Anti Trust Division, had handled the merger omL S. Steel 
aM^Qeneva Steel. --- -

He stated that ORFIELD told him on a number of 
occasions that he,* ORFIELD, had bitterly protested the 
merger of these companies, but had been over ruled by his 
superiors. SHEARS advised that he does not know who ORFIELD’s 
superiors were nor any of the details relating to the U.S. 
Steel - Geneva merger, but he believes that because of 
ORFIELD*s protestations he was shunned off to the Lands 
Divisidn.

In addition SHEARS informed that he believes that 
former Attorney General TOBQLARK played an important part 
in the merger of the above-m^htioned companies and suggested 
an interview of ORFIELD to develop further facts of this case.

EECLOSUkk
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RE: JOHN SONNETT
Former Assistant Attorney General
United States Department of Justice

During an interview with CURTIS SHEARS, Lands 
Division, Department of Justice, by Special Agents WILLIAM E. 
FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES on August IS, 1952, he was 
asked whether he was aware of -cases in the Department of 
Justice which might possibly indicate the presence of 
misconduct or malfeasance on the part of anyone in the 
Department.

In this connection, SHEARS related the background 
of a Criminal anti racketeering case which he had tried 
for the Criminal Division in Philadelphia./ This case 
involved the Teamster’s Locals Union and Perishable Food- 
Trade Association in that city. SHEARS recalled theoriginal 
complaint was l^irst scrutinized in the Department to determine 
whether the strongest Government case would be in the 
Criminal Field or in the Anti Trust Field. Both the Anti 
Trust Division and Criminal Division were instructed to write 
memoranda reflecting the merits of the case in their particular 
field.

In the Anti Trust Division the case was assigned to 
SHEARS and he wrote a memorandum indicating he believed the 
Anti Trust Case would be relatively weak as- compared to the 
Criminal angle. SHEARS stated he learned the Criminal Division 
had submitted a similar memorandum indicating the Criminal 
§ngle was weak.

SHEARS recalled TOM CLARK, then Attorney General,- 
called him in and stated he believed some action should be 
taken in the case, but that two of his Assistant Attorney 
Generals had both indicatedtWe case was weak. Previously za 
SHEARS had learned from JOHNMffiTT, the Head of the Anti 
Trust Division, that he, WM7~would be reluctant to 
recommend action in this case since he felt he would be 
hurting his chance to become a Federal Judge in New York should 
he initiate action against Labor once again. SHEARS inferred 
that SONNETT had incurred the wrath of Labor only shortly 
before this case.

He stated he tried the criminal case for the Depart
ment in 194^ and won the case but the anti trust angle has
never been pursued.
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SHEARS related that after TOM CLARK had discussed 
the case with him, the Attorney General decided to take 
action on the criminal aspect of the matter. The anti trust angle 
was dropped. SHEARS recalled this decision of the Attorney 
General displeased SONNETT greatly.

SHEARS related this instance to illustrate how a 
case might be handled in the Department if one of the Heads 
of the Department did not desire action to be taken fearing 
such action would hurt his best interests either personally or 
politically. In this case JOHN SONNETT did not desire to 
injure his chance of becoming a Mew York Federal Judge.

- 2 -



TOBACCO INTERESTS IN NORTH CAROLINA

During an interview with CURTIS SHEARS, Lands 
Division Attorney, Department of Justice, by Special Agents 
WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES on August IS, 
1952, he was asked whether he was awara of any cases in the 
Department of Justice which might possibly indicate the 
presence of misconduct or malfeasance on the part of anyone 
in the Department*

SHEARS advised that on one occasion just two 
or three months prior to T* LAMAR CAUDLE’S appearance before 
the King Committee on Capitol Hill, CAUDLE telephonically 
inquired of him as to what the Antitrust Division’s intention 
was regarding the case involving the tobacco companies of 
North Carolina. SHEARS recalls that CAUDLE, then Head of the 
Tax Division of the Department of Justice, understopd the Anti- 
trust Division had cases._p.ep^ing against the R. J^ReyAQlds cc^f? 
andTmerican. Tobacco^Gomp^^ desired to know what the” 
complaint was and if the Department intended to proceed 
against the tobacco companies. SHEARS further recalls he was 
aware the Division had some sort of interest in a tobacco case, 
but suggested to CAUDLE that the Head of the Antitrust Division 
be contacted to obtain the desired information.

SHEARS points out he understands CAUDLE was 
very friendly with tobacco interests in North Carolina. He 
also noted he never heard whether any action was taken in 
the tobacco case by the Division. He suggested if no action 
was taken, CAUDLE may have been responsible for having the 
intended action stopped.
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MIg interviewing GORDON G2AM, Business Economist, 
Legislative and Clearance Section, Antitrust Division, United 
States Department of Justice, on August 21, 1952, he furnished 
the following information:

He stated that PAUL KADLICK, former Attorney, Antitrust 
Division, told him that he, KADLICK, while employed as Legal 
Counsel for the Gillette Committee investigating aspects of ths 
A £2 £ case, received the foilwing telephone call:

Ho informed that the caller, who identified himself 
as BERGSON, asked that he, HADLICK, send over to him exhibits 
and statistics that had been prepared by the Gillette Committee 
on the A A ? case*

In this connection, GRANT advised that KADLICK told 
him that he thought it was HERBERT BERGSON who was actually 
making the telephone call, whereas it was a brother of HERBERT 
3LTOH, whose first name he does not recall* He stated that 
he learned later that HERBERT BERGSON’S brother was represent
ing the A Ci P interests at the tine ho made this call.

GRANT further stated that KADLICK remarked to him 
that ho thought this action on the part of HERBERT BERGSON’S 
brother was highly unethical inasmuch as he was representing 
A £2 P. Ho did not knot? whether __________^JOGSON had consulted 
with HERBERT BERGSON before making the above mentioned telephone 
call# In this regard, he advised that although he did not 
know, it was KADLICK*3 opinion that the statistics and exhibits 
would in all probability be forwarded to the offices of HERBERT 
BERGSON in the Department of Justice. GRANT advised that he 
does not recall the exact date BERGSON called KADLICK, nor docs 
he know whether HERBERT BERGSON was still employed by the 
Department at the time of the Gillette hearings on th© A & ? 
matter.



RE: Mr.\jfBERGSON

While interviewing GORDON GRANT, Business Economist, 
Legislative and Clearance Section, Antitrust Division, United 

’States Department of Justice, 6n August 21, 1952, he furnished 
the following information:

He stated that PAUL HADLICK, former Attorney, Antitrust 
Division, told him that he, HADLICK, while employed as Legal 

^Counsel for the Gillette Committee investigating aspects of the 
jpUrP case, received the following telephone call:

He informed that the caller, who identified himself 
as BERGSON, asked that he, HADLICK, send over to him exhibits 

. and statistics that had been prepared by the Gillette Committee 
on the A & P case.

In this connection, GRANT advised that HADLICK told 
him that he thought it was HERBERT BERGSON who was actually 
making the telephone call, whereas it was a brother of HERBERT 
BERGSON, whose first name he does not recall. He stated that 
he learned later that HERBERT BERGSON’S brother was represent
ing the A & P interests at the time he made this call.

GRANT further stated that HADLICK remarked to him 
that he thought this action on the part of HERBERT BERGSON’s 
brother was highly unethical inasmuch as he was representing 
A & P. He did not know whether ______________ BERGSON had consulted
with HERBERT BERGSON before making the above mentioned telephone 
call. In this regard, he advised that although he did not 
know, it was HADLICK’s opinion that the statistics and exhibits 
would in all probability be forwarded to the offices of HERBERT 
BERGSON in the Department of Justice. GRANT advised that he 
does not recall the exact date BERGSON called HADLICK, nor does 
he know whether HERBERT BERGSON was still employed by the 
Department at the time of the Gillette hearings on the A & P 
matter.
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8/28/52 ■
REPORT MADS DY

RICHARD S. BEIER >c

Tm"E
LEYTON FORD, Et Al

HARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERN- 
KENT; MISCONDUCT IN OFEtC:

SYNOPSIS OF FACTS: Mr. QUINCY D* BALDWIN, General Counsel, 
Lamp Department, General Electric Com
pany, Cleveland, had 3 to 5 conferences 
with Mr. BERGSON in connection with 
settlement of GE Lamp Case. BALDWIN 
considered BERGSON one of the most re
liable and forthright men he came in 
contact with at Department of Justice. 
He considered BERGSON(s views to be al
ways in favor of the Government and 
never attempted to show favor or give 
any special consideration to GE.

DETAILS:
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At Cleveland, Ohio

Mr. QUINCY D, BALDWIN, General Counsel, Lamp 
Z , DepartmentElectric Company, Nela

/ ^ o- <<XzZ,<i»A>a_^5’ari and Noble Road, upon interview advised
that he and other attorneys for the General ^t 
Electric Company had on various occasions 
contacted Mr. HERBERT BERGSON of the Depart

ement of Justice in Washington, D.C., but he
could not recall the exact dates. Mr. BALDWIN 
stated that it is his recollection that they 
contacted Mr. BERGSON approximately 3 to 5 
times. He also recalled having conferences 
with Mr. TIMBERG and a Mr. JAMES.
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46-1023

Mr. BALDWIN advised that during these conferences with 
Mr. BERGSON he considered him to be one of the most reliable and 
forthright persons that he and the other attorneys dealt with at 
the Department of Justice. He stated that he believed that his 
views concerning BERGSON were also shared by the other representa 
tives of the General Electric who were at the conferences. Mr. 
BALDYJIN advised that at no time during his contacts did BERGSON 
in any way intimate, suggest, or in any way show any special con
sideration or favors toward the General Electric Company in the 
handling of the Damp Case.

Mr. BALDWIN stated that BERGSON’S views during the con
ferences were always in favor of the Government. In fact, it was 
Mr. BALDWIN’S opinion that BERGSON sometimes shaded his opinions 
to that of Mr. TIMBERG’s.

- BENDING -
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GV. R. 0. 
46-1023

ADMINISTRATIVE

HEADS

CHEVEDAND

At Akron, Ohio

Will interview RAY G. JETER, Secretary and General 
Counsel, B. F. Goodrich Company, upon his return to Akron.

REFERENCE: Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS at Washington
Eield, 8/23/52.
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pany, Cleveland, had 5 to 5 conferences 
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settlement of GE damp Case. MET® 
considered BERGGOIT one of the most re
liable and forthright men he can© in 
contact with at Department of Justice, 
lie considered BERGCOR’s views to be al- 
WF in favor of the Government and 
never attempted to show favor or give 
any special consideration to GE.

-B-

BBW At Cleveland, Ohio

Bopaxtent, General Electric Company, Bela 
Bark and Hohle Road, upon interview advised 
that ho and other attorneys for tho General 
Electric Company had on various occasions

nent of Justice in tachington, D.C., tut he 
could not recall the exact dates. Dr. 
stated that it is his recollection that they 
contacted Er. BERGSOH approximately 5 to 5 
times. Ke also recalled having conferences
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THIS CASE ORIGINATED AT WASHINGTON FIELD FILE NO. EJC

SYNOPSIS OF FACTS:

REPORT MADE AT

NEW YORK
Title

/ee

AGENCY TO WHICH LOANED.

APPROVED 
FORWARD

DATE WHEN

8/^2
PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE 

8/25-29/52

PEYTON FORD; HERBERT AUGUSTUS 
HERBERT-FORKLAND; ALBERT F.^A 
SUMNER MURRAYWREDSTOJJE

i BERGSON; 
.DAMS;

REPORT MADE DY

JOHN M. DUNAY, JR. (A)

CHARACTER OF CASE

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

PHILIP H. DEUTGHMAN, Secretary and Treasurer, 
E. Leitz, Inc., in sworn statement advises- 
that DON EMMERT, Alien Property Custodian 
employee, in Kaych 1948 presented a power of 
attorney from the Alien Property Custodian 
which was voted in favor of HAROLD E. HOROWITZ 
to become a director of E. Leitz, Inc. ROBERT 
E. GIAUQUE does not know how HOROWITZ became 
a director or who first suggested his name. 
JOHN C. KELLY,,former,director of E. Leitz, 
Inc., did not know HOROWITZ until he was 
introduced at a directors’ meeting.by a person 
from the Alien Property Custodian’s Office. 
None of above knew of any influence exerted 
by subjects on any decisions or actions of 
E. Leitz, Inc. EDWARD J. CHAPMAN not available 
for interview until 9/2/52. C. GORDON LAMUDE 
advised that E. Leitz matter was handled out

^> y of Washington, DC, and that HOROWITZ was 
elected to Board of Directors on 5/3/48 prior 
to his own election on 6/14/48. LAMUDE says 
BERGSON’S law firm was retained 2/9/51 Ly ' ' 
Board of Directors’ resolution after discussion 

" about need for administrative legal representation 
in Washington, DC, and after BAYNTON or RUBIN 
advised that Department would not object. 
LAMUDE has no knowledge of attempted influence 
by anyone. Assistant Attorney General JAMES 
McINERNEY states conference with US District 
Court Judge GANEY, et al, relative to Treasury 
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SYNOPSIS: (Confci.)

Department cooperation was held in Hay 
1951. Details of conference set out, 
l-iclBSRI® Imows of no influence or 
pressure on Philadelphia Grand Jury 
and no connection of subjects or their law 
firm with the Grand Jury or witnesses, 
SIGMUND TIMBERG out of country on United 
nations business and expected to return 
late October next. H£ Office, Anti-Trust 
Division, files on Perfume-Toilet Goods 
investigation negative as to subjects or 
their firm. Sworn statement of JOHN F, 
SONNETT set out. Subjects or their firm 
never represented General Electric 
Company. Congressman EMANUED CEW 
not available until 9/2/52.
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NY !|.6«2603 E. EEIJZ, ING.
INTERVIEW OF PHILIP H. DEUTCHMAN

< Mr. PHILIP H. DEUTCHMAN, Secretary and Treasurer of
E/S^eitz, _Inc», 301|. Hudson Street, New York City, Was interviewed 
by SAA ROBERT J. PETERSEN and the writer.

DEUTCHMAN advised that in his position as Secretary 
and Treasurer he attended all the Board of Directors* meetings 
during HAROLD El>§pROWITZ* tenure with E. Leitz, Inc# as a 
member of the Board of Directors, Chairman of the Board and 
President of the Corporation# DEUTCHMAN furnished the following 
sworn signed statement pertaining to his knowledge about 
HOROWITZ* association with E. Leitz, Inc# and whether or not 
any influence was executed by subject firm in behalf of E# 
Leitz, Inc.j

“New York, N.Y# 
August 27, 1952

"I, PHILIP H. DEUTCHMAN, make the following 
statement voluntarily and under oath to JOHN M. DUNAY, Jr# and 
ROBERT J. PETERSEN who have identified themselves to me as 
Special Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. No threats 
or promises of reward have been made to induce me to submit this 
statement and I know it may be used against me and/or others in 
a court of law# ■

“I am Secretary and Treasurer of E. Leitz Company, 
301}. Hudson Street, N#Y«C# and have been associated with this 
company in various capacities since January 1942#

“HAROLD E. HOROWITZ was first elected to the Board 
of Directors of E. Leitz Company in March I9I4.8, at which time 
all of the capital stock of the company was owned by the Alien 
Property Custodian# This election took place at a stockholders 
meeting and to the best of my recollection a Mr. DO^EMMERT, 
then an employee of the Alien Property Custodian, attended this 
meeting and presented a power of attorney issued by the Alien 
Property Custodian, authorizing EMMERT to vote in the election 
of Directors# EMMERT voted all the stock for HAROLD E. HOROWITZ 
to be elected to the Board of Directors. Mr# HOROWITZ had no ' 
prior connection with E. Leitz and Co#, and he continued as a. 
director until May or June 191|-8 when he was elected Chairman 
of the Board of Directors# In 1950 or early 1951 HOROWITZ also *
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’’became President of the firm and he served as President and 
Chairman of the Board until August 20, 1952 when he resigned 
both offices.

”1 do not know why EMMERT voted all the stock in 
favor of HAROLD E. HOROWITZ and I do not know who first proposed 
that HOROWITZ be made a director of the company*

”ln January 1951# when problems were arising as to 
wage stabilization regulations, OPS regulations and Fair Trade 
regulations, Mr, HOROWITZ suggested that E. Leitz Company hire 
a law firm then known as Bergson, Adams and Borkland, Washington, 
D.C. to handle the aforementioned problems. Mr. HOROWITZ felt 
that the firm needed additional legal counsel and Bergson, 
Adams and Borkland were retained at a fee of $12,000.00 per 
annum. This firm represented-E. Leitz Company through April 
1952 when they withdrew. I do not now know the reason for 
their withdrawal.

”1 do not know of any influence or pressure extended 
by the above mentioned law firm on behalf of E. Leitz Company 
and they served only as a source of legal advice and counsel.

”l have read this statement consisting of this and 
two prior pages and is true to the best of my knowledge and 
belief.

/s/ PHILIP H. DEUTCHMAN

’’Subscribed and sworn to before 
me this 27th day of August 1952

JOHN M. DUNAY, Jr. Special Agent, FBI, NYC

ROBERT J. PETERSEN, Special Agent, FBI, NYC.”

INTERVIEW OF ROBERT EDOUARD GIAUQUE

ROBERT E. GIAUQUE, Assistant Treasurer and Enginee‘r, 
E. Leitz, Inc., 30l|. Hudson Street, New York, New York, was inter
viewed by SAA ROBERT J. PETERSEN and the writer at which time he 
supplied the following information in a sworn signed statement 
which reads as followst

. 3



NY l}.6~2603

- "New York. N.Y. 
August 28, 19^2

“I, ROBERT EDOUARD GIAUQUE, make the following 
statement voluntarily and under oath to JOHN M. DUNAY, Jr. and 
ROBERT J* PETERSEN who have identified themselves to me as 
Special Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, U. S. 
Department of Justice. No threats or promises of reward have 
"been made to induce me to submit this statement and I know it 
may be used against me and/or others in a court of law.

”1 have been employed by E. Leitz, Inc., 301}. Hudson 
St., N.Y.C. as. an Engineer since Nov. 1, 1911-6 and in April or 
May 1948 I was elected to the office of Assistant Treasurer, 
which office I still hold.

”1 first heard that HAROLD E. HOROWITZ, a New York 
Attorney, was elected a director of E. Leitz, Inc. from JOHN W. 
SLACKS, then President of the company, in aboutApril 1911-8, I 
did not know then nor do I know now why HAR0NXH0R0WITZ was 
elected a member of the Board nor do I know who first suggested 
that HOROWITZ be so elected. HOROWITZ continued as a Director 
until around August 1911-8 when he was elected Chairman of the 
Board, and President some time later in which capacities he 
acted until August 20, 19^2, HOROWITZ told me he resigned 
because he felt that his presence in the firm would be detrimental 
to the. companyMn .thetr^negotiations with the company’s foreign 
supplier. ” '

111 do not know who voted the capital stock which 
placed HOROWITZ on the Board of Directors or which elected him 
Chairman of the Board and President.

’’About one and a half to two years ago I first 
learned that E, Leitz, Inc. had engaged legal counsel in 
Washington, D. C. I believe the law firm was then known as 
Bergson, Adams and Borkland and our principal contacts were with 
Mr. BORKLAND. About that time our firm was having a little 
difficulty obtaining raw materials and at the suggestion of 
HAROLD HOROWITZ I made a trip to the National Production Authority 
to see if this material could be expedited. HOROWITZ also sug
gested that after I had concluded my business in Washington that 
I call HERBERT BERGSON, who was then with the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and advise BERGSON as to what took place. I phoned

4
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"BhEGSOH, told him .about my contacts at the National Production 
Authority and since that time I heard nothing from BERGSON 
regarding this matter.

’’Also around this same time the problem of acquiring 
materials was also referred to Mr. BORKLAND of our Washington 
legal representatives but these efforts never did prove success
ful in acquiring the needed materials.

”1 do not know of any influence or pressure exerted 
by BERGSON, ADAMS and BORKLAND on behalf of E. Leitz, Inc. and I 
do not know of any influence or pressure exerted by them on 
decisions or actions by E. Leitz, Inc.

”1 have read this statement consisting of this and 
two prior handwritten pages and swear it is true to the best of 
my knowledge and belief.

/s/ ROBERT EDOUARD GIAUQUE

”Subscribed and sworn to before 
me this 28th day of August 1952

JOHN M. DUNAY, Jr., Special Agent, FBI, NYC
FOBERT J. PETERSEN, Special Agent, FBI, NYC.”

’ INTERVIEW OF JOHN 0. KELLY

JOHN C. KELLY, President of Kelly and Nason, Inc., 
and majority stockholder, 247 Park Avenue, New York, New York, 
was interviewed by SAA ARTHUR P. ROEHRL and SA ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL 
He recalls d that he had become a Director in the E. Leitz Company 
about 194£» Ne submitted his resignation by letter dated August 
7, 1952.

KELLY did not know HAROLD E. HOROWITZ until the 
latter had been introduced to members of the Board of E. Leitz 
Company at a Director’s meeting. A person named DONALD —---- --
(last name unknown), who was employed in the Alien Property 
Custodian’s Office, made the introduction remarking that HOROWITZ 
would run the organisation. KELLY had never heard of HOROWITZ 
before but realized that HOROWITZ had been selected by the Alien 
Property Office.

5
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KELLY did not definitely recall a law firm by the
name of Bergson, Adams and Borkland. However, he believed that 
this was the firm that had been retained at $1000,00 a month. 
He did not know why this firm had been selected but stated that 
there had been a need for a law firm to handle wage stabilization, 
patent and other problems arising.

HOROWITZ recommended that the company retain this
law firm and since the retainer of $1000.00 per month was reason
able and the company was operating profitably, the resolution 
was passed. ’

KELLY vaguely recal3e d that he had heard that BERGSON
and HOROWITZ had attended Harvard Law School together. He could 
not place the time when he heard this or could not recall his 
source. He stated that he doubted if he knew BERGSON at all 
although he may have had lunch in a group in which BERGSON was 
present.

KELLY did not know any reason other than HOROWITZ’
recommendation why BERGSON’S firm had been selected to represent 
the company.

KELLY stated that on no occasion had any attempt
been made by any member of this law firm to exert any influence 
on the decisions of the Board of Directors of E, Leitz, Inc. to 
his knowledge.

INTERVIEW OF EDWARD J. CHAPMAN

SA ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL, upon contacting CHAPMAN’S
office at 60 Wall Street, New York, New York, was advised that 
CHAPMAN is out of town on vacation and unavailable for interview. 
CHAPMAN is expected to return to his office on September 2, 19^2.
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Interview—C. GORDON LAMUDE, 
Manager, New York Office, 
Office of Alien PropertyT 
Department of Justice

The following investigation was conducted by Special 
Agents Harry Kiefer and William F. Finneran:

C. GORDON LAMUDE, 242-34 Van Zandt Avenue, Douglaston, 
New York, advised that he had been appointed a senior attorney' 
in the Office of the General Counsel, Office of Alien Property 
Custodian, on October 29, 1942 and that he had acted in the 
capacity of attorney in the New York City office until the 
present time.

LAMUDE said that the following information was obtained 
by him from a review of the minutes of E. DEITZ, INC.:

LAMUDE said that some time in the latter part of 1943 
W. E. BRADFORD, an analyst with the Office of Alien Property 
Custodian, took the E. LEITZ case from the New York office to 
the Washington, D. C. headquarters where it was intended that 
BRADFORD operate as Chief of Business Operations. Subsequent to 
1943 the E. LEITZ case was handled exclusively from the Washington 
D. C. headquarters.

LAMUDE advised that a review of the E. LEITZ Board of 
Directors minutes revealed that on March 1, 1948, DONALD EMMERT, 
OAPC, Washington, D. C., was elected to the Board of Directors 
of the E. LEITZ COMPANY. LAMUDE advised that at the same time 
it was intended that EMMERT hold the proxy of the Alien Property 
Custodian and that HAROLD E. HOROWITZ, JOHN C. KELLY and EDWARD 
CHAPMAN were also elected to the Board of E. LEITZ COMPANY. 
LAMUDE advised that he had no knowledge concerning the background 
of such elections.

LAMUDE advised that on the same day, March 1, 1948, 
JOHN W. SLACKS was re-elected President of the company at an 
annual salary of $15,000'plus $600 per month expense funds. 
LAMUDE advised that it was his understanding that the above 
elections were the first step on the part of the Alien Property 
Custodian to remove the existing German interests from the 
company.

LAMUDE advised that at a stockholders1 meeting held 
May 3, 1948, the by-laws of the company were amended to create 
a position of Chairman of the Board of Directors. LAMUDE advised 
it was his understanding that such a position was created upon 
motion of EMMERT because of the desire of the Department of
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Justice to eliminate the German interests entirely from the 
company.

LAMUDE stated that at a Board of Directors meeting 
which occurred on May 3^ 1948 HOROWITZ was elected to the 
position of Chairman of the Board of Directors. He advised 
that in payment for his services HOROWITZ was to receive 
$25 for each hour of service he extended on behalf of the 
E. LEITZ COMPANY.

LAMUDE advised that on June 14, 1948, SLACKS resigned 
from the company and MATTHEW F. RAFTREE, an Alien Property 
Custodian Analyst assigned to the New York office, was elected 
President of the company.

LAMUDE also advised that during the June 14, 1948 
Board of Directors meeting, he, LAMUDE, was elected to the Board 
of Directors.

LAMUDE stated that on or about July 1, 1948, the 
Office of Alien Propert^was entering into extended litigation 
in connection with the^GREENPOINT,COAL-DOCKS case. LAMUDE 
advised that relative to 'the’ GREENPOINT case, he had communicated 
with HAROLD ly^AYNTON, then Deputy Director of the Office of 
Alien Property. LAMUDE advised that in this communication with 
BAYNTON he had requested the assignment to his'office of some 
attorney who could follow through the complicated litigation 
which was involved in Leases, First Right of Decline, Stock 
Ownership, etc. LAMUDE said that shortly after this communica
tion with BAYNTON, the latter telephoned him and stated that 
attorney HAROLD HOROWITZ would be assigned to assist in the 
GREENPOINT case. LAMUDE advised that at the time of BAYNTON*s 
call he did not realize that this HOROWITZ was identical with 
the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the E. LEITZ COMPANY. 
LAMUDE also emphasized that the contact on July 1, 1948 was the 
first time he had ever met HOROWITZ.

LAMUDE Said that on July 6, 1948 he attended his first 
meeting of the Board of Directors of the E. LEITZ COMPANY and * 
that this meeting was also attended by RAFTREE, EMMERT, KELLY, 
CHAPMAN and HOROWITZ as Chairman of the Board.

LAMUDE advised that thereafter monthly meetings of the 
Board of Directors occurred in which the same personnel were 
involved. He said that on March 14, 1949, EMMERT attended his 
last meeting because of resignation from the Department of 
Justice. LAMUDE stated further in this connection that thereafter

8
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he was designated by the Attorney General as the proxy of the 
Department of Justice at the E. DEITZ COMPANY.

LAMUDE stated that on October 15, 19^8, in his absence, 
a meeting of the Board of Directors of the E» LEITZ COMPANY 
occurred in which HOROWITZ was authorized to travel to Europe 
(Germany) on behalf of the company for which he was to receive a 
fee of $1,000 plus expenses. During this time, HOROWITZ was not 
to receive his fee of $25 per hour previously mentioned.

LAMUDE stated that on February 18, 1949, at a meeting 
of the Board of Directors attended by all members, it was 
resolved that HOROWITZ was to receive a monthly expense allowance 
of $600 retroactive to the inception of his capacity as Chairman 
of the Board.

LAMUDE stated that the above resolution was introduced 
by RAFTREE but that in all likelihood the approval of the 
Department of Justice was voiced by EMMERT who acted as the 
proxy for the Attorney General. In this same connection, LAMUDE 
stated that HOROWITZ travelled to Washington, D. C. about every 
week at which time he conferred with BAYNTON and other Department 
of Justice officials. LAMUDE said that he felt a degree of 
dissatisfaction with this arrangement since it was evident that 
HOROWITZ completely was circumventing the authority of the New 
York APC office. LAMUDE stated, however, that he never had 
registered any formal objection to HOROWITZ* conferences in 
Washington since he felt that the entire case was being handled 
by the Washington headquarters and not by the local office.

LAMUDE said that during a stockholders * meeting on 
May 13, 1949, JOHN L. LEBAN, President of SCHENLEY DISTRIBUTORS, 
was elected to the Board of Directors to fill the vacancy of 
EMMERT.

LAMUDE advised that on July 20, 1949, at a meeting of 
the Board of Directors, CHAPMAN introduced a resolution for 
HOROWITZ to again travel in Europe, for which he was to receive 
a $3,000 fee and $2,000 in expenses. In this connection, LAMUDE 
advised that by the time the resolution had been made it appeared 
that HOROWITZ had already completed such arrangements with the 
Department of Justice. LAMUDE stated that he recalled that he 
had been notified of the Department of Justice approval either 
by BAYNTON or by BAYNTON*s assistant, LEWIS E. RUBIN, who was 
acting as Chief of the Business Management Section, OAP.

9
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LAMUDE advised that on September 22, 1949, RAFTREE 
resigned as a member of the Board of Directors but remained in 
the capacity as President of the company.

LAMUDE advised that on December 15, 1949 another trip 
was authorized by the Board of Directors for HOROWITZ and Mr. 
KELLER (first name not recalled), an E. LEITZ technician, to 
visit Germany in January,* 1950• For such trip, HOROWITZ was 
authorized a fee of $3,000 plus expenses.

LAMUDE said that during an annual stockholders meeting 
on February 15, 1950, HAROLD C. PAULL vias elected as a member of 
the Board of Directors. In this connection, LAMUDE.identified 
PAULL as President of the PROVIDENT SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATION 
and a close personal friend of Attorney General J. HOWARD McGRATH.

LAMUDE said that on July 13, 1950, at a meeting of the 
Board of Directors, the remuneration of the board members vias 
increased from $25 to $50 per meeting. LAMUDE stated that he also 
noticed at this time that not only was HOROWITZ contacting the 
officials at Washington, D. C., but that PAULL appeared to be in 
close contact with the officials of the Department of Justice. 
LAMUDE said that at the same meeting another trip of-HOROWITZ to 
Europe was authorized at a fee of $4,000 plus $2,000 expenses.

LAMUDE said that on October 6, 1950, HOROWITZ vias 
elected by the Board of Directors as President of the company 
without salary. He stated that this election was made in order 
to surround HOROWITZ with suitable prestige in his dealings with 
other firms. LAMUDE said that the above was accomplished upon 
instructions from RUBIN in Washington, D. C.

LAMUDE advised that on November 3, 1950 the Board of 
Directors granted a $5,000 bonus to HOROWITZ because of the 
splendid results achieved by the company. LAMUDE advised that 
the payment of such bonus was deferred until January, 1951.

LAMUDE said that at a meeting of the Board of Directors 
held February 9, 1951 all of the existing officers were re-elected. 
LAMUDE stated further that a resolution vias introduced to retain 
the law firm of BERGSON. ADAMS & BORKLAND at an annual retainer 
fee of $12,000 payable $1,000 per month and retroactive to 
January 1, 1951. LAMUDE said that his review of the Board of 
Directors minutes revealed that such resolution was introduced 
by himself and seconded by PAULL but that, at the present time, 
he had no recollection of introducing such resolution.

10
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IAMUDE stated, however, he had a distinct recollection 
of the general discussion during the meeting at which time it 
was the opinion of the Board of Directors that there was great 
need for legal representation in Washington, D. C. relative to 
contacts with other governmental agencies.

LAMUDE stated further that he had a recollection of 
speaking to HOROWITZ the day before the Board of Directors meeting 
as was his custom. He said that he recalled that HOROWITZ told 
him that he, HOROWITZ, had received the approval of the Depart
ment of Justice to retain BERGSON’S law firm to do administrative 
legal work in Washington, D. C. LAMUDE said further in this 
connection that he had no idea as to whom HOROWITZ spoke within 
the Department of Justice.

LAMUDE said, however, that he recalled telephoning the 
Department of Justice in order to check upon HOROWITZ’ statement 
and he recalled that either BAYNTON or RUBIN stated that if the 
Board of Directors were to approve the retention of BERGSON’S 
law firm, the OAP would not object.

LAMUDE said that at the same time BAYNTON or RUBIN 
discussed other E. LEITZ matters with him not connected with the 
retention of BERGSON’S firm.

LAMUDE recalled at the February 9j 1951 meeting that 
G. MERLYN O’KEEFE of Providence, Rhode Island, was elected a 
member of the Board of Directors to replace JOHN LEBAN who had 
failed to attend any meetings.

LAMUDE stated further that the retention of BERGSON’S 
law firm was not automatic but that it engendered a great deal 
of discussion relative to the need of such representation in 
Washington, D. C. LAMUDE advised that ultimately it was the 
unanimous decision of the Board of Directors that because of the 
general war situation, the frequent trips of personnel to 
Washington, OPS regulations, certifications, etc., there was a 
real need for legal representation in Washington with the 
various administrative agencies of the government.

LAMUDE stated that he recalled some discussion at the 
time concerning the fact that BERGSON was acting as general 
counsel for CHARLES E. WILSON in the Office of Defense Mobilization. 
He said that the general conversation was to the effect that

11
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since BERGSON was receiving no salary from the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, and because he was merely constructing rules and 
regulations for that office, there would be no ethical question 
involved in the retention of the law firm.

LAMUDE said that he recalled some time later insisting 
upon the receipt of a letter from BERGSON’S law firm to the effect 
that their retention was on a month-to-month basis which would be 
subject to cancellation upon the sale of the company. He said 
that as a matter of fact such sale to^^ILL.INTERNAT^ INC. 
was accomplished on August 12, 1952, ‘at which time“the retention 
of BERGSON'S firm terminated.

LAMUDE stated that at the February 9> 1951 meeting, 
in addition to the above, another trip to Germany was authorized 
for HOROWITZ at a fee of $4,000 plus expenses. He said.in this 
connection that again it was his impression that LEWIS^RUBIN had 
authorized this trip. A

LAMUDE advised that on April 13, 1951 he introduced a
resolution making it mandatory that HOROWITZ present expense 
vouchers by the tenth of the following month to support his monthly 
expense allowance of $600.

LAMUDE said that on July 13, 1951 a further trip of
HOROWITZ to Germany was authorized at a fee of $4,000 plus $3,000 
expenses. LAMUDE advised that KELLER again accompanied HOROWITZ 
on this trip.

LAMUDE stated that on December 4, 1951 the Board of
Directors authorized a bonus of $2,500 to HOROWITZ instead of 
the $5,000 authorized in 1950- He said that this bonus was 
suggested by HOROWITZ who further suggested that the remaining 
$2,500 be disseminated to the other operating officers of the 
company.

LAMUDE advised that the BERGSON law firm actually did
some legal work for E. LEITZ, INC. He said that they submitted 
interpretations of the law relative to increasing the price of 
cameras and also increasing salaries within the company. LAMUDE 
stated that the lav/ firm also was contacted periodically in 
connection with OPS matters and other administrative legal matters 
in Washington, D. C. LAMUDE stated that when the business was 
sold all of the legal work relative to the construction of the 
prospectus, etc. was accomplished by the New York office of the 
OAP and that none of such work was accomplished by the BERGSON
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law firm. LAMUDE further stated that some trade mark litigation 
work was necessary in connection with E. LEITZ COMPANY but that 
an outside law firm was retained for such work and that none of 
the trade mark work was accomplished by BERGSON’S law firm.

LAMUDE stated he had no knowledge of any influence 
exerted or attempted by BERGSON or any of the members of his law 
firm on any of the directors, officers or personnel of E. LEITZ, 
INC.

LAMUDE advised that he was not personally acquainted 
with any of the subjects in this case. He said that he knew 
BERGSON as a Department of Justice official and that he had met 
him on two or three occasions during public dinners, etc. He 
stated that he met PEYTON FORD on one such occasion.

13
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NpAX GBAUD-JURY INVESTIGATION JU PHILADELPHIA

Interview of Assistant Attorney General JAMES McINERNEY

At Mount Marion, New York

Mr. MCINERNEY was interviewed by SAS JOHN V. WALSH 
and JACK H.. LUPTON and he advised that he recalls a conference 
relative to the above-captioned matter which was attended by 
United States District Court Judge J. CULLEN GANEY, Federal 
Judge WELLTAM H. KIRKPATRICK, both of Philadelphia, Deputy 
Attorney General PEYTON FORD, EDWARD H. FOLEY, Assistant Secre
tary of the United States Treasury Department, and himself. 
He stated that to the best of his recollection this conference 
took place in May 1951 at his (McINERNEY’S) office at the Depart
ment of Justice in Washington, D.G* and was called for the 
purpose of arranging greater cooperation between the Treasury 
Agents in Philadelphia and| ' b3

b3

McINERNEY stated that this cooperation may have 
been lacking because the Philadelphia Treasury Agents resented 

having been sent to Philadelphia to present

He also advised that| |was
a nara man to ger along wl th and because of this tne Treasury 
Agents were not anxious to cooperate with him.

As a result of this conference, EDWARD FOLEY 
promised full cooperation of the Treasury Department and issued 
an order to that effect to the Treasury Agents in Philadelphia. 
However, according to McINERNEY, full cooperation existed for a 
short time and possibly because FOLEY’S order did not have 
sufficient power at the operating level, this cooperation again 
disappeared. McINERNEY further advised that this lack of 
coope ration was mo-nnitr Ana +<* the situation which existed at 
that time between and the local Philadelphia Treasury
Agents, and that he has never noticed any indication of anyone 
attempting to tamper with, influence or apply any pressure on 
this Grand Jury or to affect its inquiry. b3

McINERNEY further stated that to his knowledge none 
of the subjects of this case or their law firm had anything to
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do with this Philadelphia Grand Jury or anv of the witnesses 
appearing before 4t.l ----------------------------------

b3

McINERNEY advised that while the Treasury Department’s 
help was lacking one HARRi^WOLP -was in charge of all Treasury 
Agents and in December l.^vtp- wee -renin eeq by a FRAmLOHR. 
who had previously assistedl ________________ |in] 1

After this change, LOHN issued 
orders that complete cooperation be given by the Treasury Agents 
to the|

INTERVIEW OF SIGMUND TIMBERG

Confidential Informant T-l, of known reliability, 
advised SA FRANCIS A. COGSWELL, Jr. that SIGMUND TIMBERG, as a 
member of a United Nations committee called the “ADHOC Committee 
on Restrictive Business Practices” had left the United States 
and was scheduled to be in Paris August 2^, 1952 and later would 
proceed to Brussels, Belgium and Geneva, Switzerland where he 
is scheduled to arrive on September 1, 1952. TIMBERG is to 
attend various conferences in each of these cities and the above- 
mentioned committee is to begin their meetings on September 8, 
1952 at the Palais Des Nations in Geneva, Switzerland. He is 
expe cted to return sometime between the middle and end of 
October 1952*

- ANTITRUST INVESTIGATION REGARDING PERFUME- 
 TOILET GOODS INDUSTRY

The files of the New York Office of the Antitrust 
Division relating to the captioned subject were made available 
to the writer by PAUL SAPIENZA of that office who is assisting 
Attorney JOHN D. SWARTZ.

A review of this file revealed that on June 13, 1950 
SWARTZ wrote a memorandum to MELVILLE C. WILLIAMS, then Chief of 
the New York Antitrust Office, setting out possible violations 
of the Antitrust laws by a group of about twenty perfume manu
facturers in a conspiracy to curtail the importation of perfume.

15



NY lj.6-2603

This memorandum requested that authority be granted to conduct 
an investigation*

On June li}, 1950 WILLIAMS wrote a memorandum to
H» A* BERGSON, Assistant Attorney General, in which WILLIAMS 
concurred with the SWARTZ memorandum and requested authority 
from the Department of Justice to institute a full investigation*

The file contained a reply to the latter memorandum
from W» AMORY UNDERHILL, Acting Assistant Attorney General, 
dated June 21, 1950 and addressed to MELVILLE 0* WILLIAMS con
curring with WILLIAMS’ memorandum of June 11}., 1950 and authorizing 
the institution of a preliminary inquiry.

Subsequent to the Departmental memorandum of June Up,
1950, the file contained various correspondence and memoranda 
written by Attorneys JOHN D. SWARTZ and JOHN 0. LEONFORTE reflect
ing the results of their investigation as to the perfume manu
facturers involved.

The file contained a memorandum dated June 29, 1951
by MELVILLE 0. WILLIAMS to H. G. MORISON, Assistant Attorney 
General, with which was enclosed a memorandum of Attorney JOHN 
D. ‘SWARTZ dated June 28. 19511

The file further contained a memorandum of NEWELL
A* OLAPP, Acting Assistant Attorney General, dated
in which it was stated that Grand Jury action was under considera- 
tion and on ~l copies of subpoenas duces tecum were
sent to MORISON for his study and approval.

A memorandum dated June 11, 1952 by JOHN D. SWARTZ
to 0, WORTH ROWLEY, Acting Chief of the New York Antitrust Office, 
was forwarded t o NEWELL A. CLAPP via a memorandum dated August 
6, 1952 written by C* WORTH ROWLEY together with copies of 
proposed complaints to be filed in this case. These memoranda 
requested authority for the filing of the complaints and they
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indicated that ROWLEY concurred as to the filing of the complaints 
except for certain minor changes suggested by him in his 
memorandum*.

This file did not contain any references to or any 
information about any of the subjects of this case or their law 
firm with the exception of the memorandum dated June 11}., 19^0 
referred to above which was addressed to H. A. BERGSON, then 
Assistant Attorney General*

The file contains no reference to subjects’ law 
firm and there was no indication that they represented any of 
the defendants*

"^LAT GLASS CASE

JOHN F?SSONNETT, associated with the law firm 
Cahill, Gordon, Zachrey and Reindel, was interviewed by SAA ff^ 
ARTHUR P. ROEHRL and SA ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL* SONNETT dictated 
a statement to his secretary incorporating the matters mentioned 
during the interview.

The following s tatement,dictated by JOHN F. SONNETT, 
was sworn to on the following day in the nresence of SAA HARRY 
KIEFER and SA ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL?

“New York, N. Y.
August 29, 1952

111, JOHN F. SONNETT, having been duly sworn and 
placed under oath, make the following voluntary statement to and 
at the request of HARRY KIEFER and ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL, known 
to me to be Special Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

“I have been informed that pursuant to orders of 
the Attorney General certain information as herein indicated 
is desired from me.

"A resume of my legal career is as follows:

“From 1933 to 1936, while I attended Fordham Law 
School evenings, I worked for the law firm of Cotton, Franklin, 
Wright & Gordon as Managing Clerk. That firm’s name hesbeen
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“changed several times and in recent years has been Cahill, 
Gordon, Zachry & Reindel,

"Upon graduation f rom law school about 1936 and 
admittance to the New York Bar, I became a member of the 
litigation staff of that firm and continued in that position 
until 1941•

“Around the middle of 1941? I became Executive 
Assistant to the United Stst es Attorney forthe Southern 
District of New York, and later became Chief Assistant of 
that office. In 1943s I was also appointed Special Assistant 
to the Attorney General in Charge of the War Frauds Office 
organized in New York,

“In 1943, JAMES FORRESTAL, then Undersecretary of 
the Navy, requested that I undertake special duties for him as 
a Special Assistant and I was loaned to the Navy Department 
by the Attorney General for that purpose. During this period 
Mr, FORRESTAL requested that I continue on in the capacity of 
a Special Assistant and I did so for several years, both as 
a civilian Special Assistant and as a Lieutenant Commander in 
the Naval Reserve on active duty,

“In 19^, while I was s erving as a civilian Special 
Assistant to Mr. FORRESTAL in the Navy Department, Attorney 
General CLARK requested that I be released to return to the 
Justice Department to head the Claims Division, Mr, FORRESTAL 
agreed, and accordingly I did so and was appointed an Assistant 
Attorney General of the United States and headed the Claims 
Division from 194^ until early 1947*

Pin. early 1947, I tendered my resignation as 
Assistant Attorney General in order to return to private 
practice, but at the request of the Attorney General and of 
the President, I took charge of the Antitrust Division for the 
purpose of improving the administration and work of that 
Division.

“I remained as Head of the Antitrust Division 
from early 1947 until about April, 194$, when the President 
and the Attorney General agreed that I might return to private 
practice. In this connection I annex a copy of the President’s 
letter of April 29, 1948, accepting my resignation as an 
Assistant Attorney General.
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nI have been asked generally about the work which 
I did as Head of the Antitrust Division and in response wish 
to state that I made a complete review of the activities of the 
Division, which was embodied in a written report submitted to 
the Attorney General and to the President, and approved by them. 
This report followed a series of divisional conferences in the 
Antitrust Division with the heads of field offices of the 
Division and all sections of the Division. During these con
ferences those in attendance presented orally and in writing, 
their views with respect to the functioning of the Division 
and its effectiveness, and their suggestions for the future 
program of the Division.

“The program for the Division which I thereafter 
recommended to the Attorney General and to the President, re
sulted from this process of divisional conferences, together 
with my personal examination into the Division’s activities and 
conferences with many others in that Division. Tn addition, I 
have a recollection, which is not definite, that I also reviewed 
a report which the Federal Bureau of Investigation had made wi th 
respect to the Division and its functioning.

“I have been asked about the so-called ’Flat Glass’ 
case, and my connection with it, and in response state as 
follows:

“It is my recollection that that case was pending 
and ready for trial when I headed the/Antitrust Division, and 
was to be tried shortly. It charged'Mbbey-Owens-Pord Glass 
Co. and others with monopolization of the flat glass industry. 
I do not recall exactly when I first learned that such a case 
was pending in the courts, but I am certain that I learned of 
the pendency of the case and the nature of the case not later 
than the time of my review of the work of the Antitrust 
Division in late spring or early summer of 1947* and that I 
learned that the case was being handled by a trial staff 
headed by CURTIS SHEARS, one of the attorneys of the Antitrust 
Division.

"I disqualified myself from participation in the 
’Flat Glass’ case because while I was in private practice prior 
to the summer of 1941$ ^e firm by which I was then employed 
had been retained in connection with a Department of Justice
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’’investigation into the flat glass industry and I had done 
some work on an aspect of that investigation. As I recall it, 
my work on the matter prior to the summer of 1941 involved the 
preparation of a legal memorandum on some aspect of a proposed 
stipulation respecting various documents which the Antitrust 
Division was discussing with counsel in the matter.

”In view of this prior connection with the matter, 
I disqualified myself while Head of the Antitrust Division, from 
participation in the ‘Flat Glass1 case, and designated JOHN FORD 
BAECHER, First Assistant of the Division, to handle it with 
CURTIS SHEARS and the staff of the Division working on the matter 
I thereafter had no connection with the case.

’’This action on my part in connection with the 
‘Flat Glass1 case was in accord with my general practice while 
in Government not to participate in any matter with which I had 
had connection while in private practice.

“I have been asked when I first met HERBERT A. 
BERGSON, and as to my contacts with him and as to whether 
following my return to private practice I communicated with 
him in regard to the ‘Flat Glass’ case. In response, I wish 
to state as follows:

“I believe that I first met HERBERT A. BERGSON 
when I was Head of the Claims Division of the Department of 
Justice and Mr. BERGSON was, as I recall, in the Assistant 
Solicitor General1s office where he worked on the preparation 
of executive orders and advice to executive departments of the 
Government. I do not recall any particular contact with him 
thereafter, although I am under the impression that there were 
instances when I had contact with him, while I headed the Claims 
Division, regarding executive orders relating to the seizure of 
plants or facilities,

“I cannot recall any particular contact with Mr. 
BERGSON following my taking charge of the Antitrust Division 
in early 1948 j and while I was in charge of that Division. 
Nor do I recall any conversation with Mr.. BERGSON regarding any 
antitrust matter. Specifically, in response to the question 
I have been asked, it is my definite recollection that at no
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’’time did I discuss the ’Flat Glass* case with Mr, BERGSON or 
request him to take any action with respect to that case — 
either while I was in Government service, or at any other time,

”lh summary, I wish to state that neither with 
respect to Mr, BERGSON, or anyone else, have I taken part while 
in Government service in any legal matter in which I had acted 
while in private practice; nor have I, while in private practice, 
taken part in any legal matter in which I had been active while 
in Government service.

/s/ JOHN F. SONNET!’

’’Sworn to before us this 
29 day of August, 19^2

HARRY KIEFER, Special Agent, FBI, NYC
ANTHONY M. O’DONNELL, Special Agent, FBI, NYC.”'

General electric lamp case
General electric street' lighting, case

Interview of RAY LEUBBE 
Vice-President and General Counsel 
General Electric Company 
£70 Lexington Avenue 
New York, New York

On August 29, 19^2 SAA’s FREDERICK J. LANGE and 
JAMES M. MC GRATH were advised by RAY LEUBBE, Vice-President 
and General Counsel, that General Electric Company was not and 
had never been a client of the subjects or their law firm. He 
said that no overtures had ever been made t’S^Qeneral Electrie 
Compgay along these lines. He said that as General Counsel of 
General Electric; Company he is the competent official to make 
this statement because he retains all outside counsel.

LEUBBE advised that should outside counsel bp 
needed, he would be the one to select and retain such counsel 
and should any attorney contact a General Electric- official in 
this regard the matter would have to be referred to him (LEUBBE).

21



NY 46-2603

INTERVIEW OF CONGRESSMAN EMANUEL GELLER

Upon contacting the office of Congressman EMANUEL 
CELLER, 1501 Broadway, New York City, SAA HARRY KIEFER was advised 
that CELLER was unavailable for interviewuntil 11:00 AM, 
September 2, 1952.

- P -
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ADMINISTRATIVE

INFORMANT

T-l

MISCELLANEOUS

During the interview of PHILIP H. DEUTCHMAN, 
Secretary and Treasurer, E. Leitz, Inc,, he advised that G. 
MERLYN^wKEEFE^a former member of the Board of Directors, is 

’T16T associated.'*with former Attorney General J. HOWARj^lC GRATH. 
in a firm known as O’Keefe, Motors in Providence, RhodeNsland,

It was also ascertained from the report of SA JAMES 
R. MALLEI, dated January 18, 1952, at Washington, D.C,, entitled 
“Office of Alien Property—E. Leitz, Inc; Special Inquiry*' 
(Bureau file 62-96071) that HAROLD C. PAULL is Chairman of the 
Board of Directors of the First Federal Savings and Loan 
Association, Providence, Rhode Island.

The above information was transmitted to the Boston 
Office by teletype dated August 27? 1952 for the purpose of 
having O’KEEFE and PAULL interviewed in accordance with referenced 
Washington Field Office teletype dated August 26, 1952.

. ISADS

NEW YORK

At New York, New York

Will interview STRUVE HENSEL of the firm Carter, 
Ledyard and Milburn, 2 Wall Street, as set out in referenced New 
York report dated August 13, 1952.

Will interview ROBERT T. HASLAM, President, U.S. 
Pipe Line, 100 Park Avenue, as set out in referenced New York 
report dated August 13, 1952.

Will interview EDWARD J. CHAPMAN, 60 Wall Street, 
as per referenced Washington Field teletype to New York dated 
August 26, 1952. CHAPMAN is presently on vacation and unavail
able for interview until September 2, 1952,

23



NY M>-2603

ADMINISTRATIVE (Cont*d)

Will interview Congressman EMANUEL GELLER, 1501 
Broadway, in accordance with Washington Field Office teletype to New Yor 
dated August 27, 1952.

Will interview SIGMUND TIMBERG, care of United Nations, 
upon his return late in October 1952 for the information requested 
in referenced Washington Field Office teletypes to New York dated 
August 23 and 26, 1952*

REFERENCE

Washington Field teletypes to New York, 8/23,25,26,27/52 
Reports of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS, 8/16 and 23/52,

Washington, D.C,
Report of SAA. JOHN M. DUNAY, 8/13/52, New York



SAC9 Washington Field (46-2715) September 2» 1952

Director, FBI (62-97558)-3^^

PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN .OFFICE

Reurlet August 26, 1952# requesting Bureau instruc
tions concerning the matters related to therein. Yoh are 
advised that with respect to each captioned matter in relot 
the following action should he taken:

^’ Continental Can Company and Tri-State Theater 
of Dea Moines, Iowa. No further investigation should be 
conducted concerning these two companies at this time.

2. Pepfime Case and United States y. Great 
Western Distributors, Inc. As stated in relet you should 
proceed with the necessary investigation including interviews 
to determine whether the subjects have represented these 
companies•

3« Goat Milk Case and Plat Glass Case. In addition 
to the investigation already conducted concerning these two 
cases the necessary interviews should be made with officials 
of the companies involved to determine whether the subjects 
have represented these companies.

4« Banana Case. You are instructed that appro
priate contact should be' made with the United Fruit Company 
and the Standard Fruit and Steamship Corporation to determine 
the nature of the representation of these
law firm

companies by subject

Tolson 

Ladd 

Nichole 

Belmont

CUgg_y_________ 

auvln

Barto 

Rosen 

Tracy

Tols. Rm.

5. Liquor and Cooperage Cases, 
gabion concerning these matters should be 
time.

No further invosti 
conducted at this .

6. General Electric Lamp Case and General Electric^ 
Street Lamp Case. As sot forth in relet it should be determined 
whether the subjects represented the General Electric Gompahy 
in those matters. '^

7- Paramount Pictures Interstate Circuit C^ae..^ No 
further investigation should be conducted concerning this*
natter at this time

'®S:.tt4



8. Z®BlU^£• Appropriate investigation should 
be conducted to determine whether subject lax: firn represent 
ted any individuals or companies in connection with this case.

9. Miscellaneous. Ifo further investigation should 
be conducted concerning the Lincoln Hotel Products Corporation, 
H. L. Green Company, or the Great Lahos carbon Corporation 
of How York City.

You are further advised that in connection with 
those individuals and companies which have been identified 
through toll calls and mall cover no further investigation 
should bo conducted in the absence of specific allegation that 
these individuals are clients of subject law firm.

Further reference is made to Bureau letter dated . 
August 28, 19^2, setting forth general instructions concerning 
this investigation. Por your further advice concerning inves
tigation to bo conducted of individuals and companies set forth 
in tho list of clients furnished by the Chelf Committee, in 
those instances whore there is no record of a matter pending 
within the Department, where there is no information of 
explanation, and where there has been no allegation concerning 
the subjects in connection with these individuals or companies, 
it will only be necessary to make a check of tho appropriate 
credit reporting agencies to sufficiently identify these persons 
and companies.



STANDARD FORM NO.

Office M-Smorandum • united states government

TO :

CTOM :

SUBJECT:

DIRECTOR, FBI (62-97558)

SAC, WED (U6-2715)

PEYTON FORD, et al
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT;
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

DATE: August 26, 1952

In accordance with Bureau request^ there is set forth in this 
letter a summary of the Various companies involved in the instant in
vestigation. These companies do not include the companies which it is 
known to be clients of the subject law firm, based on information 
furnished by the QHELF Committee. These companies are those which have 
been developed during the course of the investigation either by direct 
allegation or by inference.

/ ( J^TINENTAL CAN COMPANY and th^TRI-STATE THEATER 

Z,0F DES MMNE, IOWA

*7

V

Um

V

k'

In a check of the "Cell calls for the firm for the past three 
months, the only two companies noted which were in communication with 
the law firm were the Continental Can Company and the Tri-State Theater . m 
of Des Moine, Iowa. The Departmental files on these two companies have*zVj> 
been reviewed, but no interviews have been conducted as yet. It should 
be realized that in connection with the toll calls, the majority of 
the calls are, from, individuals, some _of whom are possibly connectedn / ^W

call slips'

.^^RFUME . CASE and UNITED STATES v^^REAT WESTERN 

DISTRIBUTORS, JNC. " 2
$

' These two cases were developed through investigation at New ^ 
York, which is set forth in the report of SA JOHN W. DUNAY, JR., dated 
8-13-52, at New York, on page h8, which reflects memos found in the New j^j 
York Regional Office of the Antitrust Division, indicating that BERGSON 
had contacted attorneys in that Office concerning these two matters, 
indicating that he may possibly represent the defendants. The files in ^ 
these cases have been reviewed at the Department, and the New York Office 
has been requested to review the Perfume Case file in the Regional Office
of the Antitrust Division at New York City. It is contemplated that 
interviews will be conducted in connection with the Great Western Case z, 
^and the Perfume Case, in an effort to determine whether the subjects are / 

^representing these organizations. . - ^
TJJsMCM fflOB®'^ i

• WE® * ^ w
w:



WO 1x6-2715

^/gOAT MILK CASE ai^LAT GLASS CASE

These two cases were referred to by Departmental Attorneys 
interviewed in connection with this investigation, indicating that 
BERGSON, while Chief of the Antitrust Division, had in both cases re
versed the opinion of the Antitrust Division staff on the handling of 
these cases, and some of the attorneys interviewed indicated that they 
thought that his stand on these cases was unusual, and by inference 
gave the impression that possibly BERGSON was now representing the 
defendant in the Goat Milk Case and some of the defendants in the Flat 
Glass Case* Extensive investigation has been conducted of the Flat Glass 
Case in Washington, consisting of interviews with Departmental Attorneys 
who handled the case, and, to date, there is no indication that BERGSON 
is representing any of the defendants who were involved in the Flat Glass 
Case. The Goat Milk Case has been reviewed, and the attorneys handling 
the case in the Department have been interviewed, and here again there 
has been no information developed reflecting that BERGSON is represent
ing anyone connected with this case.

X BANANA CASE

The Banana Case was brought to the attention of this Office 
during the investigation when VICTOR H. KRAMER, Departmental Attorney, 
advised that he had worked on the Banana CjJ.se, and that EBERHARDT DEUTSCH 
General Counsel for th^tTnited Emit and^tandard. Fruit aod„ Steamship 

Corporation of New Orleans, informed KRAMER that the subject law firm 
was Washington representative for these two companies, and, at the time, 
Mr. KRAMER pointed out, these two companies were the two prime defendants 
in the Banana Case. He stated that during his association with the Case, 
he had not been contacted by any members of the firm. Departmental 
Attorneys handling the Banana Case have been interviewed, without 
developing any irregularities on the part of the subjects, and it is not 
planned that any Contact vail be made with the United Fruit Company and 
the Standard Fruit and Steamship Corporation, since it is known that they 
have employed the firm to represent them in Washington.

_jXlIQUOR anMObPERAGE CASE^

These cases v/ere developed during the course of investigations 
which indicated that possibly the law firm represented some of the liquor 
interests and, as a result, a review has been made of the Departmental 
files of both the Liquor and Cooperage Cases, but no interviews have been 
conducted in connection with these cases, based upon previous Bureau in
structions.

- 2 -



WO 46-2715

toERAL ELECTRIC LAMP CASE anJ^ENERAL ELECTRIC 
STREET LAMP CASE '

These two cases were brought to the attention of Investigating 
Agents by Departmental Attorneys, wherein allegations were made that 
BERGSON overruled the Staff of the Antitrust Division concerning these 
two cases, and was most friendly to tff^General Electric Company while 
he was employed at the Department of Justice. The files of the Depart
ment have been reviewed in both of these cases. Departmental Attorneys 
who handled the cases have been interviewed, and leads have been set 
forth requesting contact with the General Electric Company to determine 
whether the subjects are employed by GE and, if so, in what capacity.

PARAMOUNT PICTURES INTERSTATE CIRCUIT CASE

This case was brought to the attention of Agents during this 
investigation as a case which BERGSON again reversed the Staff in making 
a final ruling in the case, which favoreHtParamount Pictures, and, as 
the Bureau knows, BERGSON is a representative for Paramount. Therefore, 
in connection with this case, the Departmental file has been reviewed 
and Departmental Attorneys interviewed concerning this case, without 
developing any irregularities on the part of the subjects.

^EAT LAKES CARBON CORPORATION,. NEV/ YORK CITY ^

This Company was brought to the attention of this Office in 
this investigation through a mail cover placed on the mail addressed to 
the subject firm at 918 Sixteenth Street, N. W. A review has been made 
of the Departmental files concerning this Corporation, which failed to 
indicate any active part taken in cases by any of the subjects.

^. On a mail cover received on August 2^, 1952, it was reflected 
that the^jncpln Metal products Corporation of Brooklyn, Nev; York, and 
the ,H, Lt^reen Company'ofNew York City, were both in contact with the 
subjects. 'No review of Departmental files has been made of those two 
companies#

On August 26, 1952, while interviewing Attorney GEORGE B. 
HADDOCK of the Department, who is Chief of the Trial Section of the Anti
trust Division, he advised that after EORKLAND and BERGSON left the De
partment, he received a telephone call from BORKLANp asking him to check 
the Departmental files on the Perfume Case and theSPencil Case to determine



WK). Ji6-27I5

ifjie_gr_M^<;had. handled apy; of the investigation while they were 
connected" with the Department. He stated that he had checked the files, • 
and replied in the,negative. A A--..'Ar ■■ ' .'../A-'- •'.'■•'AA : ":A'A

f * aa tit Is believed thdt 'the. Perfume Case referred to here is the ■ . ■
same case referred to in the ieport of 'SA DUNAY, listed above. The . ' 

'Pencil Case has never entered into this investigation prior to this time.

- requested toadvisewhatadditipnal action this
A, Office ;shpuid take in conn^tion with .the Continental^ Can Case, the Tri-^tate 
,A Theater Case.^the Goat Mik Case^ theALiquOT;anlCo^c^ and the ^

■ Great Lakes Carboh Case; thb Lincolh'Wt^^ Corporation, the :H1L^

a a Green Company, and the Pencil Case. - A

/ < ; -No additional action will betaken in these cases^until ihr ' ,
'. . «stfnotions, are received from the Bureau. .



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO

FROM

UBJECT:

the WO

MR. A. ROSE

E. H. WINTERROV

PEYT01TF0RD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Reference is made to the report of SA 
dated August 23, 1952* In this report

date: September 2, 1952
Wa 
Odd 
Klebolt
Btluoat _ 
CUgg . 
OUvln

theH negative results of the file review in the 
th^fhrift Drug Company of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Tom Jenkins of < 
there is set fo

^*«Ut— 
rncy.

Department conceit

A check of the Bureau .;indices reflected that in file 60
1+202 there is set forth a Department of Justice announcement dated- 
August 22, 1951, stating that an indictment had been returned in 
Pittsburgh charging four wholesalers and three chain store retailers 
of drugstore merchandise in the Pittsburgh area with a conspiracy 
in violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act to maintain retail prices 
and to cooperate in preventing retailers from cutting prices* Among 
the companies named was the Thrift Drug Company of Pennsylvania.

This matter has been called to the attention of the WO 
and they have instituted another review of the Department’s file in 
order to locate the appropriate file. __

ACTION . •

None. The foregoing is submitted, for Informative purposes.

62-97558

EHW/rh
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STODin RKKNO. 64 r——

Office M#m lum • UNITED STA^S GOVERNMENT

to : Director, FBI 62-97^8 . date: August 29, 19#

W>^ SAC, Oklahoma City ^39 , AIR MAIL SPECIAL DELIVER!

SUBJECT: peITON FORD, et al. . 
FAG, MIO

Rereport SA BIRON E. MC FALL at Oklahoma City dated 8/29/#.

The Bureau’s attention is invited to the fact that during 
the interview Mr. BALDRIDGE commented several times' that Mr.. CURTIS 

___^SHBARS was a ’’personnel problem;” that he is a ’’scandal monger;” 
that he would tell something today and reverse himself tomorrow; 
that he, BALDRIDGE, considered SHEARS to be a ’’psychopathic liar” 
and an individual who feels frustrated because he aspires for, 
but has never obtained,, a position of prominence in the Department. 
He further stated SHEARS married a wealthy woman who largely 
dictates what SHEARS should do in any given situation.

Mr. BALDRIDGE further commented that, in his opinion, 
SHEARS is not too capable as a lawyer; that after SHEARS made 
several attempts to prepare, a complaint in the-FIat Glass Case, 
he, BALDRIDGE,, drafted it himself, and that the orily reason the 
case was assigned to SHEARS was because he was drawing the salary 
of a competent trial lawyer and it was assumed he could handle 
the case. He stated that for some time after the Philadelphia 
case SHEARS was without work in the Department, and indicated 
that his lack of ability was the real reason.

All of the above information was volunteered and was not 
solicited. Moreover, BALDRIDGE stated that he did not expect to 
be quoted on his opinion of SHEARS as he did not consider it /V-5 
material to the Flat Glass Case or the instant investigation, but ’ 
was purely his personal opinion of SHEARS. Accordingly, the above 
information does not appear in the referenced report.



J 8-30-52 !

WASHINGTON AND NEW TORE FROM WASH FIELD 30

DIRECT® AND SAG URGENT \^^^A
PEYTONFORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. RE REPORT OF THOMAS J.

JENKINS DATED AUGUST EIGHTEEN FIFTYTNO. ON PAGE TWENTITWO OF REFERENCED 

REPORT THERE IS SET FORTH A LIST OF FIRMS TO WHICH SUBJECT BERGSON FILED 

A BRIEF IN THE US SUPREME COURT IN CONNECTION WITH THE SCIWEGMANN BROS.

CASE. ~ ONE OF THESE CLIENTS WAS CODY, INC. INFORMATION HAS BEEN.

RECEIVED THAT THE SUBJECT’S LAW FIRM HAS AS A CLIENT THE CODY PRODUCTS 

CORPORATION, SEVEN THREE ZERO FIFTH AVENUE, NYC, AND RECEIVED A EEE OF 

EIGHT THOUSAND DOLLARS FROM THAT FIRM FOR FILING A BRIEF. IT IS BELIEVED

THAT THIS FEE WAS RECEIVED FOR THE BRIEF FILED IN THE SCHVEGMANN CASE.

THE BUREAU INSTRUCTS THAT CODY PRODUCTS, INC. BE CONTACTED AND INFORMATION

OBTAINED AS TO THE NATURE OF THE REIATIONSHIP BETWEEN CODY AND THE SUBJECT

FIRM, THE MANNER IN WHICH THE SUBJECT FIRM WAS EMPLOYED, THE AMOUNT OF

COMPENSATION PAID, THE NATURE OF THE BUSINESS HANDLED BY THE FIRM FOR CODY,

AND WHETHER THE SUBJECTS WHITE EMPLOYED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

EXTENDED ANY FAVORS TO CODY IN ORDER TO SET THEM UP AS A CLIENT WHEN

THEY LATER ENTERED PRIVATE LAVI PRACTICE

TJJjRCH

46-2715



WASHINGTON, BOSTON, CHICAGO, LOS ANGEIES, MIAMI -4 Z

Zand wash field 30 U:00 p.m.

Director and sacs urgent

PEYTON FORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. BUFIIE SIXTYTWO DASH 

NINE SEVEN FIVE FIVE EIGHT. IN CONNECTION WITH INSTANT INVESTIGATION 

ALL OFFICES RECEIVING A COPY OF THIS TELETYPE SHOULD IMMEDIATELY CHECK 

CREDIT RECORDS AND DUNN AND BRADSTREET REPORTS CONCERNING THOSE 

INDIVIDUALS OR COMPANIES LISTED IN THEIR DIVISION, BEING AIERT FOR ANY 

INFORMATION IN THOSE REPORTS REFLECTING ANY LITIGATION WITH THE US 

GOVERNMENT. THE RESULTS OF THESE CHECKS SHOULD BE SUBMITTED TO THE 

WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE AIR MAIL SPECIAL DELIVERY TO BE INCLUDED IN A 

REPORT TO BE SUBMITTED BY WFO. BUREAU INSTRUCTS THAT THIS MATTER BE 

GIVEN MEDIATE AND PREFERRED ATTENTION. BOSTON WILL CHECK CREDIT RECORDS 

FOR BARBARA IEE, ONE THREE ONE CARLTON STREET, BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 

AND PHILIP SMITH, THREE FIVE NINE BOYISTON STREET, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS. 

CHICAGO WILL CHECK CREDIT RECORDS FOR WALTER SCH-JMER PRODUCTS, INC., 

SEVEN FIVE EAST WACKER DRIVE, CHICAGO. NEW YORK WILL CHECK CREDIT 

RECORDS FOR GEORGE ASSAN, TWENTYFIVE EAST SIXTYSEVENTH STREET, MARVIN 

SCHWARTZ, FORTYTWO BROADWAY, AND EDWARD A. WALSH, ONE SIX ONE WEST 

THIRTYSIXTH STREET. MIAMI WILL CHECK RECORDS FOR MARTIN COUNTY

ilECOMEH*
TJJsRCH



PAGE IWO

BROADCASTING COMPANY, BOX FIVE SEVEN TWO, STUART, FLORIDA, AND DOUGLAS 

SILVER,RADIO STATION WIRA, FORT PIERCE, FLORIDA. LOS ANGELES WILL CHECK 

THE CREDIT RECORD FOR A. RONALD BUTTON, SIX THREE THREE ONE HOLLYWOOD 

BLVD., HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA. INVESTIGATION SHOULD INCLUDE COMPLETE 

CREDIT REPORTS AND DUNN AND BRADSTREET REPORTS THAT ARE AVAILABLE ON 

THE ABOVE INDIVIDUALS. '



August 11, 1952

MEMORANDUM &

RE: PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

On August 7, 2^52, while Agents of the Bureau were 
contacting Mr. Newell‘A^fClapp, Acting Assistant Attorney
General, Mr. Clapp received a call on the inter-office system, 
presumably from his secretary, who advised him Mr. Ford had 
not yet reached his office. A few minutes later, he received 
a call from an individual called Mike and the subject of some 
litigation in which the Department had been successful was 
discussed. Mr. Clapp informed Mike he had a call in for ' 
Peyton Ford to furnish him this information because he knew 
Ford was interested in the matter.

At the conclusion of the conversation with Mike, 
Mr. Clapp stated that on August 6, 1952, the Government had 
obtained a-court decision in Nashville, Tennessee, on a matter 
in which the Government8had filed a claim against the company, 
name not mentioned. Mr. Clapp did not state what interest 
Mr. Ford had in this matter. It is also noted Mr. Clapp did 
not give the impression he was trying to conceal his contact 
with Mr. Ford. No questions were asked of Mr. Clapp concerning 
this telephone call.

It is further noted, that representatives of the ^ 

Bureau observed Newel^rClapp having lunch with Herbert Bergson 
at Hammel’s Restaurant'on Saturday, August 9, 1952. •

COPIES • DESTROYED
I69 DEC 2 1964

57 SEP 9’ 1952

INDEXED'"4 I 4^-9 ^s " 
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'OFFICE OF DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
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Mr. Harbo _ 
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Mr. Laughlin 
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Miss Gandy ____

See Me _______ 
Note and Return 
For Your Recommendation 
What are the facts? ____  
Remarks:



STANDARD FORM NO. 64 . '

Office M-CW^dnduW • united stages government

TO « DIRECTOR, FBI dazes August 7} 195.2^

SAC, WFO (46-2715)

&
subject: peyton FqRD) ET A^.

FAC, MISCONDUCT KJ OFFICE 
-M^^-|-|l.«V1WWM- S.' <.!'<»>' »»!—--- « ^a--A WII - —■ , — n1

' !' * S

.4s a matter of interest to the Bureau, on August 7,jl952, while 
Agents of this office were contacting Mr. NEWELL-A^rCIAPP, . 
Acting Assistant Attorney General in chafge^of~theAhtitrust 
Divis ion, Mr. CLAPP received a call on the inter-office communi
cating system presumably from his secretary him Mr.
FORlIJiaifZjLaEZii&iclMldlJ^^
received a call from an indivTSudl he 'called MIKE and briefly 
discussed with him some litigation in which -tK^Dspartment had 
been successful, apparently coming to a conclusion in court on 
August 6, 1952. Mr. CLAPP informed MIKE he had a call in for 
PEffTUTTFOR'D^kO furnish him tffiis ffforiiffifion bec(^ Mr.

'Ford was" l^ter^edr^-thT^

At the conclusion of his conversation with MIKE, Mr. CLAPP said 
that on August 6, 1952, the Government had obtained a court 
decision in Nashville, Tennessee, on a matter in which the 
Government had filed a claim against the company, name not 
mentioned*, that a settlement had been agreed upon by the 
Government with the company but in the examination of the set
tlement, it had been found the company had made a misrepresen
tation. The Government rescinded the settlement, thereafter 
brought suit against the company in Federal court and had been 
successful in winning the litigation on all counts. Mr. CLAPP 
did not state what interest Mr. FORD had in this matter.

Mr. CLAPP did not give the impressi on that he was trying to con
ceal his contact with Mr. FORD and no que stions were asked him 
concerning this telephone call. . > a,

8/11/52 
ADDENDUM:

As of possible interest, it is pointed out 
that Mr. Ladd, SAC Hood and Winterrowd observed 
Newell Clapp eating with Herbert Bergson at Hamel’s 
Restaurant at noon on Saturday, August 9, 1952.

TJJi VIM EHW:
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PEYTON FORD, ETAL, FAG, MIO. REBUTEL AUGUST TWENTYSIX. INVESTIGATION

COMPLETED HERE. RUC REPORT OF SA BYRON E. MC FALL AT OC SUBMITTED AMSD

TODAY.

BRYCE

END

ACK PLS

3-27 PM OK FBI WA RD

^ 7 SEP 9 1952



rA^ARD FORM NO. 64

Office Memorandum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT •

TO

FROM A. ROSE

LADD

SUBJECT: PEYTON FORD, ET AL
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

DATE: AugUSt

Cl* 

OUrln. 

BwM

Tracy

Attached hereto is a memorandum to- thej-Attorney ^ ^
General with CLQpies directed to Assistant Attorney General NMl3*—'
Charles B. Murray. This memorandum confirms t^ ----
held in Mr. Murray* s offjpe" on the morning oY Augus 19^2, 
consisting of Mr. i^Fray,' JhiT”a¥¥^ en working on
this matter in the Department, Miss Ethel Brazwell, Supervisor 
E. C. Williams of the Bureau and E. H. Winterrowd.

The purpose,, of ..£hft^nn£a^enc£^^^ whnt
were the desires' of Mr. Murray in connection.j^lthjini^^ 
<^cli^TFjwIHZGlOuSO>hF^ which has been provided
by the law firm to the Chelf Committee and in, turnfurnished. 
to the Bureau and the Department.
•^-****«****^^**«***»***M»«tt«««^^^

Mr. Nurray-staled.. that bv no. jgg an g _d id - ^, jl ah .-that 
inves tigation-be conducted with respect to the entire...lli.6.. 
clients. He stated it. should be. li.m.i±&3 and was of ..the . opinion^ 
mF® Bureau should use its own.judgment. However, Ttwas 
pointed out that in such event it would be necessary for us to 
check all the clients. Murray stated in the intere^t-of-JLime 
and common sense he wanted to limit ...the.,numb.er.?Qf . clients, 
which will be looked .Into',? to "those .which IhaVe been se 
k^hftJMXd/-«£&^^ 
the. lisJ<JfolchLJnim-^^
Murray made severa3;jggneraJta^&Xi&£a^^

1. We will not check divorcevcase clients.
2, We will not check out those cases or 

suits which obviously appear to be claims, 
negligence matters and routine matters 
handled by Adams. /J)

3. Murray stated he did not want investigation < v 
at this time into matters^herein a law firm 
from out of the city has referred a matter 

of an undisclosed nature to the Peyton Ford, 
et al, lav; firm.

Mr. Murray was present for approximately an hour of the 
two hours which were consumed in the 'conference. He made the 
general decisions as reflected aboye and alst aele^;«i/sw^ -^Z7/ 
specific items which arenm^£^AXg^ta^h^^emo/a/dwd«ie^ /^ 
rest of the specific items ^ve^neenpelec^diasgg result of 
discussing them with Miss Ethel Brazwell.^ SEP;*^g^

EHW/rh
Attachments (2)



Memorandum for Mr. Ladd

It might be-noted that Murray stated he did not 
want to investigate or check into every individual namedon this 
3§EMZSZHXgSOHIasOn&  ̂
nature IndinaHng the necessity for chec^ 
files. In the event that any ihi'brmati'on is developed during ” 
the course of the investigation which would indicate the necessity 
of checking into a client not presently listed, this will, 
of course, be done. There are approximately.threeclients..listed 
as being those„of Peyton Ford which appear to. be some sort of

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

a civil suit. These aret

No. 19 Connelly, et al. v. Jennings 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

No. 9U Oklahoma Gity-Ada-Atoka By. 
Company, et al. v. Oklahoma 
Portland Cement Company, et al 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

No. 95 Old Mac Coal Company, v. S. J,

Murray felt that it was not necessary to go into these 
matters since there Was no information supplied Sy the Gummite 
and^ri_3Li.e.w of the fact that it wouTd be natural ^
Ford, ‘ who isfrom Oklahomahave 1Ok^ ' "MM“

-1-(i|B-l,^B#B-wlMtw*m^w«R»-r*wwM»i»**wwii«»|w««m«M*cww»«««*i«rt*P<*^^

ACTION

Attached is a memorandum .submitted, for approval for 
the Attorney General with copies to AAG Murray. There is also _ 
attached a letter to~ the Washington jMtacliflg,
that theOake the necessary chec^cT^f'^ rec ord s with
respect to^hTir^roup^ofc^ selected at the conference on 
lugus^’,' W.-------------- -—  --------

- 2 -







the Attorney ®mr4 ' 1^2

0- ' >
mw MAtmrm esmw^ •
mcww is wicw ■

t wit ta fiall #o ^w<afeWloa inf option-W^
has has furnished to We Burem.-by Mr« .Solms-f^ 
Assistant .Attorna^Gewral, in ©her#©- <.Me tl#a« M#aiaB,

B^an attorney la the /tftpbrWent-of'
*©. aU^4 that M wlW Curtis- Shear#

c®aaerBl#tg
JaaUe®# MF®
to be a °personnel wbUa’f a ’’scandal monger1* and a 
^aya&opa^lo Mar** ' ieldirUed that &©• ©c«w1^jp»<w 
an Individual who feels fmtraM Means© n© esplrtr® for Mt. 
ha© .never attained a position of promlnenc© in the Mpsrta^»' 
B added: Wat Shear#- is married to a-wealthy wmn Who. largely 
dictates what-Shears should., de in any given oUtatba,

>*' Midri Age further eo»^od that Ih-hl® opinlw -.
Shear© la net to© ©apable a© a lawyer ©nd pointed out that ■ 
after Shear© had made several-attempts to prepare a.ewlalnt ; 
In the >la# CXagg esao (department -Fil© l0-^*37) that he# 
Baldridge# drafted. th© ,.®oi©l&Ut himself# 7 He eonUsa$4 that 
it-was hi8 opinJ.on th© only reason thio case was assigned to 
Shear® wear because 'he was drawing/the. ©alary of- B oo^ehat : 
trial lawyer and It was aosM^ he could handle the ease. . 
Baldridge ©bated that for #o tim After this .esse-was handled , 
.Shears- was-without worts in We Department'and Baldridge indicated 
that: She ar® * lash of ability was th© real, .reason w^ w Bt.7 
assigned to Ma#

|he Plat titti-'OM® Is/eae phse of eur layeetlgat^
b-BtwdR whether members ©f atbhet-lw firm represented*.. £ 
'Silent# before the Apartment in this -matter#. In view of tw< ^ 
administrative nature of the above Inf ©motion; It. la not b®|M ® 
set forth in the investigative reports-aenoerning the Flat "7°^ « 
Glass., ©as©: but 1# being ©ailed, to: your .attention separately rw£ u 
whatever -administrative aetlonyw. .desire' to -tWe#' Wo Iw^sH* > 
gallon •is Contemplated'by th® bw®#0OMei#ng the above?.'. .^ ' ^ 
inr8«#Hra. <«4M^^^

008 7
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The Attorney General September 3, 19^2

Director, FBI PERSONAL Aim CONFIDENTIAL

peytou ford, et al
FRAUD AGAINST TIE GOVEMM
misconduct txt office

There is attached to this memorandum and to the * 
copies designated for Mr. Murray a copy of a memorandum dated 
August 29# 19^2, received from our Washington Field Office. 
Th© attachment sets forth information furnished by Kenneth \ 
H. Lindsay of the Department concerning an Antitrust case 
involving Pitney-Bowes, Incorporated. ' '

It is requested you advise what specific investigation 
is desired in connection with the information set forth in 
the attachment.

Attachment

cos 2 - Assistant Attorney General PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 
Charles B. Murray (A^^hment)
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TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

Peyton 
Robert

MR. A* ROSE

• UNITED STA’SS GOVERNMENT

E. H. WINTERROW^) 
PEYTON^ORD, ET AL 
FRAUD 'AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

A;
date: September 2, 1952

■J'vClw

Attached is a complete lifting of the clients^ of the 
Ford, et al, law firm which was provided to the Bureau b 
A. Collier, Chief Counsel of the Chelf Committee On

Friday, August 22, 19^2. ^Appropriate dissemination has be-en-m 
of this list to the Department and to the field*

This is submitted for record purpose^.

Stlaont

Uuc&Ua _, 
^hrV

4

fvO

62-975^8

EHW/rh
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CLIENT

A 1<^IU^, 

, WBehnont Street, N.W* 
Washington, D.C*

A 2.^Kiken, Breedlove and Hoz,ik 
800 H Street," NX 
WasfijS^^

WEN RETAINED

Nov* 1?51

Nov. 1951

EEES PAID
OCT. 1950 ^O-DATE

$125.00

B 3«'^^uminum Company of America July 1951
Pittsburgh 19, Pennsylvania Annual Retainer:
^^^=^^^^ $25,000.00

A ^.-^Amalgamated Casualty Insurance Co. July 19^7

Washington,^ p*C._t

on 

y^District C,ab 
^^g^ony^breeh
^■Siebert v^American Cab Association
J^Walker v^ELemiiig "
x^lls v^Deyaney 
^^fasell v.ffieese 

v.^ones

x* Thompson v. Amalgamated 
x - ~- —i ■■■ n n ri- t ~ r ■ ■

50,000.00

2,800.00

A 5'T^American Pacific Enterprises, Inc.

350 Broadway 
New York, New York

July 19119

^neric^ "pacific Enterprises v^ffiedell,

A osTAAmerican Type Founders, Inc.
200 Elmora Ave. 
Elizabeth, New Jersey

B 7» Thtj^^ffnclerson Company / 

^^ Indiana I *

C 8. Georg^lssan

. 25 East 67th Street
New York, New York

A 9. John N^BScas
3317 Highwood Drive, S.E.
Washington, D.C.

April 1952

Oct. 1951

Nov. 1951

W

2,500.00

‘ 233.3U



FEES" PAID
CLIENT WHEN RETAINED OCT. 1950 TO DATE

A
10; X Baker Hotel June 1951 ,

1701 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C.

C
11. Jacob Ai^Berstein - June 1952-

One Stevens^ Avenue '"\ 
Mount Vernon, New York

A
12. Henry G^Beuchler. Feb. 1951 $ 150.00

915 19th Street, N.W. - ,
Washington, D.C.z- *

A
13. Laurenc^Boerner - July 1951

2308 Ashmead Place, N.W.
V/ashington, D.C., > '

A
Hu Estat^fjtag^^ July 1951

Washington, D.C. .

F 15-^Bo^ers v. Bowers < Feb. 1952

1023 Connecticut Avenue " ' .
Washington, D. C.

F l^T%Braun and Company , April 1952 1,200.00
601 J^st Jlft^ Monthly Retainer:

~l7^?^n^ a $300.00

A
17 ^‘^’ke v. Burke x June 19^9 150.00

7205 Cobalt Road \ ~
Woodacres," Maryland

A
18. A. Ronald^utton “ Feb. 1951 500.00

6331 Hollyvrood Boulevard 
Hollywood, California .

F 19 ♦’TRgtoXia^ v ^Jennings June 1952.
Oklahoma City, 'Oklahoma ; 1 ’

A 20. Estatej^ Dec. 1951
7U12 Georgia Avenue, N.W. * '
Washington, D. C. -

A 2ir/^CampbeH Music. Company May 1951 2,^00.00
J108XStreeLi)JI.I. Monthly Retainer:
Washi^gtpn,^^ $200.00

B
22 .^Carborundum Company October. 1950 50,000.00

Niagara Falls, New York ■
Vaaaswu^ueu— i



CLIENT / Y/HEN RETAINED

A
23 • Hie olm ^Catlin

3726 Connecticut Avenue 
Washington, D. C.

March 1952

A 2Ur^\Christian Heurich Brewing Company 
2&th^d^Yater_Sti^e^^ x r

^^iingt2ii^J3.„C.«. ' z .

Feb. 1951

B
2^^j2BJ^UMsher 

Republic Bank Building -
Dallas, Texas,.

March 1951

B
261’j^C^en^

1227 (WStreei._M.W.
Washingto&J^

Dec. 1951'

B 27?^Cotyis Products Corporation " 
—^BKerican pair Trade Council, Inc., 

73Q. .Fifth^Avenue 
Ne^rk^i^J^

March 1951 
et al

A
28. Dr. J. • Keit^fomer 

1801 Eye Street, N. W/ 
Washington, D. C.

July 1951

A 29.'^avis & Aiken

500xSi£eeM.X 
Yfeshington, D. C.

July 1951.

A 30 j^iofty..
19U1 Capitol Avenue,-N^ E. 
Washington, D. C.

July 1951

A 31. Dr. Stephen L^SeBuir . \
Sampsons Wharf, .Virginia

April 195V

B 32.7^610tograph Products, Inc.
6j^iJj.9±L^tr,ept >

New York, New York.. „

March 1952:

A 33 • Sco tl^Donaldson 

Woodwarci Building 
V/ashington, D. C.

July 1952

A 3k. Estate of (^arles ^ July 1951
3421 3Uth place, N. W. 
Washington, D. C.

EEES PAID 
OCT. 1950 to.DATE

$ $0.00

650.00

500.00

250.00

8,000.00

5o.oo

i5o.oo



CLIENT ' . WHEN -RETAINED

A

A

35»<YD™canjr^^
Ub20 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C.

3&r^l5u Rite.Chemical £o.

Nov.

Jan

1950

19^6

A June 1950

A

118 West 75th Street 
New 'York, New York

38x^Ellett & Short, Inc#
1511 K Street, N.W. '

Oct w

FEES PAID
OCT, 1950 TO DATE

$ 275.00

700.00

150.00

’ 865.00

rashihgtpn,. D._c._ _..
.^‘’^E^thby

BarSjjipg^

Na MCSurtis 
^C^een v<^3@.th,

r^^kstrand^y.i W^ Co., et al
^Seasv ole &^oppe‘dge ‘

&maj/Estate , 
tppler .

<tt^eb'Sa^^

<^tNxosx ; _

.chw.ald J

A 39 • Estate of Enri.lv Y^SE^k^ 
Washington, D. C. * ’

w
R

llO,*^^rhaven Driye-in .Theatre Co., Inc. Jan. 1951

. 260 Trempnt_.StKe.et ' •
Boston, Massachusetts

500.00



CLIENT V/HEN RETAINED
FEES PAID 

OCT. 19f>0 TO DATE

A
hl*g^C^xworth jy^Lucas..

1316 Fairmont"Street, N.W. Nov. 1951
Washington, D. C. •

B
12*^5^eport Sulphur Company Jan. 1952 $6,h00.00

161^East h2cLS.tr.eet 

mj&mm '
A U3»^Ceneral Electric Credit Corp. . Oct. 19h9 100.00

,261 Constitution.Avenue^
Wa^igto&j^C. '

; •'1 -Ctener^ Electric Credit Qorp. vt^ark, 
* ’’Vpeneraj- Electric Credit Corp, v^rry

B
hh. The B. ^^Sbodrich Company' Sept. 1951 .

Akron, Ohio ;

A h5«-^otham .Restaurant Bakers, Inc. Jan. 1952 5,000.00

510 East 76th_Street
• New York, New York_

B h6.^fladacol ^ — . Feb. 1951 1,000.00

Lafayette, Louisiana,

A ^7* Estate of g<^ialdemanAJulius^ Sept. 1951 
Girard, Kansas ‘

A bB^allett v. Ashby Q.^Miller. ’ April 1950
_ 6^2 Hamilton Streep N.W.,
/ Washington, D. C. _ *

A h9.^HaXy^s^^ July 1951
f'SUI piedmont Street 

Arlington, Virginiav

B 50x^Hamilton Manufacturing Co. Nov. 1951 1,025.00

gslunbiis^lndiana.
A51t^ms y^toiig, Dec. 1950 50.00

l^Fs Street, N.W. *

Washington, D. C.

B52. John ^AHayes Oct. 1950 500.00
1 Federal Street 
Boston, Massachusetts

A 53*^WsS^ji
h02) Southern Avenue, S.E. Aug. 1951
Washington, D. C.



CLIENT • -

s * t

WHEN RETAINED
- - *

' EEES PAID
OCT. 1950 TO DATE

A 5h. S. Tf^Hines Company 
290b Ibth-Stet JUf. 
fehirigton>-jD.C.

March 1951 $ 80.00

'' Hines_v^Stson

A 55^\Hudson Supply & Equipment

1727 Pennsylvania.,AvenuerN.W.
Washington,  Ji.C *. s

June 1952 >

.Hudson-v^^hapiro-

A
^6<^Instirance Rating Bureau of the 

District of Columbia 
WoodwardJSuilding 
fehfiigteMAC*,

1951 500.00

A
57.-’^Je?fr^ '

927 New York-Avenue, N»W. 
Washington, D.C.

July 1950

A
58. Estate of David^awrenc^^enkins July 1951 ii5o.oo

355 Pinetree Drive, N.E. * 
Atlanta, Georgia

A
59«^J^ce v^Steuart, Inc. 

2700 Wilson Boulevard 
Arlington,* Virginia

March 1952 5oo.co

A 6C>J^aplowitz Bros., Inc.
521_13ih_S±reet,-N.^ ’ 
M^tona^

July 1951

A 61*^ssdl^«^s^L z

1368 Bryant Street, N.E. 
Washington, D. C.

April 1951 i5.oo

A 62. Estate of Kathryn-fertKnott. 1951 200^00
3605 Quesada Street, "W.W. 
Washington, D. C. .

R
63. Lawrence GZ^asky

260 Tremont Street 
Boston, Massachusetts

March 1951

F
6h. Barbaw^ee

131 Carlton Street *■ •
Brookline, Massachusetts

Oct. 1951 750.00
X

A
65»-}feiy3re±tjin£^fcN^^

2121 H Stree’t, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.

July 1951

4



FEES PAID
CLIENT WHEN RETAINED OCT. 1950 TO DATE

B 66*^Letaan Pros* 

One William Street 
New York* NewYork

Feb.’ 1951 $ 3,000.00

B 6? ♦ E^^itz, Inc.
30h Hudson.Street. 
New York* New York.

Jan. 19!>1 
Monthly Retainers 
$1,000.00

16,000.00

A 68* Josep^CiCausi
5g.O7 Georgia* Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

Aug. 19^1 2,000.00

A 69*"X'Zikl£°12=£r£>2i£^^ 
Washington, D.C.

Dec. 19^0 1,000.00

A 7O?^Sst Theatres Dec. 19^0 -6,000.00

Washington. D.C.



FEES PAID
CLIENT WHEN RETAINED OCT. 1950 TO DATE

A ?!♦ July 1951 ’ - $ 177*67
321i F Street, N.E. *
Washington, D. C. '

F
72* W. S^fcCullough — Re: W. CarS^armon June 1952 

601-3 Volunteer Building *
Atlanta 3, Georgia

A
73<^McDonj^ Sept. 1951 500.00'

8701 Georgia Avenue . .
- Silver Spring, Maryland

A 7h.X^cQueeney Brothers Service Station April 1952
1?25 Bladensburg, Road,...N.E, 
Washington,„D.WC.«

' J^ehnemany.. McQueeney.
^^jBgagdon»3C*_McQueeney,

B ?5*^Madison Square Garden Corp. Oct. 1951
li9th_ Street and, 8th .Avenue.,

A
76. The^ann Company z Jan» 1951 1,600.00

2215 Adams Place,.Ji.E.^,

A 77o^Tann-Jackson* Inc. J®* 1952 250.00

' Roanoke, Virginia.

A
78>&iarlow Coal Co. June 1950 50.C0

, Washingtori^D.._e;.^ 
Marlow .Coal. Co.^^ntandes-/

A
7 9.'*^Martin County Broadcasting Co. May 1951 300.00

Box 572
' Stuart, Florida..

F 80iAMetal Trading company OcL. 1951 1,270.00
'272 West-90th Street 
’New York, New York^

A
81. Ethe^lbyer . July 1951

Tall Timbers, Maryland

A 82. Estate of EmmaTWyenberg July 1951 1,277.00
Washington, D.C.

A $3* Estate of Josephine^L^&lmore. June 1951

Washington, D.C.



CLIENT

B SliTpBnnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co; 
900 Fauquier Avenue ’

oli2 Hamilton Street, N*W. 
Washington, D. C»

A 86,'^Mutt Motors, Inc* , 
1018. Tower-Building ' 
Washington, D. C. .

A 87* Ja^Mount 

National Press, Building 
Washington, D. C.

A 88* Freda E^feturray -

I 761 10th Street, S.E. 
Washington, D. C*

S^Btional Bulk' Carriers, Inc. 

.600 Fifth Avenue
Newjfork^

A

A

9O7^N3tional Press Building Corp 

'National Press Building 
Washington; D. C*

93ts^National Savings & Trust''Co* 
x.l£th and New York Avenue, N; W<
Washington, JD^C j .J ■

tyhtf-J^^^fcCoy> et al* v7 McCoy, et al 
^S^,on^ ^v^fS iSlOjSa^^ Sy^Q^’' WantHorth^WilliamsB3EE»

B 92NHbw Orleans Item 
"New Orleans, Louisiana

93 ^blejtMldstein^.

1821 Summit Place, N* W* 
Washington, B. C*

F Pft^^klahoiiia-JlLt^

y.^Oklahoma_Port  land-Cement, Co »,-et-al*, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma . ,

F ^vy^XLdJfec^^
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

WHEN RETAINED
FEES PAID

OCT. 1950 TO DATE

Oct* 19^0 $£0,000.00

May 19h9 2£0.00

April 19£2 ’
Monthly Retainer:
§25.00

12£.OO .
50.0/^

May 1951
s

Feb* 19£2 2£.00

July 1951 8,300.00

Jan. 1951 '
Monthly Retainer: 
§250.00

U,755.00

Oct. 19£0 ' t

। 1,000*00
20.00

325.00

Nov. 19I>0 *
\

1100.00

March 1951'’ £0.00

July 19£2

Oct. 1951 • l£0.00



CLIENT WHEN RETAINED
FEES PAID

OCT. 1950 TO DATE

5520 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C.

Oct. 1950 $ 60.00

B 97//Paine, Kramer & Marx 
. £0 Broadway-

Feb. 1951 700.00

New York, New York--

R 98* Robert K^Phrker 

Delavan, Wisconsin Oct. 1951 2,500.00

F 99. AugusTTPerez & Associates 
.New Ortons,,,Louisiana .

Feb. 1952

A'/lOO?^ William E^FTumer

/ / 280l| Military Road, ,N.W.-
’ Washington, B* C. ,

Sept. 1951 15.00

B Id* William H/Plummer & 'Company, JLtd.

New York,^^. Yor^'

Nov. 1951 250.00

BO 102r^Rhblicker Industries, Inc. * 
’ 11*29 Walnut-Street,

PKE^elph^^

June 1951 l*5o.oo

B 103?/(fiare' Earths, Inc.

Box 1*88, R. D. No. 1*
Aug. 1951 1,000.00

Paterson, New Jersey

A. 101i»^Real Estate. Commission, of ..the, District of 
Columbia _ 
District Building

• Washington, D. C.,

Oct. 195b 1,1*32.00 

\

B 105.'’^R®serve life Insurance Company 

1*03 South Akard Street 
Dall as . Texas—

Aug. 1951

A 106. B^Rfch’s Sons

1001 F Street, N.W-.
Washington,.. JkJU

Aug. 1951 500.00

A 107. Dora F.^ Richardson

1*00 Whittier Street, N.W. 
Washington. D. C.

Jan. 1951 75.00

A 10&T%tobeson y. Robeson.

Washington, D. C.

June 19h7 300.00



CLIENT WHEN RETAINEB /
FEES PAIB 

OCT. 1950 TO BATE

A 10? •• Walte«^othe

5060 MacArthur Boulevard, N.W. 
Washington, B. C*

Nov. 1950 $ 200.00

A U n Ap^ v^ganis-. June 1951
1136 11th Street, N.W. 
Washington, B. C.

V
A 111, Raymonc^Seheirer

2300 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, B. C.

A 112, Jules^Schneider

215 Mill Road
Hempstead, New York

Nov. 1950 800.00

Bec. 1951

A 113 • Marvin^chwartz

112 Broadway
New York, New York

, June 1952

B lilt, Walt&ra&hwimmer -Productions, Inc, 
^£E^k□^ackeIl-Dwe
Chicago...Illinois. /

Jan. 1952 ■ 750.00

B 115. Joseph E7i(Sea£iamXSons.»-Inc.. 

Chrysler Building 
New York, New York. _

Nov. 1951 11,250.00

C 116. Samue^SRapiro

233 Broadway ^
New York, New York **

June 1952 500.00

A 117* BouglL^Silver s 1

Radio Station WIRA • 1 *

Ft. Pierce^ Florida

Jan. 1951 100.00

R 118. Phili^temith

, 359 BoylstonStreet ’")
Boston, Massachusetts #

Feb 71951 750.00

C 119^S»ith & B.avis, Physicists 

,901 Pershing^Brive

Jan. 1952 550.00

A 12O^Snithdeal Estate 
''7100 Marian Lane 

Bethesda lh, Maryland

Aug. 1951 200.00

B 121z'^Staley Milling Company Feb. 1952 1,000.00



CLIENT - .

F 122^^Standard Fruit and Steamship Company 

9hh SA.*—Charles Avenue at Lee .Circle 
New 0rleans„12,^Louisiana

A 123, W. F^Stickle

1713 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C.

VB 12hr^Syivania Electric Products, Inc* 
17h0_ Broadway.
New York, New York

A125. Jack^endler

913 D Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

F 126* J^c^fiompson & Cos 
lldliTphoupitpulas Street 

New Orleans, Louisiana

B 127 •"^Thrift Drug Company

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania^

A128. T. O^fffon
Washington House 
Washington, D. C.

A129. /Maurice H^teeng

y8l|7 lUth Street, N.W.
^Washington, D. C.

FEES PAID
WHEN RETAINED OCT.195O TO DATE

Nov.'1951 $ U,000.00
Monthly Retainer: 
^00.00

April 1951 75.00

Dec. 1950

July 1951

Sept. 1951

Nov. 1951

July 1952

Sept. 1951

750.00

100.00

1,000.00

100.00

100.00

A130 .^fUnger^g^feinbergy.^^

730 11th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C.

B13K^lJnited Paramount Theatres, Inc.
1501 Broadway 

TTewlork, New York

April 1950 500.00

B 132.*/6jHited States Pipe Line Co.

100 Park Avenue
New York, New ..York

A133. Edward A^wSlsh 
161 West 36th Street

New York, New York

Feb. 1951
Monthly Retainer: 
$1,000.00 plus 
time on FCC merger

83,000.00

Feb. 1951 . 5,000.00

July 1951



■ FEES PAID' 
DATE

New York, New York

CLIENT WHEN RETAINED OCT. 1950 TO

A 13b* Katherine Sffeiel 

3U29 lUth Street, N.W. 
' Washington, D. C.

April 1950 $ 50.00

A 135. Katherin^t^ells 

Washington, D. C.
Oct. 1951 333.03.

A 13&<p5^sj>£t&^ Feb. 1951 100.00
VHO Vari, Buren Street, N.W.

Washington, D. 0.

A 137, Estate o^feeGler
Aug. 1951

Washington’, D. C.

A 138. Estate of lauraXfEer 

Washington, D. ti
July 1951 11,250.00

B 139 • Bii^ffilliams

1529 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

June 1951 10,000.00

V
A li;0, Car^pEinsionXCo ^ 

m5bh Street, N<» 
Washington,-,.D.*-.C. 2

May 1951 »85o.oo

A1L1. Estate of Georg^Jise. Nov. 1951 153.00

Washington, D'. C.

A Ihir^^JS^agoiX May 1951 5oo.oo

128 Longfellow Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C.

A lh3. PauS^Tooten

National Press Building 
Washington, D. C.

July 1951

Alhh. James L^’^ight

National Press Building 
Washington, D. C.

May 1952

A Ih5r7frel low Cab Co. of the District of Columbia 

Washington, D. C.

Feb. 1952

^jr^godwin v. Jellow „Cab. 
^Henderson v. JeJiow-Cab
^Kern v. Yellow Cab.

A 11|6. E. jvtzwilling

152 West L2d Street

Nov. 1951

Q
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DETAILSf AT WASHINGTON, D. C.: ’ •

------------------ALUMIN UM' "EXPANSION PROGRAM

INTERVIEW WITH RICHARD D. SEARLES, UNDER SECRETARY , 
OF INTERIOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. RICHARD D. SEARLES, Under ’Secretary of the 
Interiors was interviewed on August 18, 1952 by Special Agents 
EDWARD J. ARMBRUSTER and WILLIAM -C. HIGGINS in his office. 
Room 5116, Department bf the Interior Building.

Mr. SEARLES was infomed o’ *he nature of-the 
.inquiry initiated at the specific request of the Attorney 
General who had directed the Federal Bureau of Investigation . 
to conduct the necessary investigation.

Mr. SEARLES advised that he did not get into the 
aluminum expansion program until approximately in January of 
1951s and that he is thoroughly familiar with the events 
loading up to the allocation of increased tonnage of aluminum 
toVAfjCOAs Kaiser and Reynolds subsequent to this date.

He said the aluminum picture- just prior to the 
allocation of increased facilities was that aluminum was 
critically, needed-in the interests of national d efense and 
that this aluminum could be most economically and most readily 
obtained oniy from existing companies, inasmuch as the various 
attempts to introduce any producers in this industry had 
failed because of the latter’s inability to obtain adequate 
financial backing.

Mr. SEARLES advised that the Jiistice Department, and 
for that matter, the heads of all the other interested govern
ment agencies desired new independent concern.s, rather than 
allocate the increased facilities to the existing producers, . 
ie. ALCOA, Reynolds and Kaiser; however, since .this aluminum 
was urgently needed ..in the defense effort, and since the only 
possible way to obtain this aluminum was from existing 
producers he and other Governmental officials .charged with 
the responsibility of producing and maintaining stockpiles 
of aluminum had so informed the Justice Department officials.
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He said he was thoroughly familiar with the bases 
for the objections raised by the Department of Justice in 
an endeavor to bring about the expansion program.within 
the framework of'the Anti-Trust Statutes; however, he said 
there was no other alternative than to utilize the facilities 
of the existing big three producers. ’

' - He .further stated that-in the latter part of- -
July of 19^1, at a meeting attended by'JESS LARSON, CHARLIE 
WILSON, HOWARD McGRATH and other government'officials interested 
in the expansion program, he had informed the then Attomey 
General1 that the country had to have aluminum.right away and 
that in furtherance of this conversation with Mr. McGRATH, . 
he wrote a letter to the Attorney General confirming -the . 
sense of the meeting for the purpose of the record.

SEARLES continued by saying that shortly there
after Mr. McGRATH advised him by letter that since those 
government agencies charged with the responsibility of the 
aluminum program have gone on record that the country needed 
an immediate increase in aluminum producing facilities in 
the interest of national defense,and since attempts by the 
government to introduce new Independents had been unproductive 
that he, Mr. McGRATH, was forced into the position whereby he" 
would hot interpose further objections to the expansion 
program. .

. .SEARLES s&id that with reference to any personal 
influences exerted upon him or any other government official . 
by BERGSON, FORD OR BORKLAND,.the idea of such possible 
coercion or influence was out of the question.

Mr. SEARLES said he would like to point out that 
the government had initiated the alumihum.e xpansion program 
and had requested the representatives of the aluminum industiy 
to present their plans as to how their respective companies 
could produce the required aluminum in the immediate future 
and that, inasmuch as this aluninum was heeded urgently, it 
was not a question of one man or any number of men using their 
influence to obtain aluminum allocations for the companies, 
father, it was simply that the country needed aluminum and 
that the government was going to see that this aluminum was * • 
obtained as soon as possible.' •
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In conclusion, Mr. SEARLES stated that no individual 
had ever attempted to interfere-with or sway his decisions 
in behalf of any aluminum company, and, furthermore he 
said he seriously doubted whether any such attempts had 
been made on anyone connected with the Aluminum Expansion . 
Program.

“ 5 -
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OTETROPOSE^M^^ '
PAMMMMSr INC? ; : 1 ' '

The following investigation was conducted on 
August 18, 1952, by Special Agents CHARLES H. SCHAFER and 
LESLIE B. CHISHOLM, JR. . . ‘

INTERVIEW WITH MR. T. J. SLOWIE

Mr. .T. J. SLOte, .Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission, was advised of the confidential nature of this investi
gation and that this investigation was being conducted at the 
instructions of the Attorney- General. He was requested to make 
available the correspondence and conference files of the Federal 
Communications Commission pertaining to the proposed merger.

Mr. SLOWIE advised that the records concerning the 
merger were not available in his office but were in the possession 
of Mr. FREDERICK W. FORD, Chief, Hearing division, Broadcast 
Bureau, Federal Comma'' * cations Commission^ who was the attorney 
Who prepared the case for the Federal Communications Commission 
Hearings, • ' * .

-INTERVIEW WITH MR. FREDERICK W. FORD

Mr. FREDERICK W. FORD, Chief, Hearing Division, Broadcast 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, was advised of the 
confidential nature of the*investigation and that the investigation 
was being conducted at the direction of the Attorney General.

He related he prepared the case on the proposed merger 
for the Federal Communications Commission Hearings, conferred 
with Justice Department officials, and worked out the necessary 
plans in preparation for the hearings. He stated he does not 
feel that the department wrongfully failed to intervene.in the 
hearings because the department pointed out there was a problem 
as to whether the proposed merger would violate the Clayton Act.

’ He stated the department discussed the, proposed merger 
with him and the law involved and in view of their’explanation he 
believes the department pursued >the right course in not intervening.

«.'6 -
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He stated the department did not cooperate to the fullest extent in 
the early.planning of the hearings, but as the hearings progressed 
their cooperation did become very fine. He stated prior to the 
time that the departments position with regard to the proposed

• merger was made clear to him he had hope that the department 
would come in as a party to the hearings and "carry the ballo"

. Mr. FORD stated he was a little sensitive about Mr..
HERBERT.BERGSON representing United Paramount Theaters, Inc., ■ 
as a special counsel in the proposed merger due to his former 
relationship with the department. However, he stated Mr. 
BERGSON made it clear that he was representing United Paramount 
Theaters, Inc., only with regard to the merger aspect. According 
to Mr. FORD, Mr. BERGSON played an insignificant role insofar as 
the hearings were concerned and conducted'himself on a high level. 
He stated he has no knowledge that any of the activities of Mr. 
BERGSON with regard to the merger have been irregular.

Mr. FORD made available the Federal Communications 
Commission file on the proposed merger and the file on the 
conferences held by the FCC with the department. The' file 
was reviewed and reflected the following pertinent documents ’

* which have been photostated And are being set forth as exhibits:

Exhibit number DJ 217 is a' letter to H. GRAHAM MORISON, 
Assistant Attorney General, from JOSEPH J. SAUNDERS, of the Depart, dated 
September 21, l?51j which relates to the request of tue reaeral 
Communications Commission counsel to examine the departmental 
files on the paramount case. The memorandum sets forth the • 
arrangements which the department contemplated with regard to 
making its files available to the Federal Communications Commission, 
and stated it was the opinion of the department staff members 
attending the conference held September 21, 1951, that the pro
posed arrangements would be entirely acceptable to the department.

Exhibit DJ 218 is a letter to the Attorney General from 
Mr. T. J. SLOvJIE, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 

dated October 10, 19^1. This letter sets forth certain background 
' information concerning the proposed merger and requests the cooper

ation of the department in making its records available to the 
FCC and in assisting the FCC to analyze- the material in the -
department’s files. .

o 7 »
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Exhibit DJ 219 is a letter to Mr. T. J. SLOWIE, Secretary, 
, Federal Communications Commission, from Mr. H. G. MORISON, Assistant 

Attorney General, dated November 30,.1951, which is a reply to the 
commission’s letter of October 10, 1951, which advises Mr, SLOWIE 
as to the extent of the cooperation which the Justice Department 
can afford the FCC in the hearings on the proposed merger®

Exhibit DJ 220 is a Federal Communications Commission 
inter-office memorandum dated December 11, 1951, to Mr® CURTIS 
B® PLUMMER from Mr® FREDERICK W. FORD, which sets forth the status 
of the preparation for trial in the paramount case® This memoran
dum discusses the position which was assumed by the department with 

. regard to the proposed merger®

Exhibit DJ 221 is a letter to Mr® LeROY C® McCAULEY 
Executive Assistant,, AntiTrust Division, Department of Justice, from 
Mr® FREDERICK W® FORD, Chief, Hearing Division, Federal Communications 
Commission, dated January 3, 1952® This letter sets forth the names 
of the FCC Attorneys who would make an analysis of the department’s 
files with regard to the proposed merger.

Exhibit DJ 222 is a letter to Mr. LeROY C® McCAULEY, 
Chief, Administrative Section, Department of Justice, from FREDERICK 
W® FORD, Chief, Hearing Division, Federal Communications Commission. 
This letter sets forth a request that the department make available 
additional files®

On August 20, 1952, Mr® FREDERICK FORD telephonically advised 
the Wadiington Field Office he had located additional information concern
ing the proposed merger® Accordingly, Special Agents LESLIE B. CHISHOLM 
and EDWARD J® ARMBRUSTER reinterviewed Mr. FORD on August 20, 1952®

Mr® FORD advised he had reviewed the information in his files 
and the Hearings pertaining to the proposed merger and had located two 
additional documents which were not available at the time his Hie was 
reviewed by Agents which he thought would be of interest®

Mr® FORD made available Hearing Docket #10031 et al, which 
was the Pre-Hearing Conference, Volume I, pages 1 to 91, 'which reflected 
the following on page 5 of the proceedings:

"Mr® PATRICK: Mr® PATRICK and Mr'.'COHEN in all docket 
numbers® Mr® BERGSON, his appearance is limited to 

. dockets #1001:6 and 100h7® ’That is HERBERT H. BERGSON.

e>
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The Presiding Officer? Mro BERGSON’s appearance is 
confined to' Dockets 100116 and 100117?

Mr<> BERGSON: That is rights

The Presiding Officers On behalf of the United Para
mount Theatres, Inco?

Mro PATRICK: Right."

Mr<> FORD stated the above reflects that Mro BERGSON participated 
in the Hearings with regard to only the proposed merger which wa§ Dockets 

• 100116 and 1001j7j and did not appear with regard to any other natter.

Mr. FORD made available a Federal Communications Commission Inter-- 
Office memorandum to Mro CURTIS Bo PMER from Mr. FREDERICK Wo FORD, 
dated December 6, 1951, vhich pertained to the status of preparation for 
trial in the Paramount cases and staff requiremsits, and relates to the 
position assumed by the Departmento

Photostatic copies of the aforementioned memorandum were prepared, 
and they have been designated as Exhibit DJ-223.
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. BAWA CASE

Instant case, is more formally known as the department's investiga- 
J^ion into th? banana industry which largely, surrounds the activities of the 
/W^MJJSH and th®ft^W^^^^—-^^s^ tbejse

Two companiesstated to be hanol-ing some 85% of the banana importation and
• .distribution in the United States of America,. /The department File in 

instant matter,  File #60-166-56, was reviewed by Special Agent EDGAR L. 
.CARTER/ '

*

* . «» ■10. «K»

' It is noted that as early as 1907, the department of Justice 
began an-investigation’of the activities’of the'United *ruit  Company and 
instant file reflects substantial investigation made by the Antitrust 
division of the Department■cohering the entire banana.industry, which 

^investigation largely surrounds the activities of United ^ruit and 
as feeing the two largest operators 

♦ in the industry. It is noted in this connection that this bureau, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, conducted investigation for the Antitrust 
Division in Mobile, Cincinnati, San Antonio, Chicago, San Francisco, Miami, 
Charlotte, Milwaukee, Seattle, Portland, Los Angeles, New lork City, 
Washington, D. 0., and Omaha. The basic industry divides itself into 
three categories, the production of bananas largely in the Central American 
gantries, the international shipment of bananas to the United States and 
their distribution in the United States. It is noted that Standard ^ruit 

• ,& Steamship Company has numerous subsidiaries in this country and that the 
'"Ty/^.yiJ^ distributes the product of United Fruit in the United

• States of America.

There are numerous allegations from independent growers and 
importers of the product that United-and Standard Fruit'&, Steamship Company 
have attempted to dispel competition by outbidding the smaller companies 
for the.product in the market places in the countries where bananas are 
grown and.they further allege that these two companies, particularly 
United, have been, active in driving out competition by flooding markets 

'with the product at the point of sale, thereby driving down the price of 
the product to a point where economic subsistence of competition would 
be impossible,.

It is noted that ^r. VICTOR H. KRAMER,, an attorney in the 
Antitrust Division, when recently interviewed in connection with instant 

-case, advised that ^r. BERGSON, HERBERT BERGSON, subject in instant case, 
is currently counsel for Standard Fruit & Steamship Corporation and that 
Mxu—BERGSON had concurm~witn attorney HADDOCK of the iJenaihment in 
closing the Antitrust case against the Standard Comoanv and that he„ 
KBAMER, had been instrumental- in having this case reopened. Mr. KRAMER 
made no allegations with respect to - instant 6^ other than the"above
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' remark,'and stated, Jo.his knowledge;, Mr ?/ BERGSON, has. made no contact with. 
‘ the. Antitrust Division\relatiye 'to.the.-secohd.'Jintitrust investigation • 
• of the above- mentioned Standard ’Fruit- &/Steamship' Corporation for. which’

/ he. understands’BERGSON is'now counsel#* , /A*/ •

’ • : 'The,.only 'correspondence .-located in-.instant file ytich appears -
‘pertinentMid instant* statement.or-which, irixahy way;'tends to reflect' - *

• .any/action'.41 the* part of .Mr^/BERGSON'in: connection with'.this case,'is \ 
. ; Amemomdi®. .directed to* Mr-#, W>T A# -BERGSON .fronrMra ‘HERBERT-BORK-LAND, 
./-’also snibject in. instant'case, datechJuly._16s>-l~9h<8#.,;'Distant memorandum / 
• • is.;entitled,.-"Banana Industry A--Investigation" "and is; quoted in, its*
. .entirety'as follows;A -A;; A/ '

■' ' • ' ’'A ‘ /,.-''. .A- * \ ■- A A*‘A '
- /:A. • ' ' "I agree with,^George'Haddpck'-’that'there is-.insufficient \A ‘ 

/•.tyi'deripC; of- concert of action/to,--justify the-institution* of a T .
"' civil Action’#. Irrespective of’ v/hether-the. e.vidence may .be; sufficient .

to" warrant the’institution'of grand-Jury, proceedings; I do’not recommend ' 
A- such a .course#A The scope of, such an'investigation would be so. great •

• that.it would uhduly’tie up,personnel for an extended periodo .‘More- J
• over,-the-required information is, of a nature, and located-.in'such'a , 
\ wide 'geographical'area that .'investigatipn-by the raXwould’ ultimately

_ prove more expeditious#: .-‘-A A . A .'/,

' / A *- A "H J ^^ther.a gree .that .George/should, feel, satisfied tte - ' -
' . the-, material'thus, far assembled* .has; been.'thoroughly studied’arid all / . .

evidence and leads, extracted# -Unless there is.to be'almost.complete
. decentralization, I believe the further study should, be. made in - '

Washington#. We should not tie1 up field'office'personnels" . • '

‘ ‘ -.-It is.noted that instantjano^^^blue' iii color, cohtain's ,
' ‘ a-pen and*.ink notation, ’^,-. H»A;Eh«A(ag^ent3^ Hl^ *

‘ There is."further a penhedAio’tation^upon .the same/ jll concur, W#A«UAlj^ A
' .-'(apparently.the-initials-of'WIM,IMt-£#JJHDERHILL).# . "'7Aa?'A

: ..* ..-. ■ . On.'October'20,’ 19h8p Mfo GBORGE/Bs HADDOCK vnr'pte a memorandum.•
to Mr# .GERALD-J#'MCCARTHY, .Chief of the Department’s Boston. Off ice, - .

A (apparently‘Anti trust ■Office)# ’■instant’-, memoraridimi from HADDOCK reflects "
■ ..that last year,/apparently .19h7,AtHF'’Keparfmeritrhad'n’e^

;£onmke"ah'investigation of'‘tHSFacH^i^es/dfAffhitdd’T?ri£^
Fruit ^/Steamship Company, the two;largest,;importers of bananas# The .. .*. 

' /memorandum-went on to state that 'voluminous, reports were received from ‘ ■ 
'the FBI that the tentative conclusion .was-reached-thereon that further. •
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investigation-was required-before a.decision could be reached whether 
or'not these two companies, or either .of. them, were violating the Sherman 
Act. ; Instant .memorandum'continued to.state-as follows:

: ”It was; decided during the month of^August "that there was'
. ; .little likelihood that the necessary.,additional' investigation could be 

completed within-several months,, and further’consideration of this
( matter-was defe^red^ until the .disposition, of cases whichwere further', 

advanced‘ . - ■ .

■ ' '■ \. " Continuing further from, instant, memorandum is the following.'
, statementj 'fit, is our general, belief that it wpuld be. inadvisable to 
... embark, upon the investigation of'a series-,of local complaints from. < - 
’ different sections of the country, since it seems .-probable that those

■ ' .complaints-all .stem from the apparent, fact- 'that/United and Standard . .' 
.. control .’practically-all banana's imported into- the. country" o

•A. , ‘ Instant file reflects that on March,'18, >195,2, ^r. MELTON Ai; ‘
'.- .KALLIS,, to whom the4case was apparently assigned at that .time, directed

. a.memorandum to Mr. HAR^Y F.‘, HOUGHTON., Instant memorandum is six pages
• in-lehgtK and:is not being ’quoted as'jit..is riot deemed sufficiently

".■-.-pertinent to- instant' case. Kh*/, KAL^IS/z memorandum is in the nature* of ■ - 
instructions .from MILTON. KALLIS, to -members .of the department of Justice

” ' working on the '^banana..case -and- sets put ^theoryZand suggested avenues * * •
’ pf -investigationi v ' ♦ A'"/v / . « ‘ *

" ’ -Under, date -.of April;2,' 1952, Mr/ VICTORlHi KRAMER -directed‘a
-' _ memorandum-to Mr.- MILTON Ao. KALLIS, which would appear'to. reflect sane *

... variance of opinion between. Mr'. KRAMER and ^r. KALLIS with respect to -
„ instant-case. Mr. KRAMER.’s memorandum,of April 2, "1952, is quoted as
- follows':

• - "Bsmanajhire^ •

' ’’At your request-1 have';read.your memorandum--of March 18th’ 
-with considerable care arid interests I’find it exceptionally well written 

- Other than'-that I find that it has Very'few-virtues. My comments followo

- . "Io, The-tone of the memorandum particularly of the, opening 
./paragraphs', and in,the last:sentence, reveals a slight tendency towards

-. - .Prussiariism which-'isa characteristic that; hitherto I-have never seen *
- - ’in;youo'- '.In any event, the tone .is condescending whereas, in fact,’ Mr,

'■J Houghton, is your' associate, not. your .assistant® •• / . .'.' /

.. ; “(The-following comments;relate to the merits of your .
//.suggestions.). - - • • ’ . , ’ > . " ■ ■
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"2. -In the first-full paragraph on Page 2 1 wish-to record 
' .my agreement with Houghton* that if United/and Standard 'do' 88 per cent* , 

•of the: business, it is of no‘particular relevance to determine how'many ' . , 
do .the remaining 12 per cent.'. .As I understand the facts, however, the

.. . combined percentage of those two- -isr-much 'lower' and in'such circumstances
■ I would agree, with you rather than with "Houghton® The authorities 

Columbia’Steel case, the words, ’the strength of *the remaining com- .• 
petitors.' . ‘ ' ■ . / ‘

v . . "3® I wish, strongly to record myagreement. with Houghton and,
. ’.my'disagreement with you when Houghton states, ’that we could not suceed 

' .without proof-of predatory practices’ if Houghton means by ’succeed’ - * .
to obtain really effective relief® , I challenge you. to-produce a single ;

• ’’judicial .‘holding’ in terms of relief that-disproves this st-at emen to , 
01.course we are all aware of .the courts having , taken the position that

' you take, in words, -but have they in substance? ; : ;

: •’ '.' • ”b»* I disagree with both you- and Houghton in the only full 
paragraph on page 3 in which it is indicated that possibly high profits 
by United Would be persuasive to .a court.. 3h. both’ the * Aluminum and " 
Hartford Empire cases-this approach was rejected by the codrts, despite 

' -the fact that in.both cases the Government won significant victories®' . ■ 
My feeling is that courts tend to regard-an attack upon profits as an 
attack upon the capitalistic system- .Of course that regard is mis-- 
conceived,- but I am afraid that it would be the approach adopted by 
any judge who might hear any case involving United® Nevertheless, I 
have no objection to working up .information relating to profits, providing 

. • that .the time spent on it is not excessive® , . . ’

”^ I agree wholeheartedly with the- substance of the only 
full paragraph on page h and with your observations regarding vertical 

.integration and priced I strongly agree with-the first full paragraph 
on .“the last page of your memorandum® . - ■

-’’Let me repeat that what your investigation needs in. my 
judgment is better organization of the investigation® I think that this 

. • -can only be achieved if you will (a), settle on a temporary hypothesis of 
your/possible law suit (subject to constant change, if need be).; and 
then (b) parcel out specific assignments with deadlines relating to 
proof of .each conclusion of fact contained in your hypo, the sis <>• The • 
-first step in this program would be to comply thoughtfully and fully 
with Mr. Epes’ memorandum or oral request® lou'should, avoid" any discussion 
of any substantive matters with your associates until you have committed

■ to.writing a specific ‘proppsiton about which your discussion could center® v 1 * 1 • ,
‘ I, • ■ ' I. * * = . . e

“ \ •
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- ."If I,were .at.the'receiving end of.this mempfaridum I would find 
it insultingZ.Nevertheless/ I know,you .know"that'it was.written by.some- 

.-pne.^ho is. on your side in every. important' sehs.e».. .Therefore,'! trust 

.'youviilL;find it...clear apd .that it will-be of some- assistance to you.'* • ». 
in. making up your-own mind, which,i of-course, is the'.most, important • -, 

'mind to b e considered in this investigations ,^-

'."Good luck." / . ' '

- . ■-".It is noted that instant investigation of;the banana.industry
^appears to b e in. a current.status-in the. Department arid that other than - 

' the "fore going-memorandum.'vrritten by IfrijBORKLAND and concurred in by Uro. 
.BERGSON (also concurred in’by Mr» UNDERHILL), there has been no attention - 
direpted to the Banana Case by subjects of -instant case® , • , ’
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' " . BANANA CASE ' ' ' '

. Mis JAMES R® BROWNING, Executive Secretary to the Attorney General, 
was interviewed by Special Agents ROBERT K. LEWIS and ROBERT N. WINGARD on

■ August 18, 1952, in his office at the Justice Department <> • .

' ’ Mr. BROWING advised that when he succeeded Mr. GEORGE HADDOCK as
Assistant Chief of the Litigation Section, Antitrust Division, one of the 
cases which he inherited from Mr® HADDOCK was the Banana Case® He stated ’ 
that at the time he inherited this case he had Mr® WALTER SMITH of the - 
Litigation Section- review this case in anticipation of possible prosecution® • 
He stated that at the conclusion of Mr® SMITH'S review it was a joint opinion 
of the reviewer and himself that the jurisdiction in this case was outside the 

. continental limits of the. United States® Further, that the case involved
business arrangements between the United Fruit Company and a foreign Government 
therefore, this case was not a civil matter but one which required diplomatic 
action. - - ‘ •

. , Mr® BROWNING commented that as 'well as he can remember, this case '
appeared to be a possible monopolization of banana boats by the United Fruit 
Company® He commented he did not know what the ultimate conclusion of this 
case had been inasmuch as this case was taken from the Litigation Section and 
reassigned to another unit when Mr® BERGSON became Assistant Attorney General 
in charge of Antitrust® He stated that during'the period of time this case 
was assigned to him, he had discussed it with WALTER SMITH, Mr® HADDOCK and 
HOLMES BALDRIDGE® - He added' that the case, during the time he handled it and 
prior to being assigned to him, had been handled on merit alone and that up 
until the time it left the Litigation Section no irregularities had appeared 
and to the best of his knowledge no irregularities took place concerning this

■ case while it was active in the Justice Department®
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THE LIQUOR CASS

The Justice Department files number 60-257-21 
'and. 60-257-2 entitled LIQUOR INVESTIGATION were reviewed, 
by SA ALECK Go KARIS and the following was.noted:

These files concerned the investigation anl 
prosecution of several liquor concerns mostly in the 
state of Coloradoo The concerns were charged with 

■ conspiring to restrict competition and set prices* 
Several of the concerns were found guilty in violation of 
the Sherman Act and were fined* This case was appealed 
and heard in the Circuit Court of Appeals*

The only mention or listing regarding 
any of the subjects was a memorandum dated. May 23, 1950 
addressed to HERBERT A* BERGSON of a routine nature for his 
inf or mation, and a memorandum written May 25, 1950 over the 
signature of HERBERT A* BERGSON thanking a complaintant in this 
case.for his co-operation*

The files also contained a memorandum dated 
' May 26, 1950 from Mr* BORKIAND to Mr* HODGES entitled 

"Re Liquor", which is as follows, and is signed with the 
initials, HB:

"The monopoly of the Big Four could be broken 
if they were prohibited from using brand names on 
bottles containing any liquor which differs from the 
product originally sold under that label, or traditionally 
sold under that label* The theory would be that they had 
achieved and are maintaining a dominant position through’ 
consumer deception* There is no' doubt about the fact that 
the same label is used to describe a multitude of different 

.kinds of liquor* Unfortunately, there was no question about 
the fact that the Federal Alcohol Administration, which, by 
statute, is charged'with the duty of preventing consumer 
deception, has permitted this practice to continue*

"Let’s give some thought to figuring-out an 
approach which will leave.the Federal Alcohol Administration 
out of it if. possible*" . •

The files reviewed contained no decisions, 
‘ overrulings, concurrences, or opinions other than the above 

. mentioned memorandums*

The files reflect that Mf* A* HOLMES BALDRIDGE, 
Justice Department, made the overall decisions in this 
investigation and conducted the general supervision of the case*

° 16 —
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‘ ' COOPERAGE CASE <

* The Justice Department Cooperage Case file, number 60-72-0, was 
reviewed by SA ALECK G, KARIS and the following was noted: *

' The files contain a memorandum dated April 19, 19U9, from Co HEYWARD 
BELSER to EDWARD Po HODGES entitled, "Tight Cooperage," which contains the 
following, a summary of this case: . , .

"I have examined the Department’s files with a view to ascer
taining the Department’s activities in the past relative to ’tight’ 
or ’bourbon’ cooperage as well as the current status of the mattero-

"In 193^ the Department conducted’a preliminary investigation 
of the cooperage unions upon complaints originating .with foreign 
sellers of beer barrels and malto No decisive action was takeno 
Between that date and World War II, various complaints vrere re
ceived which were ultimately referred to the Federal Trade Commission 
for actiono ■ .

"After the war, the files reflected a reopening of the subject 
in a conference between the Antitrust Division and the Alcohol Tax 
Unit of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, Apparently as a result of 
the price ceilings imposed by the 0, Po A,, the curtailment of -
whiskey production and the diversion during the war to other uses 
of the output of the tight cooperage concerns, the major whiskey 
distilleid.es in the United States were encountering difficulty in 
securing the white oak barrels used for ageing whiskey. According 
to the applicable regulations of the Alcohol'Tax Unit, whiskey, in 
order to be entitled to the use of the term 'Bourbon whiskey,’ 
’Straight whiskey’ and ’Rye whiskey’ must have been aged in new

• charred white oak barrels, The major distilleries began to pur
chase cooperage concerns and soon controlled a large proportion of 
the available cooperage capacity, This program had the effect of 
making it difficult or impossible‘for the small independent dis- '
tilleii.es to secure the essential white oak barrels. The com
plaining distilleries also alleged that the major distilleries had . 
bought up nearly all of the available standing white oak timber in 
the United States with the result that the independent (non
distillery owned) cooperage concerns vrere not able to secure .the 
necessary white oak timber with which to make the barrels*,

"In order to determine whether or not the purchase of the 
cooperage concerns and the available standing timber supply was '

“ 17 o
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the result of concerted action among the major distillers to drive 
out of business the independent* distillers, this Division instituted 
a full,scale investigation of the industry in November 19h6® The 
investigation involved contact with the major distilleries, various 
cooperage concerns and certain of the small distilleries®•

"In the course of the investigation, the suggestion was made' to 
this Division from various sources that a change in the Alcohol Tax 
Unit regulations permitting the ageing of whiskey in used barrels 
would remedy the situation® Accordingly, under date of March U$ 
19117 this. Division contacted the Alcohol Tax#Unit relative to the 
proposed changes® Under date of March lb, 19h7j advice was received 
from Carroll E® Mealey, Deputy Commissioner, that he'was in sympathy 
with this Division’s investigation and that technical'reasons which 
he discussed indicated the desirability of referring the matter to 
an industry conference then scheduled® Subsequently, on May 16, 
19^7.5 further advice.was received from Mr® Mealey that the ma’tter 
was still under consideration and that the Alcohol TaxUnit had not 
yet decided whether or not it would hold industry-wide public 
hearings on the question® Mr® Mealey enclosed a letter from Mr® F® P® 
Handerson, Executive Secretary of the Associated Cooperage Industries 
of America, in which Mr® Hankerson indicated that an adequate supply 
of barrels was available to any distillery desiring the same, that 
it was impossible to purchase all'the available supplies of standing 
timber, that any manufacturer of ’tight* cooperage could turn to the, 
production of whiskey barrels without delay, and that the elimination 
of restrictions on the employment of used barrels for ageing whiskey 

•would completely destrdy the cooperage industry and other related 
industries depending upon used whiskey barrels®

"The F® B® I® investigation apparently did not reveal evidence 
of joint action on the part of the major distilleries to eliminate 
competitlion from the smaller distilleries® The files do not 
reflect any further action until the latter part of 19h8®

"In September.19^8, information,received, from the Conference of 
American Small Business Organizations, Chicago, Illinois indicated 
-that the major distilleries had come to control a very large pro
portion of the cooperage capacity in this country® The need of the 
distilleries for the products of their cooperage subsidiaries 
apparently was not constant throughout the year® During the period 
of slack need the cooperage products were thrown upon the market 
in competition with the products of the independent cooperage 
concerns for the general trade® It was alleged that the accounting

«• 1$ —
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practices of-the distillery-owned cooperage concerns made it 
possible for them tosell barrels at a price much lower than'that, 
possible for the competing coopers<> fee independent coopers re
garded this practice as unfair and dangerous competition.,

"The files,further reflected that on November 15, 19^8 a 
letter was addressed to the Alcohol Tax Unit calling attention to 
the labeling regulation discussed above and urging that such action 
as' is possible be taken by the Alcohol Tax Unit to remedy the 
situationo"

By memorandum dated November 18, 19^8, from ERNEST L® BRANHAM to 
HERBERT BORKLAND, MR® BRANHAM set forth various statements regarding this case 
and concluded by stating:

"It is my recommendation that the ’Big Four’ and possibly Con
tinental Distilleries and Brown Forman be investigated by a grand 
jury to determine whether violations warranting an indictment have 
occurred®"

There is no notation on this memodrandum or in the file reflecting 
action taken on Wo BRANHAM’S recommendation®

Bynemorandum dated February 20, 1950, from LEONARD M® BERKE to 
ALLEN A® DOBEY entitled, "Distillers in the Cooperage Industry," there is 
set out the results of investigation in this case regarding the distillers 
entering into the cooperage field and purchasing ^^operage barrels and standing 
timber® This memorandum has been photostated and is being made Exhibit DJ 1300®

By memorandum dated May 7, 1952, from ERNEST L® BRANHAM to EDVARD P® 
HODGES, entitled "Liquor Industry;" MR® BRANHAM states in part the following:

"I received a telephone call from your office on Wednesday, May 7, 
1952, from Mrs ® Menefee in which she stated that you would like for me 
to meet with you in your office on that date at 10:00 AJL She did not 
state, and I did not-ask^Jfor*what purpo.se you wished to see me® When 
I arrived, I found Mr® Elmo Flynt, Investigator, Mr® George Comer, Chief 
of the Economic Section and Miss Margaret Brass, Attorney, awaiting also 
to see you at the suggested hour®

"When we entered your office and took our seats, you stated that the 
conference was relative to an investigation by the Congressional Committee, 
and that certain members of the staff, other than myself, had prepared a 
memorandum covering the 19Uh Liquor Investigation® You suggested that to 
remain and read the. memorandum, and if we approved to initial same, and

“• 19 ~
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if we disapprove to see Mr® Baldridge r who was in’charge of the General -
Litigation Section of the Antitrust Division at the., time of the 1944 . .
Investigation® After others had stated'their- views.concerning the sub- . 
stance of the memorandum, I stated to you that I did not feel disposed . , 
to1 initial it, for the reason that I did not* agree with the substance - or 

' the conclusions'® ' / ' - . . .

. ”1 regret that you took occasion, in the. presence of the people above
mentioned to criticize me by-saying ’You have done a great deal-of talking ■ 
about there being a case, but you have never stated that in writing® I .

-suggest that you put your views in writing for Mr® Baldridge® ’ * I attempted 
' to emphasize that I had written a great deal of memoranda in the past, .

. including* the period which I worked under Mr® Baldridge and"also under you®' . 
I should like to'- say now that the memoranda I have written have either 
pot beet'-’read or are not in the files® . w ■

. ,!In conformity with your directive this, memorandum is written to 
confirm all of my memoranda of record regarding, the Investigation of 1944 
up-to-date® . • ■

’’After the group meeting in your office on Wednesday," May 7th, I , . 
showed you a memorandum prepared by me to Mr® Borkland, dated November 18, * '
19H8, which clearly expressed my views® This summary contains my con- ' * 
elusions at the end of the 1944 Investigation, an4 also, my experiences, .
with the liquor industry up until a. recent date® Apparently,, there are . 
■those who’are. not aware of some of the matters that I have handled in
recent years® I quote my memorandum of November 18, 1948®" •

The memorandum contains-the text of" MR® BRANHAM’S memorandum of. .
November 18, 1948, which was' described above® * ,

This, memorandum has been photostated and is being made Exhibit- DJ 1301..

By memorandum dated May 9, 1952, from ERNEST L® BRANHAM to HOLMES . 
BALDRIDGE entitled "Liquor Industry," MR® BRANHAM in reference to his . -
memorandum dated May 7, 1952, sets forth in detail'his differences with the 
substance of the memorandum.of LEONARD M-. BERKS and ALLEN. A® DOBEY dated

. February 20, 1950, .described above as DJ 1300® , , ' ’ *

’ By memorandum dated May 2, 1952, from ERNEST L® BRANHAM addressed to 
Thd^Files, MR® BRANHAM sets forth details regarding 'the suit filed against' 

' thfiOtiddle American Distributors, Incorporated,-, by the Federal Trade ' 
Coiimission, and states in part as follows: ' ' • .

, -."It is my feeling at the time, and I so.recommended in a memorandum 
dated November 18, 1948, that the Antitrust Division should attempt’ .
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to breakup these prior maintenance agreements, but'I’ never .heard anything, 
from the matter except in a conversation with MR. BOkKLAND, Second Assistant

, to MR. BERGSON, in wKich he expressed regret' that the Antitrust ^vision 
would not attempt to have a grand.ruling on the Colgate theory. \ •

? When-the Antitrust Division failed to pursue the matter,’ the same 
complainants took the matter to the Federal Trade Commission,' and on 
January 18, 19U9, Federal Trade Commission filed a complaint regarding the 

,aforesaid defendents.” : •

The file contains the following memoranda s wherein the 
Subjects are mentioned. The memorandum dated'October t(} x/^o, prepared 
by ERNEST Lo BRANHAM under the signature of HERBERT A. BERGSON, Assistant 
Attorney General/ and initialed MHiB.,” addressed to MR/FRED A. VIRKUS, . 

. Chairman,'-'Conference of American Small Business Organizations, Chicago, ' 
Illinois, in which he'requested information’from MR. VIRKUS.

'By memorandum dated November ^ 19118, from MR. HAMILL to MRO BORKLAND ' 
entitled “Cooperage Industry, “ in which MR. HAMILL sets forth various 
complaints received by the Department.regarding the six big liquor companies 
and concludes this memorandum by inquiry if, the Small Business Unit should 
proceed in this regard. This memorandum contains no notation of any action 
taken. . . ’ ’ • ’, . ' . - , '

By memorandum dated November 1£, 19^8, from HERBERT A.' BERGSON,
, Assistant Attorney General, to Honorable CARRELL E. MEALEY, Deputy 

Commissioner , Alcohol Tax Unit, Washington, D. Co, ’in which'MR. BERGSON’ 
sets forth briefly complaints in this case and states in part as follows:

“We are seriously concerned over this exclusion and with the resultant 
temporary, and perhaps permanent, .increase in concentration of market con
trol. Equal access to the’market is a basic principle of the antitrust 
laws and of * our economy. As you know, this principle also underlies some 
of the prohibitions of Section 5 of the Federal Alcohol Administration Act.

“Accordingly, vre urge that you take such action as may be within your 
.power to remedy-this situation as promptly as possible.11 •

Otner than the above,the file'reflects no opinions, concurrences, 
.overrulings, or recommendations by any of.the subjects in this case..

The’file further reflects, that EDVARD P. HODGES conducted the general 
supervision of this case. ’ ’ . - ’ ' ‘

, « 21 — •
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^IILLIE^CARD^ARMON CASE

On August 20, 1952, the Department of Justice file, 
concerning the above captioned individual was reviewed by SA 
ALPHONSE! F. CALABRESE and the following information was ob
tained therefromt

This case relates to an alleged evasion of income • 
^^^ ^7 the above named individual who‘operates the CARL 

GARMON Mo tor^ ■ 263. Spring Street, N. W.,. Atlanta, Georgia. ‘ 
? The file reflected'that GARMON’S Attorney was, Wo Go MC 

CULLOUGH, 601-3 Volunteer Building,. Atlanta,,Georgia. By 
memorandum for the file dated June 3$ 19^2, the Department of 
Justice Attorney, JULES Ho.SIGAL, who was handling this case, 
advised that SUMNER M. REDSTONE, Washington, D.C., had been 
in to see him relative to the WILLIE CARL GARMON Case on that 
day, June 3-, 1952/ SIGAL advised that Mro REDSTONE stated 
that his firm had been requested to come in on the' case and 
that they were considering it. In addition, he asked that the ‘ 
Department of.Justice grant him a conference on June 23, 1952® 
SIGAL stated that a conference was. arranged for this date and 
that Mr* REDSTONE would call that office in the event it was 
decided, not to represent the taxpayer.

In a ‘memorandum for the file dated June 25, 1952, 
Mr. SIGAL stated that Mr.REDSTONE called him late in the after
noon on June 23$ 1952, and advised him that a tentative con-

• ference which had been set for that day, would not be necessary 
inasmuch as his firm had decided not to represent the taxpayer 
in this matter. .Mr.SIGAL advised that he was, therefore, 

. forwarding the case for processing. ■ "

By letter dated June 27$ 1952,-Hr. ELLIS N1 SLACK, 
Acting Assistant Attorney .General, wrote to Mr,. J. ELLIS MUNDI, . 
United States Attorney, at Atlanta, Georgia, recommending 
that criminal, proceedings be instituted against ,GARMON on 
charges‘of wilfully attempting to evade and defeat his in
dividual income tax for the year 1946, in violation of 
Section 145 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code.

» 22
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.WILLIAMS RESaAIIRAELT (a oartnership), 
BILJ^WILLlAMS (Partner) 
VasillosWasiliadesjPAUDnMASTERS 
(Partner Case

The Department of Justice file in connection with the 
above captioned subjects was reviewed by SA CHARLES H® SCHAFER 
This file reflects'that the above .captioned matter related to 
the alleged evasion of income taxes of BILL WILLIAMS and' PAUL 
MASTERS, both of Upper - Darby, Pennsylvania® This case' was 
assigned to Department of justice Attorney, A? F. CALLAHAN, 
and the Attorney for WILLIAMS and MASTERS was indicated as,■ 
FRANCIS Jo MYERS, 2023-2,7 Land Title Building, Broad and Chest 
nut Streets, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,

> By letter dated'July-2, 1951, the firm of BERGSON, 
ADAMS and BORKLAND, Washington, D, Co, under the signature of' 
SUMNER M'o REDSTONE, wrote to the Assistant Attorney General 
of the Tax Division of the Department of Justice-, Mr® THERON 
Lo CAUDLE, as follows:- ' ,

”Re: Mr, BILL WILLIAMS,'Etal

"Dear Mr, CAUDLE, • , ; . •

"This is to inform your office that we 
have been retained as Counsel in connection 
with the above proceedings., We understand . 
that a preliminary conference has already 
been held at which time- it was agreed that 
the matter would require more development- 
and that a' memorandum would be presented on 
behalf of the. taxpayer®

”lt is desired to avoid any imposition 
on your office resulting from the change of 
Counsel, We would like, to present a detailed 
memorandum covering the. critical phases of 
the matter and would desire a period of sixty 
days within which to make such presentation® ' 
It would be very much apprecia-ted .if an 
opportunity were granted.to discuss the 
problems existing in this matter, either at 
the time of presenting the memorandum or
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sometime thereafter, which ever would be • 
. ; more desirable to your office o’* "

On this letter was the•following notation: 1

. ■ ■ 1,7/3 \
■ • "ARTHUR - new Counsel in case who will.

. make; investigation on their own'for.
. ’ -the first time wish to submit , * ‘ •

. . memorandum.- Under circumstan ces, if ■ . • ■
. . you have no objection, please allow

, until'9/lo ’

This notation, was signed with initials which were not legi- ’ 
ble0 . , * . • / .

On August 1, 1951s BILL WILLIAMS wrote Mro CALLAHAN 
and stated that he wished to confirm that he had retained 
BERGSON, ADAMS and BORKLAND, of Washington, ®0 Co, to. represent 
him in a tax matter presently before the Department of Justice o 
Further,’that FRANCIS-Jo MYERS, was no longer acting ,as his 
Counselo- Attached to the letter from BILL WILLIAMS dated . 
August 1, 1951s was an undated typewritten memorandum by A. Fo 
CALLAHAN which read as follows: ’ . ’ -

"In re: ’ '
' BILL WILLIAMS ’ ' • . ■ ’

Upper Darby, Pennslyvan!a

"Mro REDSTONE left the attached letter in 
* this office this.afternoono"

File further reflects a letter from the firm of BERGSON, ADAMS 
and BORKLAND, Washington, Dc C,, dated August 3.1s 1951s under 
the signature of SUMNER Mo REDSTONE in regard to BILL WILLIAMS 
and PAUL MASTERS addressed to Assistant Attorney General, 
THERON LAMAR CAUDLE, Tax Division, Department of Justice', which 
read as follows:. . . ’ ■ ■ , ’

"Dear Mr, CAUDLE, ■ . '

. "We are enclosing herewith a memorandum 
setting forth our reasons for believing• 
that the Department, of . Justice should de- . 

' cline prosecution in the above entitled '
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matter., We would appreciate an opportunity 
for discussion of the case at your con*-* 
veriience."

On this letter was a'handwritten notation which read as follows:

’’Received by hand at 3*30 Po Mo, 9A/^1«

A. h Co”

An examination of the file failed to reveal the memorandum men
tioned in REDSTONE’S letter of August 31, 1951o

Ry letter dated January 11, 1952, ELLIS N. SLACK,
Acting Assistant Attorney General, wrote Mr, REDSTONE concern
ing BILL WILLIAMS and PAUL 'MASTERS as follows:

11 mi *This is to advise you that the above 
named case has this day been transmitted 
to the United States Attorney, Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania, with instructions to 
institute criminal proceedings as to the 
years 1945 - 1947, inclusive,,”

According to a memorandum in file dated November 16,
1951, this case was assigned to Department of Justice Attorney, 
FRED G» FOLSOM, due to the fact that Mr, CALLAHAN stated that 
he did not believe he could handle the case along with his 
present duties in the Deputy Attorney General’s Office. On 
this memorandum was a pe nciled notation dated December 15, 
which read as follows:

.’’Returned by P« Go F, and reassigned to SIGALo 

M« Ro”

Note: It is believed that the initials Mo R, refer to MEYER 
ROWACKS o
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• PARAMOUNT pictures interstate circuit case

• INTERVIEW WITH MR,‘ PHILIP MARCUS ’ "

x The following interview was conducted oh August 20$ 
1952$ by Special' Agents CHARLES Ho SCHAFER and LESLIE Bo CHISHOLM. 
JR.: . . .

It is to be noted that in an interview with Mro 
MAURICE SILVERMAN, Departmental Attorney, concerning the proposed 
merger between the American Broadcasting C.ompany and the United 

* Paramount Theaters, Incorporated, that he pointed out’ that. Mr* 
BERGSON sided more often with the- position taken by Paramount 
in the Antitrust Case than he had with the position.assumed by 
his staffo -He related the United Paramount Theaters, Incorporated 
Interstate Circuit and Texas Theaters, Incorporated Case as an 
illustration of a case in which BERGSON took a position opposite 
from that of his staff and-in favor of Paramounto

Mr* PHILIP MARCUS,- Special Assistant to the Attorney 
General, General Litigation Section, Antitrust Division, Depart
ment of Justice, related he has been in charge of the motion 
picture work in ,the Department, and was. the fprincipal attorney, 
engaged in the United Paramount Theaters, Incorporated^aiMsta^ 
£ir_cuit- and Texas-JTh.ea^er.s.* Incorporated Case* Mr* MARCUS- 
stated ‘ Paramount jointly ovme’3"with*”Tnterstate 173 Texas 
theaters, each of them having an approximate fifty per cent 
(50%) interest in the venture* He said that under a consent 
decree which Paramount had entered with vthe Department they 
were’ required to divest their interests in all but forty of ' 
these theaters* Mr0 MARCUS related Paramount advised the De
partment that they were unable to get together with Interstate 
on 'a sales agreement, under which they'could sell their interest 
in the theaters to be diyested to Interstate*.

' According- to Mr* MARCUS the Interstate Circuit 
had a monopoly in the theater business throughout most of the 
cities.in Texas, and under the Paramount consent decree the 
Department could not reach-the Interstate monopoly, but'would 
have been required to take a separate legal action against -
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Interstateo MARCUS stated Paramount' told the Department they 
would buy out Interstate’s interest in the 17$ theaters if the 
Department would agree to amend the consent decree by doubling 
the number of theaters they could own in Texaso In 'return for 
amending the decree, Paramount agreed to sit down with the 
Department and negotiate as to which theaters Paramount would 
be reauired to divest themselves of in various cities in Texas 
in order to break up the Interstate monopolyo . '

Mro MARCUS said he opposed the plan because United 
Paramount Theaters would have enjoyed a much stronger position 
than it had formerly under the initial decreeo He said Mr„ ' 
BERGSON overruled him and took the position.that the de'cree 
would be amended to' permit Paramount to double the number of 
theaters it was permitted to have in Texas inasmuch, as it 
would afford the Department the opportunity to break up the 
.Interstate Monopoly and still control Paramounto He said the 
decree was amended and Paramount was permitted to approximately 
/double the number of theaters it operated in Texas»

He stated he personally handled the negotiations 
with Paramount as to which theaters it would be required bo 
divest itself of in Texas after the ceiling was increased and 
Paramount bought out Interstate’s interest,, He stated that 
while Paramount was permitted to have approximately ninety 
theaters in Texas,.it was not permitted to increase the 
original ceiling of approximately 600 theaters throughout the 
United States, which number was set in the initial decree, and 
therefore, they were required to divest themselves of theaters 
in other areas of the country to compensate for the increased 
number of theaters they were permitted to have in Texas0

He related he does not believe any improper in
fluence or,pressure was exerted by Nr, BERGSON in this matter^, 
but, that it was merely a question of.judgment, and that he, 
MARCUS, differed from the position taken by BERGSON with re
gard to this case* He stated, however, that Mro GOLDENSON, 
President of United Paramount Theaters, Incorporated, was a 
very persuasive talker and always went directly to Mr0 BERGSON 
when he visited the Department,, Mro MARCUS added BERGSON took > 
a more personal interest in the motiop picture cases than did 
any of his predecessors,, * . . . *
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(Department of'Justice File Entitled . „ _
JOTH AMERICAN SHIPPING AND TRADING' COMPANY; • S 
/UNITED TANKER CORPORATION; . z £
rWlTED STATES PETROLEUM CARRIERS, INC.; - /
x^MERICAN OVERSEAS TANKER CORPORATION;
Rimpson, spence and young • • \ . ■
\FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT) ' ' '

(Department of Justice File Entitled 
S^»ACHAM’^WPWW,

46 use, 19, 21, 41# 60, 808 — E.D. VA. — ‘ 
ADMIRALTY NUMBER 7477

' ' On August 21, 1952, the Department of Justice files concerning the above 
matter were reviewed by Special Agents ALFONSE F. CALABRESE and CHARLES H. SCHAFER.

The Department of Justice files revealed that in connection with the
above matter there are two main files, one case relating to the Admiralty. Suit‘ 
filed in the United States District Court November 9$ 1951# at Norfolk, Virginia, 
seeking forfeiture of the Tanker MEACHAM and charging that the vessel was falsely 
registered as to citizenship by its owners in violation of Maritime Law. The file ’ 
further reflects that the preparation of the litigation in respect to the Admiralty, 
Suit is being handled by Departmental Attorneys in Washington, D. Co, by J. FRANK 
STALEY, Head of the Admiralty Section in the Department, THOMAS F. McGOVERN and 
PATRICK F. COONEY.

Noted in the. file was a letter from STEPHEN A. MITCHELL, ChiefwCounsel
of the Subcommittee to Investigate the- Department 01 Justice, dated May 1, 1952, 
to PHILIP B. PERLMAN, Acting Attorney General, .Department of Justice, which is 
as follows:

”In Mr. ROBERT COLLIERS telephone call to you this afternoon,
this Subcommittee requested the attendance of Messrs. J. FRANK STALEY, 
THOMAS McGOVERN, and PATRICK COONEY, of the Claims Division of the 
Department of Justice, at an executive session of this’ Subcommittee to 
be held at 9:00 A.M. on May 5# at the office of the Subcommittee in the 
George Washington Inn, New Jersey Avenue and C Street,’S. E.
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••You .have advised.Us of your 'refusal to permit these men to . '■ .'
testify concerning the-United-Tanker and Newbold Morris cases on the , 
.ground that one.of the several cases involved is.pending and is set ' ■ 
for:trial in early June, 1952. In order to avoid an impasse-.and at

- the same time to discharge this Subcommittee’s obligations, we‘repeat • 
our request for the-attendance-of. the witnesses named and wi 11, restrict ” . 
pur question’s at that hearing to asking whether Mrs NEWBOLD., MORRIS, or - 1 
Mr. PEYTON FORD ever'talked to any of them about the United Tanker or 

’ Newbold Morris cases and/ if so, when and where;*!' .

, There was also'a. letter addressed-to Mr. MITCHELL from-Mr. PERLMAN dated 
May 1, .1952, which is as follows:' • ' ;

-"■I'have your letter- of May 1st advising me that .you desire1 ' * 
to have the attendance of Messrs.. J.- FRANK 'STALEY, THOMAS McGOVERN, 
and PATRICK COONEY,* of the Claims Divisionjof the Department of' 

' Justice- at an' executive session May 5th, at the office of the Sub~
> committee in the George Washington Inn, New. Jersey Avenue-and C

Street, S. E. . • ‘

"I'have discussed this matter with Mr. HOLMES BALDRIDGE, 
Assistant Attorney. General in-'charge of the Claims Division, and am* 
advised that'he will'arrange to :hav,e Messrs. McGOVERN - and COONEY . '•
appear at the time and place designated, with the understanding ‘ "
that the Committee’s questionswill.be restricted.to inquiries as ’ , '
to whether Mr,. NEWBOLD MORRIS or. Mr.-PEYTON FORD* ever talked to any

‘ of them about the United Tankers and Newbold. Morris cases, and if - • •
so, when and where. Mr. STALEY will be in court on Monday, May 5th, ' 
but will’appear at your convenience thereafter.”5

It was further noted.from.an examination, of the file that a’ Motion For 
An Order Of Discovery filed, .in the United Stater District Court, Eastern District 

' of Virginia, sometime in June, 1952,. by THOMAS .F. McGOVERN wherein he sought the 
court to order to direct the'production of-the, iiary of NEWBOLD MORRIS for the • 
period 1947 through 1949,as well as thp diary of HOUSTON WASSON, relative to the 
Chinese, the tanker companies, and thejffiin.a Intern^ involved
in the'suit for the period 1947 through 1949a. The file indicates'that the libel 
for the forfeiturb'-'of the Tanker MEACHAM is still'pending.

The, other'case in the Department; in connection with the above matter is * 
- , a criminal investigation concerning. certain alleged violations by the subjects, 

North .American -Shipping and Trading Companyj^United Tinker Corporation; United 
States Petroleum Carriers, Incorporated;' American’ Overseas Tanker Corporation; , 
Simpson-,' Spence and'-Young. - This-case was initiated‘by. a letter dated June 15, 
1951, from Secretary of Commerce CHARLES;SAWYER to the;Attorney General, Department 
of Justice. In this letter to the Attorney. General, Mr. SAWYER states as follows:
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'•On the recommendation of Admiral COCHRANE, the Maritime Administrator, 
I am transmitting herewith a series of reports prepared by the Maritime 
Administration with- reference to possible violation of several criminal 
statutes of the United’ States and the possibility th^t certain of the 
transactions involve civil fraud oh the- United States. The transactions 
described relate to*sales of vessels to various purchasers under the pro
visions of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946. •

"These reports are the- result of an investigation made by the Maritime 
Administration commencing in late 1950, when circumstances aroused the •

. suspicion of the, officials of the Maritime Administration. Several attorneys 
and investigators of the Maritime Administration were assigned to the task 
and have worked1 upon it for a number of'months. The aid of the General 
Accounting Office was requested, and employees of that office participated 
effectively in what became an’exhaustive investigation.

, "The reports are as follows: . • '

"1. Inv. File 704 - The’China International Foundation, Inc., 
United Tanker Corporation, and affiliated and subsidiary 

. corporations - with a separate volume of exhibits. . .

"2. Inv. File 707 --United States Petroleum Carriers, Inc. 
with a separate volume of exhibits. ,

' "3. Inv. File 70S - Morth American Shipping and Trading Co.,
Inc. - with attached exhibits. . '

"4. Inv. File 709 - American Overseas Tanker Corporation - 
National Tanker Corporation - with attached exhibits.

' ‘ "All these cases involve the requirement imposed by the former Maritime
Commission as a. condition of sale, pursuant to the Merchant Ship Sales Act 
of'1946, U.S.C. Title 50 App. Sections 1735-1746, that the buyer be a citizen 
of the United,States within the meaning of Section 2, Shipping Act, 1916, 
46 U.S.C. Sections 801, 802, 803. . '

"It is my request that these reports be studied by your Department with 
a view of determining whether or not any of the following statutes, among 
others, have been violated by any of the persons or corporations mentioned 
therein: ' ,. , •

’ "1. 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001, relating to false representations in
matters within the jurisdiction of Government agencies.

"2.’ Section 9, Shipping Act, 1916, 46 U.S.C, Sec. 808, pro
hibiting the transfer of any interest in an American ves- 
sei to- aliens without the prior approval of the Maritime ' 

. Commission or its successors. .
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- ; • ■' "3. . Section-37, Shipping' Act,; 1916,'^6 U.S'.C., Sec.- 835,. .relating .
, , • to such transfers in time of emergency,as proclaimed'"by -the •

- • * President., ’ ' * - • ' * . . " ‘ ,

• ”4. ’ Section'40, Shipping Act*,’ 1916, 46 U.S.C. -Seci .838, ’relating
* ' to false declarations.to customs collectors-in respect of ■ '

; . • ■ ’.citizenship'.'. - ’ • • '

■ ”5. Section 41, Shipping-Act, 1916, 46-0.3.0. Sec. 839, relating
" , , to.the'violation of conditions imposed by the Commission in

. ’ - granting its approval to“vessel transfers under. Section 9,
■ • ' ■ sug^a. . ■ ' : '

. . "The several-remedies which may beavailable, if you Conclude that these
. statutes have been violated,'would include forfeiture of the.vessels, criminal

. ■ prosecution, rescission of vessel sales, for fraud,'and.other remedies for
. breach of contract. Courses of administrative action,available to the -

Maritime Administration appear to include mortgage -foreclosure in some ‘ ■
instances and ordering.certain of the vessels returned to.United States ' -

« registry ..pursuant to specific contract provisions.. However, I believe that 
, such administrative action should .’be; taken only, aft er prior consultation . ’

' •• with your Department. * - ' ' '

■ ’’Memoranda- pointing out'the remedies available in each case and the 1 
facts upon which* they would;be based are how in preparation by the General 

' Counsel of the Maritime Administration and-will-be transmitted to, you as .
" ‘ . soon as they are completed. . ’ - , <

”1 invite your attention to the fact that a subcommittee of-the Executive , 
Expenditures Committee-of-the United .States Senate-is. conducting an invest!- 
gation into these matters and it’may be that'you will wish to have members of'

. your staff confer with the Committee’s .'counsel, ‘f - .. .. .

. -The.file also contains an undated memorandum from FRANCIS T. GREENE, 
Deputy General Counsel.of. theMaritime Administration, concerning a.-conference 

• on August 22, 1951, between Mr'.' NEWOID. MORRIS,- Representing' the China International' 
. Foundation,. Incorporated, and’ Messrs.;, STAKEM and GREENE of the Maritime Administra

tion. . The first paragraph of this memorandum is' being.,quoted,- which is as follows:

”Mr. MORRIS stated that he* was interested in trying.to’clear up * .
• the clouded situation affecting .the ^mEACHAMy which is now under ’

. ' contract’of. sale to CHAS.. KURZ.,, Mr. MORRIS .pointed out that prior' ,
to acquisition'of the vessel he .had gotten an opinion from. GOERTNER . ‘ ,

. - - that United Tankers was a 1 citizen within the meaning .’of section 2 . ... .
of the Shipping Act,;'l$>16;. He .further stated"that although he had .

' net discussed the. problem with Judge STALED,- he had had a meeting . .
• with' JUDSON BOWLES, of the Department of, Justice.” . '., , ■ ' .

31



WO 46-2715 / • , . ' ■ 1 = ,

There was also contained in the file a memorandum from ALLEN J <> KROUSE to 
the files dated-December 6, 1951, wherein, it is stated it was the consensus of all ‘ 
present at a conference held on December-. 5, 1951, in the office of Mr, STRINE 
attended by Messrs. STRINE, JUDSON BOWLES, JOHN T. GRIGSBY, KROUSE and THOMAS E. 
STAKEM, Assistant to the Deputy Administrator, Maratime Administration, that the 
reports reflected evidence of a conspiracy to defraud the United States as well as- 
evidence of conspiracy to violate Section 1001,' Title 18, United States Code, 
and that these matters should be laid before a Grand Jury for investigation.

There was also contained a communication from JAMES M. McINERNEY, 
Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, to the Director, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, dated December 26, 1951, wherein sets £orth background information 
concerning this matter which is as follows: . -

■ ' ’’The Criminal Division has before it- for consideration the 
. matter of the purchase, from the United States Maritime Commission- 

and its successor the Maritime Administration, of approximately 60 
vessels -by the above subjects, either directly or through some 30 •

affiliated and. subsidiary corporations which the subjects created or 
utilised for the purpose. The method of. acquisition of vessels was ■
generally•similar so far as the subjects were concerned.

. ,”In purchasing a ship from Maritime, or in securing mortgage 
aid from Maritime in connection with such a purchase, a corporate ‘
applicant must, under $802, Title 46 USC, establish that the con- • 
trolling interest in the corporation is owned by United States citizens 
free from any control by non-citizens whether by contract, under
standing or otherwise. One of the principal purposes of the Shipping 
Act and other maritime statutes is to prevent vessels of the American 
Merchant Marine from coming ’under the control "of aliens. It appears 
evident in this matter that in order to circumvent the citizenship 
requirements of the statute and to make a colorable showing of United '
States ownership, the corporations involved in these transactions 
deceived Maritime by means of false applications and affidavits.as .
to ownership and financial control which concealed the fact that they 
were in-substantial part if not wholly financed by and under the

* economic control of foreign interests. It also appears that in some 
instances false financial statements and affidavits, designed'to 
cover up the true picture respecting transfer of funds between the 
corporations, were submitted to Maritime in order to obtain mortgage 
aid and to conceal the true picture after such aid had been granted.

. ’’The over-all picture indicated the existence of one or more , -
conspiracies to defraud the United States,, in violation of |371, Title 18 
USC, by making.false and misleading representations to government officials ■ 

. -and by impairing governmental functions and rights,*particularly the rights 
of the United States to administer the Merchant Ship Sales Act and other 
statutes applicable to the governmental program administered by Maritime.

, The false representations as to ownership, control, and financial status 
, of the corporations concerned also appear to, be violations of |1001, Title 18.”
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• ■ There was also in the file a memorandum from ALLEN J. KROUSE to JAMES M.

McINERNEY dated April 14,. 1952, relating to the above-matter which is as follows:
'

1 -"Under date of-March 28,•.1952', I.submitted.-a memorandum” v /•
- - relative to the above subject. ■ The purpose of-this memorandum was ' . •

• to call'attention to the possibility'.of criminal prosecution of ’ - ■
. subject and*others/or violation of certain statutes'cited therein.- ’

• tn connection with the- acquisition of-tankers .from the Maritime ' .
’ , Commission.- The theory for; such a prosecution was based 'on a *

• ' ’/conspiracy to defraud- the United States by the concealment of ■ • .
• ‘ * material facts. • This theory resulted' from and was.stimulated by a. ’

; ■ study of testimony given before the. Hoey-Committee of the’ Senate. .. '' .

. " J . "On Friday,. April.11, 1952, I received, a-telephone call " -
from Mr.' THOMAS E. STAKEM;. Assistant- to' the Deputy Administrator, ' .

.Maritime Administration, .in which he advised me he had found a .
. letter which .he-thought-should'b.e called to my attention. He gave . . - .

me the substance of the letter arid, indicated.'I would be furnished ’ • .
.a copy./ ’ \ ? / < - • - ■ •

‘ "On Monday, April. 14, 1952,-Mr.:STAKEM called at ny office? t
and handed me the attached,photostat, copy of the letter to which he . * ■

■' '-had previously ref erred'; He" explained the’sudden appearance of this , '
. ’ " letter by saying it: was not in-the .regular files of the Commission, 
r- that an employee-by the name of MORSE -had read- about the hearings in /. ■ 

connectiori in th the .tanker sales and. had jiist brought it to his ••
attention.. ' ; -

' ‘ "This- letter dated January 29, 1948, is from Honorable -
./JILLIS W. BRADLEY, former Chairman’, House Merchant Marines Fisheries *

- Committee, to'Admiral W. W. SMITH/ former Chairman, New Jersey Mari
, ' time-Commission. Although the contract for.the sale of the vessels . ‘

’••was signed the same day’.as Mr. BRADLEY’S letter, it is - significant
. that ’the‘,Commission was put oh notice-of the speculative character.

• of the transaction prior, to delivery’, and. of the .fact that the vessels ' ,
. would be'turned over to Chinese,.* This goes to the--very, crux of the ' •

• , i theory upon-which I-predicated my memorandum o’f March 28th, viz, a
• ‘concealment of«the spe‘culative,.ch'aracb.er.. of .American Overseas’ acqui- ( ■

■ ‘ ;sition.ahd a cbricealmeht of. the" true purchaser without opportunity to
• ;’the Commission to, pass upon the qualifications of that purchaser. If , ,

’ the victim,of. a' fraud, is apprised of.the.scheme against him before' it -’
• . is consummated, but permits himself to :bp defrauded after notice, then .

' '-there is ho offense.",’ . ; ' . ‘

' ’ Also .contained in the file -was a memorandum from FRED "STRIKE to JAMES M. -
McINERNEY dated April 23> 1952, which-relates' that;.'it--was concluded--that'the’subject’ 
cases- in the'-above'matter should be made the subject of a full time'assignment and 
that Mr. ALLEN KROUSE received that assignment at'which time the/lies were turned 
over to' him. This, memorandum states/it appeared .that no memoranda were’prepared • 
in the Criminal- Division- prior, th the assignment of these cases to Mr. KROUSE. .
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Contained in the files was also ..a memorandum from JUDSON W; BOWLES to 
JAMES M<> McINERNEY dated May.l, 1952, wherein he sets-forth a chronology of his 
actions in connection with the instant matter, pertinent parts which are being 
set forth as follows: ‘ „ • • ■ ' '

"July 24o I received a telephone call from Mr. GRIGSBY to 
come right over to Mro STRINE’s officeo Mssrs. NEWBOLD MORRIS, ‘ 
HOUSTON WASSON, and HAROLD LENFEST were there.’ Mr. GRIGSBY and ' .
I listened to what they had to- say, and we suggested that they 
write us a letter setting forth any information they might wish 
us to give consideration. Such a^Xetter, signed by Mr. WASSON and 
dated July 25, 1951, was received a- few days later. •

’’During the early part of August as I recall, Deputy Attorney 
General PEYTON FORD’s secretary telephoned me and said that Mr. 
FORD wanted to see me right away. Mr. FORD had before him what 
appeared to me to be a letter. At his request I' explained 
generally what the subject cases were all about. He asked me how 
Hr. MORRIS fitted into the picture, and I told him all I knew at

‘ that time in that regard. Before I left, Mr. FORD wrote something •
in longhand on the paper (letter?) he had before him. ,

"Early in September these cases were assigned fulltime to 
Mr. ALLEN KROUSE, and I had nothing further to do with the matter 
except to sit in on occasional conferences up to the time when ■
the Federal Bureau of Investigation was requested to conduct an 
investigation. .

There was nothing additional in this file which was pertinent in connection 
with the investigation of this matter. .
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The following investigation was conducted, by Special „ 
Agent WILLIAM C. HIGGINS, and consists of a review of the Depart
ment of Justice file #60-9-104, Sections 1 and 2, • dated-January 15, 
1946 to July 21, 1952, entitled "Street Lighting Equipment," also 
"U.S. vs General Electric Company, et al."

A careful perusal of instant file discloses that 
following the receipt of complaints by the Department of Justice, 
charging "collusion among the principal manufacturers of street 
lighting equipment on prices, and. attempts by these companies- to 
exclude other concerns from the field," as reflected in letter 
dated July, 29, 19^8 from HERBERT A. BERGSON, Assistant Attorney 
General, to the Attorney General (TOM C. CLARK), the former re
quested the Attorney General in instant letter "that authority be 
granted to present this matter to the Federal Grand Jury at either 

, Cleveland, Ohio or Milwaukee, Wisconsin*" Instant‘letter bears a 
notation on the routing slip transmitting this letter as follows?

"8-10-48 — Authorized. TCC."

Subsequently, by memorandum to the Attorney General, 
dated November 8, 1948, BERGSON presented fdr the Attorney General’s 
approval and signature a "Proposed Complaint Against General Electric- 
Company, et al," and inasmuch as this letter presents a background 
summary of this case, it is quoted in full as follows?

"Attached for your approval and signature is a proposed 
oomplMjit under the Sherman Act against General* Electric Com- 
pany?OiafiJ^jigh2HS£j&Eip^£~g£^Q^i^ 
pany.Wnion MetalJAanuracturlng^nmPA^ 
C«2®W> an^^5Laphan£^^^^ Inc. charging them with en
gaging in compensations and conspiracies to restrain and 
monopolize and with having monopolized trade and commerce in 
the manufacture and’distribution of street lighting equip
ment. It is proposed that this complaint be, filed in the 
Northern District of Ohio at Cleveland. .

"The complaint charges that under the terms of the 
conspiracies the defendants (a) gave Union Metal a 
monopolistic position in the manufacture of street lighting 
standards by assisting it in acquiring its competitors and 
by agreeing on prices at which its products would be sold,, 

‘■(b) gave Holophane a monopolistic position in the manu
facture and distribution of refractors for street lighting, 
(c) fixed prices, and (d) allocated territories.

"The following relief is sought: (a) termination of price
fixing contracts, some of which were in writing; (b) divesti
ture by Union Metal of competing companies whose stock or 
assets it acjuired; (c) an order requiring Union Metal-and 1

35



WFO 46-2715- , ' ' - : • . '
WCH:agg ' , , ' ' . ,

Holophane to'sell on equal-terms to all prospective cus- 
’ towers; (d) injunctions against using 'delivered price 
systems; (e) miscellaneous injunctions.,

"If you approve,‘it is planned to recommend to the 
. Grand Jury that an indictment be returned charging the 

same .offenses against the same corporate defendants and 
seven of their officers before' filing the complaint,

"The evidence in this case is very strong and includes 
• documents written* by defendants manifesting consciousness, 

of guilt, resulting in' destruction of incriminating evi
dence, There is also direct testimony by General Electric 
principal employees in which price-fixing, activitie s are 

• admitted,-'! ■ . . ' . .

It was noted that this letter bore the following authori
zation; ’ * • « , '

"Authorized as of'11.-9-48,11 ' .

No name or signature appeared on this authorization.

Section 2 of instant file contains a Department of Justice 
press release dated May 27, 1952 which, inasmuch as it presents fur
ther background informationj is quoted in part as follows:

"The'Department of Justice announced today that EMERICH 
B, FREED of the Federal District Court at Cleveland, bhio., 

• * accepted pleas of nolo-contendere, and imposed fines in a 
criminal antitrust case against four leading manufacturers 
of street lighting equipment, and. six of their officers and 
directors,11 \

It was noted that this press release reflected that a 
Consent Judgment was eht.ered by Judge FREED in a campanion civil,, 
antitrust case against General Electric,, and its cb-defendants, ' 
thereby terminating the illegal practices and containing' safeguards 
against the renewal of such practices.

• x ■ I

The final paragraph of instant press release disclosed:

■ "The Government''s cases were handled by DONALD P.
McHUGH,’ Assistant Chief of the Trials Section ’of the Anti
trust Division, assisted by WILLIAM H. McMANUS of that sec
tion. The judgment was prepared by WILLIAM-D. KILGORE, JR., 
Acting Assistant Chief of the Judgments and Judgment Enforce
ment -Section. of* the Antitrust. Division, under the general 
supervision of EDWIN H. JEWETT, Acting Chief of that sec
tion. 11 ' ' .
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It was also noted, that BERGSON was not mentioned, in the 
second, section, and that he neither represented the Government, 
nor had anything to do with defendants.
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GENERAL ELECTRIC LAMP CASE

' On August 21, .1952 SA’s BERNARD E* BUSCHER and 
WILLIAM To FORSYTH interviewed HARRY No BURGESS, Attorney, 
Anti-Trust Division, United States Department of Ju’stice, 
Room 3315, regarding his connection with the General Electric 
Lamp Case*, Mr* BURGESS advised that he had attended 
numerous conferences with Attorneys and Representatives of 
the General Electric Company and stated that at these 
conferences some of the other participants were SIGMUND 
TIMBERG and JOHN No JAMES., He advised that some of the names 
he recalled as having represented .General Electric -were 
QUINCY BALDWIN, General Counselor for the Lamp Department of 
General Electric and RAY LEUBBE, Vice-President and General 
Counselor for the General Electric Companyo He stated that 
these conf erences-followed an extensive trial in this case 
•in New Jersey after which Judge- FORMAN had written a long 
opinion in favor of the Justice Departmento In the fall 
of 1950 General Electric approached the Department of Justice 
to negotiate regarding a settlement of the General Electric 
Lamp Caseo He pointed out that at the time the Department also 
had under consideration a case regarding Fluorescent Lamps 
which had not as yet gone to trialo BURGESS pointed out 
that it was generally known in the Department that they could 
"wrap up both cases at once" inasmuch as the facts of both 
cases were the same, and that if they reached a settlement 
in the Incandescent Lamp Case they would be able to use the 
same agreement for the Fluorescent Lamp Case* He stated that 
there was a’meeting of minds on gathering issues involved in 
the settlement, and that they had.at least fifteen separate 
negotiating sessionso Mr* BURGESS .stated that the negotiation 
finally broke down and no settlement could be reached because 
of at least two issues where there could be no compromise 
reached.,

1* General Electric had used patent licensed 
agreements with foreign companies in which 
General Electric would give them exclusive 
license on patents and in return get 
exclusive rights to the foreign companies’ 
patents’and any patents subsequently developed 
and acquired-by the foreign companies* In 
this connection, General Electric traded 
key personnel who had the "no-how" in the 
.production of incandescent lamps with these 
foreign companies* Thus they funneled all the
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world technology in lamp production to
, themselves,, The Department took the position 

that General Electric should not,go info .these 
reciprocal agreements pn patents and "no-how", •

2, Mr, BQRGESS stated that the Department took 
the position that General Ele.ctric should 
be required to issue licenses 'for all .of their • 
patents and thus make them available to their

- small competitors,,

Mr BURGESS pointed out that previous to this discussion, 
Westinghouses* in 1942, had entered into a consent judgment with 
the Department of Justice, which in the light of events taking * 

. place during these-negotiating'sessions; appeared to be entirely’ 
inadequate inasmuch a.s* they were involved in the Incandescent 
and Fluorescent Lamp Cases, My,‘BURGESS stated that the 
Department of Justice wanted Westinghouse to agree to the 
same terms as'would be made with General Electric,- He pointed 
out that Westinghouse was not a party in the negotiations 
which were taking place, with General Electric,

Mr. BURGESS stated-that it appeared that the Justice 
Department would get a settlement with General Electric

■ over the issues involved, Westinghouse came into the Department 
and advised that they would not sign any agreement or agree 
with- terms set, up for General Electric if. General Electric 
was the patented"licensing agency for the industry. They 
held that this would allow General Electric to have knowledge 
of the identity and production and capacities of their 
competitors and further they held that General Electric should 
be compelled to dedicate its licenses, which would in’effect 
make the patent■licenses and rights of General Electric available 
for the use of the public, ; /

Mr, BURGESS stated that the Department considered the’ 
position of Westinghouse and..did not want.to conclude 
negotiations with General Electric unless it included 
Westinghouse’and both the Fluorescent and Incandescent Lamp 
Cases,, z
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I Mf® BURGESS stated that in early 1951 RAY LEUBBE,
Counsel for General Electric, accompanied by several other 

■ representatives of General Electric, came to the Department of
Justice and contacted HERBERT A. BERGSON to appeal to

; BERGSON to modify the Department’s position® Mr, BURGESS
I advised that Mr, BERGSON backed- up the staff’s position

and would not modify in any way the points of issue in the 
settlement negotiations,, He stated Mr, BERGSON attempted 
to rephrase the agreement and "sugar coat it" but General 
Electric "wouldn’t buy it"® Mf® BURGESS pointed 'out that to 
the best of his recollection, BERGSON ha.d had no part in the^ 
discussions prior to that c with the General Electric Company®' . *

• Mr® BURGESS advised that to the best of his , , .
recollection there was a general agreement among the members 
of the staff involved in the negotiations with the exception 
of R® HORACE ROBBINS, who felt that the proposed judgment 
did not go far enough .in opening up distribution channels® 
Mr® ROBBINS felt that the agreement was inadequate in rights 

, to distribution but could offer no’better, solution® Mr®
BURGESS stated that at no time did BERGSON show any indication 
to favor General Electric in this matter® .

7 ' Mf® BURGESS advised that the staff put. forth'a plan
, to have .General Electric set up a "going concern" including 

a plant for production of light bulbs, distribution, sales, 
and personnel for the operation of this concern® This .

■ concern was to be operated by General Electric for a certain 
'period of time in order that the concern’could build up a 
reputation and good-will by use of the Company name, and .that 

' eventually this concern would be sold to other investors,
possibly ,to the highest bidder® . *

’ , It is to be noted that he stated, that this was not
a suggestion of the General Electric Company but was'initiated 
by the. members of the Department of Justice® -

. - Mr® BURGESS stated that to. the best of his
recollection there had never-been a'ny question of irregularities 
in handling of any cases in the Department of Justice® He 
stated that there has been disagreement on occasions on matters 

. of judgment as there would naturally be, but no indication of • 
' irregularity has, however, come to his attention®
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petb^Shqmesqn et al CASE - ■ .

Eie following .investigation was conducted by SA’s GUSTAVE ' 
SARIDAKIS and WILHAM A. ROYER: . . -

Mro Mo L‘o REESE, Director; Office of-Administration, ‘
Renegotiation Board, with offices located in the McShane Building, 333 
0 Street, Northwest, unde available the file pertaining to the Revell, 
Thompson and Company—19h5 case, which contained a letter dated November 16, 
1951j -typed, on' stationery of the Ford, Bergson, Adams, and Borkland Law 
Firm,.with offices in the .World Center Building, 918 16th Street, Northwest, 
Washington,. 6, Do Co to Mr. RICHARD Bo CROSS, Chairman, Navy Renegotiation 
Division, Renegotiation Policy and Review Board, Washington, 25, Do Co 
which reads as follows: ' 1 ‘

"Dear Mr. CROSS: x ■ • * ’ ■ • -

"On behalf of Mr®'PETER THOMPSON, whom, we represent, we would 
appreciate the opportunity to examine the' renegotiation correspondence ’ 
between the Navy and Revell-Thomson and particularly to examine the 
letter initiating the audit, the letter of clearance, and the financial* 
statement filed by the-company« ’ •

• , "Very truly yours,

FORD, BERGSON, ADAMS, AND BORKLAND

~ . By: SUMNER M. REDSTONE"

The letter contained a pencil notation reading:

. . J'File stripped of all unauthorized matter and shown to Mr®
REDSTONE U-16-5L1’ >

Initials following the pencil notation were illegibleo

Mr. .REESE advised that Ur. RICHARD Bo CROSS is presently a.member 
of the Washington Regional Renegotiation Board and a Navy Appointee, with 
offices; located in the Rizik Building,. 1737 L .Street, Northwest. REESE 
advised-CROSS is presently out of town on vacation and he suggested, that 
the Washington Regional Renegotiation Board be contacted to learn his present 

. whereaboutSo

Miss DOROTHY CHATTAWAY, Administrative Assistant, Washington . 
- Regional Renegotiation Board, 1737 L Street, Northwest, advised .that CROSS
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can be reached in care of Ao W® MOFFAT, 100 Pine Street, Manchester, 
Massachusetts® , * * * ' ' _

( • Mr» SUMNER MARCUS, Assistant General Counsel, Renegotiation ,
Board, advised that none of the members of the law firm of Ford, Bergson, 
Adams, and Borkland have contacted him in instant matter® He went on 
further to relate that the case, at- the present time, is being supervised 
by PATRICK KILDEU' ‘ ' . ■ ' ,

Mr® PATRICK KILDEA, Attorney, Office of the General Counsel, 
•Renegotiation Board, advised that he is handling the case at the present 
time an,d is the liaison between the Renegotiation Board and the Department 
of Justice® He informed that this case has been assigned to him for 
approximately the last three months and, during this period, no attorneys 
for the def endants,that is, PETER THOMPSON et al, have contacted him in 
this case® . " •

GERRIT CONGER, Attorney, Office of General Counsel, Renegotiation 
'Board, advised that he handled.the case before it was transferred to 

KILDEA® However, no outside attorneys have contacted him in this matter®

'WILLIAM F® DEIANEI, Attorney, Fraud Unit, Criminal Division, 
' Department of Justice, advised that the PETER THOMPSON et al case was 
assigned to him in approximately June, -1952 and.he is, at’ the present time, 
supervising the case® He stated that no one from the law firm of Ford, 
Bergson, Adams, and Borkland ha's contacted him in the caseo However, he 
went on further to relate that FRANK WALKER of the General Crimes Unit,. • 

'' Criminal Division, had told him that F0$D had called him about this case 
and that FORD had requested Mro WALKER to have the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation interview his client, PETER THOMPSON, before the case was . , 
closedo He knew of no irregularities or mishandling of any cases within 
the departmento ‘ ‘ .

'Mr® FRANCIS X, WALKER, Chief of the General Crimes Section, 
Criminal Division, Department of Justice, advised that on approximately 
.September 2^ 1951, Mr® PEITON FORD had called him and asked if an investi
gation was being made of his client, PETER THOMPSON® WALKER stated that . 
he advised FORD that an investigation had been initiated in New Orleans 
pertaining to the PETER THOMPSON firm® ,

WALKER also stated that on December 10, 1951 PEITON FORD came 
to his Office and requested that his -client, PETER THOMPSON, be interviewed 
by the agents of the FBI before -completion of the investigation® WALKER 
stated that, in his opinion, this was not an unusual request of an attorney ’
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in regards to a client. \ ‘ ;

\ -Healso'stated thhtFORD .called’, him-’shortly.after thatto ^inform. - 
him that hi's client :was going to take a trip to'Europe and he wondered if the 

; FEE. was going to.look for him while, he was; away'inasmuch ,as; he .'had not.been'-, 
■ interviewed as yet. by agents of the'.FBfo Subsequently, WALKER'received . 
' another'phone call .from 'FORD at which'time he -stated that his client, had

, returned .from, Europe and was interviewed by the ;Bureau. - He also .made 
'•available the following memorandum, dated December. 10, -19^1, that is..set - J 
•out as follows:. .

“TO: r '■ DIRECTOR,’ FBI'- / •' December-10, 1951% ' ' "

FROM: ' JAMES Ho MC INERNEY, Assistant Attorney General--. • ' * ' '

• • > Mr® FRANK DE’NUNZIO, Attorney in the Trial-Section,-Criminal ' .
'Division, Department of Justice, with offices in'the. Old Post Office ■ ' .

’Building, advised that he had formerly been assigned to the Fraud- Section .
• of?the Criminal Division but stated that'he-could hot recall ever handling . 
the case pertaining to PETER'THOMPSON, et’al. DE NUNZIO,further stated• he ’ ' ’ 
had. never been contacted'by any member; or ? representative of; the Ford, Bergson,, 

; Adams,- and.Borkland law Firm regarding any case he had handled since being , .
• employed by the Department o£-Justice® , . ■ ' ?7 • •

- SUBJECT:. PETER THOMPSON, Po<l^onpsonz at^^ al.: - ; • -
. . fraud AGAINST jOTGOmNOlf- ■ k6<-*32-60.-  \ '■ r

“The Department has been’informed that; PETER THOMPSON, • subject '.;
.in the-above-entitled matter, has'requested, that he be interviewed so-- ' 
that he may.submit’certain.statements.-on,his.own behalf in this matter.... - .

. Ih connect icmi with this interview it ..is suggested that Mr® THOMPSON be .
■ exhaustively 'questioned® ' A copy ,of this.-memo is. being made available • .

• to the USA at New .Orleans, Louisiana.'" ’ J ' \ ■ • •

WALKER also advised .that He had never been contacted-.by anyone 
from the Ford, Bergson, Adams, Borkland Law Firm-concerning any case ,he;‘ ' -
had ever ..handled since being assigned to; the Department of Justice, with the 
.exception of the PETIR 'THOMPSON, case, as set forth above. • f ;

• Mr® ANTHONY A; F LEGER ^ Attorney .in the Racket Section, Criminal;" ‘ ■ 
Division, Department of- Justice, with offices in the.Old. Post Office ; ; , ■ 
Building, advised that he. did not recall the PETER THbMPSON case, and that ■ 
to his knowledge nd one f rom the law .firm of Ford,’ Bergson, Adams, and . 
Borkland.had’ever contacted him regarding any case he had handled while 
employed the Department’.of Justice. ;
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^feoiUAN^PETROLEUM INSTITUTE ’ :

It is to be noted that during an interview in connection with 
the/Standard Oil Company (Indiana)nnattery GEORGE B®, HADDOCK, Attorney, 
Department'of Justice, advised that when- the Department of Justice posted 
a notice qf dismissal with the United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia against the defendants in the American Petroleum Institute 
case, it was ascertained the Court had previously dismissed the case-for 
want of prosecution®

A review: of the Docket, Civil Division, United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia,.concerning civil suit filed by,the 
Justice Department against the American Petroleum Institute (368 oil 
companies), Docket Number 852h, Volume 18, reflects - that on January 10, 
1951, thaClerk of the Court made entry dated October 21, 19h8, as follows: 
’’Dismissed under Rule i3o”

ROBERT STEARNS, Dejputy Clerk, United States District Court, ad
vised the above entry was made by theClerk in accordance with regular 
procedure, and that there was no particular significance as to when the 
entry was made, as far asithe case was concerned® STEARNS merely stated, 
”It was just not recorded” by-the Clerk until January 10, 1951® He pointed 
out an additional notation on the Docket dated June 6, 1951> reflecting 
a notice of dismissal by the Department of Justice® He stated this ehtry 
also had no bearing on the case inasmuch as stated above, it was previously 
dismissed by the Court on October 21, 19U8® Mr® STEARNS was unable to 
furnish a reason as to why the Department of Justice made the above entry®

Review of the Rules of Federal Procedure for the District Court 
of the United States for'the District of Columbia, under Rule 13, reflected 
the following:

’’RULE 13: '

“(a) Clerk to Warn Dilatory Party; Dismissal Without Prejudice; . 
- Notice of:

“If a party seeking affirmative relief fails for 5 months, 
from time action may be taken, to comply with any law, rule or 
order requisite to the prosecution of his claim, or td avail of
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any right arising through the default or failure of an 
adverse party, the clerk shall warn the dilatory party by 

'mail that his claim will stand dismissed if he fails to
' comply with this rule, making a note in.the docket of the 

mailing; and if the delinquency continues for 6 months the 
complaint, counter-claim, cros s-claim or third party com- ‘ 
plaint of said party, as the case may be, shall stand 
dismissed without prejudice, whereupon the clerk shall make , 

* ' entry of that fact and serve, notice thereof by mail upon
, every party not in default for failure to appear, of which

' mailing he shall make an entry o „

' . "(b) ’ Failure to Warn; Effects ’ ‘ ’

"A. failure of the clerk to give the warning, as above
• provided, will not affect the running of the 6 months period, • 

or otherwise relieve a party from operation of this ruleo"

On August 20, 1952, Wo Bo WATSON SNYDER advised the American Petroleum - 
Institute Case involved violations of the SHERMAN, CLAYTON, and Interstate 
Commerce Commission Acts, and violations of all activities of the oil industry® 
He furnished the following four reasons which he stated was the concensus of 
opinion of the Staff of the Justice Department for the dismissal of the c'aseo

lo The case had so many defendants it was unvdeldy to present 
to the Court and, further, that experience with that type 
of case before the Court, has been unsuccessful in the past;

2<> The evidence collected, which was the basis for the claim 
, filed, embodied the years 19h0 and 19hl« Therefore, a

terrific expense and use of manpower would be necessary in , 
' order to.bxing the evidence up to date;

3o A spot check disclosed at least fifty percent of the witnesses 
had died or taken positions with the defendant companies;

‘ Ho A program was adopted in 19h6, approved by the Attorney General, 
to substitute segment suits in lieu of the over-all big case 
activity0 In addi-tion, during 19h9 Segment cases had already 
been filed, and on one occasion a case actually won by the 
Government® • ’
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SNYDER furnished the names of a'fe/ defendant oil companies involved ‘ 
In the American Petroleum Institute Case:

Headquarters.- Houston, Texas, ;
JAMES Jo COSGROVE,'Chairman of the Board i'n 1950.

Gulf Building, . . • ' . • * ” . ‘ ' * - J .

• Standard Oil of Indiana^ , 2 -
$10 South. Michigan -Avenue., ‘ . ' ” ' ‘

. Chicago, Illinois, ;
‘ ■■ ROBERT Eo WIS&N, President;'HAMMOND CHAFFETZ,.Counselo \ /

• Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, ’ " :
SIDNEY SNENSRUD, President; ARCHIE GRAY,-'Counselo, ' • i -

• 260 South Broad Street, • ' ,
■Philadelphia, -Pennsylvania,. - ' * - . i '

. ROBERT HoCOLI^Y, President;- CHARLES Io THOMPSON, Counsel - With 
firm of Ballard,;Spahr, Andrews and Ingersoll; .1035 Sand.Title

■ .Building; Philadelphia,. Pennsylvania®* *

pities Sef^e^Gompany, " *
. New York, New York, - •; •' . • ' ' *

. ~ Wo ALTON JONES,:President. ‘ .

7/Ttonsplida^ (later thefjgiaslairj^
• :\-63O Fifth Avenue, .* * *

r - New. York City, New York, . ' ■ . .
BARRY F. SINCLAIR, .President; PATRICK-HURLEY,, Attorney, in 1950®

^Ohio Oil •Company,
• Findlay, Ghio0 . • ’ • ■. . '

Th< 5
Bartlesville, Oklahoma, .' , -

■ 'DON EMERY, General Counsel, or’RAYBURN Co POSTER, 'Bartlesville, Oklahoma
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^Standard^^ . *
, ;' , •JTSoWOr Flaza, A \ ' / ’ ’ .

’ New I6rk., -New York, ", ‘ ‘ . ■ . ■ ■ ' - •
/ ' 'ROBERT HASLAM, Executive.,’ (SNYDER'pointed out that-this individual

was'for a short tine President of' the'Service Oil' Company,/which ’ ' .
? has been discussed in a previous report.) ■ • , ’ - /

• \ ROBERT DUNLOP, President, . ; - - - ‘
’. 1608'Walnut Street,,
1’ * Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. ' ' * ' . . ' * / "

, < 13^-East Forty-Second Street, • ? , , ' ’. , * ~ .
'New York,City,' New York.' •

Mro SNYDER advised he personally-had- examined the Court Docket in 
connection .with the ‘American Petroleum .Institute Case, and- observed the. entries ' 
as previously described® ,He attempted to ascertain why the entries had been'

. .so made and why the Department of Justice had not been notified of -the Court’s' 
' intention to dismiss,- with" negative results. ■ '
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On August 20, 1952, Confidential Informant T-l, of 
known reliability, made available the following copy of an 
office memorandum dated August 16, 1950, concerning the 
American Petroleum Institute suit, from HOLMES BALDRIDGE to 
Assistant Attorney General BERGSON:

- '”Attached is"a suggested rough draft of a press 
release announcing dismissal of the A,P,I, suit,

MI'think the suit should be dismissed because it 
is impracticable to try it due to the number of defendants 
involved, the nature of the practices peculiar to* the oil 
industry which raise problems under the antitrust laws, and 
the sheer mechanics of courtroom procedureo It would take 
years to complete the trialo The record would be so complex 
and bulky that even the trial court would necessarily become 
confused, • - - . .

*1 thinjc we should pursue vigorously our policy of 
filing segment suits'on a regional or business-practice basis. 
Such suits 'will test all problems raised by the A,P,I,’suit 
and they will be. manageable from a. trial point of view. We 
already have on file the ^g<UnC8B§,&~ suit and exclusive dealer" 
suits agains^^tandard^inyor Uali’r'o^iia,^ichf iel^plJ^0^^ 
tion, and the SunOlHTCdmpany, We have'in process of’ inves
tigation suits involving the misuse of pipelines .(both crude 
oil and refined petroleum products), monopolization of modern, 
processes of refining through patent pools, and cases involv-. 
ing price-fixing agreements on the purchase and sale of crude 
oil and refined petroleum products. These suits need addi- 

- tional staff, ■

hThe timing of' the dismissal is. important, ‘ As to 
this rmake no.recommendation since it is a policy matter,”

T-l also made available the following copies.of 
correspondence dated October 27, 1950, and December 6, 1950, 
between.the Continental Oil Company, Houston, Texas, and the 
Department of Justice:

"CONTINENTAL OIL COMPANY

wP,0, Box’ 2197 * 
.Houston 1, Texas 
October 27, 1950
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’’The Honorable-James Howard McGrath.
AttorneyGeneral,-United States - ■ ■
Washington, D® C« “ *

’’Dear General McGrath: ’ . • • .

— w^g gUgges$ea at the time of, our recent meeting in 
Washington, this letter will.confirm the understanding which 
Dan ~ Moody arid I'W with you that ""if and’when the case of 
United'States et al. Civil Docket No® 8^2l|.rnow”
pendirig' In' the uuEtei States District Court for the District 
of Columbia and commonly referred to as the'”Mother Hubbard' 

. Case”, should be dismissed, and if.any further anti-trust
• action'against Continerital Oil Company under Federal law is 

contemplated, then before suit is instituted, an opportunity 
will be given to representatives of the Company to discuss 
with members of the Department of ^Justice the situation and 
circumstances which in its opinion might be the basis for 
such an action., .

/ ’’Governor Moody arid I toth appreciate the courtesy 
which you extended in giving us tl£e appointment'to discuss 

• the present status of .the anti-trus't litigation®

”Sineerely yours,

~ ”(Sgd) James J® Cosgrove ,
James J® Cosgrove

. . Chairman of "the Board
< . > of Directorial

' x ’’December 6y 1950

”Mr® James J® Cosgrove. .
-Chairman of the Board of Directors '
Continental Oil Company’ '
T/ 0. Box 2197
Houston 1,. Texas

”Dear Mr® Cosgrove’: .

’’This will acknowledge' your letter of October '27» 
addressed-to Attorney General James Howard McGrath®* Your "let 
ter confirms an understanding-with the Attorney General that
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"if the case of United States v® American Petroleum Institute 
is dismissed without prejudice, representatives of the Con
tinental oil Company will be given an opportunity to discuss ‘ 
the conduct involved with representatives of the Department 
of Justice before any further suits under the Sherman Antitrust 
Act are instituted against the Continental Oil Company®

’’Sincerely yours,

"Wo AMORY UNDERHILL ~ ~ / 
Acting.Assistant Attorney General”
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Eo LEITZ CASE - " "

The following investigation was conducted by SA ALBK G# 
KARIS and SA EDGAR L, CARTER* ' . '

HARRY LEROY JONES, Attorney, Office of .‘Alien Property, 
who was interviewed in his office. Room 2^s HOLO. Building, First 
and Indiana Avenue, NOW*, on August 19, 1952, informed-that he 
was in charge of the Alien Property Unit in 19U5 and 19U&7 and 
that the Ej^LEITZ base was assigned to him® He said that he <came 
back from’Germany in 19^6 and that this case was on his list for 
investigation in Germany* JONES said that he recalls very little 
about the case and that the case was worked mostly by Mrs# LORETTA 
GOLDMAN, formerly LORETTA MARTONE# JONES said that in about 
191|.6p it was contemplated that HERBERT BERGSON would be assigned 
as Assistant Attorney General in charge of.Alien Property and'

• that in anticipation of- this assignment, a few memos in this case 
were routed to Mr* BERGSON*

JONES said that he recalls no action, decisions, 
opinions, overrulings, or concurrences by Mr® BERGSON and'believes 
that BERGSON had nothing to do with this case®. JONES said that 
he does not recall that any of the other subjects had.anything, 
whatsoever, to do with this case# JONES related that no evidence 
or indication of irregularities or mishandling in this case or 
any other case that he knows of,ever came to his attention* JONES 
added that Mrs# GOLDMAN would be the person that would know the 
facts of this case#

The following investigation was conducted by SA ALEK G. 
• KARIS and SA WILLIAM 0# HIGGINS®

Mrs# LORETTA GOLDMAN, Attorney, Office of Alien Property, 
Litigation Unit, Room 21j.2,"H0LC Building, was interviewed on 
August 20,. 1952, and stated tha.t she was. assigned the E# LEITZ case 
which was the case where the plaintiffs sued to get back stock 
which the Government took over and which the plaintiffs originally 
paid $5000 for. and was worlh $250,000* She said this case was 
an air-tight case for the Government and- that the Government got 
all it wanted or could hope for in this case# Mrs# GOLDMAN said 
that the plaintiffs, through their attorney, aftep realizing they 
would lose the case, made a phone call to DAVIJMeAZELON, offering

51



WFO U6-2715 .
AGKjbms . '

to drop the suit and buy the stock from the Government for ^000, 
but that this compromise was turned down by Mr* BAZELON in Mrs* 
GOLDMAN’S presence,, She said that the plaintiffs then dropped 
their suit with prejudice and received nothing and thus the results 
were completely satisfactory for the, Government* She said that 
she never heard of any of the subjects having any connection or 
interest in this case, in any way’whatsoever*

Mrs* GOLDMAN added that in this cases or any other case5 
she knows of no evidence or indication of irregularities or 
mishandling ever coming to her attention*
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e. leitz case? " - V . • r

The following investigation was conducted by SA ALECK Go KARIS?'

The following information*set out herein was obtained in an 
investigation-conducted in .December$ 1951$ and January* 19525 of Eo LEITZ* 
Ihco in regard to the Office of Alien Property? ,

HAROLD LMNTON was interviewed by SA GASTON Co THOMPSON and 
advised as follows?A

He said he first met Mr« HOROWITZ in 19hl through then Assistant 
Attorney General HERBERT Ao BERGSON* in charge of the Anti-Trust Division 

'of the Department of Justice* at which time HOROWITZ was making frequent 
trips from New York City to Washington* Do Co BAYNTON advised that this 
friendship developed and eventually Mrso HOROWITZ and Mrs® BAYNTON became 
close friends - and the two families visited in New York City and Washington 
Do Ce ' • ' ‘ .

Hr« BAYNTON further advised that his memory is rather vague as 
to the exact person that suggested, the name of HOROWITZ but that HOROWITZ 
was elected to the Board as a result of a discussion between HERBERT 
BERGSON* PEYTON FORD*, former Deputy Attorney General* 'and himselfo He 
advised that he believes to the best of his knowledge the name of HOROWITZ 

. was first suggested either .by BERGSON or FORD and*that he* BAYNTON* was 
in full agreementv’

DAVID Lo BAZELON was interviewed.by*SA GASTON Co THOMPSON and- 
stated that he could not recall the exact circumstances relating to the 
election of HAROLD ERNESJ^piOROWITZ to the Board of Directors of J^/yLeitz* 
Inc_o He stated that HOROWITZ was-a personal friend of HERBERT BERGSON* 
HAROLD BAYNTON* and PEYTON FORD* and that all of this group were very much 
in favor of HOROWTIZ being‘elected to the Board’of Directors of Eo Leitz* 

- Inco He. advised that while he personally was not too impressed with 
HOROWITZ* when he first met him* he had no objection to the election of 
HOROWITZ in view of the-attitude of others in the Department and therefore 
agreed to the election of HOROWITZo

SAs WALTER Bo HOLMES and CARL Lo BENNETT reviewed the Eo Leitz* 
Inco Corporate Minute Book and the following was noted?

= 53
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the minutes of the postponed Annual Meeting of Stockholders of 
E.® Leitz, Inc®, held pn^&rch ls 19M} reflected that DONALD Uo EMMERT, 
as proxy for DAVJD L<J®AZELON, Assistant Attorney-General and Director of 
the Office of Alienor op erty, nominated HAROLD Eo HOROY/ITZ a Director of 
tiiis company for the ensuing year® He was duly electeda Director of the 
corporation.) -. , . *

The postponed Annual Meeting of Directors of Eo Leitz, Inc® was 
held on March 1, 19h8, at which time there was a quorum of members of the 
Board of*Directors consisting of HAROLD Eo HOROWITZ, DONALD Uo EMMERT, JOHN 
Co KELLY and JOHN Wo SLACKS, It was moved by EMMERT and seconded by 
HOROWITZ that an Executive Committee of the Board of Directors to consist 
of EWARD Jo CHAPMAN, HOROWITZ and SLACKS, meet weekly at the corporation^ 
office for the purpose of conferring regularly with the President and other 
officers of the corporation with respect to current operations' of the 
company and, in general, to exercise aH powers, of the Board between the 
regular meetings of the Board and, further, that a'fee of §25 per meeting 
attended be paid to members of the Executive Committee other than SLACKS,

A special meeting-of the Board of Directors of Eo Leitz, Inc©, 
was held on May 3,z19h8at the office of the corporation® Upon a motion 
made by EMMERT and seconded by CHAPMAN, and unanimously carried, HAROLD Eo 
HOROWITZ was nominated to the office of Chai naan of the- Boardo During the 
course of the meeting, EMMERT requested HOROWITZ to leave-the meeting, and 
in his absence, upon motion of EMMERT and seconded by CHAPMAN, it was,_ -a 
voted that HOROWITZ receive as a- fee §25 an hour when he attends to the 
company {s business® The Directors present were EMMERT, CHAPMAN, and SLACKS

From a review of the books, records and vouchers of the E® Leitz 
Company, it was determined by SAs HOLMES and BENNETT that the law firm- of 
Ford, Bergson, Adams and Borkland received legal fees from E® Leitz, Inc® 
of $11,171®12 for the year 1951®

PHILIP He DEUTCHMAN was interviewed by SAs HOIMES and BENNETT 
and informed that the firm of Ford, Bergson, Adams and Borkland was 

‘ engaged as attorneys for the Company, effective January 1, .1951,’ by 
resolution of the Board of Directors®

The Directors voted to pay this film a retainer of §1,000.00 per 
month® The-total payments made to the firm during the year 1951 -amounted 
to §11,171®12, including fees of §11,000.00 and expenses of §171®12. 
DEUTCHMAN explained that the invoices submitted by the firm covered . 
services for the preceding month® Consequently, the invoice for the month 
of December, 1951 will not be received and paid until January, 1952®
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DEUTCHMAN said that i-t was .-the opinion of the Directors that , the company 
needed an attorney in Washington’to'advise the company on .Wage and hour , 
regulations, OPS Regulations/.and similar-government regulations*

. in this ‘connection, it was noted that one of the checks issued
in payment .of an expense voucher submitted by HAROLD BHCROTITZ in 1949 
was actually made payable to HERBERT A* BERGSON* ‘The^voucher in the 
amount of $391*35 covered expenses incurred by HCROWJTZ on a trip to the 
West Coast* Check. Number 5480-of E* Leitz, Incorporated, dated June 6, 
1949s in the amount of $391*35? was issued in payment of this voucher* 
This check was made payable to HERBERT A*'BERGSON, *7908 16th Street, N*W*,. 
Washington, D* C* It was endorsed by BERGSON and bore, the bank stamp of . 
The City. Bank, Washington, D* C*, dated June 13, 1949* . *

. ’ Mr* DEUTCHMAN said that this expensevvoucher covered expenses 
incurred by HOROWITZ on a'trip made by him to the West Coast in 
connection with company business* DEUTCHMAN’ said that HOROWITZ and 
BERGSON had made the trip together and BERGSON, had paid certain of the 
expenses of HOROWITZ* This check was therefore issued to reimburse 
BERGSON for expenses which he incurred on behalf of HOROWITZ* * t .

A review of the Department of Justice, records concerning the 
expense voucher of HERBERT A* BERGSON was made by SAs HOIMES and BENNETT 
and the following was noted? - \'

ft is noted information is set’ forth in the records of E* Leitz, 
Inc*, indicating that a check in the amount of $391*35 was paid by 
E* Leitz, Inc* to HERBERT BERGSON and this expense item reflected that-it 
was paid in connection with a trip to the west coast* -

A check of the .Department-records was made relative to the 
expense voucher of HERBERT BERGSON for May of'1949*. This expense voucher 
reflects that, a Government transportation Request was used by BERGSON for 
transportation.on American Airlines oh May 21,.1949, and United Airlines 
on May 25, 1949* ’ . ’ >

Travel is reflected from Washington, D*-C* to Los Angeles and 
to Seattle, Washington® . ’ • , ' •

.mother Government Transportation Request is diown in the expense 
voucher for May 21, 1949, showing travel by American Airlines from New York 
New York, to Los Angeles, California, Seattle, Washington, and return*

' Accompanying the expense voucher was a personal check from
BERGSON to the Department to cover the cost of the transportation by
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American Airlines from New York® This cost was reflected as $31|O«3O for 
the round trip ticket and ^lc05 as 1% tax, making- a total of §391o35«"

A review of the files of the Office of Alien Property, New York 
City, was made by SA CARL L® BENNETT on January 7^ 1952, and it was noted 
the files'contained a typed memorandum reflecting that a. chWe was made 
after it had originally been prepared® The name of HAROLIJ/WROWITZ, 
Attorney-at-law, New York, was.inserted in ink in placed! STEPHAN J® 
ANGLAND and the handwritten initials “RIB'’ appeared on the left margin 
near the change® The name of ANGLAND was-.crossed-out in pen and ink®

No reference was made to the introduction of HOROWITZ’S name 
in this memorandum or in the file, and the file does not reflect the 
identityof his sponsor®

HAROLD I® BAYNTON was interviewed under oath on December 13, 
1951, at Washington, D® C®, by THOMAS J® DONEGAN, Special Assistant to 
the Attorney General, and SAs JAMES R® MALLEY and WAYNE S® MURPHY®

In answer to a question regarding his first meeting with 
Mr® HOROWITZ, Mr® BAYNTON answered as follows?

!’I met Mr® HOROWITZ through HERBERT A.‘ BERGSON, who, at the 
time, was my superior in the Deputy Attorney General’s Office® Mr® BERGSON 
and Mr® HOROWITZ had been classmates at Harvard Law School, had roomed 
together, and had been, and still are, very close friends® It was in 191(1 
that Mr® BERGSON first introduced me to Mr® HOROWITZ when Mr® HOROWITZ 
made a trip to. Washington® Mr® HOROWITZ was, and- still is, a private 
practitioner of law, with an offipe in Nev/ York City at 1270 Sixth Avenue 
(Radio City)® He made,, as I recall, fairly frequent trips to Washington 
during the early days of the war with respect to the various wartime • 
regulations that attorneys were concerned with at that time® To my memory, 
I .am sure that he saw both Mr® BERGSON and myself- practically every time 
he came into town® I should say that the two families, the BERGSONs and 
the HOROWITZ family^ are also close friends and Mr®’ HOROWITZ was looked 
upon by HERBERT BERGSON’S father as sort of another son in that family®

In answer to a question regarding when Mr® H0R0Y1JTZ first became 
associated with the Office of Alien Property, Mr® BAYNTON answered that 
Mr® HOROWITZ became associated or connected with the firm of E« Leits, 
Inc® in March of 191(8® . f '

Mr® BAYNTON was questioned as follows regarding Mr® .HOROWITZ 
and subjects in this cases . . '
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. “QUESTIONS (Mr® DONEGAN)

“Can you furnish us information as to how Mr® HOROWITZ became 
.associated with. the Office of Alien Property?

“ANSWERS The Office" of Alien Property, as a stockholder of the 
various vested business enterprises, constantly is faced with the problem 
of finding capable and willing personnel to serve us as Directors of these 
corporations® -The Office of Alien Property is not an operating office in 
the sense that it actually operates the various businesses, that have been

• seized, but rather it is a stockholding offic.eo It is an office that votes 
its stock to elect Directors who, ir/turn, elect officers of the corpora
tions and operate the ’company0 EyTEITZ and Company was the New York 
branch of the German Eo Leitz and^Company in Wetzlar, Germanyo It was 
vested August 21i, 19h2, by the Alien Property Custodian and has remained' 
in the hands of the Alien Property Office since that date® Vie hold 100^ 
of the outstanding stock of the- company® The vesting was- challenged in 
the courts and the office was sued- on its seizure® This case remained 
on the courts until some time in the latter part o'f 19h8® In 19h8 our 
Officers Business Management Section became quite concerning about the ' 
corporation in that it was heavily in debt, its profits were disappearing, 
and there was a decided danger of bankruptcy® We were .looking for able 
men to take over this corporation® I had discussions with Judge BAZELON, 
then Assistant Attorney General, and Head of the Office of Alien Property, 
Deputy Attorney General FORD, and his then Assistant, HERBERT BERGSON; 
concerning the necessity of changes in the management of this company® I 
had, of course, discussions with the staff of the Office of Alien Property 
who are concerned with these matters ® Mr® HOROWITZ’ name was mentioned, 
discussed, and approved and he was elected to the Board of the Corporation 
in March of 19h8® .

“QUESTION? (Mr® DONEGAN) ' ' .i------------
* “In connection with the selection of qualified people to

administer the activities of these corporations which are vested in the- 
Oifice of Alien Property, are recommendations made in memorandum form or 
orally? - - . ■ . ' '

' “ANSWER? I have made “it a practice to make all recommendations
in writing®

“QUESTION? (Mr® DONEGAN) - . - ’

“Vlith reference to the recommendation of Mr® HOROWITZ, have you 
any recollection as to. whether you submitted a recommendation in writing 
concerning him? . ‘ •
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“ANSWER; -My recollection is that, his name was added to a written 
recommendation then under consideration® ' * . "

“QUESTION; (Mr® DONEGAN) ‘ .

* “At the time Mr® .HOROWITZ2 name was added'to?a 'written memorandum, 
Were other candidates- being considered-? ’ . ■

“ANSWERs- Yes® - . ' , '

“QUESTION; (Mr® DONEGAN) * ‘ ,

“Were discussions held by the interested officials of the Justice 
Department concerning the final selection of those considered qualified 
candidates for these positions? '

“ANSWER; Yes® . ' *

“QUESTION; ' (Mr® DONEGAN) .

, “Is it your- recollection that you participated in such discussions?

"ANSWER? Yes® ■ . .

"QUESTION; (Mr® DONEGAN) . ’ ' . ‘

’"Who has the responsibility for making the recommendation to the 
Attorney General for the appointment of persons to these positions?

“ANSWER; The Head of the Office of Alien Property who, at that 
time, was Mr® DAVID L® BAZELON, has the-responsibility of making 
recommendations to the Attorney General®

. “QUESTION; (Mr. DONEGAN) ‘

. "Mr. BAYNTON, with reference to the memorandum you referred to ' 
previously concerning suggested names of qualified persons for appointment 
to the Board of Directors of the E« Leitz Company, can you furnish us'with' 
copies of any written records that you-have in your files hereat the Office 
of Alien Property in connection with, this matter? . ,

“ANSWER; Yes® I will be glad to supply a copy of the memorandum 
on this matter® The memorandum itself is dated February 2^, 19h8p from me 
as Deputy Director of Judge BASELON, then- Director of the office® The 
memorandum pointed out that the vrorking capital of the company had 
deteriorated materially, that this condition was apparently due to the over®
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. optimism of management and lack of ..active supervision of the company© The ' 
'Board had only held one meeting .during 'all the calendar .year" of ''19475 -and ■ 
had'no meetings-during 1948 up to the date of this memorandum, and that it

■ . was obvious we would’have to take immediate'steps to'correct ;a bad „• " , 
•situation© • . ■ 7 / ‘ , ' . . • ' ■ . . /

"The memorandum .recommended six persons to be elected-as Directors
- of the Boardo Mro JOHN V/©. SLACKS, who was then President of the company, 
, Mro JOHN Co KELLl/ur. EOTARD’J. CHAPMAN, Mr®'STEPHEN J©'ANGLAND, and 
' Mr© D© Uo EMMERT, the latter .being ah', employee of the Office of Alien-.

Property* . My-recollection is that 2there were',discussioris in the Office' , 
of Alien Property between myself, the Director, Mr© .RUBIN/Head of the J 
Business Management Unit in the office^ with Mr© BERGSON,-and Mr© FORD/ in 
the Deputy Attorney'General’s Office© It'was during. those discussions

• thattit’was decided to substitute HAROLD HOROWITZ for STEPHEN'ANGLANDo 
That substitution'was made on the memorandum in my. hand-writing with, a 
notation- indicating..that Mr0. BAZELON okayed, the matter, 'provided Mr©' FORD 
would do so, and the memorandum'further indicates that Mr© FORD and 
Mr© -BERGSON okayed the change© The change had my, full approval©- .

“QUESTION^ "(Mr© MALLEI) * • ’ ’ ' -' . ;

“Mro' BAINTON, can you-tell us whether the above-named individuals 
you have mentioned to be elected, as Directors of the^ Board were serving’ 
in this capacity prior' to the preparation of your, memorandum to the Attorney" 

-General suggesting their names to be elected to-the.positions of Directors
of .-the Board of the corporation? " • • ■ ' . . • -

.'"ANSWER: Of-the five names mentioned, Mf©-SLACKS’, Mr© KELLI, 
and Mr© CHAPMAN were on th'e Board© Mr© HOROWITZ and Mr©" EMMERT would be 
new on the Board© ‘ ' ' . ■ ' . ,.’

' ."QUESTION; (Mr© MALLEI) • ' ' ■ .

"Mr© BAINTON, up to this time, we have'-not obtained a specific 
answer regarding the identity of the person-who’ actually selected the name 
of HAROLD HOROWITZ for a position',on the Board and I would .like to know'

. whether you or someone connected with.'the Office of .Alien Property or
. someone in the Department specifically recommended' the name of HOROWITZ *' 

to be placed as a Director of the corporation© ‘ .

„ “: ’ "ANSWER; -".To the best of my recollection, his name was .'first
suggested to me either-by Mr©. FORD of'Mr© BERGSON,-' It was discussed,., as- - 
I mentioned earlier,'both in Mr©'FORD’S Office arid"in.Judge BAZELON’s

; Office© . .
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"QUESTION ,(Mr. VALLE!)

,' ,'Were you given: specific instructiohs by Mr« FORD or, anyone
■ • else to substitute the name of HOROV/TTZ for. Mr® ANGIAND? ; - . ■ "

. ' ' "ANSWER:' I, believe it was more of. a suggestion rather .than, 
* specific instructions® By that j mean that we were discussing names for 

this Board of Directors and all of us were seeking, a-list -of names that 
-would be satisfactory to all' of us® - , -, ’ ’ . ■ \ ‘ ,

. "Mr® BAYNTON, could you, explain the circumstances under which * . 
Mr® HOROWITZ* name was first mentioned as a prospective Director of this' 

/corporation? ,. * ' ‘ <

" ."ffl®s 1 believe" it was first mentioned when’ I was checking 
with the Deputy Attorney General’s Office for approval of the course of - 
action planned in the next stockholders meeting® Yo.u remember earlier ■ , 
X stated"in" discussing .the memorandum of February 2$, 1948, that the : . 
company .was losing its position financially and.business-Tri.se, 'and that' 
we had to take some drastic action and of .course, you only can, act in -‘ , 
these companies through,a Beard of Directors® .

~ , , "Mr®, HOROWITZ is a New York Attorney, Mr® ANGIAND is a "Washington
^torney^ and one of the reasons that a replacement was,-suggested for 
Mr® ANgland was the fact that we wanted,someone whose‘'normal place of ‘ 
business was close or in the same city as the .company itself® I might •' 
also say that after the new Board, was elected, two vice presidents drawing 

.$9,000 a year each were dropped and a little later’the president of ,th$ 
company, Mr® STACKS, drawing, as I recall, $15,000 a year, was also dropped®

1 ‘ . * ' ' . - ‘ '
• "What I am trying^to show is that the situation was ‘so bad that 

-the people who had become responsible for the company to us by their 
election as Directors had to be active and close .to.the.problem they

. faced® The action in dropping the :two vice presidents was initiated, in * 
■ the Board by Mr® HOROWITZ® Mr® HOROWITZ took a, very active interest in

, the 'company which led, in a short while, to Kis ’election by the Board as 
Chairman of the Board® It was his activities, interest and work, and he • . 
was backed by the other Directors, that pulled the'company out of the hole 
it had gotten into® ’ , • ' > . ‘ '
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"QUESTIONS (Mr. DONEGAN) ' ; •

. "Mr<> BAYNTON, have you any knovrledge of Mr. BERGSON or Mr. FORD,
who were formerly in the Justice Departments or ary of their associates ’ 
in the practice of law receiving any fees from E. Leitz, Inc., and Ferd. 
Huhlens or any other company with which Mr. HCROY/ITZ is connected that 
is vested in OAP, or ary company vested in OAP with which Mr. HOROWITZ 
is not connected? ‘ , -

"ANSWER?- Yes. The law firm of which Mr. BERGSON and Mr. FORD 
are- partners is receiving a retainer of §ls000 a month from Eo Leitz and 
Company. . , ' - * ' ' .

"QUESTION? (Ur. DONEGAN) • .

"Do you know when, this retainer became effective? -

. "ANSWER? It was early this year, but I cannot give the dates 
without a record before me. Mr. BERGSON was one of the few attorneys. - 
that .1 know of that anticipated the Supreme Court opinion in connection 

" with fair trade practices. The E. Leitz Company could have been very ’ 
seriously hurt by that opinion if their dealers had not been signed to 
c°ntracfcs in connection with fair trade practices. It was Mr. BERGSON’S law 
firm’s advice, guidance, and work that has resulted today in Eo Leitz, 
Inc., being the only camera compaiy in that United States that was not 
injured by that decision. -

"QUESTION? (Mr. DONEGAN) ‘

"Mr. BAYNTON,- can you give the date when this arrangement was 
effected? •

"ANSWER? I cannot without checking records. It was in the early 
part of the year of 19^1. ,

"QUESTION? (Mr. DONEGAN) ' ■ .

‘ "Did you have ary knowledge as to the circumstances •which led to 
the selection by E. Leitz, Inc., of Mr. BERGSON’s. law firm as their 
attorneys? ' ... .

"ANSWER? My general understanding is that Mr. HCROWITZ had some 
conversations with Mr. BERGSON concerning the general fair trade situation 
and that Mr. BERGSON gave him some advich, they discussed it, and ‘ 
Mr. HOROWITZ asked Mr. BERGSON if he would’take a retainer®
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"QUESTION? .(Mr* DONEGAN) - ' . ‘ ’

■ ■ “Is it the procedure to have the approval of OAP when law firms
' or attorneys are.retained by companies which .are vested in OAP?

■ "ANSWER? Not generally. By that I mean if there is a very 
large problem, then approval is sought. The normal practice is for 
these corporations to hire or employ their.own counsel, insurance 
people, employees, et cetera. This, matter was brought to my attention 
because of the fact that Mr, ‘ BERGSON was recently of the Department of • 
Justice, ' Because of the peculiar nature of the problem, that is, a 
fair trade problem which is closely allied to anti-trust problems, a 
field in which Mr, BERGSON is considered an expert, the office okayed the 
employment, . .

' "QUESTION: (Mr, DONEGAN) ‘

"Is this approval reflected in any written record in the Office 
of ’Alien Property, Mr, BAYNTON? • . / • • ■

"ANSIVER: I believe it was entirely.oral, •

"QUESTION: (Mr, DONEGAN) / • .

• "In your opinion was there anything irregular involved in the - 
retaining of Mr, BERGSON’S firm by E, Leitz and Company?

"ANSWER: Not at all, I believe it was very fortunate employe 
ment for the E, leitz and Company’s future,"

The following investigation was conducted by SA YilLLIAM A, ROYER 
on August 21, 1952s '

The following information .was obtained from a question and answer 
signed statement under oath furnished by HAROLD ERNEST HOROWITZ on 
December 20, 1951,. to THOMAS J, DONEGAN, Special, Assistant to the Attorney 
General, and SAs WAYNE S, MURPHY and JAMES R, MALLEY, pertinent parts of 
which are set forth as follows?

"QUESTION: (Mr, MALLEY) ' • ,

. Mr, HOROWITZ, will you please furnish us vath information con
cerning your background, I would like you to include a brief reference 
to your legal training and. experience and a chronological brief resume

• of your association with the. Office of Alien Property and the Department 
of Justice or ary other Government Agency with which you might have had 
associations, . ■ -
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"ANSWERS I was graduated fr?m the University of Virginia with 
a.degree of Bachelor of Science and from-the Harvard Law School with a 
degree of Bachelor of Laws* I graduated from Virginia in 1930*.and from 
Harvard in 1933® 'My first legal training was as an assistant to ' 
Wo BARTON LEACH who was then a professor at Harvard Lavr School and who 
also, had the right to practice law privately in Boston* I then came to 
New-York and took my bar exams, passed, and was admitted to practice law 
in 1934® . • . ' • .

"I was first associated with the law -firm of- Brill and- Bergenfeld 
law firm in 193$, and I formed my law finn called Sulken arid Horowitz, 
located at 1270 6th Avenue, which partnership went on, I think, for one 
year, and since then. I have been practicing my profession as a lawyer 
without any partners»— (s/HEH)

"At Harvard Law School I was the roommate of HERBERT A* BERGSON 
and from that day to this day we are very, very close friends* It was 
through Mr* BERGSON that. I met Mr* HAROLD I* BAYNTON, some ten years ago 
in Washington, D* O'* That introduction ripened into a very good friendship* 
I have never had any legal matters with either.Mr* BERGSON or Mr*.BAYNTON 
in.the Department of Justice* . , • • -

"QUESTION? (Mr* DONEGAN) -

"Mr* HOROV/ITZ, there have been allegations to the effect that you 
have profited as a private attorney as a result of your relationships, 
with the Office of Alien Property and with certain individuals in the 
Department of Justice, such as Mr* BERGSON, Mr* FORD, and Mr* BAYNTON* We 
would like to know in as. complete a form as possible activities on your 
part as a private attorney which would have any bearing upon these 
allegations*

"ANSWER? In my way of thinking, by disqualifying myself from 
appearing before Mr* FORD, Mr* BERGSON, and Mr* BAYNTON, which is a fact, 
I believe I did not gain by my knowing these gentlemen -as intimately as 
I did know them* The disqualification was a mutual understanding with the 
three gentlemen named*

•"QUESTION? (Mr* DONEGAN) . ' •

, . ‘ ’ ^at do you mean-by disqualifying yourself as far as Mr* BERGSON,
Mr* FORD, and’Mr* BAYNTON are, concerned?- ■ . .

"ANSWER: Not to practice before them- for remuneration* Representing 
people who either had claims against the Government or-people'against whom 
the Government had claims* - - •
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"QUESTION* (too DONEGAN) . ■

"Would you say, Mr©. HOROWITZ, that as a result of this so-called 
mutual agreement of disqualification, you represented no clients in any 
matters involving the United States Government as a party in interest?

' "ANSWERS As .I said before, I had cases in the' Tax Division, ■ . 
Criminal Division, Ininigration Division and what I meant was that I 
disqualified myself from Anti-Trust cases- and cases against the Office of 
Alien .Property* .

"QUESTION? (too DONEGAN) • \ '

"With reference to the cases which were concerned with Divisions 
of the Department of Justice, excluding the OAP And Anti-Trust, did you 
have any conversation or any association with too EORD, Mr© BERGSON, or 
too BAYNTON which in any way concerned disposition of these cases as far 
as the Government is Concerned?

"ANSWER; No© < ' '' '

"QUESTION; (too DONEGAN)

"Would you say, Mr® HOROWITZ, that you did not discuss these 
cases with either Mr© BERGSON, too FORD, or too BAYNTON?

"ANSWER? in a general way as friends would discuss anything, 
but not for the purpose of receiving help from then or to have them help 
me in the matter©

"QUESTIONS (Mr© DONEGAN)

/ "Did too FORD, to® BERGSON, or Mr© BAYNTON or any other official 
or employee of the Department of Justice who was .not directly concerned 
with these cases in his official capacity offer,- say, indicate, or in fact, 
assist you in ary way concerning these cases?

"ANSWER; No© -

"QUESTION; (Mr© DONEGAN)

."Did you at any .time seek the help of ary persons in the 
Department of Justice who were not directly' concerned in their official 
capacity with the disposition of cases in which you.were interested?
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. «ANS®$-No» ’ . ' ■ /■ • ' V '

■®™Ns (Mr 6 'DONEGAN)-' • \

"Mr© HOROTITZ, have you.at any time solicited the assistance of
• >o FORD, >o BERGSON or .Mr© BAYNTON in any of your private cases .
. wherein the Government was a p^rty in'interest? ' >

• ’'®®s ^°’ ^^ ^e exceptiph of -cases that’ I handled or
.matters that I handled on behalf-of the Government, Or on behalf of* 
companies, in which 'I was a. Director or companies where either they were

. owned or controlled by the Office of Alien Property©;

“WOTNs’■ (iir« DONEGAN) /

■ “Since you. were elected a Director of E© Leitz, Inc©, on 3/1/48 
have-you in your private practice, represented any clients involving, 
matters in which the. Government was a party in interest?

.'•"^^®: ’ll there .were any matters, they; involved the Taxes or 
Criminal Division or Inmigration in the Department of Justice .and with 
the,Pardon Attorney©. - -

".QUESTION; ’(Mr. DONEGAN)’ . ' ’ ' • ■ . -

"With reference to these cases,, have you had any conversations 
with Mr© BERGSON,,Mr© BAYNTON or Mr.. FORD? * - ’ / . . '

"ANSWER? I’may have had conversations’merely to indicate why
I was in Washington a.t that particular time.' Knowing that the

* conversatioiis* did not involve discussing the matters and merits, and I. 
dare say, the names.of my clients were not revealed or discussed.

"QUESTION? ( "

"Mr© HOROWITZ., have'any private cases been referred to you or 
your law office by Mr© FORD, Mr© BERGSON, or Eri BAYNTON while.these 
gentlemen were in^the employ of-the Department of Justice?

' 4 « ' 1 >
"ANSWER? Never© ■ . ‘ ' ' . ■ •

"QUESTION? ,(Mr^ MALLEY) f

- "You have previously: advised Mr© HOROWITZ, that you were in
.school With Mr© -HERBERT A. -BERGSON at'Harvard Law School and that you .
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have maintained an acquaintance with him for a number of years® * You also 
stated that you met HAROLD Io BAYNTON, Director of the Office of Alien 
Property on various occasions while in Washington, Do Co and that you were 
originally introduced to Mr® BAYNTON by Mr« BERGSON® Will you advise, 
as you recall, any conversation that may have taken place between you and 
Mr® BERGSbN with respect to the. possibility of being employed or being 
placed in any corporations or companies' under the control of the Office 
of Alien Property?

“ANSWER: I never had any conversations with reference to being 
employed or being placed on the 'Board o’f Directors of any of their 
companies« * '

“QUESTION: (Mr, MALLEY) '

“With reference to the North American Rayon Company and the 
American Bemberg Company, do you recall having been in Washington, Do Co 
at which time you met with any representatives of the Department of 
Justice, including Mr© BAYNTON, Mr® FORD, and/or Ur. BERGSON, and 
possibly others, who were snployees at that time of the Department of 
Justice?

“ANSWER: I would dare say yes® I don’t remember who was at the 
meeting but I remember coming down©

“QUESTION: (Mr® MALLEI)

“Did Mr® BAYNTON or anyone else suggest to you that you might 
be elected to the Board of Directors of either the E® Leitz, In®, or 

»Ferd, Mulhens^Ccmoanv? ' .

“ANSWER: Yes® It was when I was asked whether I would serve 
on the Board of either of those companies and I said yes, I would®

“QUESTION: (Mr® MALLEY) . . ' ■ ,

“Do you recall the name of the individual that asked if you would 
serve on the Board? ’'

“ANSWER: It may well have been Mr® BAYNTON®

"QUESTION: (Mr® MALLEY)

“Subsequent to this, were you actually requested to serve on the 
Board of Directors of either of these companies? ; ‘

“ANSWER: No® ' '
co 66 ®*
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"QUESTION: (Mr. MALLEI) . - ■ '

"Do you recall any conversations with Mr® BERGSON, Mr. FORD, or 
Mro BAINTON, stating that they would like 'to have you take an active part 
In.one of the above-mentioned companies?

"ANSWER: ' I remember something being said about thato

"QUESTION: (Mr* MALLEI) . ‘ /

' "Do you recall any reasons given as to why you were not asked to 
become' affiliated with either .of these companies at that time?

"ANSWER: No, it was never told to me® • ' *

"QUESTION: * (Mr® DONEGAN) - '

' "Am I correct, Mr® HOROWITZ, in my understanding of the informal
tion you have furnished us, that at the time your name was suggested as a 
Director for E® Leitz, Inc®, in the Office of Alien Property, on or about 
February 2^, 19W, there had been no discussion with you regarding your 
being considered for this position? r ' » ( ■

V "ANSWER: That’s true® '

"QUESTION: - (Mr® DONEGAN) * ‘ ’

"Am I also correct in my understanding that you had no discussion 
with anyone, and in fact, no knowledge that you were being considered as 
a candidate for a Directorship in E*® Leitz, Inc up to the time you 
received the telephone call from Mr® BAINTON instructing you to proceed 
to the Office of Alien Property on lower Broadway for the purpose of

' attending a Directors'1 meeting-with Mr® DON U® EMMERT?

"ANSWER: That’s true'® * ’

"QUESTION: . (Mr® DONEGAN) . ‘ ,

' "Mr® HOROWITZ, have you at any time ever paid and charged to your -
expense account the hotel bill, transportation,- or any gifts for any 
officials of the Office of Alien Property or the Department of Justice?

"ANSWER: No® ' ’ .
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• ■ . ’ "Since you haye.vbeen a Director or official of the companies- >;‘,
vested with GAP,, have you given any gifts to any individuals connected < - 

■ with OAP or. with the Department of Justice?' This-also’applies, to-any- 
individuals connected -with any other Government -.agency®

• ■ ' ' "ANSWER: J As-f said before, I gave those .gifts prior to .my
. being with E®"Deitz, Inc®,' and the gifts I mean are the ordinary’ - 

Christmas gifts that I give' every year to friends and these are friends 
of mine® - • ' . ' . ' - ; ’ \ ‘

■".QUESTION: ‘(Mr® DONEGAN) - “ . ’ '\ ’

- . "Were the finds used for the purchase of these gifts taken out
of your personal funds, or were they,at any time charged.to your expense

, account with E»- .Leitz, Inc,, or Ferdi Mulhens. Company?.

. "ANSWER: No®; The answer is, any gifts were personal 'gifts,' 
riot.gifts charged to E® Deitz .or to FerdoMulhens® - * <

' "QUESTION? (Mr, MURPHY) J . ' ' . ’ . .

• ' 4 "Mr, HOROWITZ, does your expense account include- the cost of _
any Leica cameras given t,o’members of, the Board-, executive officers', 
employees or any officials of the Department of Justice, including' the • 
Office of Alien Property? : . ‘ -

."ANSWER? No, ’ It has been a' rule, long, before'. I arrived on the . 
Board of Directors, that when a mari was. elected to the Board of Directors, 
he was given a camera by the Board of Directors® The Board of Directors 
vote the new-member of the Board a Leica camera® I have never charged 
to my .expense account any- camera given to a Government official®

. "QUESTION? '(Mr® MALLEY) ‘

' . "Do you recall any instances where you have beeri requested by • , 
.anyone connected, with the Office of ■ Alida'Property.or*the Department of 

Justice or ary other Government official to. make available as a. gift or 
a loan, a Leica camera to any. individual connected with the United States 
Government or otherwise?, , . • ■ 1

' "ANSWER: I don’t recall® I .know nobody has ever asked me for,
. . a gift® I know that® . ' • ’ 1 '
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"QUESTIONS • (Mr© MALLEY) . ■ 1 ;

. "Do' you recall any instances where any official of the Office,of 
Alien Property or the Department of Justice has requested.you to make. - ,
available a Leica.Camera at a discount price to any employee of the U© So .

^ Government? . ' . ' . . ' ‘ ‘ ‘ .

, ' *'ANSWER: I don’t recall©, It may well have happened© 1 don’t
• recall- it but it' is the same courtesies we would give to anybody who , 

• comes find-says ’Can I get it wholesale?’ ahcj that would be a price equal' • .
to the dealers prices© I don’t recall the.happening as a request to'me© '

• '‘QUESTION: (Mro MURPHY) ' ‘ ’ ' . ' • '

"Mr© HOROWITZ, can you give us-from, your best recollection, the
* general nature of the expenses you charged in 19h9 to the FerdeMulhens 

Company© .

’ "ANSWER: ..In 19h9, to .the best of my recollection, I had one *
. trip to Europe' that I made that the Board of Directors directed me to make© . 
■ They allowed'me a flat amount for.expenses which was to include fares,’

• et cetera, and everything else© One trip that I, made in conjunction with .. 
both Eo Leitz, Inc©, and FerdoMulhens as far out as California and back, - 
I think that was ^PO© ■ ' ' ■

' "QUESTIONS (Mr© DONEGAN) . - . ■ ' -

"Did you make any trips* in th.e company of any official of the .’■ 
United States Government?

, "ANSWER? I. Have* met. then in-crossing and we have spent days 
together® , “ ‘ ? . , ' '

"QUESTION? (Mr© DONEGAN), ‘ .

• "Could you identify these officials? ,

- "ANSWER: Well, I know I have met Mr© BAYNTON while I have been .
on trips© I have met Mr© .BERGSON‘while-oh trips© I* dare-say our roads

• have crossed with Mr© BAYNTON two or three times,' not that I have left 
with him or I may well have met him in the* city and we have come-back 
together© The same’with Eri BERGSON© •' I may have made a trip and known . . 
that he was going to be in the city and be with him and maybe come back • 
with him©- I would 'say a couple of times, 1 don’t know©- . I could not say * 
off-hand© ' * - . , .
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“QUESTION: (lfr» .DONEGAN) ■ ■

••You previously advised that in connection with your business 
trips you came in contact "with Mr® BERGSON® ' I would like to ask you 

,whether at any time you made any expenditures, for the .benefit of 
Mr® BERGSON, that is, in the way of gifts or the payment of hotel bills 
or otherwise, which you charged to your expense account at Eo Leitz, 
Inc®?

“ANSWERg I again would say no®

"QUESTION; (Mr® DONEGAN) '

"You mentioned Mr® BAYNTON and Mr® BERGSON® Have you run into 
ary other officials of the Office of Alien Property, and the Department 
of Justice, or of any other part of the United States Government on 
■your trips wherein, for their benefit, you made expenditures and charged 
such expenditures to the expense account of E® Leitz, Inc®, and/or Ferd® 
Muhlens?

"ANSWER:. No, definitely no®

"QUESTION: (Mr® DONEGAN)

"Mr® HOROWITZ, would you be able to.recall the law firms which 
represented E® Leitz, Inc® and FerdoMuhlens during, the time you were 
connected with these corporations?

"ANSWER: I could not give all the names off hand, that is, 
the names I could give at this time, I am sure would not be all-inclusive 
of all the firms that represented E® Leitz, in different matters while I 
was there® ' >

"QUESTION: ‘(Mr® DONEGAN) . * ’

"Could you at this time give us the names of those firms that" 
you can recall and later furnish us with a complete listing of the firms?

"ANSIVER: .1 will give you the names that I recall and any names 
that I have failed to recall, I will furnish those names to you® HERMAN 
G® SCHWARZ, New York City; Bergson, Adams, and Borkland, Washington, D® C® 
Mason, Fenwick, and Lawrence, Washington, D® C®; they handle trade mark 
aid patents; Campbell, Brumbaugh, Free, and Graves, New York City; Jordan 
and Klingaman, New York City; Chapman and Keane, That is. all I can 
remember at this time® ' , ’
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' "QteSHON: (Mr. DONEGAN) 4

' “Were. any of the members of these'firms ever connected with the - 
Department of Justice-to,your knowledge? •' • \

‘ ‘ ' 11 ANSWER: Mr. BERGSON and-Mr. BORKLANDa ' . , ' <

"®™s (Mr° CONEGAN) ” ; ' ■ ■

'•When was-this-firm retained by Eo Leitz, Irie® ..

•|IAK®:; To the best of my knowledge-January 1, .I^IA

'•QUESTION: .(Mr, DONEGAN). ‘ ,

'•Will you furnish us with information concerning'- the circumstances 
under which this firm was retained as attorney for Eo. Leitz, Inco? ’

''ANSWER: Towards the end of.i^Oj my particular activities• 
with Eo Leitz had .assumed, or had consumed'so much of my private time ■ . 
that it was impossible for me personally to. undertake the direction of 
the new problems- created by government regulations' and wage stabilization 
problemso We had also a very, serious problein that involved fair trade- 

, throughout the United Stateso I am sure that in the photographic industry 
as* well as in the scientific industry the firm of Eo-Leitz is held out 
as an example of strict-compliance-with fair trade contractso. Towards

■ the end/of i9b9 19^0 (s/HEH) it was well known, certainly in the legal 
* profession that, there may or may not be a serious problem on the question < 

ofPair trade, in view of-a case pending before the-Supreme Court of the 
United State’s involving- the whole fair trade problem.. Every time that 
we took a franchise away- from a dealer the threat of a law suit was 
always forth comingo Y/ith all of this in mind and with the,added duties 
that were imposed upon me personally at Eo Leitz'and. for the protection

- of .the company, I.asked llro BERGSON if his firm-would-not represent .us 
and give us* the benefit of their counsel on all problems that might

. - arise either-before any of the agencies in Washington dr pursuant to. any 
of the laws and-regulations promulgated by any of the agencies-in Washington 

, as well as .undertaking to direct .us and counsel us in fair trade 6 < .

"QUESTION:, ’ (Mr» DONEGAN) „

“Bat was the .agreement as to payment for these services?

. . "ANSWER: •’ One thousand dollars per moritho ' ' . ’

“ 71 ~'
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«mMj . (Mr ..^DONEGAN) ■ , ; , • . • t ‘ 7 7
* . ' - "Was this‘in the nature.of.a*retainer with additional charges

to be made-according'to the volume of business'handled?' ''

. - ■ "^JM':' No,-a retainer that "had no possibility of any further 
. . charges to Eo Leitz whether they appeared in court in our behalf or .hot© '•

"QUESTION: (Mr o. DONEGAN)

• - '"Were BERGSON, ADAMS, and BORKIAJ©'’regarded'.by>ou as General 
Counsel for Eo Leitz'; Inco under this arrangement® \

"ANShSR: On certain matters® . i would'dare to; say, all our legal 
matters were discussed with them other than specialized matters as patent- 
and trade mark dr collection ’cases, employment.agreements pertaining to

. the State of New York, and purely local corporate procedures in the 
State of New Yorko- , ' , ’ - ■ . • .

■ ■ "QUESTION£ (Mr® DONEGAN) : 7. .

> _ ."Prior to the time you retained the law firm of Bergson, Adams,. .
:>ahd Borkland, ‘on or. about January 1,-1951, what was'the name of the' law 
firm that represented'Eo Leitz, Inc® in a similar capacity?

, . "AT^y^s -^That vras ho firm'prior to that date other than-myself’
< who did;riot receive attorney’s fees® I mean I had undertaken it although 

I had not been appointed as the attorney for , the firm, but I had under
taken to answer all the. so-called general legal .problems which became 
impossible by the end of 1950° For the record, I would like to state 
that I am the only executive officer, at this-firm-and that, prior to my 
regime, there were never less than three executive officers® They had, 
prior, to, my .becoming head of Leitz, two men of the old German firm v/ho

• were executives as well as a President and at one time a Chairman of 
the Board® However, since my being elected to-the Board, the two-German 
executive officers are no longer with the -firm and the President is no 
longer with the firm® The business of oui? firm rose from approximately

’ $1,600,OOOoOO to approximately $3,9OO,OOO®OO for'the year 1951» It was 
just impossible'for me to contiriue to do both j°hs of being’ counsel, for

. which I never was paid, and being the-chief executive, officer®

' "QUESTION: . (Mr.; DONEGAN)’'' -

• "Did you have -any conversation .with Mr®. BERGSON while he was in 
the employ of the Department of Justice concerning the employment of him. 
or his law firm to represent Ei'Leitz, 'Inc® when and if he.should cease

. his connections” with the Department of*Justice?
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, ’"QU^PION: (Mro'DONEGAN) 1

'-: / ..“Did you have'any, discussions witn any persons employed by the
•Department of Justice concerning the-employment of Mrt BERGSON’S law , ■ 
firm as counsel forE® Deitz, Inc®? - • • . ' '

' / ‘ “ANSWER? No®. ’ \ \ /

’ “QUESTION? (Mr®, DONEGAN)/ , ‘ J '

■ . " • >“Af any time, did you,have.any discussion with any persons . '•
' connected with OAP as tp the employment of MrABERGSON or his law. firm ' . /

■ as counsel for E® Leitz, Inc® ? ' . ,'. ’ • , . I ' • ■ ,

- “ANSWER: Yes® ; . „ ’ ’ . ' . • ‘ •

'"®™S! ■ (Mri DQSBGAN-)’ • ' ' " : \

/ “Will you furnish us with, information.concerning these discus-, 
sions and the. time? • ' ’ ■ • ; '

, “ANSWER? I discussed with Mro -LAMUDE, .who was. with the Office -
- of Alien Property and who was also' a member of the Board of Directors 

at the time that I brought this to, the4 attention of my Board of Directors
.for their approval® * That.was at a Board of Directors- meeting when the ‘ 
Board ‘approved the' employment of Bergson,- Adams,, and Borkland as counsel 
to the company® , ■ - ■ . * '

“QUESTION? (Mr® DONEGAN) \ \

“Can you give, from your recollection, the approximate date of •
■ this Board of Directors meeting? \ '

, "ANSWER: I believe it'was at the January meeting of 1951® .

■ ’"WTON? •(Mr.'DQNSSAN). • • . ‘

• . “Mr® /HOROWITZ, will you identify; Mr® ‘JAMUDE’s’position with OAP 
‘ and. his'position with E® Leitz,,Inc®-? , . . ' ' - • -

; ; . "ANSWER: I know he-is on?the Board of Directors of E® Leitz, . ’
. Inc®, end ! believe, - and t.hat is hearsay, ,that- he is Office manager —

I don't know1 his real title ~ Head -of 'the New York Office of Alien. > . 
/ ’Property® ' ' ■ .
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■ "QUESTION? (Mr©-DONEGAN)-. ” ' ■ . /

. x ' "Vias' Mr© .IAMUDE- the only person in the employ .of the Office of
Alien Property with'whom you discussed the employmentof the law.firm

. . of Bergson, Adams* and Bqrkland'as counsel?- - ■ ■ ' '

. ' ' "ANSWER: I believe so® .' . , ‘ • , . . " . / /

"QUESTIONS .'(Mr© DONEGAN), ‘ ;« - . • . ' • '

• "Did you ever have any discussion with Mr© DAVID BAZELON while 
he was Director*of the Office of. Alien,Property concerning the. ’ •
possibility of employing Mr© BERGSON at.anyfuture date as counsel for- 
E© Leitz, Inco? . - ’' . . ' * * . * / ' : "

/ ■ ' "ANSWER:-’ Noo- \

"QUESTION: , (Mro DONEGAN) : ,

. "Have you ever had any discussion with the present Director- of 
OAP, Mr# HAROLD BAYNTON/- concerning the employment of, Hr o BERGSON or 
his law firm as attorneys for E© Leitz, Inc©? ,

"ANSWER: I do not believe so - * * . .

."QUESTION:. (Mr. DONEGAN) ■ ‘ 1 ‘

, "Have you ever had any discussion with Mro BAYNTON concerning 
the advisability or the purpose of employing. Mr© BERGSON ‘orhis law ’ '
firm to represent Eo Leitz* Inc® priot to January* 1951?

"ANSWER:- I do not believe soc . I would say, noo The other.
. question, I assume you'asked was you mean-a discussion with Mr® BAYNTON 

prior to the employment or prior to the Board of.Directors- acting© I* .
»*dare say-that I have discussed with him this problem since then©

"QUESTION: .(Mr© DONEGAN) . ’ / " : . ■ .

' . . ’ "tn order that ihe record may be cleared and that*there may be •
. no misunderstanding, did you have ary discussion-with Mr© BAYNTON . ' 

concerning the advisability of employing Mr© BERGSON or his law firm
.as counsel for ,E©' Leitz, Inc© prior to the time that this employment.'. ’ 
was-approved by the Board of Directors of E© Leitz, Inc©-in'January, *

. ' 1951? . '
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".ANSWER:-" I do-not Relieve’so ; '

"QUESTION: (Mr©-.DONEGAN) * v , . ' . ■ ' ,

"Did you have any discussion with Mro BAYNTON’concerning this 
' employment of the law firm of Bergson, Adams, and Borklahd.after the , 

employment was -approved by the Board of Directors.in .January, 1951? -

,; "ANSWER: ' I must have©' •

: "QUESTION:^ .(Mr, DONEGAN) ‘ J ‘

"Will you furnish to.us, to the best of your recollection, the > 
discussions you had with Mro BAYNTON, that is, what you said-and what 
he said? , . . . . •/ -

> , ' '1ANSWER: I believe I told him exactly why E©'Leitz, Inc0
‘needed counsel, that* it was impossible for me to do.the job myself;'- 
that the job had to be done; that a,very important part of.our policy, y 
which, part I attribute to the success of our company,' may well be 
jeopardized without able counsel and advice on fair trade and its many 
ramifications, and to the best of my recollection, he told me it is : 
a matter-for the Board .of. Directors'to, determine arid that, if they felt ■' 
as I did and they voted for it, it is our'job to determine.,

.."QUESTION: (Mr© DONEGAN) ’ •

"Did you ever have any discussion with .Mr®, .BAYNTON concerning", 
the employment of the law firm of Bergson, Adams, and-Borkland by Eo Leitz,

* Inc® and the possibility that this employment might be criticized inasmuch 
. as Mro BERGSON was concerned and had-to do with the submission of your

■name as a candidate-to be elected to a Directorship in $. Leitz,-Inc© 
during the period of time- he* was in the employ of-the’Department of Justice?

. ' "ANSWER: I never discussed it, certainly from the point of. view 
of criticism, because I do not believe that there is any grounds for

• criticism© I 'did not know uptil,recently that he submitted my name to 
be a member of this Board, so I certainly did not know.lt when I employed 
him as counsel©• i certainly feel that they have given us value received 
for every dollar they have received from us and at.nd time,until just -

■ this moment or maybe a few. weeks before this did I ever think I would 
be criticized for employing special counsel©' • . - • . * , ’
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"QUESTION; (Mr© DONEGAN) - . , • •

"Mr<> HOROWITZ, when did you first learn that Mro BERGSON had 
submitted your name as a candidate for Directorship in Eo Leitz} Inc<> ? ■

"ANSYfERs That he had submitted my name, I do not know as a 
fact until this moment and it has only been since I think yesterday 
that I realized that he may have submitted my name© He never told me 
•that he submitted my name and still has not told me, but I shall ask 
him very shortly'to find out if he did© ’ -

"QUESTION; (Mr© DONEGAN) • ' , ‘

"The reason I ask you that question, is because you just stated 
it was not until after the Board of Directors had approved the firm 
of Bergson, Adams, and Borkland being retained as counsel for E© Leitz, 
Ince, that you learned he had submitted your name© In asking this 
question, I think the record would be incomplete if'we did not clarify 
when this first came to your attention©

"ANSIVER : Again, I say it has come to my attention since this * 
examination has begun and I gather from the questions asked of me that - 
he or .the records reveal that he submitted my name© I do not know it 
as a fact other than what has' been told me-in these last two days© 

"QUESTION: (Mr© DONEGAN)

■ "In order that there may be no misunderstanding, Mr© HOROWITZ, 
and to avoid any possibility that my question might be misleading, when 
I refer to Mr© BERGSON having to do with the submission of your name, I 
am only referring to the fact that he was an official of the Department 
of Justice at the time your name was submitted as'a candidate for a 
Directorship in E© Leitz, Inc© The possibility exists that the records 
of,the Department of Justice might indicate he had some official 
connection with this submission of your name© What I would like to know 
is whether Mr© BERGSON had any connection whatsoever either official 
or unofficial, with the submission of your name as a candidate for a 
Directorship of E© Leitz, Inc© in February, 19h8?

"ANSWER: I had no such information©
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< '’QUESTION-:: (Hr. .DONEGAN); - ; ’ ' ' .. - - ’ - '

“In your conversation rd th Hr. BRINTON concerning^ the employment 
of the firm of Bergson,-Adams, a'nd Borklahd as counsel for E» Leitz,* Inc-o 
■which .you state .occurred after this employment'had'been approved by the.' 
Board, of Directors of Eo Leitz, Inc<> s did Mr0- BAYNTON- indicate 'that 
Mr© ‘BEftGSON had anyconnection /whatsoever Vith the submission df your ( 

, : name .as a candidate for'a Directorship in-Eo Leitz, irico^ -in 191*8? •

/"ANswf.Noo :' / ’ * * '‘

. "TOOT: (Mr* DONEGAN) ’ ' . . ' ’ / : ’ / '. ’ - < ' , ■

. . ."Have you had any conversation at: any time with any other
officials of the.Department of’Justice with'the exception of those • . 
referred to herein concerning the employment’-of BERGSON and the law firm 

.of Bergson,'Adams, and Borkland as counsel.for*Eo Leitz, Inc0?

• ’"QUESTION: . (Mro'MALlEY) : • ' / A '. t ; -

, :; . ’ "Mr* HOROWITZ, at the time, you were elected, to the Board of . .
Directors of Eo Leitz, Indo, what arrangement was made between. OAP and 
you insofar as commission and salary you were to.draw for your work with 
Eo Leitz, Inco were cohcerried? • ■ \ .

,‘"ANS®: Originally Iwas elected to. the Board .on/March 1, 191*8 
-at which 'time I' was to receive just the ordinary Director’s, fees. - . , 
Subsequently thereto, when it was determined that a reorganization had .

-to take place, I was-employed at $25o00 an hour* -

"QUESTION: (Mr* MALLEY^ '

" "Mro' HOROWITZ, .do- you recall a conversation between you and any
official of OAF to the- effect that you were not'to draw a .salary that 
would'be in excess of the salary paid to Assistants-to the Attorney 
.General? ' • . • . ,' . ' ’

R • "ANSWER: .No* ' , • \ '

"^J^TION: (Mro'MALLEY) . ’ ’ ‘ ‘ -

"Was there, any conversation between you and. anyone, to the best 
‘ of yourrecollection, limiting the amount of salary that you (should draw?
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"ANSWER : Pertaining to the $25.00 an hour, there never has 
been a limit other than this particular employment? which I have never ■ 
followed.

"QUESTION; (Mr. MALLEI)

"Mr. HOROWITZ, if I understand your answers -correctly, you have 
been authorized since,the date of your election as Chairman of the 
Board of Directors,' May 3j 19h8, to receive a salary of $25.00 per hour 
when you are attending to the business of B. Leitz, Inc., and no set sum 
has'ever been named concerning the total amount of salary that you could 
or could not receive?

"ANSWER: That is true.

"QUESTION: (Mr. MALLEY)

. "Mr. HOROWITZ, information has been furnished to the effect 
that when you first became active as Chairman of the Board, instructions 
were given to you that you were not to draw a salary in excess of that 
being given to an Assistant to the Attorney General. In view of this 
information, is it still your recollection that no such instructions 
were ever received by you? ■ ’

"ANSWER: Definitely, for the simple, reason that at that time I 
do not believe I knew what an Assistant Attorney General received and I 
never heard that limitation placed on my $25 an hour and, if it had been 
questioned, or anyone alleges that was the understanding, I think it 
would have been in the Minutes and the person or persons who so stated 
would have had an opportunity to correct the Minutes.

"QUESTION: (Mr. MALLEY)

"As I told you, an allegation has been made to that effect and 
I wanted to give you an opportunity to answer.

"ANSWER: I did not write the’ Minutes.

"QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN) '

"Mr. HOROWITZ, was it unusual for you to discuss with Mr. BAYNTON 
the employment of the law firm of Bergson, Adams, and Borkland as counsel 
for E. Leitz, Inc., and was it customary for you to take up the question 
of the employment of counsel with the Director of other representatives 
of OAP?

~ -
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. . . • "ANSWER: '.It.was hot unusual for me to discuss problems*with .. .
'Mr» BAYNTON as-far* as ^;. .Leifz^ Inc.,’is concerned-and I'do-not-know * '

Jhow Xhe discussion, specifically,- ori. this .arose, 'as tolwh eflier'or not .
someohe.i'n his organization, saw’if in the^Minut'es and^ he hskeci me about ?
it or-whether I informed him/albout it', but-there are many"things -that', . ' * , 

. occurred in E. Deitz, Inc., that I informed'him about and,I told’him
■• about. ■ _ y , \ '

. ' "QUESTION; (Mr.'DONEQAN) ' ' / ’ .

*' ''' , "I think you answered this'question-previously, but, in order
to make sure’there, is no misunderstanding,'is .‘your statement that this-

, matter’was not discussed with’Mr.-BAYNTON because of the fact that 
.Mr. BERGSON'had recently been with the. Department of justice. \

• . '.“ANS^:/That isJid^t^^ - > - ’ . . ' ■ ■

“QUESTION: .'(Mr. MURPHY)' :

,' J'Mr. HOROWITZ, Are‘there ary items included in'-your expense . . 
accounts'submitted’during the years, 19h9, 19^0, 19^1, '.representing •
presents, gifts,'of .amounts-paid to'any official .of the .Office of Alien .

- Property or the Department of 'Justice. • - ' ' .

' ■ ‘ \ ’’ANSWER? No. ? ' . ’ ' \ ;

/'WTIONs (Mr. ^DONEGAN) - " . . '

"Mr. HOROWITZ, in the course of this question and answer statement, 
you advised, us that you-gave gifts to officials of the Department of 
Justice prior .to the time tHafyou became' connected with companies vested 
in the Office of Alien Property. •• You stated these gifts were paid out 
of your personal funds. I would like to have you advise ,us, to the best < - 

: of your recollection, as to the identity of the persons-to whom you gave .- 
' -these gifts rand the’.value of- the gifts. .' •. ' * \ \

, "ANSWER; ' I.could not’give you an all-inclusive-list, ’ll do. , 
' know that .they would include Mr. BAYNTON arid Mrs. BAYNTONj iJr^ BERGSON ' ' ‘;

. and Mrs. BERGSON, Mr.'FORD arid Mrs. FORD as. well as their children at ‘ •
' Christmas time. " I ,am sure that- it. must include some of" their secretaries. • 

‘ , 1 would say .the' value of the' gifts ranged from $5.00 to rib more than
^OoOO.

“ 7$ ~
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"QUESTION: (Mr» DONEGAN)

"I understand from what you have told us that you continued to 
give such gifts after you became connected with companies vested in OAP, 
but that you paid for such gifts out of your personal funds* Is that 
correct?

"ANSWER: That’s true. .

"QUESTION: ‘ (Mr. DONEGAN)

"At no time did you pay for. any' such gifts out of money charged 
to the corporation’s expense? . .

"ANSWER-: That’s true.

■’QUESTION: (Mr. .MALLEI) , . ‘

"Previously a question was asked in connection with your 
operation of E. Leitz, Inc., as to whether or not any official of the 
Office of Alien Property of the Department of Justice has requested you 
to make* available a-Leica camera at a discount price to them or to any 
employee of the United 'States Government. At that time you made the reply 
that you do not recall that such a request could have been made. You 
further advised that the .same -courtesies you would give' to anybody who 
requests a camera.at wholesale'price -would be extended, and that would 
be a price equal to the dealer’s price. Will you state at this time 
whether you recall any employees of the United States Government or 
individuals not employed by the Government who have received cameras at 
wholesale price? ‘ -

"ANSWER: We have a policy that persons working for a photographic 
.dealer can purchase a camera from us at a special discount price.' We 
also extend this courtesy to people who handle our microscopes. If one 
of their executives desire a camera'or any other equipment that we may 
have for their personal use, we extend the courtesies of a dealer’s price 
to them. I am>sure'there are instances where certain important suppliers 
of merchandise to us have asked us for the courtesy of a dealer*6 price 
and we have extended if to than. . I would venture' to guess that the 
special price to people who -have no connection with the Government fer* 
exceed any sale made to. a person associated with the Government.

"QUESTION: (Mr. MALLEY) ' ' ' , *

"Mr. HOROWITZ, do you have knowledge of any Government employees 
who have received special discounts on any Leica cameras .where an 
individual camera was purchased from E. Leitz? • .

o SO -
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• ■ "ANSWER^ Not-to my knowledge. • ' ' • •

' "QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN) ‘ _

. > "Mr* HOROWITZ, have you any knowledge of, any individuals or
. :any personal contacts with individuals, who are associated With or wh'o 

‘ have, been associated with 'companies vested in OAP.or who are in the ’ -
• • snploy .of GAP, the "Department-of Justice,, or'any other Division .of the .

• Coverment,who’are-presently or who ha.ve been in the past engaged in ,
•; Questionable activities., or who have .questionable associations'? , ’

" ."ANSWERS No*” 1\ < ’ _ ' ‘ V .

, The following1 information was obtained from ..a supplementary. - •
question ana answer "signed; statement under, oath furnished by HAROLD - 

. ERNEST- HOROWITZ on -January h/1952,' to SAs' CARL L* BENNETT and HARRI .
KIEFER, both of the New York.Office, and THOMAS J. DONEGAN, fecial .

’ Assistant to the Attorney, General^ pertinent .parts of .which are set 
forth as'follows:-. : ; •

."QUESTION: (Mr* DONEGAN) . ; ,

. . . ’.'Mr* HOROWITZ,’ you were previously asked to furnish us with
‘ a list of the names of the-clients whom you represented in matters

. before various divisions of, the Department of Justice* .You stated-that. 
you-desired to. obtain an outside opinion as. to whether you,would be

' violating the .ethics of your profession if you revealed these names* 
Have you reached a decision on this matter? . •

' "ANS®: I have* . I have been advised not to reveal the
. .names of my clients* . I can state further", though, that I never 

represented'anyone before the Office,of Alien Property at any time, or 
before the Antitrust Division while’Mr* BERGSON was at the head of the • 
Antitrust* 'I have appeared before the Antitrust'Division subsequent

. . to Mr* BERGSON’S departure from the Department of Justice* ,

• . "QUESTION: (Mr*'DONEGAN) .

' . ’’Could you reveal the'names of the clients you represented •
. • before the Antitrust Division in these instances? ’ '

‘ ‘ "AM®? I .would’ rather not, based, oh the advice given to me* ' •

, ~ si •
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. "QUESTION! (Mr.'DOWAN) ’ ' "
• '' / ' \ ' ' • . • •

. • “With reference Jo your 'statement that you have been advised •
' .not to furnish the.names of these.'clients that you represented before 

the Department of justice, can you furnish the .source of this advice? 
■I have’ih mind,.have you been so-advised.by a Bar Association?,

','AMERr I have not been advised by.a Bar Association®, I 
have been;advised by .an attorneyj whose identity I do not wish, to 
reveal®' • ; ’ . ’ ‘. . ■ . . ' . ■ ■

"QUESTION? ,(Mr.’ DONEGAN) r ‘

"Mr®. HOROWITZ, do you recall who in the. office of Alien 
Property'first suggested to you tha.t you represent thepreenpoint-Cfial 
Docks Company? . . \ ' 'fx

; "ANSWER! I do riot-recall.

"QUESTION? ~ - (»rP DONEGAN) - ‘

"Did any of the following individuals have any conversation with 
you -concerning your representation in a private legal capacity of the 
Greenpoint'Coal Docks Company?' Mr® BAZELON, Mr® BAYNTON, Mr. BERGSON,

• Mr® TORD,', or ary other officials connected with the Department of Justice®

- "ANSWER? I’m sure it wasn’t Mr® BERGSON or Mr® FORD, and I
• don’t'think it was-Mr. BAZELON. It may have'been Mr® BAINTQN or someone . 
in their litigation branch®' I know that the only person I spoke to •

. about fees for this matter-was Mr® LAMUDE at the-time of my retainer® 
I’m trying to recall-who spoke to me about it' originally, and I can'only 
say that I’m sure it wasn’t’Mr® BAZELON! and it wasn’t Mr® BERGSON, and 
it wasn’t'Mr® FORD viho spoke to me.about it. , . . .

"QUESTION: ' (Mr® DONEGAN) . - . s , - , - . ■ . -

:"I would like to'ask you the same question with reference’to the
✓TSchering Coroowiion; that is, vd.ll .you furnish us with the names of any. ■ 

TndividualTan the Department of Justice with whom.you had a discussion 
concerning your representation of this corporation, and in this listing 
of names I would’also like .to ref er to Mr® BAZELON, Mr® BAINTON, 
Mr® BERGSON and Mr. FORD. > ' ■ . \ ; •
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■.'JAK®:. As I. stated before^ the first person to speak to me 
about the matter I’m sure, was Mr« BROWN, President of Schering* I 
never-discussed the. case with Mr* FORD or Mr* BAZEION. Mf* BAZELON, 
I dpn’t think, was with the Department of Justice any longer* And I 
didn’t discuss it with Mr. BERGSON* I may well have discussed it 
subsequent to my retainer with. Mr. BAYNTON, but the retainer in that 
matter was discussed only at the time of making it with Mr. BROWN, and 
as I remember, Mr. BROWN wrote me a letter setting forth the retainer, 
after our discussion, which I immediately filed with the Committee on 
Practice of' the Bureau of Internal Revenue - not his letter, but 
excerpts from his letter on-my stationery- to reveal the retainer, but 
I never di'scussed the retainer with any member of the Department of 
Justice prior to making the retainer. I may' well have mentioned it to 
Mr. BAYNTON subsequent to making the retainer, or to Mr. LAMUDE. I 
don’t know. I don’t recall that*

"QUESTION: - (Mr* DONEGAN)

"Mr* HOROWITZ, I would like to refer to the question, and answer 
statement "that you made on December 18,'19, and 20, 1951. At that time 
I asked you this question: ’You previously advised that in connection 
with your business trips you came in contact ■with Mr* BERGSON. I would 
like to ask you whether at'any time you made any expenditures for the 
benefit of Mr* BERGSON, that is, in the way of gifts or the payment of 
'hotel bills or othervd.se, which you charged to your expense account at 
E* Leitz, Inc*’ ‘ You'answered this question as follows: ’I again would 
say no.* The FBI developed information from an examination of the 
records of the E. Leitz Company that a check was drawn in favor of 
HERBERT A* BERGSON in the amount- of $391,00 and was charged to your 
expense, account in the company’s records* Can you furnish an explanation 
as to this charge?.

"ANSWER: That was in re-payment to him for my own fares from 
here to the Coast and back that he had secured.the reservations paid for 
out of his ovm money. That was his money .for my own fare*

"QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN)

."Was Mr. BERGSON in the employ of the Department of Justice at 
this time* ■ . ‘ •

"ANSWER: Yes. He was Assistant Attorney General in charge of 
Anti-Trust Division at that time* • •• • .

- 83 -
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"QUESTION: (Mr, DONEGAN) : ' -

"Will you give us, to the best of your recollection,,-the 
circumstances of .the purchase of these transportation ticket s~ 
specifically, if you can, as to whether Mr® BERGSON traveled on a GTR 
in connection with official business? . ' ”

"ANSWER: I know that Mr. BERGSON traveled on a GTR. The $391 
is the re-payment to him for my transportAtion to California and back 
to New York, which amount he advanced for me. I know that he made a • 
reservation and.picked up the tickets and I re-paid him for my own 
transportation. This amount does not include any expenses incurred by 
Mr. BERGSON other than his payment of my own transportation.

"QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN) ’ ‘ •

"Did you both travel to the Coast together?

"ANSWER: I believe so. *

"QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN)

"Were you both engaged in the same business activity.

"ANSWER: Mr. BERGSON was on government business and I was on » 
E. Leitz business. It just made it more pleasant for me to travel with 
someone I knew."

The following information was obtained from a question and 
answer signed statement under oath furnished by HAROLD ERNEST HOROWITZ 
on January 11, 1952, to THOMAS J. DONEGAN, Special Assistant to the 
Attorney General, and SAs CARL L. BENNETT and JAMES R. MALLEI of the 
New York Office, pertinent parts of which are set forth as follows: 

"QUESTION: (Mr. MALLEY) ,

"Mr. HOROWITZ} the records o^Ferd.Mulhens, Inc. reflect an 
expense item dated July 7, 194 9, showing an advance of $500.00 for 
.expenses for a trip to California® This it on specifically shows plane 
fare to Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle, and return — hotels, 
entertainment, etc. The records of- E® Leitz, Inc. for July‘show an 
expense item in the amount of $515.00 broken down as trip to California, 
$395’00, and three staff‘dinners. In addition, the June, 1949/ records 
of E. Leitz reflect an expense item for a trip to Seattle, Los Angeles, 
and San Francisco in the amount of $391®35® This item shoves that a

— 84 ~
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check.was paid.to HERBERT A» ’BERGSON, Washington,. D® Co After examining 
these expense items, will you advise whether ^r-not* you made'separate 
trips to’the West .Coasts jone in Juried ' 194.9,. apd the other in July, 191;9, 

. and whether.or not ary:, of • these expense items aire duplications? .

■ "ANS®: To the best ’of *my recollection, the'expenses are for
a trip in July’.made’ for both .companies and. there, is no duplications of . 
items; although'the voucher submitted i to,. Ferd. Mulhens’would be all- " ' 
inclusive up to $500.00 and;the excess was. charged to.E® 'Leitz® .1 do • 

’ not know which, trip the,voucher or the check, to HERBERT .A® BERGSON .
covers®. I do know that the July, vouchers coyer the same trip made in ‘

• July for’both companies® .

’ “QUESTION?5 (Mr®. MALLEY)'.,' J<

. >■ - »Mr. HOROWITZ, -‘from, the information available ..in the company , 
records of E...Leitz", Inc.and Ferd®Mulhehs, Inc./ it is extremely 
difficult-to determine exactly how: the charges were divided .between the 

• two companies®' It iil-noiedthaVyou did submit" one .expense itan to Ferd. 
Mulhehs, Inc®, May 20, .19491 in the amount, of $500.00 to cover expenses 
to California. Is it possible that, the item charged-,to- E®-Leitz, Inc® 
in June, ,1949, in the .amount pf $391®3^ is in’connection.with the trip , 
to California- to which'I haye -just referred, where you charged $f>00.00 

' to Ferd® --Mulhens,* Inci?. • 1 '' - ■ ‘ ‘ z ‘

' "ANSWER: It could verywell be. On all trips that were made - 
in the ;United. States-, ,1 handled or. spent time for both ' corporations. I 

• may have gone-out. specifically for a purpose for *one, but-would always 
spend time on the other -corporation’ s business®- , If I received a certain’ 
amount from.one- corporation, .the excess was .charged to the* .other

, . corporation. I have never charged-a .duplicate bill to .either corporation. 
.If'the records are confusing, 'I ,am’afraid they are confusing, because I 
was trying to do-too much ’at one'time® However, at the time that, the ' ' 
vouchers were, submitted,.. I know’ the. money was spent on bdialf of both 
corporations iarid that .the', sum total* received from both corporations did 
not exceed tty expenses ph'these trips®.-; lt is unfortunate that.’more time

; was’hpt spent by me oh.’setting up these-vouchers®- However, it must be 1 
borne’ in mind,that I .was the only-executive officer, at E® Leitz where. . • 
previously: they had" a Chairman of-the Board, an active president, two 
active vice; presidents, and a general manager.® . Though at. that time I do 
riot-think T-had the title of/president,." the" nian who did have the title ’ * 
spent rio time whatsoever at the corporation.'- j, in fact, was the Chairman 
of the Board, the .president’, vice, presidents, general manager*® .1 also 

’undertook the added re^onsibility of Ferd. Mulhens® .At the-same time, 
I was trying to maintain a law practice;' .'It seemed most important to me
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1 to put these companies- in good'shape a'rid the .keeping of minute records as 
to expenditures,-unfortunately, as.,I see .today, was .not the most important 

» > of my duties.* ; I. do know, though, that'l never- received a sum total from 
both corporations for a trip made that exceeded my expenditures. I dare , 
say,'-in most cases,’’my actual-'expenses 'exceeded the sum total .charged

' . to these'companies* although I nevbr on' any/;of-these; trips dici any 
. activity, other than on behalf "'of the' corporations.,-

'"QUESTION: (Mr. DONEGAN) .‘ ~ 7 /

. . "Mr/ HOROWITZ, in order that the record may.be clear, I would 
like to refer to the.photostatic .copies .of the vouchers-which were . . ‘ 
exhibited to you-by MT. MALLEI-in the .course- of the-aforementioned 

. questioning and ask you.whether or not, In your opinion, these vouchers, 
on their face, indicate that duplicate .charges might have been made for 
expenses incurred-by you on your trips to Europe-and to California on. 

'behalf of E. Leitz, Inc. and Ferd. Mulhens, Inc. ?

‘ "^®5 .'.Only •because of phraseology used to-cover'• items of •
expense,'but,.as to amounts received, -there was- no duplication. • /

- "QUESTION: ’ (Mr.-DONEGAN)' J- / 7 \ ’ ',7 .

' ."I would’ like to •’point'out to, you that' the-reason we are ■
questioning you on ’ the 'possibility- of such/ duplication of .charges. is 

' because of the wording of these vouchers .and in the course of examination- 
made by.the>FBT‘of the, vouchers, it is entirely reasonable to assume • 
that such duplicate charges might have been made. I now understand you 
to.state that, in. spite-of the wording of. these-vouchers, you did. not 

. at any time while; representing, either*Ferd. Mulhens,'Inc. or, ,E. Leitz, 
Inc. charge more than’the amount expended by you for expenses- of making 
these trips and', where-it’appears on’these vouchers that duplicate 
.charge’s were-made for transportation, "this whs riot the fact. "Am I., 
correct iri'-this-understanding?', • ' , ‘ . • A, / .

. " -’’ANSWER:*. Ydu: are,correct, Mr. DONEGAN.* -1 would like to state
at this time .that if .we bear in mind that’ I was retained'at §25.00 an 
hour, all.’I had-'to .do-on ary.trip was to submit hours spent on my trip, 
and receive ^compensation. at the rate of>;§25.00 an'-hour .-'This, rate would 

• far exceed*'any amounts charged at any time-for any trip for any type of' 
expenses.* If* I were to* charge- E. Leitz' for'time-.spent at the, hourly 
rate that I am'authorized’-to charge,, ny drawing would.be no less than- 
§50,000.00 a- year, from the date-that I assum.ed-the office of .Chairman 
of the Board.. My sole concern was for'the benefit of the corporation. ' 
It seems’unfortunate, at this stage to find that-phraseology of vouchers .
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would indicate' that ’I was charging .duplicate bills to'both'.'corporations, 
especially when.atthose' times,. I could,have legitimately submitted an > 
hourly-voucher; that-would far exceed any total expenses received'. 
throughout the year .from both'-corporations'.'.. In 19M> ,1 remember, < the 
sume. total 'of $9,000.00. was .drawn by' me ‘from:■ E. .Leitz for, six months - ■

•, of that year when I .was'the--only-executive officero In 19h9, I 
believe I drew-'the total sum'of approximately sixteen thousand dollars.- 
Ify",hourly rate’ charges . would' exceed,§5.0,000.00.," In. 1^0, including, a 
bonus' of f$5,000.00-, I ,received, the sum' total of; §27i600;00," /My-hourly 
rate would have ;exceeded.§50,000.00;. and’in 19511-ny/drawings totalled 
$26ilOQ;OO;' and*again,’my hourly.rate would be" far in excess - of ■. 
§50,000.00\ I-did hot haye'to resort to* duplication-of .expenses to 
receive more money,' all i-.haitq ‘do was-to. submit an hourly weekly bill 
to ,my comptroller, and pursuant to', my Board of .Directors',; he would have . \ 
to pay me at'the rate of §2.5*00 an hour.' Again,. I'.say it is unfortunate 
that-the,.phraseology .of the-vouchers would indicate a duplication of - 
charges made on particular*tripsir The phraseology -of vouchers, at that'■ 
particular'time was the. most'unimportant thing’-in m^ The most 
important ^hing.was the job of .making'E.’'.Leitz the Corporation that it

* is today? ‘

’ "QUESTIONS;; (Mr. DONEGAN) ’ 5' - :
•-------- ' . '' ' ’

"You will recall/ Mr. HOROWITZ,' that the records of OAP reflect 
that.former'Assistant Attorney General EAZELON.raised a question with 
you as to'your expense, vouchers, expressing dissatisfaction with the' 
explanations contained in the expense vouchers. Did He/or any other 
representative of OAP or the Department of.Justice ever discuss with you 
those vouchers whicH/ on their face, would indicate a duplication of 
charges?,' • _ " r. -

. "ANSWER:- Never. ..They had the opportunity.'to check.these 
vouchers, I believe,, -as I stated before/ and/ after■checking them, 
apologized to me for the." embarrassment and inconvenience.cause me and 

- told me'at that, .time-everything checked out correctly." . - . ,

’"QUESTICN:.....-(lIr. DONEjAN) \ ‘ ; '

"I do not des'ire, .to labor'the point, but the question is.raised, 
in view of your clear-cut/, definite statoneht .that you made no 
duplication .of charges'for, expenses, us .to why-it was not'suggested to 
you that’.voucher's be'submitted which would notion their face, appear 
to indicate that you were'making duplicate charges. 1 "Would you-care to . 
comment on .this? . -v V.;:’: • ‘ . • ' • \
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"ANSWER: I do riot remember any.comment'made to* me at that time 
« by Mr. BAZELON- or 'any ’other person in OAPo : 1 do'knpw though that I have 

never charged any expenses to Ferd. Mulhens -subsequent to July of 19hlo

"QUESTION*

. - ’’Mri HOROWITZ, "information has .been, received that- former
Director of OAP BAZELON. instructed you telephonically' hot to draw any 
further salary from/E^'Leitz, Inc• until a check'was niade of the. 
expense items being/submitted by’you# Will you advis.e at this time 
whether or not-you, continued'to. draw-your regular salary or whether, you 
did1 for a period 'omit taking.your* regular weekly*salary? . •

"ANSWER;* . I followed his instructions and for-a"short period of’ 
’time until,.two ;of his. representatives, ar rived, and checked the-figures
I did not .draw, my” weekly salary- ^although.I-attended "to the, business of 
the corporation as usual and, when* hi.s representatives told-me everything •

‘ was all .right,?I, drew .my. salary, .'including,-'the time that I .had not drawn - 
' . the salary*M / ' ■' '
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OTHER KNOV/N. CLIENTS OF'SUBJECTS “

, - A'.List pt clients of,; the. subjects- of this investigation
' ’was furnished .to- the Department of Justice by the Cheif 7 ■ 

Committee.'./Phe .names of these .client's were checked through.. *
, .‘the .indic'es'of the Department by Mr,;. AMANDO. DI ■ GIRALAMO,* Records' 

Section of-the Department of Justice, and pertinent references 
to instant, clients Were ihrnishe'd: to SA’s'LESLIE B« CHISHOLM, 
JR,-;ani EDGAR L.--CARTER7.

’/ : ' It'is. noted, .that the'Department of Justice .files
pertaining'to some of .-these , clients had been .previously • 
reviewed, by Agents of' the<Washington -Fieid- Office- and the 
results, of ’’ the, reviews .were; set .forth' in previous .reports - 
.submitted in"instant ca'se, • * ' ’ * J//.- ' . '

. jThe .f ollowing is’a list of'the .-client's furnished'by -, 
, the Che it.-Co'xnraittee and-in those/instances .where the Department - 

' had*.material, the - same .was. reviewed and comments 'are noted-under - 
• .the names of the'clients as'set forth.- below:..

. ‘ ' ".TWpDERSWfOWANY, /Gary,.. Indiana; client acquired
> ' , Qctpber, 1951, Acre'sor d.' chebk^Pf*/the .Department

' reflected no'record with regard to this client ,

' . " ?™UN-AND-COMPANY, 601 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, 
- California;■ client acquired-.April, 1'952, The record

. . - /check, of the Department reflected no record with 
'’ regard' tb\this client, ■

■•;/^&g£sig®ia^^
'r-Newyork,'New York;-eluent acquired March, 1951,
, 'The-record check of’the Department..-reflected no . ' 

//; . record-with .Regard to this client, . • '
. - ■ '/f^&Q^^ Street,. Northwest,‘ Washington, D/ C,; .

1 77;- client-acquired December,- 1951’;. .The record check
.. '"/./of the".Department reflected'jap: record .with ‘regard‘to, 

/this, client,

. / . • . . .Street,- New Xork, New York; client-acquired
■ 7’ ,/./.-March,/1951> , There- were two Departmental files in

■ • ’ /.instant case, and "both'were: reviewed by/SA EDGAR’L,'"
' : . O'ARTER,. Department.file Number .82-0, section 9,

' ' * contains miscellaneous communicat ions ,to. the’ Department
' / of/Justice' concerning'complaints against radio stations

. • ' and- other .Interstate Commerce Commission.violations



WF0‘ 46-2715’ 
LBC/ELC:bet

involving telegraph companies and cable companies, 
which were subsequently .forwarded by the Department 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission', • ’

File number 60-235-14 entitled DICTOGRAPH PRODUCTS, ' 
INC, concerns the refusal of''DICTOGRAPH PRODUCTS, 
INC, to sell repair-parts to other companies 
repairing their equipment and other alleged 
monopolistic, practices, including alleged'attempts 
on.the part of the company to monopolize the field 
of servicing dictograph equipment' owned by the’Federal 
Government. . •

It is noted that neither of the two above mentioned 
• files contained any reference to'the subjects in 
.instant case,-'and that' there. is nothing contained 
in either file of pertinence to instant investigation

^MREEPOROl- SULPHUR^GOMRANY. 161 East' 42nd Street, 
( New York, New York; client acquired January, 1952, 

I'ij is to be noted that'this case was previously- 
reviewed by Agents of the Washington Field Office ’ 
and the .result of the review has been previously 
reported. ' ,

*^HA2AfiQL, client acquired
. february, 1951, The record check of the Department 

reflected no record with .regard to this (Client, 
LAWRENCE G^ASKY, 260 Tremont Street, Boston,

. Massachusetts; client acquired March1, 1951, The ' 
record check of the Department reflected no record 
with regard to this client.

^IJ3HMAKJ3I1Q^^ 1 William Street, New York, New York; • 
client acquired February,- 1951, There were two 
Departmental files in connection with LEHMAN 
BROTHERS: 60-391-7, entitled Investment Securities

. Industry - Anti-Trust, contains"a detailed 
memorandum regarding the financ.ial structure, officers, 
and holdings of LEHMAN-BROTHERS, th^LWJ 
CjORP PRATT ON. and other investment trustT^pohsored by 
them, , . ' - " ,

- 90 -
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. . ''/Department-'Of/justice.file-^  ̂ entitled,” -,
" A LEHMAN“BROMRS/'/Inteflocking: Relationship -Case, ■

. . . -Civil--Aeronautics Board; Docket Number ,3,605, ,..It 7
. ‘ , is -.noted 'this -case is close’d: and ’.'there. Ais • a’ '.

< '-...^ memorandum'-in-the ..same reflecting.that nothing • * 
: ’ Awas’deyelope’d indicating'an .Anti-Trust violation.

. ''(<• The correspondence-in-instant f-'ile. ref ersAto .. ,
' ■ -j.--< 'LEHMAN'-BROTHER'S and.- Directors- in-both air-carriers ’v

’ •/V/a^d.cbmmpn-carrl^ and, appears tp- reflect there has 
' ‘^ a 'Violation ofJOivii Aeronautics Board’s . ' ' ' \

.regula'tions"and that.-.the Civil Aeronautics Board
T f. ; ’ A-Was • holding -hearings, in’ connection with’ the possible ' 

’ . ' ’ ;-violation pf its regulations. A T-fc.-,is noted that’ no
■ . ? ment ion’of ;th'e subjects is made.fin -eithpr. of ,the above

‘ casep'and* that, there’/ is -nothing contained in-either
: . ■■'/fiie-pf. pertinence 'to* instant -investigatipni,-'
/ : ' Je.’jWTZ,' INCORPORATED, .304-Hudson Street,' New York, 

New-York; clienVacquired-January, 1951. it-is to.
\ :be n'oted that thp files.with-regard to this’case.- 

Jwere-previously revievzed.by-Agehts. of the’Washington -
• ' ' ( \ A Field , Off ice and .the result of' the;. review .has been -A

previously--reported. A. ’

' "272 West 90th Street, ■ -
7 &ew York/- New York.; clientacquired October, 1951.,

.\ It is noted that after, a search of the indices of ' .
: .this company, the Department furnished‘the following

. ; < three.,f ile;s.: i56-lLr-3,''146-18-1-6-7, and 61-10054.

- ‘ Elle '156-11-3'contains, one short interroffice ;
-2*' memdrahdum;dated February’ 21, 1’948-regarding Labor’ 

Management Relations’Act of ,1947; dpes not mention 
“-names-of .subjects in instant ca.se-; and, has no 

pertinency'to the: same. . ■ .' ” A'--

- ■ ' - Wile 140-18-16-7 'relates to METAL ’TRADERS, -INC.’, ’ ‘ * -
- ■ " 67 .Wall' Street, New- York-City,- and hot to subjects-. .

'clients, the\.METAL -TRADING COMPANY; 272. West 90th- \ ■
< - 'A.* -. -" Street. \.It .is further, noted, that none’of the. subjects-’ - 

names .appeared, in.instant 'fileA

: ” File- number 61-10054 entitled,-‘S.S. MORMACREY. vs. -.
. 1 ./•.23'-'S-frbmNew;Yofk.-Apriir‘1944,/METAL.,.TRADERS,'-. 

INC., 'vs.'USA.-./.Instant..case relates to'the ;
' settlement of a claim-against the 'MCCORMICK 'COMPANY ’ • 

' and.the METAL;TRADERS,' INC.‘for-'-an’.amount of §425, y
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which was subsequently settled at a $90 figure, 
There was no mention of the subjects’ names_in. 
instant case and nothing contained therein of 
pertinence to this investigation..

JpATIONAL BULK CARRIERS,..INCORPORATED, 600 Fifth
' ^ivenueTljeFlork^ acquired July, 1951.

The search of the records of the Department disclosed 
nine files pertaining to this company, which are 
set forth-below together with the name of the case:

61-74-24: This file relates to the case of
■HJALMER M. SANDERS, Libellant vs, NATIONAL BULK 
CARRIERS, INCORPORATED; . ■ '

61-79-37, MATELINE MOORE, Administratrix of the 
estate of KENNETH MOORE vs. USA, AMERICAN TANKER 
CORPORATION, et al; . .

61-16155,, USA as owner of S.S. CHARLESTOWN vs.
the NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, INC., as owner of the 
S.S. VIRGINIA-;

• 61-18075, CONRAD 0. NELSON, Libellant against 
. * USA and NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, INCORPORATED,

respondents;

61-18423, S.S. SAN JUAN HILL - S.S. BULKLUBE 
Collision, January 30, 1946,;

145-121-11, NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS INCORPORATED, ■ 
Plaintiff against LINDSAY C. WARREN, Controller 
General of the USA, Defendant;

- 150-97, regarding M. V. PETROFUEL - British
Naval Vessel J - 866 Collision, March 1, 1943;

154-48655, NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, INCQRPORATED, 
Plaintiff against USA, Defendant; Court of Claims 
Docket Number 48566;

154-48656, NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, INCORPORATED vs. 
USA. Court of Claims Docket Number 48565.

92 - '
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The aforementioned 'files.were reviewed.by SA LESLIE 
B. CHISHOLM,.' JR., and.the review disclosed, thes'e -cases were . ' 
mostly admiralty matters handled by the Claims Division of the 
Department through United States Attorney off ices throughout 
the country. The review disclosed no; pertinent • 
information with regard'‘to'-any of 'the - subjects 'in.this 
investigation. - . • •

‘ ■ •^LLIAii WLBW AND -COWANY," LIMITED-, .754 Fifth . •
- ‘ Avenue,- New YofkT^^ acquired ' ' .

.November, 1951.-. The files/of the' record section
-.of the. Department .advised 'they had'no record, with . 

regard ,to this bl lent.. ( .. . - • T .

pSTALEY, KILLING- COMPANY, '-Kansas City, Missouri;”
• client acquired February,: 1'952< The-record section’ 

of-the Department., advised they had .ho record with 
. "regard, to this'client'* ,

' ^^Xmmj&EOTS^^ '1740- Broadway, -
New York, Nev/ York; client acquired December, 1950. 
The files with regard’ 'to. this 'case were;-previously . 
reviewed-by Agents, of -the Washington Field Office- '- 

- and’the results of. the review have been previously 
reported. • / ' ' . ■ • ■

- •P^THOMPSON—AND COMPANY:■ New Orleans. Louisiana 
.client acquired September / 1951. The files with - 

-.regard to this ’case, were .previously reviewed by 
Agents of the- Washington Field Office and the' 
results of< the review.have been previously reported.

■ . ^.THRIFT- DRUG-COMPANY: Pittsburgh,.-Pennsylvania; .. 
client acquired-November, 1951i' The record Section 
of the Department advised they had no record with 
regard to the. THRIFT. DRUG COMPANY,; however, they

• did advise they'had a file concerning the' THRIFT CUT - 
— RATE DRUG COMPANY,' File-146-51^2-1354.

' The'aforementioned' file was” reviewed and disclosed the 
THRIFT CUT RATE DRUG COMPANY, 9 West Portal Avenue,- San Francisco, 
California was a subject .in an. investigation .concerning a 
possible violation of-the Surplus Property Act and Fraud. 
Against the Government. The.file.disclosed:ho information, 
indicating'any-of theysubjects of this investigation had 
participated in: this case and there was-no indication that the 
THRIFT DRUG COMPANY,' Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania was. identical-with the ’ 

^THRIFT-CUT RATB^RUG-COMPANY of Sah-•Francisco.;' California, which 
^latter ' : —— . . ■ . . .. ;
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store appeared to be .a one-unit organisation.

. UNITED PARAMOUNT THEATERS,- INC., 1501 Broadway, ' . ‘ 
. New York, .New .York; client acquired February, 1.951.
The files with regard to .this case were previously ‘ 

* . reviewed, by Agents-of the* Washington Field- Office and 
the re suiter the review has., been-previously reported.

.AVSJSOTSUl) ASSOCIATION, Ne_£^rleahJ5^ ; .
clXeM'acquired- Februafy; 1952.- -the-Record's Section

'of the .Department advised, they had no record concerning 
this client. . . •

<UBLICKER INDUSTRIES* of BiWL?Ma. " There were 
two Departmental files-dealing with instant' 
organization. File number 59-30-2954 and’146-51-2-562. 

59-30-2954 is a .single volumd and contains nothing
' in addition to a copy of^he "information filed 
in the case of USA yX/PUBLICKER INDUSTRIES,. INC 
Number 16763." . ' , '

File number. 146-51-2-562 is also a single volume' 
file'and deals with the proposal of PUBLICKER 
INDUSTRIES’, INC. to purchase certain land and 
equipment from the War Assets Corporation.,

It is- noted that the names of the subjects- are* not 
mentioned .in' either of. the above captioned cases, and that 
there is nothing contained in the same of pertinence to 
instant investigation. ; .

RARE EARTHS, INC., Patterson, New Jersey. The 
‘Department a'dvised -that they have no material ■ 
pertaining to this client.'

AFRICAN FAIR TRADE COUNCIL; Department of Justice - 
file number 102-0^ supplied to Agents in connection,with this . 
case, whs reviewed'and"the same was noted to contain numerous 
letters to’ the Department, complaining of false and misleading 
advertising and difficulties experienced by purchasers of - 
various brand-name merchandise.7 These matters were,largely - 
referred by the Department of Justice to the Fair-Trade Council 
and there is but a single reference to the above named American 
Fair Trade Council,.Inc., of Gary,.Indiana. Instant reference 
refers to a notation that there appears to be-no violation 
if the Council . ’ . • ’ ~ <
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is what- i't ^proports to be'; a '■”national\asspciatib;n- of• 'fair ■ 
’ trading Manufacturers", and.4s a non-prof it’,- educational/ ‘

organization'.' It is. .noted that no firzestigation .had .been 
made by--the departments61L this -clientyahd/^^ •
reference, to-.the client-does..not'.-contain the-names- of "any

’ of. the-sub jects >ih this .case':or'.'isothere'.anything contained ; 
in the .file of pertinence’ to instant investigation;; ■
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REINTERVIEW WITH ERNEST -L. BENHAM?: ~ \ '

• •'The'following investigation‘was' conduct ed-’By Special
Agents WILLIAM, Ao -ROYER;'and-. GUSTAVE -.SARADAKIS on-Angus t -19, 1952:-..

. ’ ; Mr. BRANHAM-,was reco'ntacte.d £q;.obtain.■additional' .
information- regarding' the-statement that'-’LANtiA made .to him'shortly.”* 
'after he, LANDA’, had-testified before ‘the.- Ch elf .-Committee 'on ’June 27, ■ • 
1952, at. which time LANDA- informed' BRANHAM,-/“after''this. is..all' over, 
I would-like to .;see:you and tell, you what-BERGSON, tried to' get . us to 
do," BRANHAM informed that he'.‘could hot-elaborate on the statement 
as set forth above., inasmuch as he had riot discussed-thia matter-with- 
LANDA-since that-time.

' - • . / ., He. further'related'that it was his opinion ;that-the..
“crowd” was .out to. get him;, ■ yJhen questioned'--specifically, as to .whom 
he/i?eant by the; ".crowd, "-he n'ame'c^CIAJ^jJx^ • '
BERGSON .and MORiSON. /.He-stated thaTsinbe'' Mayj-fl^^/Jhis work load 
had been curtailed.-by/ the- front office . arid at- the- present time/he. is. ; 
"just ’sitting it out” until the results-of'the-Chelf •Committee hearing' 
are made public. .He’further related-that.he-had.never. been, contacted • 
by any members of -the law'firm-of FORD,.. BERQSON',and. BORKLAND concerning 
-any cases pending - in the’ Antitrust' Divi sion^wi th • the 'exception -pf; -the 
Sylvania Electrical; Products, ,Inc«, * arid* th^viamilton .Manufacturihg 
Companyo;‘ ‘ ‘ c -

‘ In concluding,he; advised”that he..r,eceived.his.,ia’s.t ^rade
raise in 1946'; however; he;has:-definite knowledge’that .he had beenrecom-' 
mended at least' twice- by-Mr.-HAMILL, his immediate superior, for.a. grade 
raise, but this grade raise "did hot .materialize.• inf late ’1956 or 1951 * 
when BORKLAND called-him\about, another complaint against--the Sylvania- 
Electrical Products; -Inc.',' case, BORKIAND .asked BRANHAM, if he had . ever ’ 
received/his’grade raise. .-Mr. ;BRANHAH..said he.had.riot.■ He-recalled ■ 
that BpRKLANb."stated that} "we: know Mr. ’ W very well' arid, we think 
we .can help you.” ;Mr. -BRANHAM stated .that -this:;.phase--.pf'’the conversation 
stopped at ..that poirit arid. they. Went on' to discuss the' Sylvania case. - 
Mr. BRANHAM stated that.he-,did. ndt;.know-what BORKLAND 'mearit by-the'• • <
above-meritioned..statemerit‘',conce'rnihg his raise. He .did not -know -whether 
it- could" be. classifi'ed.as-a persuasion, ‘ inducement.or whatl . He .concluded - 
that he has not received his/hais'e‘as'yet^ . . -;•/'• ". , ; ; f ;".-/\ f': /- ; } ./
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INTERVIEW OF JOSEPH Co DUGGAN

JOSEPH Co DUGGAN, Assistant Attorney General, was interviewed, 
on August 18, 1952-by Special Agents WILLIAM T. FORSYTH and BERNARD E.- 
BUSCHER at the Department of Justice Building.* Mr. DUGGAN advised he 
has been employed in the Department;of Justice, from 193$ to'19h$ in 
Washington, D. Co, and from 1911$ .to 19117 was employed by the Department . 
of Justice in Boston, Massachusetts. He entered private practice in 
19117 and returned to the Department of Justice in his present position 
in November, 19$1. ‘ ‘ ~

He. stated he was. very well acquainted with HERBERT. A. BERGSON 
inasmuch as they had worked very closely under Judge HOLTZOFF during the 
period of his first employment with the Department of. Justice.* He added, 
however, he had never handled any actual case with BERGSON or any other' 
member of .his law firm, nor has he had any contact with them regarding any 
official matter of the Department of Justice either pending- or closed. - 
He further stated he has riot had any official contact with any member of 
the firm since he assumed his present position as Assistant'Attorney 
General. ' , - , ’

He added, however, that he had. social contact with BERGSON, having 
been a guest at his home,' and on .occasion had a few telephone calls of a 
social nature since his return to the Department of Justice in 19$1.
DUGGAN remarked his wife was a close friend of Mrs. BERGSON and shortly 
after his return to the Justice Department he and his wife had paid a 
social call on Mrs. BERGSON. -

He advised that in his present position as Assistant Attorney 
.General he has had no occasion to discuss any departmental case With any 
attorney or member;of the department staff, inasmuch as his work embodies / 
problems of a policy nature. He further advised that his office does not 
handle cases on an operational level unless specifically advised to do * 
so by the Attorney'General. Thus he would not ordinarily be contacted by 
any attorney, either staff or private practice, concerning a matter pending 
before the Department of .Justice. He, stated his office has a rule, of long 
standing' that in the event a request for interview is received from an 
outside source, such request is immediately referred to that section of- 
the Department of Justice from wh’ich the-case emanated. . ,

DUGGAN specificallystated that neither BERGSON, FORD; or any- 
member of* their, law firm has ever contacted Mm relevant to any matter of 
an official nature. Concerning PEITCN FORD, DUGGAN advised he met FORD
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casually in 19117 arid has never had* any personal or official contact ; 
with him. He added he had never-handled any case, either as a'. - , .
Department of Justice employeeor as.' a private attorney, with Hr® • ■ 
FORD and further he had no official dealings.with any known client • 
of BERGSON, FORD, or their firm/.* He added he personally has no , 
knowledge of any member of the above, firm contacting the Department of 
Justice officially or any. employee of the Department of Justice regarding 
their clients® • ' . . . .

DUGGAN related he was invited to testify before the. Chelf ' 
Committee and had sat in on hearings before that committee®’ "He stated 
he was surprised to learn that allegations, were made indicating pos
sible irregularities in connection with dealings of BERGSON and FORD . 
with the Anti Trust Division, Department of Justice. Mr® DUGGAN ' 
advised that on the day he was invited to testify, Mr. FORD during ’ 
the hearings challenged the Chelf Committee and requested he be allowed 
to answer the allegations.® According to Mr® DUGGAN he, DUGGAN, was not 
requested to testify; ,

Summarizing, Mr. -DUGGAN stated that during his employment ’ 
with the Department of Justice he .could hot specifically recall .any . 
case in which there appeared to be any indication of irregularities. '
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JAMES R. BROWNING, Exe’cutive'Assistant to the 
Attorney General, was interviewed by SA’s ROBERT K. LEWIS 
and ROBERT N. WINGARD on August„18, 1^52. ,

'Mr/ BROWNING advised that he had formerly been' 
the Assistant Chief of the Litigation Section in the 
Anti-Trust Division and in.this position had very frequent 
contact with subjects, BERGSON and BORKLAND, while these 
individuals were employed as Attorneys by the Justice 
Department. - , ,

Mr. BROWNING*advised that he has seen Mr; BERGSON 
on several occasions since BERGSON left the Department, once 
at a Chelf Committee hearing and once when Mr. BERGSON dropped 
into his office to say hello. He commented on this'occasion 

- BERGSON advised that he was in the Department on Anti-Trust 
. business. Mr. BROWING commented he did not recall if

BERGSON mentioned whom he had visited in the Department and was 
positive that BERGSON had not mentioned the nature of his 
business. Mr; BROWNING mentioned that he had not had any ■ 
contact, with any'of the other subjects in this case and had- no 
knowledge of anyone in the Department whomthey had contacted 
since they resigned." •

Mr. BROWNING continued adding that during the entire 
time he has been employed as an Attorney by the*Justice 
Department no one, either inside or outside the Department, 
has ever attempted to influence his decisions in any shape 
or form." Further, he has never seen any evidence of anyone 
in the Department either being influenced or attempting to 
influence another person. ■ He commented he was not 
acquainted with any contacts the subjects.might‘have made, . 
as Department Attorneys through cases which they handled, 
and did not know if any contacts which-they had made ultimately 

. became clients of the subjects. He added* that he was not 
acquainted with whom the subjects have as clients.

Mr. BROWNING concluded by stating he did not know 
of any mishandling of cases by anyone in the Justice Department 
and that every case .with which he had had any direct contact 
had been handled by all personnel involved, on merit alone.

Mr. ELLIS N. SLACK, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General, was interviewed at the Department of Justice on 
August 18, 1952 by SA’s ROBERT N. WINGARD and ROBERT K. 
LEWIS. •
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Mr. rSLACKx^ advised he has had no* contact with 
any of .the subjects regarding any cases since they left the 
Department of Justice. He advised he is not aware that 
any of the Subjects have attempted to influence any matters 
in the Department and stated he knew of no irregularities, 
in any cases -by the subjects or by anyone else. He stated- 
he has* no knowledge of any clients secured by the subjects as 
a result of their former positions in the Department of 
Justice.

He added that SUMNER REDSTONE has had at least one 
conference with Attorneys in the Criminal Section, Tax 
Division, in behalf of'BILL WILLIAMS, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania, 
Department of Justice file number 5-62-1247. He said he - 
believed Mr. REDSTONE started to handle the'Tax Case of 
WILLIE CARL GARMON, Stone Mountain, Georgia, Department of 
Justice file number 5-19-254, but withdrew from this case 
before any action was taken. Mr. SLACK added that Mr. 
REDSTONE had been employed in the Appellate Section, Tax- 
Division, while with the Department of Justice and was 
never employed on criminal work. He stated that due to 
Mr. REDSTONE’s position in the Appellate Section, he had few 
contacts with outside counsel or possible clients.

‘ Mr. SLACK concluded by saying Mr. REDSTONE had 
been employed in the same division of the Tax'Section as had' 
VIRGINIA ADAMS, wife of ALBERT ADAMS, and that it was his 
understanding that through this contact ALBERT ADAMS had been 
admitted into the law firm of the subjects. He stated that 
during the'two years that Mr. REDSTONE had been employed by the 
Department, his work was entirely satisfactory and that no 
irregularities have occurred in any cases on which he was ’ 
assigned.
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INTERVIEW WITH: JOHN''F. BAECtSR

JOHNF*. BAECHER,; Attorney/' Anti trust. Section,;Department. of V”--;.- 
. Justice, was interviewed''on; August 19, 1952 by.SA'S iVIJ^iAli TV./FORSYTH ‘ ‘A ‘ 

and .BERNARD E.'. BUSCHER', .atfthe. DepartnEnt 6,f Justice Building.' BAECHERk . • 
. stated he was First Assistant in'the^Claims‘Division during 19116 and 19h7, If 

and the First Acting. Assistarit/of'the.Anti trust Division-in 19117 and 19118.-.
• For a short period in' 19h8j/he was also‘-.the .' Acting.'Head of the ‘ Antitrust f y 
Division* . ••' ‘‘ f-: ;. ■• -.A ‘ ‘ ‘

BAECHER related that'.he. and HERBERT’ A*. BERGSON-were' candidates.'; 
for the position'as; Head of .the' Anti trust Division) arid that BERGSON- A ' 
eventually .gained this promotion.f Hefadded .BERGSON; ;was.-.a- good friend-' of 
PEYTON JORD, ;and riatw^ally was- FORDfs candidate for the .position. ' .He • ■ ..
remarked that-FORD himself did hot ^designate .the han'for the:.position,^but ” 

. had made..: recominendatioris to Attorney.general CLARK.’ He..advised‘th^t*-’after;
BERGSON’s appointment, he .was'given a; “lowerfrank,”'.and'did not ■ actively” 
participate'in any large ,cases irilthe^Division. • '■’ ; '

BAECHER.related- that 'during .-the course of his normal employment', ’ 
he ha'd numerous contacts'^vith .PEYTON. FORD and HERBERT BORKLAND, but.'had’- -'; * . 
not been closely.associated’ with.either individual.'-He was unable, to,A ■:: .=■ 
recall any case'i‘n,< which there had •beeri'any .significant disagreementof,.; 
•his.recommendations by BERGSON, or .EDRD. ‘ BAECHER remarked that.he hasja ' ‘ 
high opinion "of .BORKLAND's technical.ability, having requested'his assis-. ‘ 
tance in cases which he,'BAECHER, had handled. .He advised .that neither 
BERGSON, FORD, BORKLAND, norf any member of that firm,-have contacted him ” ■ ’ 
since they left the ,Department. ..In..conclusion, BAECHER stated he-knows-.-; ’ 
of no irregularities in .connection >vdth, any .case handled- by any. .of the above 
individuals, nor -ariy irregularities in* connection’with -any-case: handled by - ' 
any attorney in the Justice Department. 'He*added, he is unable',to furnish . 
any information relative ;to clients they ;have acquired because of their 
contacts in the Justice .Department'.' A ' • ‘ ; ; f 7 . -„. r’;

On August'-l?,’19$2,>^ advised thaitOn August '19,' 1952,-.'.W/ B? WATSON;SNYDER advised thait he'did Adt. 
believe'. BAECHER was fever - seriously considered for the,-position as Head of- • 
the Antitrust Division^ inasmuch-as it was-the general opinion that*he was •

• not capable 'of -handling-sucha:position,
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CURTIsy^EARS was-interviewed by SAs'WILLIAM E.' EENIMOBE and. - ' 
EDWARD A HAYE^, on August 18, 19,- and 20, 1952, in his office; \

CURTIS SHEARS advised, that he is presently employed.‘.as an Attorney * 
in the Lande Division, having‘been-transferred, to that Division on Decem
ber 10,- 1951^ from the Antitrust .Division. He.informed, that he had. been- . 
contacted, by representatives of the CHEIF Committee, investigating the De-, 
partment of justice, and. advised them that he did hot care to testify before 
the Committee inasmuch as he’was a temporary-^classified employee, and felt; ’ 
that he would be placing his Job in Jeopardy should, he .divulge any informa-- 
tion which might hurt some of his superiors or associates In the Department ■ 
of Justice. / ' . ■ - -

• SHEARS advised Reporting Agents that inasmuch as this investiga
tion was-at the specific" request of Attorney General McGRANERY/ he Would • >; 
be willing to divulge, any information he had relating-to this matter. . He . . 
stated,' however, that he did not care to sign any statement setting out 
his views, but'would make corrections on the. statement which would indicate * 
that he had read the statement and that it was true arid correct.* . >

When SHEARS was'subsequently tendered the following signed state- r 
ment to read and correct, he informed .that he had changed his mind and ' ; ■
would sign this statement. There appears below the signed statement taken

. under oath from. CURTIS SHEARS:

" i * "Washington,-D. C. .
- - ' * - . '!August 20, 1952 ' .

"I, CURTIS SHEARS, having been duly 'sworn, and '
placed under, oath, make ; the following voluntary statement 
to WILLIAM E. -EENIMCRE' and EDWARD J.' HAYES who have ? ■ . ,A

/ identified themselves to me as Special Agents of the ■ ..., 
, Federal Bureau of Investigation. I have been advised

that I do not have to make-this statement and that it • ’
. ' . ; maybe used in a court of .law.- No threats or promises , A A - 

haye been'made: to me in o^der to obtain.this .statement.
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- \ "I have been-in .Government service for approximately
twenty- three" years. 1 entered on duty as- an Attorney * in ' - , 

• ; the Anti Trust Division, U.- S. Department, of Justice, on ,
• October l/l^ and remained assigned to that Division . ,

until December 10, 1951, when, at the instigation of . •
. GRAHAM MORISON, I was transferred to the lands. Division • 
of the-Department. I am presently so’employed." I am * ’ . 
classified as a temporary employee although T,have personal 

. permanent status, receiving an annual salary of' $11,800.'
■ " I wishfurther’to state, that/I am a graduate of the U.- S.

. Naval'Academy at Annapolis and at present hold the rank ' - ;
. of Captain in the U. ,S. Naval Reserve. * * ' •

. • "I would like to state I have been.’contacted by ' . . •
the cKelf Committee investigating the Department of Justice. ' 

' - I advised representatives of this-Committee that I-did not . 
’ . care to testify before the. Committee’ inasmuch as I am a ' ‘ <’ 

temporary classified employee and,felt I.would be placing . , • 
' ‘ my .job in jeopardy if. I should divulge-information which-j .

' might hurt some of my superiors, of associates in the - 
. ■ . Department1 of Justice.- I-was not pressed for'information 1 .

‘ -by the Committee representatives. ' , . *

. , > . : "I would like •-to’state that since I. have now been - -
' ’ advised by the afore-mentioned FBI Agents that this

; 'investigation.is being conducted at the specific request ’ '
, of Attorney General McGRANERY, I am willing- to divulge . ’ 

. any information1 have relating.-to this matter. * ; '

' "The first case, I was given when I entered ‘oil. ’ , - . :
duty in the Anti Trust Division* in-19^’ was 0

• Glass-Case, a case which had been kicked around'the Anti
’ Trust Division since 1958o I recall the original allegation 

, was that a number of glass producers ^among whom’were-the * ■ ' 
‘ • two, largest J^Libbjs^^ and th^TPittsburgh Plate J. ■ '

. . Glass Company; were - trying to monopolize the -flat glass ’
. ; field. • I^handled this - case if am 19^ until the trial

’ * which ended with my concluding’the. Government’s case in
. . r June.of 19^80 , ’ . \ \ ■ • ’ .
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"From my investigation of the Flat Glass Case, • . ■
and. from my association with it,-I am of .the opinion ••

, . and. always have been that it is one of the finest anti trust 
cases the Department* has ever had. and certainly a most: *

* "The. first day HERBERT BERGSON came into the • -
‘ ‘ Department of Justice as. an Assistant Attorney General- . -

in charge of .the Anti Trust Division; I learned he wanted- .
. the Flat- Glass Case settled. As a matter of fact,. HOIMES .

■ • BALDRIDGE came to me, told me the case was about to be .

aggravated one<>. > • . '

. "By way of background information in this case, . : - ■
the Department issued subpoenas in 1940 or 1941' to , 
representatives of the different glass companies,to make • 
arrangements'for a search of their ’files. About^this time 
or just after the issuance of the. subpoenas JACSO3IGGERS *

/ sensing, that he and his company would become’defendants in - • ’ 
. this case'- obtained a dollar- a year job in Government service 

from President FRANKLIN. D. BOCSEVEIT so as to forestall ■ 
any Government prosecution of the glass company. Later,' •’.

. . I understand,. BIGGERS was-placed on a regular payrollo - '

"HOIMES BALDRIDGE informed me that acting upon - .. 
instructions from the White House and because BIGGERS was, 
a Government employee, THURMOND ARNOLD, the Assistant' ‘ '

• Attorney General, - decided to with hold prosecution of the , 
, . matter .until after the war. After BIGGERS had left . - * .

Government service,' the White House instructed ARNOLD to
. proceed with the investigation of the Flat Glass' Industry. ; 

“ ' In 1945 a complaint w^s filed by the Department in this . .
case just before TOLJAOlARK became Attorney General. .The ' 
trial, after many deikying motions was begun in March, of

. 1948 and concluded in June, of 1948 with the Government. ‘ 
, resting its case. .
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"settled' and asked I do everything I could with Attorney 
General TOM CLARK to stop the settlement he caw e of the 
aggravated nature of the case and the sound basis upon 
which the Government’s case was built,.

"I went over BERGSON’S head-and discussed this * ' 
case with TOM CIARK. I told him that it was an excellent case 
and should not be settled, CIARK advised me he would look 
into the case, but I gather it was a rather non-committal 
answer., .

"After this conference with CIABK I was taken off • ‘ .
Hie Flat Glass Case and sent to Philadelphia to handle,a 
case for the Criminal Division, under -the HOBBS Act® As I 
mentioned previously, the Flat Glass Case came to a 
conclusion in June, 1948, with the Government’s presentation 
of its case.., I submitted a brief in this matter to the 
court, Negotiations, for a consent decree ensued shortly 
thereafter, However, -inasmuch as I was in Philadelphia 
trying a case for the Criminal Division I took no part in 
these negotiations. However, upon my return to Washington 
HERBERT BERGSON handed me a consent decree to sign. After 
a review of it I refused to sign, as did all members of 
my staff, I felt the Government, having an excellent . 
case against the Flat Glass Industry, should not undertake 
to settle such a case, I was directly opposed in these 
views by HERBERT BERGSON who advised me he wished the 
case settled. About this same time, HERBERT BCRKLAND, 
who was in the. Anti Trust Division, called me in and asked 
that I sign the consent decree, I refused to do so, 
During our discussion about the consent decree, BCRKLAND
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telephonic ally contacted PEYTON FORD and asked FORD to 
come down to his office® . FORD came in0 He asked me to , 
sign-the consent decree which I again refused to do®, 
FORD pointed out ,his wife and iny wife were good friends 
and that I was creating trouble in the Department by " , 
refusing to sign this .consent decree® To the best of my 
recollection HERBERT BERGSON was on vacation at the time . 
BORKLAND and FORD had this conference with me® FORD called , 
BERGSON off of his vacation relative to this matter. Upon 
his return BERGSON asked me to change my viewpoint and 
sign the decree® Again Ijrefused® BERGSON then asked • 
me} ’Do you think this settlement is ’immoral’? If you 
do so* then'it will be unnecessary for you to sign it®’ 
If you do not think it is an immoral settlement then you 
should sign the decree or he intimated that I should resign 
my job with the Department of Justice® Inasmuch as I desired 
to keep my job I agreed to sign the decree provided I was so' > 
directed by memorandum from BERGSON® This was done and I 
have a copy of this memorandum, but believe the original has 
been deleted from the official files of the Department of 
Justice® In addition I also argued that a stipulation had 
to be placed in the decree that if the Flat Glass Industry 
did not become more competitive after a three year period 
the Department could re-open its investigation®

“I do not know why HERBERT BERGSON wanted this 
case settled nor have ! any/knowledge that he presently • 
represents any of-the defendants in the Flat Glass Case® 
I felt as did WALKER SMITH, ny first assistant, that this 
case should not have been settled on the terms it was® 
As a matter of fact, while I was away in Philadelphia- 
trying the HOBBS Act case for the Criminal Division, I 
learned of the nature and terms of the proposed settlement, 
where upon I telephonically communicated with WALKER SMITH 
and asked him to go to BERGSON and BORKLAND to forcibly 
state our objection and position regarding the proposal.'

' . “With reference to PEYTON FORD, FORD was not in . 
the Anti Trust Division at this time and had little or no 
connection with the Flat Glass Case® Although I was not
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surprised at his intervention in the case at the time, 
I am now. ^ addition to WALKER SMLTH^ KENNETH LINDSAY 
and SIGMUWIMBERG -were also associated -with this case,, 
SIGMUND TIMBERG' has told me on a number of occasions 
that he -wrote a memorandum which I have seen setting forth 
the reasons why this case should not be settled,. When HERBERT 
BERGSON came into the Anti Trust Division I noted that 
TIMBERG’s stand on the Flat Glass Case changed, I discussed 
this change of policy with TEABERG inquiring as to why he 
changed his view point. He told me that tw® people were

' forcing him t'o do so,' I do not know who these two individuals 
were, but assume they vrere HERBERT BERGSON and later PEYTON 
FORD,

• ’’Just prior to the trial of the Flat Glass Case 
and while he was still in the Claims Division HERBERT 
BERGSON telephonically contacted me and invited me to 
lunch, While at lunch BERGSON introduced me to an 
individual who was connected with the Pittsburgh Plate 
Glass Company. I am unable to recall the name of this 
man, but believe he was on the legal staff for the 
Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company, At this luncheon we 
discussed settlement of' the Flat Glass Case, BERGSON 
asked' some very pointed questions, including ’Why 
don’t you want to settle the case?’ I believe that ' 
this individual representing Pittsburgh Plate Glass had 
come to BERGSON to see if he would not-intervene with 
me on his behalf so as to change my views and get me 
to settle the case. To the best of my knowledge the 
above-mentioned, unnamed individual formerly worked 
under BERGSON in the Claims Division, but left the 
Department to join Pittsburgh Plato Glass,

”1 recall that the Flat Glass Case was rather 
embarrassing to JOK^SONNETT, former Assistant Attorney' 
General in charge w we Anti Trust Division. Prior to 
SONNETT’s joining the Department of Justice he had been 
associated with the law firm of Cahill, Gordon, Zachery 
and Reindel of New York, who. represented Libby-Owens-Ford, 

■and other defendants. He stated he had worked on the Flat 
Glass Case in the interest of Libby-Owms-Ford and upon
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joining the Division disqualified himself® SONNETT came 
to me and advised me of his previous connection vith 
Libby-Owens-Ford and we discussed his removing himself from 
any association with the Flat Glass Case® I wrote a memorandum 
making it a matter of record that SONNETT had disqualified 
himself in this case® To the best of my knowledge SONNETT 
took no part in the case thereafter®

•‘However, it was common knowledge in the Department 
that SONNETT desired to leave and return to JOMAHIII’^ 

^Firm® Furthermore, it was also known that CAHILL’S law ' 
practice would be hurt if the Flat Glass Case were lost® 
I believe’ that HERBERT BERGSON was trying to help JOHN SONNETT - 
by having the case settled by consent decree rather than have 

'•it come to-trial and CAHILL’S law firm defeated®

•‘From the time of my return from Philadelphia until • 
the fall of 1950 I had little or no work assigned to me® ■ I had ' 
been transferred from BALDRIDGE’S supervision to the Appelate 
and Transportation Section, Anti Trust, and given the American 
Railroad case which everyone knew was dead.® Every few weeks 
I went to Bergson or Correa asking for work but received none® • 
I was then sent to Hawaii on a case by BERGSON which he and 
I knew would be settled-prior to trial® I felt this case was 
given me to get me out of the way®

’’In the fall of 19^0, I was placed on detached duty 
working for Congressman EMANUEL CELLER and his Monopoly 
Subcommittee on-Aluminum Industry Expansion® I held the position, 
of Legal Counsel for the coramittee and as such did considerable 

' liaison work with the Aluminum Section of the Anti-Trust Division®

’’With reference to the Aluminum Expansion Program, 
it was the desire of the Anti-Trust Division of the Department 
of Justice to get new producers into the aluminum field,but 
apparently, only the Big Three, namely,. Aluminum Company of 
America«^Kaiser and. Reynolds were getting additional plant 

^apacityri taS7W»3Sa^^ and
AOlin _Industries were new producers making attempts to get into 

the alwninum field® Alcoa opposed any new producers in the 
aluminum field® J, know that HERBERT BERGSON visited the 
offices of GRAHAjf^ORISON around the first of August, 1951,
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I later learned as a representative of Alcoa in an attempt 
to determine if restrictions could not be lifted on expansion 

. of plant facilities for Alcoa. I believe they discussed the 
. 85 thousand ton plant capacity that was later given to Alcoa.

As a matter of fact,, shortly after this visit, MORISON wrote 
a letter modifying his previous views which resulted in - 
Alcoa receiving additional plant capacity. '

”1 know that HERBERT BERGSON contacted Congressman 
GELLER in an effort to get GELLER to call off the Aluminum 
hearing. I discussed this matter with Congressman CELLER 
during and shortly after BERGSON’S visit and explained to him 
my position. I am not sure of the date of BERGSON’S conference 
with Cdiigressman CELLER but I believe it was in January 5 1951®

"After my discussion with Congressman CELL®, he went 
along with my viewpoint on the matter. I have heard, although 
I do not know for a fact, that HERBERT BERGSON received a 
retainer of $250,000 (two hundred and fifty thousand dollars) 
from Alcoa. I do not believe this figure to be correct. 
Relative to BERGSON’S position while in the Department, he, 
BERGSON, I have been told agreed with LEONARD EMKERGLICK 
in opposing the expansion of Alcoa. About the time the Aluminum 
Expansion Program was in full swing, LEONARD EMMERGLICK told 

. me that he no longer took part in some of the conferences 
relating to this matter and that PEYTON FORD represented the 
Department in most of such discus’sions. EMMERGLICK also 
indicated to me that PEYTON FORD had taken a position which 
would permit awarding further expansion to Alcoa. I remained 
with the CELLER committee until May 1, 1951 when I was called 
back. I would like to state, that HERBERT'BERGSON was directly 
responsible for my being sent to the CELLER committee. He 
called me in one day and told me he was sending me up to the 
CELL® committee and asked that I resign to take the job. • ,
I told him .that if I resigned, my Civil Service status would 
be endangered and he commented that I should work this 
matte^put with Congressman CELLER. My wife has told me that 
LAMA^\GAUDLE interceded on my behalf with PEYTON FORD, so as 
to get me some more work. However, I have no direct knowledge 
that he did. .
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"When I returned to the Department in May 
of 1951s it was at the behest of GRAHAM MORISON, 
who advised Congressmen GELLER in a letter that 
he wanted to have his key men around him# I was 
then assigned to the Republic Steel Case and on 
December 10, 1951s- transferred to the: Lands Division#

"As I stated above, the consent decree ’ 
relating to the Flat Glass Case, bore a stipulation 
that this case would be reopened after three years 
if it was felt the Flat Glass Industry was hot 
becoming more competitive# I wrote a memorandum’, 
to* GRAHAM MORISON stating that the consent decree 
in the Flat Glass Case has been ineffective in 
restoring-competition to this industry and recommended 
that this cQse be withdrawn from the Consent 
Degree Section where it had been dormant for nearly 
three years# I recommended also, that this case 
be re-assigned to me for preparation for presenta
tion to the courts for further relief under,, the 
provisions of the decree# I. pointed out to 
Mr# MORISON that I opposed the consent decree in 
this matter and felt that the case should be 
re-opened#,- When this matter was re-opened, 
GEORGEB^'HADI&CK and SIGMUND TIMBERG were also 
of the same" opinion as was I, but HADDOCK later 
changed his viewpoint and in a memorandum to 
GRAHAM MORISON told MORISON that he felt I should 
not be put in charge of any investigation of the 
glass industry because he believed that I had 
already formed the opinion that this case should 
be re-opened and he felt a decision on this point 
should await a full and disinterested investigation# 
I believe that this memorandum written by HADDOCK 
was at the instruction of GRAHAM MORISON, which 
represents a change of viewpoint on the part of 
HADDOCK#

- "With respect to PEYTON FORD, Deputy 
Attorney General, I have no infopmation that 
FORD had funneled any information to HERBERT BERGSON 
or HERBERT BORKLAND while he was still in the 
Department, and they were out practicing law# I . 
recall that on one occasion, I saw HERBERT BERGSON 
in the hall of the Department of Justice in the 

•corridor in the vicinity of LEONARD EMMERGLICK’S 
office# I ran into EMMERGLICK shortly thereafter 
and asked EMMERGLICK what BERGSON was uoing in 
the Department# I said, ’Is he here on steel*? and.
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he'said no,-'.that BERGSON was here on aluminum® 
To the best >of my knowledge, this'-visit of , •

' BERGSON’S took place on or. about August- 1, 1951®; .

“With. respect* to the, merger of the • ■ ‘
. ‘/Minnesota’Mining 'and Manufacturing Company'with ’ 

‘<WBgg2®M, *1 know that HERBERT BERGSON represented

' / relieve that I was the one directly responsible , - - * 
for stopping this merger by writing a'le.tter. for 
Mr® GELLER’S signature®. It is, my-under standi, ng 
that. PEYTON-FORD 'originally- favored the merger of 

. , these two- companies while he was still’ in the / 
. r Deper tment of Justice as Deputy Attorney General 

and’when, the merger went up to the Attorney . 
General for approval, HOWARD McGRATH, then, Attorney. .

' General, reversed FORD® I wish to- state that
, • • neither BERGSON or FORD contacted me on this matter 

while I .was with the GELLER Committee and ,1 have ' 
no knowledge of any contacts.by these men or

• members of their law,firm With Congressman GELLER®
■ I would like to state'also that I have never been < - . 

contacted .by-.BERGSONj BORKLAND -or FORD since
■ • they have left, the Department of Justice and any .

- . knowledge of'what has been going, on in the Anti-} • • /
Trust Division has.ceased since my transfer to ’. • * 
the Lands'. Di vision, on.-December 10, 1951° I - -

• would like torstate, also,, that it- is common ', . .
•knowledge >in the Department’of Justice, that PEYTON- : 
FORD actually‘.ran the" Depar tment while TOM fLARK 
and HOWARJ^cGRATH were Attorney-Generals® As . . 
a matter of fact, it was not the approval of the' . ’ 
Attorney General that Attorneys and Section Heads 
sought, but rather the approval of PEYTON FORD® " ■ ’
It was always PEYTON FORD who. was taking a certain 
position’on matters'and not -the'Attorney General.

-.”I-dp not .know, of any investigations; • - "
that were stopped by PEYTON FORD, BERGSON or 
BORKLAND, however,’T have heard-it'rumored that 
this“firm has.approximately,thirty-one clients 
who formerly’had matters pending-before the.-.. ;
Department of Justice'® . • ' - .

- ’ ’ ‘ ”1 .have been asked whether or not. I
have any.knowledge of appointments made by 
PEYTON FORD in’,the Department of Justice and . 
I wish’to-state'that I believe, that WILLIAM A®. ' .

• UNDERHILL was ;‘hand~picke,d by PEYTON FORD to ‘
. : follow : HERBERT" BERGSON..into the’Anti-Trust Division.

when BERGSON resigned® T believe PEYTON FORD once -
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told BERGSON that he would give him the job as '
Head of the Anti-Trust Division if he would take 
UNDERHILL into the Division with him<> When 
BERGSON left, UNDERHILL was placed in charge 
of the • Anti-Trust Division and PLYTON FORD’tried . 
to make this permanent®’ However, HOWARD McGRATH 
vetoed UNDERHILL’S appointment and put in GRAHAM 
MORISON to succeed BERGSON® I think McGRATH 
suspicioned that there was something wrong in 
UNDERHILL’S appointment® I have heard, also, that 
HAROL^pAYNTON was'placed in charge of Alien 
Property by FORD but doubt very much whether 
HOLMES BALDRIDGE was an appointment of FORD® .

”ln addition, I wish to state that I '
/know of no case in the Department of Justice • 
that -has, been purposely mishandled by any attorney 
or employee nor do I know of an instance of 
misconduct in the office by any employee except 
as may have been mentioned above®

”■1 have read the above statement 
consisting of this page and 14 others® This state- . 
ment is. a portion of the answers given by me in 
reply to questions and state under oath that 
it is accurate to the best of my present recollection 
and belief® ’ , .

' ’ "/s/ CURTIS SHEARS
’’Subscribed and sworn to before me on August 20, 1952:

n/s/ SA EDWARD J ® HAYES

’’WITNESS:

WM® Ei FENIMORE 
Special Agent, FBI”
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In addition/CURTIS SHEARS stated that after he 
returned to the Department of Justice from the GELLER 
Committee* he had learned ^through the'grapevine that GRAHAM 
MORISON had told GEORGE B® HADDOCK to watch him and to try 
to get. something on him so that he^ SHEARS* could be fired. 
He stated that he felt that inasmuch as he had been a thorn 

' in. the side of HERBERT BERGSON and PEYTON FORD while-in the 
Department of Justice* and while Legal Counsel for the 
GELLER Committee* they-had instructed MORISON to get him® 
SHEARS remarked that he learned that MORISON had gone to 
HOWARD McGRATH to try to have him fireds but that McGRATH- 
advised MORISON that inasmuch as hes SHEARS* had been in 
Government .Service for approximately twenty-three years'* 
he would not be fired® Subsequently5 he was transferred 
to the Lands Division®

He further adyised that he has no know), edge of. 
any activities on the part of BERGSON* FORD or BORKLAND- 
with respect to- small business complaints against the ,
Hamilton Manufacturing Company or against. Sylvania Electric 
Products* Inc® ■ In addition* he informed that he has no 
knowledge that1 the, above-mentioned individuals topic any 
part in the. merger or attempted merger o^B.C. andXParamount 
PisjamAS, He also stated^that he has no knowledge of 
subjects representing th^Jafaggaa^nal^ 
®§tai§l^fc^pelln.ee “or that they had
anything to do with the JB® F^&^jLc^ 
investigation® '

SHEARS furnished Reporting -Agents with correspondence 
■ from his personal file which' has been photostated® In a 

memorandum dated July 17* 1947s f?om CURTIS SHEARS to JOHN
• FORD BAECHER^ which bears the title*, ’’Preliminary Memorandum ' 

Von the -Necessity for Divestiture in the United States v® 
•y^ibbev-Owens-Eo.i^jG^^ss Companya Et Al®/’ the following 

'excerpt is .being set out verbatims - x .
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“Coincident -with receiving your request for this 
memorandum, I received a call from a representative of one 
of the smaller.defendants in Pittsburgh to the effect that , 
an officer of.the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company told said 
defendant that they have a firm commitment from the Attorney 
General to settle this case, and that unless the smaller 
companies continue to toe the line they would be faced with 

■extinction. This conversation serves to illustrate eloquently 
the necessity for.divestiture in this case. It is similar 
to the coercion used by Pittsburgh Plate Class Company 
throughout the conspiracy. For example, it was by similar 
threats that the industry v/as organized into trade associations 
that not,only standardized the products and trade practices 
but promoted agreement between all window glass manufacturers 
to limit' production, allocate the national business and fix 
prices. The allocations and practices agreed upon in 1928 
are substantially the same today.

, “A careful review of the relief prayed for other 
than divestiture indicates that preventive relief does not 
have the.remotest chance of being more successful than the 
Federal Trade Commission.order of 1937« The foreign holdings 
and agreements of the defendants are no longer important to 
perpetuate the pattern of local monopoly.. Compulsory licensing 
or even royalty-free licensing would encompass very minor 
improvements to patents long expired.

“The very fact that the industry is now concentrated 
in the hands of a small group of companies which are steeped 
in the methods of fixing prices and allocating production, 
familiar with each other’s business operations, and accustomed 
to mutual cooperation in controlling the industry, guarantees 
that without divestiture the conspiracy could and would 
continue without causing so much as a ripple in the continuance, 
of all of the illegal collusive activities which have been 
perfected over the past twenty years.

, “In contrast to ths^atipnaVl^ the little 
remaining competition in production is under the control of
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^Pg, orH^ arid is permitted by sufferance of these two .
companies o’ We are prepared to demonstrate by written admission 
.that these two companies could eliminate all competition which 
did not agree to be satisfied with its allocated portion of ' 
the national business at the price fixed by agreement. To 
illustrate the dominance of these two companies, each of the 
smaller companies is permitted to sell it’s product at an agreed 
fixed differential in price below the agreed price of PPG and ' 
LOF, The elimination of this differential in 193U and announce
ment that the big companies would meet all prices for a short 
period of time resulted in the elimination of two plate glass 
companies which would not join th£j^ate,.Gy^.^^ 
Association® The differential was then restored® But’for this 
price umbrella and the allocation agreement for the last’ 20 years 
the half dozen small companies remaining would have disappeared. 
So much for necessity. Practicality and fairness were dis
cussed in reference (a).. The Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company, 
rather than risk the antitrust laws by becoming a sole monopoly 
similar to Alcoa, has encouraged the acquisition of plants by 
MF and Fourco and aided and abetted them in these efforts to 
reduce competition to a few easily policed companies who would 
do the bidding and follow the lead of PPG. This coercive price

' leadership would not come ■within the pure price leadership 
rule, even if it were not a continuation of the original con- - 
spiracy. <

’’PPG has not acquired any plants during the period . 
of this conspiracy which would now be restored to *a pro-existing 
separate status’ and yet has shown a dominance and abuse of 
power unparalleled by any recorded case. Divestiture of plants 
illegally 'acquired by it? co-conspirators without equal ’fission 
of units ’ which PPG had used to perpetuate the monopoly would 
promote monopoly, not restore competition. .(See reference, (c)).

"This is an unusually strong case and I carefully 
drafted the complaint to provide a good vehicle for clarifying 
divestiture, dissolution and divorcement, royalty free and price 
leadership. . ' .
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"I agree ^li^h Mr. Y/ESTON that this case should be 
put to a court test rather than resolved in favor “of the 
defendants by the Department.”

. The above memorandum bears the symbol DJ—1^00.

In addition, there v/as obtained a memorandum which has been photo
stated, and bears the number DJ—1^01, dated May 11, 19U8, from CURTIS SHEARS, 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General, which has been directed to the 
Attorney General commenting upon the fact that the Government rested its case 
as of May 11, 19h8. SHEARS has advised that this memorandum relates to the 
Flat Glass Case® . . .

‘ There was photostated a memorandum dated October 2?, 191x8, from CURTIS 
SHEARS to SIGMUND. TIMBERG, vhich bears the title, “United States v. Libbey-Owens- 
Ford Glass Company, et al,” where in the first paragraph of this memorandum . 
SHEARS comments upon his return from trying the Dock Street Case in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and that he has had an opportunity to review TIMBERG’s draft of 
a proposed consent decree dated October 23, 191x8. SHEARS advises that he takes' 
the position as of this date in opposing the consent decree in its present form, * 
and his opinion in no way is intended to reflect upon efforts made by, TIMBERG 
and the Flat Glass staff to retain some vestige of adequate relief in the pro
posed decree. He further stated that, in his opinion, the consent decree in 
the Flat Glass Case was extremely bad public relations due to tte fact that the 
evidence in the case was clear that Fourco, one of the defendants, was a creature 
of Libbey-Owens-Ford and Pittsburgh Pla te Glass Company. He states that it,is 
commonknovfledge that libbey-Owens-Ford and Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company 
create^\F.Qurc_o to eliminate small competitors, as well as thousands of persons 
not in the industry, and that a decree without seme positive action, with regard 
to Fourco will make the Department of Justice, in his opinion, the laughing 
stock of all those who know the facts. (This memorandum bears -Symbol DJ-1^02).

There is being set out below a memorandum written by HERBERT BERGSON, 
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division, to CURTIS SHEARS, dated October 29, 
19b8. '(DJ-15O3):
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, "Mr, CURTIS SHEARS October 29, 19h8 ’

. “HERBERT A® BERGSON ‘ 5116 N°° 6o“1^7 .
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division

' "United States v® Libbey-Owens-Ford Glass
- Company, et al; Civil No® ,5239'_________

* “I have read your memorandum (copy attached) dated
. October 2?, 19h8, to SIGMJND TIMBERG, in Meh you set forth 

your views regarding the final draft of the proposed consent 
decree in this case, and your memorandum to me of even date (copy ■ 
attached), requesting to be relieved from signing this decree

. and presenting it to the court in Toledo®

“As I stated to you today in our conference, if you do 
not consider the settlement immoral and it is merely your judgment . 
that the decree will not serve to restore competition in this 
industry despite its severe injunctive provisions and the ’sword • 
of Damocles’ clause, which gives the Government the right to ask

. for divestiture divorcement or dissolution at the end of three
years if competition is not then restored, I believe that it would 
be in the best interests of the Government and of the Department ' 
if you would sign the decree® Since.I advised you that I* would 
present the decree to the. court with Mr, TIMBERG, there appears to 
be no need to mention that aspect of the matter®’’

CURTIS SHEARS turned over.to Reporting Agents a memorandum which bears 
Symbol Number DJ-15O1|, which is dated October 29, 19h8, and bears the title, 
“Flat Glass Case®” In this memorandum SHEARS states as follows:

“For the reasons set out in my memorandum to SIGMUND 
TIMBERG, dated October 27, 19h8, I request that I be relieved 
from signing and presenting the consent decree 'in the above case 
to the court in Toledo®” •
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There was also obtained a memorandum dated May 7, 1951$ from CURTIS 
SHEARS to Ho GRAHAM MORISON, in the above-mentioned matter, which hereinafter 
will be referred to as DJ—1^05® In this memorandum, SHEARS advises MORISON 
that after examination of the Flat Glass Case as of this date, he finds that 
the consent decree has been ineffective in restoring competition to this in
dustry, and makes the following observationso First, in thib memorandum SHEARS 
advises that no new companies have entered the business although there.is an 
artificial shortage of flat glass® Second, that prices are still fixed by 
formula with just sufficient change in the old formula to window dress the new 
arrangement? and,’last, the percentage of business allocated by the conspiracy 
has not varied substantially indicating that the allocations are.still being 
observed and that there is no real effort on the part of any of the dominant 
members to,obtain new business® - .

SHEARS recommended to MORISON that this case be withdrawn-from the 
consent decree section where it has been dormant for nearly three years, and 
reassigned to him for presentation to Judge KLOEB at the end of .the three-year 
period for further relief under the provisions of the, decree®

On September 20, 1951, GEORGE B® HADDOCK forwarded a memorandum to ’ * 
CURTIS-SHEARS, and in this memorandum enclosed a copy of a memorandum .dated 
August 27, 1951,'that' HADDOCK had written .to MORISON relative to SHEARS*' - 
proposal to fe-open a consent judgment in the Flat Glass Case.- The August 27, 
±951 m’emorahdum'*has been photostated''and bears exhibit number DJ-1506®

HADDOCK’S memorandum to MORISON of August 2?, 1951, sets forth the 
history of the Flat Glass Case, and- discusses the necessity and feasibility of 
SHEARS’ proposal. HADDOCK concludes there is no reason why the Division should, 
not embark upon a re-appraisal of the industry, provided.the necessary manpower 
is available. He concludes SHEARS is not the man to put in charge of the in
vestigation because SHEARS has already formed an opinion that the case should 
be re-opened, whereas, HADDOCK points out, the decision should await a full and 
disinterested investigation® Previously in the memorandum, HADDOCK notes there 
is no one in the Trial Section who has any knowledge concerning the glass in
dustry other than SHEARS® . -
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Interview with HOWARD LOCKE .

On August 20, 1952, Special Agents BERNARD E. 
BUSCHER‘and WILLIAM T. FORSYTH interviewed Mr. HOWARD LOCKE, 
Chief of the Administrative Section, Tax Division, with 
respect to allegation-of T. LAMA?^Annr^ in statement made 
August 12, 1952, In this connection, CAUDLE relat
ed -that PEYTON FORD as Deputy Attorney General was in a 
position to aid in the granting of positions to a'number* 
of persons in that"Department, CAUDLF also made the statement 
that "I heard FORD was continuously try..hg to place his own • 
people in vacancies in. divisions in the Department of Justice, 
One of the placements madejhy FORD was that of vIRGINIOADAMS, 
who is the wife of ALBER^^DAMS, a Washington Attorney^ 

Mr0 LOCKE advised thaT^ehaS^no* recollection of any appoint- 
’ ments having been made by Mr, FORD in the Tax Division, He 
said he could not recall Mr, FORD ever asking him to employ 
anyone in the Tax Division,

With reference to the employment of VIRGINIA ADAMS, 
Mr, LOCKE stated that it was his understanding that VIRGINIA 
ADAMS was acquainted with PEYTON FORD prior to her employ
ment with the Department of Justice and that when she applied 
to ELLIS SLACK, who was Chief of the Appellate Section of the 
Tax Division, she had told SLACK that she knew FORD. Mr, LOCKE 
was of the ‘opinion that she had also known ELLIS SLACK prior 
to her application for employment. He stated that he did 
not believe Mr, FORD.had sent her to see Mr. SLACK, Mr, LOCKE 
further advised that subsequently he talked to Mr, -SLACK 
concerning this application and he found that Mr. SLACK was 
surprised by the application of Mrs. ADAMS because of the 
fact that her husband was a successful practicing attorney in 
the city of Washington. Mr, LOCKE advised that Mrs. ADAMS 
was employed in the Appellate Section of the Tax Division 
at grade P-3 during September, '194-8, and that she-resigned 
March 31g 1952, Mr. LOCKE stated that he did not know whether 
PEYTON FORD had talked to ELLI^^SLACK either before or after 
Mrs. ADAMS’ application had been received. He stated that 
he did not know whether Mr. FORD had interceded on her behalf. 
Mr. LOCKE stated that he does not recall an; specific instance 
of anyone attempting to place an individual in the Department 
of Justice and specifically he does not recall Mr® FORD having 
attempted to so place an individual in the Department of Justice.
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Mr© LOCKE advised that he was not aware of any 
irregularities in handling of cases of personnel,by any 
officials or attorneys in the Department of Justice.,
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INTERVIEW WITH JOHN LOCKLEY .

JOHN LOCKLEY, Attorney, Tax Division, U. S. Depart
ment of Justice, was interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM E* 
FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES on August 1^, 1952^ in\his 
office* '

LOCKLEY informed that he is acquainted with HERBERT 
BERGSON and PEYTON TORD socially” as well as having worked with 
them in the Department of Justice* He stated that he does 
not recall HERBERT BERGSON ever handling a tax case after he 
left the Department of Justice and then making contact with 
someone in .the .Tax Division. He advised that he does recall 
that SUMNER REDSTONE, a member of the law firm of FORD, 
BERGSON, ADAMS and BORKLAND, contacted him relative to a 
tax matter that was pending in the Department. He stated 
that REDSTONE told him that he was not familiar with tax fraud 
matters, having been employed in the appellate section of 
the Tax Division, Department of Justice, and. requested information 
from LOCKLEY as to what he should do. and who he should see on 
such matters*

LOCKLEY further advised that he believes that 
Mr* CALLAHAN, an attorney now employed in the Offices of thQ 
Deputy Attorney General, was handling this tax case at this 
time and that he,-LOCKLEY, referred REDSTONE to CALLAHAN* He 

informed that he does not know the name of this case, but feels 
that CALLAHAN probably would know. He further stated that he 
personally has never been contacted by FORD, BERGSON or BORKLAND 
relative to any matter in the Department- of Justice.

He further stated that when SUMNER REDSTONE left 
the Tax.Division of the Department of Justice'it was because 
REDSTONE was desirous of obtaining an increase in pay which 
was not forthcoming. In this connection he advised that 
REDSTONE had been working with VIRGINIA ADAMS, wife of ALBERT 
ADAMS, who is a partner in the above-mentioned law firm. 
While in the Department he believes that VIRGINIA ADAMS was 
probably instrumental in steering SUMNER'REDSTONE into the 
above-mentioned law firm.

LOCKLEY further advised that on one occasion he 
visited the offices of FORD, BERGSON., ADAMS and BORKLAND . 
and knows that in addition to REDSTONE there are no other 
attorneys employed by that firm, having been told this by 
REDSTONE*
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. With reference to the RIPPS-MITCHELL tax case 
LOCKLEY stated it was handled in the Tax Division by 
JOHNNY MITCHELL and a man by the name of SHERK who is now 
connected with Senator LYNDON JOHN SON ’ S Committee on the 
Hillo He informed that the/^IPPS-MITCHELL^oas^ was completed . 
before BERGSON, FORD and BORKLAlH^T^e Dep.sr tment of 
Justice and he does not believe that any'of these men had 
anything to do with the case. He stated that he has no 

‘knowledge of PEYTON FORD funneling any information or cases 
to BERGSON after BERGSON had left the Department of Justice 
and started practicing law. In this connection lie stated 
that being in the Tax Division he felt he would not be in a 
position to know whether FORD had given BERGSON any inside 
information on cases outside the Tax Division.

JOHN LOCKLEY continued by stating that he and 
other employees of the Department of Justice deduced in 

their own minds that PEYTON FORD had little or no conf idence * 
in LAMAR CAUDLE as Head of the Tax Division; therefore, 
decided to handle all tax compromise cases himself. He 
further advised that LAMAR CAUDLE was a "nice southern 
gentleman” who would go out of his way to help' someone 
even though he, CAUDLE, knew he would not be able to do what . 
he had promised. He stated that he believed CAUDLE was honest, 
but lacking in ability and that prehaps PEYTON FORD also 
surmised this. He.informed that it was an unusual procedure 
for FORD 'to take over the handling of these cases. He' 

further remarked that he does not know if PEYTON FORD as Deputy 
Attorney General contacted attorneys for the defendants in 
tax compromise matters after these matters had-been settled.

LOCKLEY informed that he does not know.the names 
of any clients in the law firm of FORD, BERGSON, ADAMS 
and BORKLAND nor has he ever heard the names of these 
clients mentioned. He advised that in his one visit to 
the offices of the afore~mentioned firm REDSTONE might 
have mentioned the names of some of these clients, but 
he does* not recall any of the name’s at this time.

With respect to tax compromise cases LOCKLEY 
advised that ”MANNY” SELLERS would be the best man to 
confer with as SELLERS is in charge of that section. In 
conclusion LOCKLEY advised that he has no knowledge of any 
case in the Tax Division or ariy other Division of the 
Department of Justice being mishandled by DAMAR’ CAUDLE, 
SUMNER REDSTONE or anyone else. He stated that he has 
discussed the tax compromise situation with ROBERT COLLIER, 
Counsel for the Chelf Committee, and that information given * 
to agents is substantially the same as was given to COLLIER.
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INTERVIEW WITH ABBOTT "MANNY" SELLERS

ABBOTT '‘MANNY’1 SELLERS was interviewed by Special 
Agents WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES on August 19, . 
19^2, in his offices.

ABBOTT ’’MANNY" - SELLERS advised that he is an. 
attorney in the Tax Division, U. S. Department of Justice, 
handling tax compromise matters.

He stafed that he has no knowledge of any contacts 
made by HERBERT BERGSON, PEYTON FORD or HERBERT BORKLAND with 
anyone in the Tax Division relative to fraud cases or any 
other type case since their departure from the Depa? tment of 
Justice. In addition he advised he has no knowledge of 
SUMNER REDSTONE contacting any employee of the Tax Division 
about any matter pending before that Division.- He informed 
that inasmuch as he is in the Tax Compromise Section he has 
little or.no knowledge of cases being handled in the Fraud - 
and Criminal Sections of the.Depar tment.

Relative to PEYTON FORD'S usurping the powers of 
the Attorney General SELLERS stated that it was his belief 
that FORD had done just that. He pointed out; however, 
that he would not use the word usurping and by way of 
explanation advised that for a number of years tax compromise 
cases had been handled by his Department and had not gone . . 
to the office of the Deputy Attorney General. However, when 
FORD to'ok over as Deputy Attorney General FORD came down 
to the Tax Compromise Section and orally advised someone in 
that Section to send all tax compromise cases to him. SELLERS 
stated that he does not know who FORD contacted in this
Section, but that he personally considered this a very unusual 

procedure. He stated that he.believed that one of the reasons 
for this change was that FORD would call the Docket Room of 
the Tax Compromise Section complaining that certain tax 

compromise cases were not coming' to him; ‘therefore, the 
above-mentioned change took place. SELLERS stated that on 
a number of occasions GRACE STEWART who was Administrative 
Assistant to the Attorney General remarked to him that she . 
did not have enough work to do. SELLERS was asked specifically 
whether or not GRACE STEWART ever told him that PEYTON FORD 
had taken over all her work, and he advised that she expressed 
some dissatisfaction-to him, SELLERS, that work was being 
taken away from, her. He stated that GRACE STEWART inferred 
that FORD was taking over her duties.,
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Relative to tax compromise cases, he stated that 
JPEY^TON FOR© as Deputy Attorney General had contacted attorneys 
for defendants in* these matters after the cases were Settled 
and although it was unusual, for the Deputy Attorney. General 
to do this it was not unusual for tHe attorneys to be 
contacted. As a matter of fact, SELLERS stated, he in . 
handling such matters has conferred and contacted*, attorneys 
for defendants in these matters. ' ' >

SELLERS further informed that he has never been 
contacted by BERGSON, FORD, BORKLAND' or any member of the 
firm after they left the Department and does not know the 
names of any of their clients. He further informed that he 
does not know whether PEYTON FORD was funneling cases to the 
law firm of BERGSON, ADAMS and BORKLAND while FORD was still 
in the Department. In addition he remarked that he has never 
heard that FORD attempted to take' over cases from other'Depart
ment Heads, but does recall that LAMAR CAUDLE on a number of 
cases would criticize FORD to him stating that FORD was 
attempting to run his section. . * -

SELLERS was specifically asked whether he had any 
knowledge relating to the appointment of TURNER SMITH and 
MEYER ROTHWACKS to the positions of Assistants to LAMAR 
CAUDLE in the Tax Division and he informed that on the day 
following the announcement of their promotion- the promotion • 
was called off. He informed that he. does not know who called 
this promotion off or whether PEYTON FORD had someone else 
in mind for these jobs, but that in the end TURNER SMITH 
and ROTHWACKS were finally confirmed by the Attorney General.

He further advised that he had no knowledge that 
PEYTON FORD had tried to get him fired and was' always 
under the impression that -FORD liked him and was satisfied 
with his work. .

SELLERS in .conclusion further stated he has no 
knowledge of any case in the Department of Justice being ■ 
mishandled nor has he ever heard of any employee being 
guilty of misconduct in office.
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INTERVIEW WITH GORDON GRANT

GORDON GRANT was interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM E.
. FENIMORE and EDWARD. Jo HAZES on August 18 and 21, 1952, at the'Department 

of Justice.

GORDON »GRANT "advised-that he'is employed as a Business
Economist in the Department of Justice -and -has Trorked in the Small 
Business Section'of the Antitrust Division "from January 20, 1943$ to 
January 1, 1951® The following is a signed statement that was obtained 
from GORDON GRANTS

“Washington, Do C 
.August 21, 1952

"I, GORDON GRANT, having been duly sworn and 
placed.under oath make the following voluntary state
ment to WILLIAM Eo KENMORE and EDWARD Jo HAZES who 
have identified themselves to me as Special Agents 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

"I have been advised that. I do not have to 
make a statement and that * any statement made may 
be used in a court of law. I have also been advised- 
of my right to an attorney and no threats or promises 
have been made to me to obtain this statement.

“I am employed as a Business Economist in the 
* Department of Justice. 1 have been 'employed in the 
Department of Justice since 1943 and have worked in 
the Small Business Section of the Anti Trust Division 
from January‘20, 1943$ to January 1, 1951® Since that

. time I have been transferred bo the Legislative and 
Clearance Section of the }Anti Trust Division inasmuch 
as the Small Business Unit has been practically abandoned.

“I have been asked whether or not I have any 
knowledge concerning a Small Business complaint against 
Sylvania Electric Products, Inc. I wish to state I have
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"no- knowledge of any such complaint nor have I 
.heard of it® Furthermore, I have no knowledge 

, ' of any complaint being received by the Small
Business Unit of the Department of Justice which 
was stymied by any of my superiors in the Depart
ment of Justice® In addition I do not recall 
that any employee of the Department of Justice 
has received a complaint and that because of 
pressure from, his superior or from outside sources 
had to stop prosecution on the matter® I have no 
knowledge of any contacts being made by JETTON 
FORD, HERBERT BERGSON or HERBERT BORKLAND with ' 

- anyone in the Anti trust or any other Division 
relative to any matter while they were out of the 
Department practicing law® I have no knowledge 
of any contacts made by BERGSON or BORKLAND with 
JETTON FORD while FORD "was still in the Department 
and "they were out practicing law®

RI have heard that* th"e Minnesota Mining and 
Manufacturing Company merger wity^^borundum. Company, 
and the^JoS® Pipe Line cases had peen mishandled'in 
the Department® I do not know for a fact that this 
is'true, but remember Mr® VON KOUGHNET advising me 
that the U® S® Pipe Line case ’’smelled®”

’ ‘^Relative to opposition by HERBERT BERGSON ' 
an‘d HERBERT BORKLAND, I, in the Small Business Unit, 
had considerable trouble getting letters relating 
to complaints and other such matters okayed by these . 
men® It was my opinion that both BERGSON and BORKLAND 
thought the Small Business Unit of the'Anti* Trust 
Division was ineffective and treated us with considerable . 
disdain® /

”In conclusion I would like to state that I recall 
telling LAMAR CAUDIE that GRAHAM MORISON did not* under
stand the work of the Small Business Unit, but I do not 
recall ever telling CAUDLE that I was stymied in the
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handling of a Small-Business complaint© When 
I mentioned to CABDIE that MORISON, like BERGSON 
and BORKLAND, felt the Small Business Unit was 
ineffective and treated us as inferior he, CAUDLE, 
told me that he would talk to GRAHAM MORISON to see 
whether he’ could not get us some recognition© In 
conclusion I would like to state that I have no clear 
and direct knowledge of,any instance of misconduct 
or malfeasance in office by any employee or official 
of the Department of Justice©

“I have read this statement consisting of this 
page and two others, and'it is true and correct to 
the best of my knowledge, and so state under oath©

/s/ Gordon W© Grant

“Subscribed and sworn to before me on 8-21-52 
SA EDWARD J© HAYES ’

“Witness § ’ . 11
Wm© E© Fenimore
Special Agent, FoBoIo*

GORDON GRANT further advised, after reading the above mentioned 
statement, that he had additional information which might be of value to 
the investigation© He stated that he was talking to OTTO ENGELHARDT, a former 
attorney in the Antitrust Division, a couple of days ago, and ENGELHARDT told 
him that the United States Attorney from Honolulu, Hawaii, was in town® He 
stated that ENGELHARDT remarked to him that the United States Attorney from 
Honolulu toldhim, ENGELHARDT, that if the CHEEF Committee re.ally wanted to 
“blow the lid off of things’* he had information on PEYTON FORD that would do 
this© GRANT further advised that he was also told by ENGELHARDT that the above 
mentioned unnamed United States Attorney was in Washington, 5. C. seeking
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additional help from the Department to staff his office, and while 
here conferred with ENGELHARDT* • '

He stated that ENGELHARDT remarked to him that he, ENGELHARDT, 
had been interviewed by representatives of the CHEEF Committee* He farther 
stated that OTTO ENGELHARDT presently has an office in the Wyatt Building, 
Uth and New York Avenue, Washington, Do Co

In addition, GORDON GRANT, advised that he felt that JETTON 
FORD'interceded on t^e behalf of‘"some interests/whom he thinks may be*' 
General Motors restive.to the acquisition of a steel plant near Cleveland, 
Ohio, by>PRESTON^rUCKER Motor- Corporation* ‘ He informed that he was told 
by theWuCKER^otor Corporation's Washington representative, whose name he 
does not' re ball,” that the' TUCKER Motor Corporation bid on a steel plant, 
that was owned by Republic Steel and that the bid had to go through the • 
Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice for approval* By way ' 
q^ explanation, GRANT stated that this bid of TUCKER*s exceeded $1,000,000 
and had to have the approval of the Antitrust''Division* He stated that it 

) appeared that TUCKER’S bid would be approved and then rumor had it that t 
PEYTON FORD and JESS .LARSON, now Administrator of GSA, were contacted by 
representatives o^^eneral MotorsUTorD-Qration and they proceeded to stop/ 
TUCKER* s bid* He further advised that shortly thereafter the^aiser Motor 
Corp.oratj.on* 'who had'little or no interest in, the Republic SteeTTPlant up 
to this time, submitted a bid-which was approved by the Antitrust Division 
and the plant ultimately given to KAISER* -

GRANT .further stated thay shortly .after TUCKER8s. bid had ’ 
been sidetracked, criminal proceedings ,/ere started against the TUCKER 
Motor Corporation in Chicago, Ulinqig He further stated that it is - 
his opinion that JETTON FORD and. i ON at the instigation of out-
side interests^ possibly representatives of General Motors, were responsible 
for blocking TUCKER*. - - ‘ . ‘ '
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INTERVIEW TOTH TURNER L, SMITH '

On August 19, 1952, SA’S BERNARD Eo BUSCHER and WILLIAM T, FORSYTH 
interviewed Mr, TURNER Lo SMITH, Room 1066, National Press Building, Wash
ington, Do Co He advised that he had entered on duty with the Department of 
Justice on September 1, 19h3, and was assigned to the Civil Rights Section 
of the.. Criminal Division, He stated, that he was there about six months, 
and then went into the Araed Services; upon his return to the Department 
of Justice in 19h5, he again took up his position in the Civil Rights Sec- • 
tion, and shortly afterwards was made Head of that Section, He was so em
ployed until 19^8 when, at his own request to T. LAMAR CAUDLE, he* was trans
ferred to the Tax Division as Assistant to Mr, CAUDLE <r Mr, SMITH advised 
that he was associated with the Tax Division in this capacity until his 
resignation'in the fall of 1951,

' Mr, SMITH pointed out that prior to his transfer to the Tax 
Division, he had no contact on any cases in which either PEYTON FORD or 
HERBERT A, BERGSON were involved. He further stated that he had no.connec
tion with any .case in which a decision was rendered regarding financial 
matters until his transfer to the Tax Division,

Mr, SMITHstated that he was very well acquainted with PEYTON 
FORD, as he had contacted him several times a month, and had known FORD 
when he was assigned to the Civil Rights Section of the Criminal Division, 
Mr, SMITH stated -that he had never seen-or heard anything to cause the 
"slightest apprehension" regarding PEYTON FORD, He stated that he had- no 
knowledge of his ever mishandling any cases and, in fact,, in this regard 
he recalled that in compromise tax cases, FORD was generally the dissent
ing voice and always held out for a tougher settlement in favor of the 
Government, He-further .advised that in regard to the compromise tax cases, . 
they were handled by his unit and that he, along with T, LAMAR CAUDLE, had 
to approve the cases prior to their being sent to Mr, FORD, He stated that 
his unit could handle tax compromises up to an amount, of §25,WO, to §50,000.-, 
and that there was no chance of anyone making a decision favorable, to a 
defendant, as these were reviewed by five different people prior.to the ’ - 
settlement. He. stated FORD would have no possible chance of intentionally 
mishandling these cases, .He further advised that anything largerAthan 
§50,000, had to go to the Attorney General for approval, Mr, SMITH advised '.-
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. that he knew of no cases which had been specifically, requested by Uro. FORD 
for, his personal handling, and that allof' those-sent’to him .were sent /

-.sis a. matter of. .routine o' ' " * • ’ ; '

• In regard to’Mr® BERGSON, die advised that'he. had known BERGSON
• in the Criminal Division only’slightly,* and .had contact with him on oc

casion in.the Tax Division* He stated that his'contact with him was mostly- 
in group meetings,, and that they never forked.together .bn.any oaseso He

• stated,'therefore, he would have ho information regarding BERGSON’S handling - 
..‘pf cases', and nothing would have’come to'his attention regarding any mi's- 
handling of cases on BERGSONJs”parto

.Mr* SMITH advised*that he did. not know of any.instance where'the 
’ law firm-.of- which* BERGSON and FORD were members,, had-received any. business " . 
■ because of contacts made in the‘Department of • Justice,• Mr* SMITH stated - 

that he could furnish no inform’atioh regarding the clients of 'this firm*

‘ • Mr* SMITH stated,that he had a high regard for the-Justice De
partment, and considered it as ”his law firm,’”, and"-that he knew of no - 
irregularities or mishandling of any cases by anyone in the Department of 
Justice* , , ; ‘
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Mr. LEO CADISON, Assistant Director, Public Information Section, 
Department of Justice,-was interviewed on August 19, 1952, at. the Department of 
Justice by Special Agents ROBERT N. UNGARO arid ROBERT K. LEWIS.

Mr. CADISON advised that he was only officially acquainted" with Mr. 
BERGSON, Mr. FORD and Mr. BORKLAND through their positions as officials of the 
Department of Justice. He stated he attended an open house at the time their 
law firm was- opened and has seen none of the subjects since that time. He 
stated he had no knowledge of any irregularities by the subjects either while 
they were employees of the Department of Justice or since they have left the 
Department. He stated he has no knowledge of the subjects clients. He also , 
advised that he was not aware of any irregularities in any'Department of Justice 
matters either by the subjects or by anyone else and added that he was not in 
a position to have knowledge of any irregularities or mishandling of cases.

' Mr. CADISON stated he had .heard that PEYTON FORD recommended DEAN
SCHEDLER for the ’position 'of Chief, Public Information Section, at the Time 
that Mr. FORD was Deputy Attorney General. He stated he believed that FORD 
and SCHEDLER' were close friends and added that to his knowledge no* hard feelings 
resulted from the appointment of Mr. SCHEDLER to this position. He stated 
that.it is generally realised in the Department of Justice that the Attorney 
General may appoint anyone he pleases to various positions and he stated he 
considered the appointment of Mr. SCHEDLER to be perfectly natural as one which 
the Attorney General would normally make.

Mr. CADISON stated that he had no knowledge.of any attempt by PEYTON 
FORD to usurp the powers of the Attorney General and stated that the powers 
of the officials of the Department are generally outlined by Department policy. 
He stated that since he was not aware of how the various powers were delegated^ 
he would have no knowledge of any attempt to undermine the power of the Attorney 
General by Mr. FORD. He also stated that he was not aware of any poor morale 
in the Department due to ary actions of PEYTON FORD and added that in ary case 
he was never personally effected and found Mr. FORD to be cooperative in regard 
to all requests* made of „im by the Public Information Section.
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INTERVIEW WITH OTTO To ENGELHARDT " - ' ' ,

; OTTO To ENGELHARDT was interviewed, by Special Agents WILLIAM Eo 
FENIMORE and EEWARD JOSEPH HAYES on August 21, 1^2, in his office,. Room 
h39s Wyatt Building, Washington, Do Co ' ■ / .

ENGELHARDT advised that on August 18, or 19, 19^2, his associate, 
NATHANIEL Jo ELY, brought into his office a man whom he introduced as 
the United States Attorney from Honolulu, Hawaii© He- stated that he . 
believes this man’s name was BARLOW© •

' He further advised that he was preparing to leave his office , 
when ELY, in walking into his, ENGELHARDT, office, remarked that he 
wanted BARLOW to meet a former Department of Justice employee© He 
stated that BARLOW volunteered the information to ELY and himself that if 
they, (meaning the Chelf Committee), were .interested in getting something 
on PEYTON FORD,-he had information about a matter in Honolulu, Hawaii, 
that should be investigated© ' . , " •

‘ ENGELHARDT further advised that the United States Attorney, 
BARLOW, did not elaborate on this remark, and neither he nor ELY pressed 

■ him for an explanation© He stated, however, he was left with the 
impression that BARLOW had something on FORD and that they did not like . 
each other© In addition, it was his understanding that BARLOW was here 
in Washington, Do C® conferring with Attorney General MC GRANERY relative 
to obtaining additional help for his Honolulu office© He stated that he 

• did not know whether BARLOW was still in town nor did he know where he 
was staying while in Washington©

ENGELHARDT further advised that he was formerly employed as an 
Attorney in the Antitrust Division in 19^, but did not work for HERBERT 
BERGSON, PEYTON FORD or HERBERT BORKLAND, and that he has had little or 
no contact with them© He informed that he had been contacted by 
representatives of the Chelf Committee who questioned him relative to his' 
association with HERBERT BERGSON© He advised he told the Committee 
representatives that BERGSON was not in the Antitrust Division at the 
same time as he© ' In addition, he informed,the Chelf Committee questioned . 
him about his part in the investigation of the Liquor Industry, inasmuch 
as he had worked on-this case in 19h£© . '
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INTERVIEW? WITH NATHANIEL J© ELY

NATHANIEL Jo ELY was interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM Eo 
FENIMORE and ETOARD JOSEPH HAYES on August 21, 1952, in his office. 
Room 1(39, Wyatt Building, Washington, Do Co

NATHANIEL ELY advised that he recalled that WILLW&BARLOW, 
a man whom he had been associated with in the United States Navy during 
the past war, visited him in his offices the early part' of this week© 
He stated that BARLOW told him that he had recently been made United 
States Attorney in Honolulu, Hawaii, and. was here in Washington, 
conferring with Attorney General MO GRANERY©

ELY advised that he did not ask BARLOW where he was staying 
while in Washington, nor the expected duration of nis visito ELY was 
specifically asked whether or not BAROT had remarked to him and OTTO 
To ENGELHARDT that he had something on PEYTON.FORD and that he felt the 
Chelf Committee should investigate this information© In response to 
this, ELY advised that after introducing BARLOW to-OTTO ENGELHARDT, he 
received, a telephone call and did not hear BARLOW make any such statement© 
He informed that he did catch the name .PEYTON FORD in BARLOW5 s 
conversation with ENGELHARDT, but that he did not ask either of these 
men the nature of their discussion after he had Concluded his telephone 
conversation© He further stated that WILLIAM BARLOW has never mentioned 
to him that he had any information on PEYTON FORD, HERBERT BERGSON or 
HERBERT BORKLAND, and stated if BARLOW had ever told him that he had 
something on PEYTON FORD, he, ELY, would have questioned BARLCW about 
this®
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EMPLOYEES OF? SUBJECTS AND POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL CLIENTS OF THE SUBJECTS

■In connectionwith thevint er view with. Judge GRACE STEWART,, it 
fy;ds developed that a former Department of Justice employee, one DOROTHY . 
•OBERMAN/* was now employed by the firm of’.the subjects o In this "connection, 
^■Confidential Informant M has* advised that on-August 18, 1952, DAVID 
Q4WIAN and'ALLEN YUsWIE were in contact .with various individuals" 
Jyra^He“ inform ant’wasof the’ opinion that BASTIAN' and COLE were associated 
in the law'firm with the subjects® . - . ■ .

In connection with additional clients of the^srfbjects, on 
August 15, 1952, SUMNER REDSTONE was contacted'by the^Great Lakes Carbon 
Gsrpoxaiicn, 18*Eo U8th Street, New York City® This information was also 
furnished by-Confidential Informant T~2® The informant was unable to 
.furnish any other additional information pertinent to this matter®
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, There is. enclosed herewith’for the Bureau two 
• photostatic copies of exhibits as previously 

designated -in this report: . ' . X

; ” I o . AMERICAN- BROADCASTING COMPANY* AND^NTH^
‘ -paramount Theaters merger? •

’ lo . A memorandum dated - September 21,5 '
/ 1951 s' from JOSEPH JV- SAUNDERS' to’ . \

' Ho GRAHAM MORISON (Exhibit DJ 217) .

* '20 A letter dated October 10, 1951$ - ,
,-to the'Attorney General from T. Jo ' ' *

. ’ SLOWlE' (Exhibit DJ 21.8)’ ‘ ‘ '

3o- A letter'dated November’ 30$ 1951$ : • 
to Mro. To, Jo SlXSWIE, Secretary, '

■; Federal Communications Commisaioif,'" ■ : 
Washington, Do C.from'H»^T MORISON

‘ .-(Exhibit DJ 219) ' \ '

ijo -A Federal Communications• Commission • 
memorandum dated Decenfoer 11, 1951$-
from FREDERICK Wo FORD to CURTIS Bo ’

- PLUMMER (Exhibit DJ 220) • :

5. A letter dated January 3$ 1952, to ' ' 
• Mro LeROY-Co McCAULEY, Executive Assistant, 
. Anti—Trus.t Division, Department of State, 
’. from. FREDERICK W o - FORD (Exhibi t DJ 221)

6o A letter dated 'February 19$,1952$ /
• to .LeROY Co McCAULEY, -Chief,. Administrative

- Section, Anti-Trust Division, Department
of Justice, from. FREDERICK Wo FORD'- 
(Exhibit DJ. 222) . , .

7» - A Federal Communications Commission
• memorandum dated December 6, 1951$ to J

. CURTIS.B o PLUMMER from FREDERICK W o*FORD
* (Exhibit DJ 223) • ' ' . ' ” ’
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. 11» THE .COOPERAGE CASEt. \ J f '

’ ■ 1. ' A.memorandum dated'February 20/ ' * ■ .
'.Ai9^os from* LEONARD MvBERKE to ■ •

■ ALLEN Ao’-DOBEY (.Exhibit' DJ yoo) .

, - ;2'o . A memorandum' dated- May/ 7^-1952$ .
from ERNEST Lo BRANHAM to EDWARD ,PO *

.. , : ■ • ’ • HODGES, re Liquor Industry (Exhibit, DJ 1301)

111 a ELAT GLASS .CASE/. ‘ ■

/ ’ l0 .A memorandum dated July 17, 1947/ '
. -.from CURTIS SHEARS to JOHN FORD-BAECKER.- ■ .

/ z, (Exhibit'DJ 1500) ' . ' .

i 2o' A letter dated May 11$ 19,48s to . 
. the.. Attorney General from CURTIS SHEARS '

• (Exhibit-DJ'1501)- z '

>\ .3.e; ‘A -memorandum da ted October 27$ 1948, '
• : Z from CURTIS SHEARS-.to SIGMUND' TIMBERG.’ ■

.^(Exhibit DJ 1502) :

' . 4® -A memorandum dated October 29, 1948','’
’ . ’J from HERBERT JA o' BERGSON, to’ CURTIS. SHEARS . '
\ " (Exhibit DJ .1503) ?

’ *5o ;’A memorandum dated October 29/ 1948,
. from CURTIS 'SHEARS to HERBERT' A» BERGSON • ' -

• ' , (Exhibit DJ 1504) . / •

• 60 A memorandum; dated May'7, 1951, from ■
. ‘ / CURTIS-SHEARS to Ho GRAHAM MORISON ' ;

(Exhibit .DJ.’ 1505) ’ - . ‘ .

* • . 7® A..memorandum.’dated August 27, 1951, •
. . from'George bo haddock to h. g» morison' .

• (Exhibit DJ ‘1506) \

J ;' TO ALBANY, -CLEVELAND -AND- B'OSTCN . ' '

■ - Enclosed, for above offices one.copy of the
; > Report of SA*THORAS Jo ‘JENKINS' dated 8/16/52 *

.. ?/ at-Washington, Do *Co . . -
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The information set forth; in instant report reflecting infor
mation contained-in question and answer sighed statements under oath • 
by HAROLD ERNEST HCROMTZ on December 20, 1951, January h, 19^2, and 
January 11, 195'2, respectively, was obtained from'the report of 
SA JAMES Ro MALLEI dated January 18, 1952, at Washington, Do Co, entitled 
"OFFICE OF ALIEN PROPERTY - Eo LEITZ, INCoi SPECIAL. INQUIRY," Bureau 
File 62-96071, VIFO File 62-7068o
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ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE

There is being set forth in this report all undeveloped leads 
presently'outstanding in this case; however copies of this report are net- 
being designated for offices which have been’ previously requested to 
conduct the investigation’set forth in the leads® The leads set forth 
hereinafter where a field division has been requested to conduct 
investigation, a notation will be noted as to when the.investigation 
was requested by the Washington Field Office®

INFORMANTS

b7E

T~2: A mail cover on the address Of the firm of the
-subjects at 918 16th Street, N® W®

LEADS

ALBANY OFFICE:

AT SCHWCTADY, NEW YORK:

Will contact RAY LEUBBE, Vice President and General Counsel 
for the General.Electric Company, or any other appropriate 
official of General Electric in an effort to ascertain 
if General Ele'ctric had ever been or is a client of the 
subjects or if the firm has’-made any overtures to General 
Electric Company in this regard.

BOSTON OFFICE:

AT MANCHESTER, MASSACHUSETTS:

In connection with the investigation of PETER THOMPSON, 
will interview RICHARD B. CROSS, Y/ashington Regional 
Renegotiation Board, who can.be reached in carp of Mr® 
A. V. MOFFAT, 100 Pine Street® Will ascertain from 
CROSS if subject REDSTONE,member of subjects* law firm.

- 13S -
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' ' ' ’ ADMINISTRATIVE* ■ , ' ’ " "

> leads (continued) ■

' . . , had ever discussed the case‘of PETER THOMPSON, et al,' . •
. . , with CROSS-and determine the substance of their, c.onversay

' Lion. , \

CHICAGO OFFICE: ' f. \ \ ' ' - •

- ' AT CHICAGO, ILLINOIS:-, ' , . . ■ . ‘ J ‘

i , • Will interview HAMMOND E. CHAFFETZ in connection with '. '
' / the Standard Oil;Caseof/Indiana. This investigation -

/ was. requested-by the report, of SA-THOMAS J‘. JENKINS A’ ■
- / at Washington,' D. 'C;/d ated August'16, 1952. . •.

' CLEVELAND’ OFFICE: " ’ . ? ' 7 . . ’

’ AT CLEVELAND, ■OHIO;

, ' Will interview QUINCY BALDWIN, General Counsel of the . .
. . , General Electric-Company. Lamp Department, regarding ■
• ’ conferences held with BERGSON as-.reflected ip, the , . .
4 , interview; with HARRY N. -BURGESS. Will, during the , . -

interview, ascertain BERGSON’S views aS expressed*in 
. -. • these conferences-concerning the settlement of the ;

/ * General Electric Lamp Case. * - ’

’ ' / / AT AKRON, OHIO: ’ - ' 7 . - /

. Will interview RAY.G. 'JETER, Secretary and General .
’ Counsel,'B. ;F. Goodrich .Company, upon'his return to ' 

< ’ Akron. -

. ' . This lead was- set forth in report of SA KENNETH Ci HOWE) ,
, August.16, '1952, at Cleveland. - ' j J > -

HONOLULU OFFICE: 7

. AT HONOLULU, -TiHi: ’ ' • . :
’ ....... ■■ ........................... aim <1 ( 1 ‘, 1 • 1 .

Will interview United States- Attorney W. WILLIAM BARLOW* ■ 
concerning the alleged/statement, he made recently in; ‘ 
Washingtai) D'. C., to the effect, that if the Department , 
was really interested'in getting something on.PEYTON • 

• FORD, there was a case in-Honolulu which was certainly /
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Leads, (continued^

handled irregularly and could cause considerable ' ’ 
trouble. . ' ' „ . • . ’

. , .Honolulu was* requested .to conduct this investigation '
. .by teletype, of August 21, .1952'. . . . ' -

INDIANAPOLIS OFFICE: . ■ * i ’ - ' /

.AT INDIANAPOLIS, -INDIANA

Will interview. WILLIAM; Go DAVIS re the Kiefer-Stewart * 
case?’/

This;investigation.was requested in report'of SA THOMAS, • 
J. JENKINS.dated August- 16, 1952,‘at Washington, Do .Co*

MILWAUKEE OFFICE: . • , ‘

\ . AT MERRILL; WISCONSIN:. ‘

. ' Will interview. Ao L. BURKE, President of .the Service
, ’Pipeline Company, Tulsa,’; Oklahoma, who. is vacationing ■

with his father-in-law, 'W. H, RELYEA, ’Badger Hotel •
’ - Apartments o • . . ; ‘

This interview was. requested *to be conducted by the .
- Milwaukee Field Division by <Air;Mail Special Delivery 

letter, dated August. 22, 1952e l- - ' • - . -

MOBILE OFFICE: * . - ' •' '

AT MOBILE, ALABAMA: ~

Will interview Congressman HANK BOYKIN in-connection 
with-the interview’of. To IA [AR CAUDLE« . , ’ • .

This investigation was requested by teletype dated* 
August 19, 1952. . . ; : ‘

NEW YORK OFFICE

" AT NEW YORK, NEW YORK:' ‘ f

Will interview STRUVE HENSEL of the firm of Ranter,. :
Ledyard & Milburg,’ 2 Wall Street... , . - * '

140
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■ . ^^S (CCNTINUED) \

Will' interview. ROBERT ,T. HASLAM, President,-United 
States Pipeline, 100 Park Avenue. . - . . ' , ,

Both of the above leads were-.set forth1 in the:report' 
of SA JOHN’m.- DUNAY, JR..; dated August 13/19^2,' . / : ; 
at New ^ork; * , ' . . ■ : 1 \

Will interview. BORIS KOSTELANTZ concerning the LA JAR \ 
.CAUDLE* matter.. : • . ■ ' ,

This investigation-was requested by* teletype,'dated 
August‘19,. 19^2. ‘ ,

Will interview .JOHN SWARTZ of New York,Antiturst Division 
in an effort to identify the Perfume Case which BERGSON 
had discussed with him at .a cocktail party at the ' -'
Waldorf Astoria'Hotel. . " ■• '

This investigation was requested by teletype id New York 
dated Augus.t 22j 19^2.- • . ' •' ' ■

Will interview SIGMUND TIMBERG of the United Nations . 
Headquarters, New York-City, regarding the conferences 
held between‘representatives of the General Electric ■ ' 
fCoinpany and attorneys of the Antitrust Division in 1 
regard'to settlement, of. the General Electric Lamp: . 
Case,. It is .noted that BERGSON was in attendance ' 
at some of these conferences and NeW York will ascertain’ 
from TIMBERG what views."were expressed by BERGSON and 
as to how he differed with other «members of the Depart
ment’ of Justice Staff. . • ■ - . 1

Will also interview TIMBERG concerning GRAHAM MORISON, ‘ , 
former attorney and head of' the Antitrust Division, and 
his refusal,to reopen the' investigation of .the Flat 
Glass Industries. . ■

Will determine .from TIMBERG if BERGSON, to his knowledge 
ever intervened on'behalf of the, Flat Glass Industries 
With MORISON to keep the case in a dormant status. *

Will^determine from .TIMBERG if he knows any reasons why 
MORISON was attempting to fire'CURTIS SHEARS’. * *
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LEADS (CONTINUED)

Will endeavor also to determine iron TIMBERG 
whether he knows BERGSON'S reasons for wanting 
to settle the Flat Glass Case'®

Will locate and interview JOHN F® SONNETT, former, 
Assistant Attorney General and former Assistant 
Uo S. Attorney of the Southern District' of New 
York, who is novr believed to be practicing law 
in New York City, to determine if SONNETT ever asked 

’ ' BERGSON to settle the Flat Gia&s Case®

Will obtain from SONNETT detailed -information concern
ing his association'with JOHN OAHILL, Attorney for the- 

( FlAt Glass Industries and whether he, SONNETT, ever 
v ' took an active part in the Flat Glass Case either, as 

a representative of the government or as a member of 
JOHN CAHILL’S,law firm®

In connection with the E® Lietz Company • ,
investigation will be requested of the New York Office “ 
in connection with this matter after the file of this 
company at the Office of Alien Property has been reviewed,

OKLAHOMA CITY OFFICE:

A? OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA:-

a J) VJn.ll interview Governor HOLLOY/AY re the Standard Oil
. Company case at Tulsa, Oklahoma® .

AT TULSA; OKLAHOMA:

■ ' WJill interview J.'T. SHOEMAKER and CECIL HUNT re the
I Standard Oil Company case® • *'’*——-—

These above leads were set forth in report,of SA 
THOMAS J. .JENKINS' dated August 16, 19^2® '

’ PORTLAND OFFICE: , .

AT PORTLAND,. OREGON: '

Ml^> Will interview*L. A. NIKOLARIC in connecticn with the • 
Kiefer-Stewart Case® - , .

1!|2
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‘ LEADS (CONTINUED)

This investigation was requested in the report of 
SA THOMAS Jo JENKINS dated August 16, 1952, at 
Washington, D. C..

343
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LEADS ‘

WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE;

V AT WASHINGTON, Do C,:

. V/ ^iH interview HOLMES BALDRIDGE, Claims Division, 
United States Department of Justice, and determine

V/ from BALDRIDGE whether he has had any conferences
/ / with HERBERT BERGSOJI relative to the settling of 

i J I the Flat Glass' Case. Will also determine from
W7 k BALDRIDGE the reason CURTIS SHEARS was taken off '
M7 y ^e Flat, Glass Case after the' Government had 
y y concTdd^d~trhT3±r-3^ the case® Will determine
' A from BALDRIDGE what conferences took place' with1

HERBERT BERGSON and officials of the Flat Glass 
Industry relative to the settling of this case. 
Will determine also what part PEYTON FORD played 
in the settlement of this case and obtain de- 

\ tailed information relative to his intervention 
\ into the caseQ

/^ Will interview RUDOLFO CORREA, former attorney, 
/ Anti-Trust Division, United States Department of

. | 1 Justice, at his home, 707 Meridian Street, Falls
\ Church, Virginia, to determine the reason HERBERT
\ BERGSON refused to give CURTIS SHEARS any work,
\ Will determine also if BERGSON ever discussed the 
< settlement of the Flat Glass Case and SHEARS5

I opposition to sign the consent decree in this 
/ mattero Will determine also from CORREA what 
( part PEYTON FORD and HERBERT BORKLAND played * 

, k in the Flat Glass Case®

y Will interview GRAHAM MORISON, former attorney 
| and head of the Anti-Trust Division, United States 
I ' Department of Justice, to determine MORISON’S 
\ reasons for refusing to re-open the investigation 
A of the -Flat Glass Industry0 Will determine also 
J whether HERBERT BERGSON ever interceded on behalf
A of'the Flat Glass Industry with MORISON to keep

I this case in a dormant statuso Will determine 
/ from MORISON his reasons for trying to fire 
/ CURTIS SHEARSo Will determine also from MORISON 
/ HERBERT BERGSON’S reasons for wanting to settle 
I * the Flat Glass Caseo
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(Continued)..

Will interview GEORGE Bo HADDOCK, attorney. Anti
Trust Division, along same lines as set out . 
above for MORISONo ' - * . • ' ,

Will interview WALKER SMITH, ‘attorney, Anti-‘Trust - ■ 
Division, to determine his reasons for opposing 
HERBERT BERGSON in the settling of the Flat Glass 
Case., Will interview WALKER SMITH alorig same ■ 
lines as CURTIS SHEARSo • ■ . ‘ '

Will interview Mro VAN KOUGHNET,- attorney, Anti
Trust Division, regarding statements he supposedly 
made to GORDON GRANT relative to the United States, 
Pipeline Caseo * '

Will also interview JESS LARSON, administrator,, - 
General Services Administration, to determine 
whether PEYTON FORD has ever discussed with him 
the stopping of the bid of the Preston Tucker 
Motor Corporations for the Republic Steel Plant 
in or near Cleveland Ohio, Will determine from 
LARSON whether PEYTON FORD took any active part 
in the stopping of Tucker’s bit in the Department 
of Justiceo . It is to be noted that the approval 
of the Anti-Trust Division had to be received 
prior to the okaying of the bid of one million 
stellar So' . '

Will determine from all individuals interviewed 
above whether the law firm of PEYTON FORD, 
HERBERT BERGSON, ALBERT ADAMS, and HERBERT 
BORKLAND now or ever represented any members 
of the Flat Glass Industry., ‘

In connection with the To LEMAR CAUDLE statement, will, 
upon the results of the interview with Congressman 
FRANK BOYKIN, locate and interview the Public Relations 
man of the Aluminum Company of America who is alleged, 
to have offerred PEYTON FORD a job in about October, 
l^L .

Will review DEBITS VANECH, former Deputy Attorney 
General, regarding the statements made by CAUDLE



WFO 46-2715 
TJJtNFR

ADMINISTRATIVE

LEADS, (CONTINUED)

= ’.that DEAN SCHEDLIiR was a "pipeline", to PEYTON FORD 
and that, SCHEDLER had been furnishing information

• regarding the Department’s cases tb.F0RD4

* Will interview SALVATOR ANDRETTA, Administrative 
Assistant to the Attorney General., and determine from *

‘/ANDRETTA information concerning FORD’S usurping the 
/ powers of-the -Attorney General and determine whether 

*he has any knowledge of any of- the cases that were ■ 
purposely mishandled-by the-subjects ‘’o that they 
could receive business from the defendant companies 
at a later date. , • " , . ■

Will also 'obtain from ANDRETTA details concerning 
his association with the subjects and whether, he has 
any knowledge of their operations in their present ‘ 

- J? law business.

, v <r Will consider interviewing DEAN SCHEDLER, 'Former . 
Director of Public Information, Department of Justice, 
regarding his association with FORD and the allegation 

v\!? °£ ^s "pipelining" information to FORD after FCRD’s
\ ‘ departure from the Department®

✓ Will interview Den artmental attorneys JUDSON BOWLES 
and THOMAS MCGOVERN concerning the NEWBOLD MORRIS 
Tanker Case. • .

a C\ ’Will interview JAMES MCINERNY, Assistant Attorney 
v General in Charge of the Lands Division, concerning

V ' | kis, conference with Judges KIRKPATRICK and GRANEY of 
Hiladelphia in connection with the Tax Grand Jury 
inquiry concerning underworld connections in Phila-

Vdelphia®

Will interview Departmental attorney MILTON A® KALLIS 
, for'any information he may have concerning the , ' ,
/ possibility that’BERGSON obtained the Standard Fruit 

‘ * & Steamship Company as a client through BERGSON’S - 
handling of the Antitrust case against that company
while he was in the Department®

It is noted that this case Was assigned to MILTCN KAIAIS; 
■ however, it is believed that it is presently assigned

146 -
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LEADS (CONTINUED)

to Mro VICTOR KRAMER who,has previously been inter
viewed. concerning this matter* This case is referred 
to as the Banana Caseo ‘ ; ' '

Willi at the Office of .Alien Property Custodian, review 
the file of the Eo Lietz Company and conduct the 
appropriate investigation in- this matter.

(^ill inter view LEONARD J. EMMERGLICK, Trial Attorney 
y of the Department, concerning his handling of the 
f General Electric Lamp Caseo

Will interview DONALD P-. MC HUGH, Assistant Chief of 
the Trial Section pf the Antitrust Division, regarding 
the handling of the'case of .the Street Lighting Equip-- 
ment involving the General Electric Company.

(’/ WiF cheek the personnel records of the Department of 
S"/ Justice for any previous, employment record of-DOROTHY

‘ ’ V OBERMAN,. HAMMOND CHAFFETZ, ALLEN Y. COLE and DAVID 0* 
BASTIAN.-' - ' ■ , . . '

Will interview former .Departmental Attorneys GRAHAM
• MORRISON and WILLIAM A. UNDERHILL concerning any 

information they may have pertaining to the handling 
of cases under investigation in this matter.

Will also interview. NEWELL CLAPP, Acting .tsr/ct-mt attorney 
■ General of the Antitrust Division, to determine 

from him detailed information concerning the handling 
of cases concerned in this matter.

- A Will consider the advisability of .reinterviewing former 
^Attorney General J. HOWARD MCGRATH in 'the light of

J ,O developments pertaining to the various companies . 
involved in this investigation.

/will review Department of Justice file on the United 
States versus the Great Western Distributors, Incorporated

Alt is noted that this ccmpany is referred to in report 
of SA JOHN M. DUNAY, JR., dated August 13, 1952, at 

ew York.

- 1W-
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LEADS (CONTINUED)

Will check the Department files for any file pertain
ing to .the Great Lakes Carbon Corporation

Will interview the' -Dera rtmental Attorneys who handled 
the -BULL WILLIAMS and'GORMAN Tax cases.

REFERENCE: Report of Special Agent THOMAS Jo JENKINS dated August 16 
19^2, at Washington, Do Co , ;

- US -
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Tulsa, Oklahoma, since July 1, 12^9, and that this company was 
previously known as the Stanolind Pipeline Company from 1930 
to May, 1250. He stated that the company was previously owned 
by the Sinclair Cil Company prior to 1930 and that the Service 
Pipeline Company is a subsidiary of the Standard Oil Company 
of Indiana.

Mr. BURIS advised that in August of 1950? exact days unknown, 
Mr. MILLTAM J. HOLLOIJAY, counsel for the Service Pipeline Company, 
went to the office of Mr. HERBERT A. BERGSON, Assistant Attorney 
General in charge of the Antitrust Division, in order to determine 
the Department’s interpretation of the “final valuation'1 of the 
I.C.3. due to the fact that the T.C.C. had issued a ’’final 
valuation” on December 31? 193^ but had since issued a new one 
on December 31? 12^7* Mr. BURKE advised that he did not accompany 
Mr. HOLLOWAY on this first meeting with BERGSON but did attend 
meetings with Mr. BERGSON and his staff on at least four occasions 
in August of 1950•

Mr. BURKE stated that Messrs. HERBERT A. BERGSON, SNYDER, TIMBERS, 
SILVERMAN and PEHETT, of the Department, and Messrs. WILLIAM J. 
HOLLOWAY, counsel, JOHN L. SH0MISL vice president, CECIL HUNT, 
general counsel, and himself, of the service Pipeline Company 
were present at these meetings. \

He advised that the purpose of these meetings were to confer with 
Mr. BERGSON and his staff regarding the Department’s interpretation 
of the consent judgment of the U.S. vs. Atlanta Refining Company 
et al, dated December §3, 1^1? because the company did not wish 
to operate in an uncertain state and also did not wish to violate 
the law. Therefore, Mr. BURKE advised the company was seeking the 
answers to the following three questions:

1. Under reports filed with v.s since 19^7, does Paragraph III (a) 
permit Service Pipeline company to use the final valuation of the 
Interstate Commerce commission as of DeCember 31, 19^7?

2. Under reports filed from 19^2 to 15^9, inclusive, does 
Paragraph III (a) permit Service Pipeline Company to revalue, 
the entire property each year on the basis of so-called ’’period” 
prices?

3. In computing what is available for distribution to Stanolind, 
its shipper-owner, under the judgment, may Service Pipeline Company, 
the carrier, deduct interest paid by it on moneys borrowed from 
sources other than the shipper-owner, before any computation of 
the permissible payment to its shipper-owner is made?

After these meetings were held, Nr. BURKE received a letter from 
the Department over the signature of Nr. BERGSON dated September 
1L, 1950, which he considered to be the decision of Mr. BERGSON 
and his entire staff. According to Mr. BURKE this letter stated
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that the Department had answered in the affirmative to the 
company’s first question but negative to the second question. 
On the third question, the Department advised Mr. BURKE that 
the copany could not make any interest on money which was 
borrowed from sources other than the shipper-owner.

Mr. BURKE advised that the company was not in complete agreement 
with the Department’s decision but that the company at least had 
something in writing which would be a guide in their operations. 
Restated that the decision of the Department was beneficial to 
the company and therefore no further action was taken by them.

Mr. BURKE stated that at the above mentioned meetings, Mr. 
BERGSON and his staff conducted themselves as gentlemen at all 
times and there were no disagreements among the staff. Re 
further stated that he considered Nr. BERGSON to be an honest, 
intelligent man of high ethics and that his contacts with him 
and his staff were above reproach. He advised that at no time 
during these meetings or after, were any favors granted by the 
Service Pipeline Company to any member, of the Department nor 
were there any favors received by the company or himself. He 
considered the decision of the Department as the decision of 
Mr. BERGSON and his staff.

Mr. BURKE stated that he had met Nr. FORD but did not know 
Messrs. HERBERT BORKLAND, AIBERT F. ADAMS or SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE

Mr. BURKE advised that these meetings were the only time that 
he had come in contact with Mx*. BERGSON and his staff except 
on one occasion he had dinner with Mr. BERGSON when he and Mr. 
HOHOM were in Washington, D.C. on business. He stated that 
no mention was made of the meetings or the Department’s decision 
and that he has not seen or contacted Mr. BERGSON since. He 
added that he had no other information regarding BERGSON and 
his associates except that set out above.
ENCLOSURE TO WASHINGTON FIELD: Report of THOMAS J. JENKINS 
dated 8/16/52 at Washington, D.C..
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One copy of this report is being sent to the Oklahoma City 
Office for information purposes.

REFERENCES

Report of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS dated 5/16/52 at Washington, D.C.
Report of SA BERON E. MC FALL dated 3/22/52 at Oklahoma City;
Bureau teletype to Milwaukee dated 8/26/52.
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Mr. HOLMES BALDRIDGE, Assistant Attorney General, 
Claims Division, U. S. Department of Justice, 
furnished information at Oklahoma City on 8/28/52 
that he supervised the Flat Glass Case while a 
Section Chief in the Antitrust Division; that the 
case was delayed during the War upon instructions 
he believes emanated from the White House; that about 
19h5 he personally assigned the case to CURTIS SHEARS 
and a staff of attorneys. He stated he pd the staff 
disagreed with HERBERT BERGSON concerning settlement 
of the case on the basis of injunctive relief alone, 

1 contending the case justified divestiture. BERGSON 
favored the settlement prepared by the Judgment Section, 
which formed the basis for a Consent Judgment. BALDRIDGE 
stated he personally assigned SHEARS to the case at 
Philadelphia, either after the case was submitted to the 
Court or during the summer recess, he cannot recall 
which, but states SHEARS was not ’’removed" from the 
Flat Glass Case, and the assignment to the Philadelphia 
case was made on BALDRIDGE’S own volition. BALDRIDGE

I states he knows of no irregularities in this or any 
cases in the Department of Justice; that this was the

• only disagreement between him and BERGSON in a major 
antitrust case; that he does not know the identities 
of the clients of the firm of PEITON FORD, et al., 
and has no information that such firm represents an:
members of the flat glass industry.
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DETAILS: ' Kt GLASS-CASE-—‘

At Oklahgm City, Oklahoma

On August 28, 1^2, Mr. H^M^BALDRIDGE, Assistant 
Attorney General in chaise of the Claims Division, U. S. Department of 
Justice, advised Special Agent JOHN CALVIN RICE and the reporting Agent 
as follows:

* He stated that he has been connected with the Department
of Justice since August 1, 1938, and from that time until March 19^2 he 
was assigned to the Antitrust Division of the Department.

He stated that, as a Section Chief, Antitrust Division, 
he supervised, the Flat Glass Case, He recalls that at the beginning of 
World War II*, in late 19hl or early 191|2, THURMAN ARNOLD was Assistant • 
Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division; that about that time 
the Flat Glass Case was being handled by GEORGE W. STOCKING; and further 
that in the early stages of the War instructions were received that prose
cution of the defendants in the Flat Glass Case should be delayed until 
termination of the War. He stated it was his understanding that these ’ 
instructions emanated from the White House,.

He recalled that/an important figure in one of;the 
defendant glass companies, eitherj/ittsburgh Plate Glass Co. ap'/Libbey- 
QwerarXord,Glass Co., name not new“rRecalled, had been employed^ a dollar- 
a-year man in the Government. /He surmised, at the time, that thiXwas one 
of the reasons for the requested delay, but pointed out also that there 
were probably 25 or 30 case^in which prosecution was delayed in a similar 
manner, usually by agreement between the Army or Navy and the Attorney 
General. He stated that in most of these cases the armed forces contended 
that prosecution of defendant companies under the antitrust laws would delay 
the war effort, especially in those cases where the defendant companies were 
engaged in the production of essential defense materials. Accordingly,, 
arrangements were made with the Army and Navy that upon specific request 
of those agencies to the Attorney General, consideration would be given to 
delaying prosecution during the ’War. He believes some of these requests 
cleared the White House first. He stated that in most of such cases the 

‘Attorney General cooperated with the Army and Navy and delayed further 
action. He recalls only one case in which the Attorney General refused to 
delay prosecution, when requested, and that case involved an individual, 
not a company.

Following the War, and about .l^h^j^BALDRIDGE stated he,’— 
himself, assigned the Flat Glass Case to CURTIsYsfZMS and a staff of 
attorneys consisting of WALKER SMITH, MARGARE^MiSS, TYREE JETER and
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KENNETH LINDSAY. SHEARS and his staff then proceeded with the case and 
made preparation for filing the complaint and trying the case. He stated 
SHEARS was the chief trial attorney during the trial before U. S. District 
Judge KLOEB, and believes SHEARS was assisted in the trial by Attorneys 
SMITH and BRASS. He recalled that at the conclusion of the Government's 
case, about June 19h8» Judge KLOEB suggested that the parties should 
attempt to reach an agreements on a Consent Judgment.

!fr. BALDRIDGE stated that he opposed any sort of agreed 
judgment which provided only for injunctive relief; that he and members of 
the staff recommended a settlement involving divestiture or a completion of 
the trial of the case with divestiture as the ultimate goal. Lit. HERBERT 
A. BERGSON, Assistant Attorney General, who then was in charge of the 
Antitrust Division and was BALDRkfiGE's superior, disagreed and stated there 
was noVsufficient evidence to support divestiture. By this time, according 
to BALDRIDGE, the matter had been referred to the Judgment Section of the 
Department, and Mr. BERGSON contended that the settlement as prepared by 
the Judgment Section should be accepted as the consent judgment in the case. 
BALDRIDGE states that, in this connection, he had several conferences with 
BERGSON and also submitted memoranda in support of divestiture, but since 
he and BERGSON were in disagreement over the matter, he told BERGSON he 
would not sit in on any of the' conferences between attorneys of the Consent 
Judgment Section and attorneys for the defendants. He stated this is the 
only time that he and BERGSON were ever in disagreement in a major antitrust 
case.

Mr. BALDRIDGE stated if the Flat Glass Case was discussed 
by any of the staff attorneys with TOM CLARK, then Attorney General, to 
the exclusion of HERBERT BERGSON, it was done without his knowledge and not 
at his direction.

Mr. BALDRIDGE related he recalls that a letter was pre
pared for the signature of Mr. BERGSON addressed to Judge-KLOEB at the time 
the Department intended to transmit the Government's brief opposing the, 
defendants' motion for dismissal. He stated he does not recall who prepared 
this letter but knows that he, BALDRIDGE, did not prepare it, as he does 
not believe in writing letters to Judges while the case is still pending. 
He recalls that Mr. BERGSON doubted the advisability of sending,the letter 
and is of the opinion that it was never sent to Judge KLOEB.

Mr. BALDRIDGE advised that he, himself,’sent CURTIS 
SHEARS to Philadelphia in the summer of 19h8 to handle a case under the 
Hobbs Act. He stated the Government's evidence had been submitted to the 
Court by this time and he believes the Court was in summer recess. Accord
ingly, SHEARS was not occupied with the Flat Glass Case, and he was the only 
available man for assignment to the Philadelphia case. BALDRIDGE stated

-3-
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emphatically that he was not instructed to send SHEARS to Philadelphia but 
did so on his own volition. He further stated that SHEARS was never 
'•removed'’ from the Flat Glass Case; He did remember that at the time the 
Consent Judgment was submitted to the staff attorneys, including SHEARS, 
SHEARS did not desire to sign same, but BALDRIDGE believes he later did so. 
He stated he does not know what, if anything, caused- SHEARS to change his 
mind and sign the Consent Judgment, if he did. He pointed out that SHEARS 
would be in a better position/co furnish this information.

Mri BALDRIDGE advised that he has no knowledge of any 
conferences had between Mr. BERGSON and any officials or attorneys of the 
Flat Glass Industry during the pendency-of the trial or the negotiations 
for settlement but stated it is logical and possible for such conferences 
to have been held. He does recall that BERGSON, in attempting to comply 
with Judge KLOEB's suggestion that the parties confer regarding settlement, 
asked him, BALDRIDGE, to write a letter to defendants' attorneys and set a 
date for a conference. Mr. BALDRIDGE advised that he declined to sign such 
a letter but believes one emanated from the Department- signed by HERBERT 
BORKLAND.

Mr. BALDRIDGE stated that, so far as he knows, Mr. PEYTON 
FORD had no interest, directly or indirectly, in the Flat Glass Case and . 
played no part in its settlement. He further stated he has no knowledge of 
any irregularities occurring in connection with the Flat Glass Case or any 
others in the Department of Justice. He also stated he has no information 
concerning the identities of the clients of the law firm of PEYTON FORD, et 
al. and has no information that such firm represents any member of the Flat 
Glass Industry.

- RUG -
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For the information of the Bureau, the following is set 
out:

kijme conclusion of the interview BALDRIDGE was prompted 
with the name JACK/DIGGERS, as being the official of one of the defendant 
glass companies v/h^ accepted a dollar-a-year position. He stated this 
sounded like the /name of the man referred to by him but he could not be 
certain. Accordingly, the name v/as not included in his remarks.

Concerning BALDRIDGE’S statement about the letter prepared 
for transmittal to Judge KLOEB with the Government's brief, this apparently 
refers to the letter mentioned at page 93 of the report of SA THOMAS J. 
JENKINS dated 8/16/52 at Washington, D.C.

With reference to the letter mentioned by BALDRIDGE 
which requested attorneys for defendants in the Flat Glass Case to meet 
at the Department of Justice for a conference, this apparently refers to 
the letter mentioned at pages 9h and 95 of the report of SA JENKINS dated 
8/16/52.

Mr. BALDRIDGE advised he intends to take his parents to 
Colorado and the Northwest on a motor trip, and has no present knowledge 
concerning his itinerary. He stated he will leave Oklahoma City on 8/29/52 
but expects to maintain semi-weekly telephone contacts with his assistant, 
Mr. JOSEPH D. GUILFOYLE; Claims Division, U. S. Department of Justice. This 
is submitted for information purposes.

REFERENCE

Report SA THOMAS J. JENKINS at Washington, D.C. 
dated 8/23/52

Bulet to 'Washington Field dated 8/25/52

- $ -





we Memorandum • united states government

T°/ ’ DIRECTOR, FBI (62-275^8) DATB: August 29, 1^2

Kom : • SAC, TO (h6-271£)

SUBJECT: ^PEYTON FORD; HERBERT AUGUSTUS BERGSON;

HERBERT BORKLAND; ALBERT F. ADANS;
SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT;
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

Rerep of SA THOMAS J. JENKINS dated August 23, 1^2, at • 
Washington, D. C.

Enclosed herewith find four memorandums based on inform tion



RE :X MILK CASE IN ST. LOUIS

During an interview with KENNETH R. LINDSAY, Trial 
Section, Antitrust Division, Department of Justice, by 
Special Agents WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES 
on August 26, 1952, at the Department of Justice, he was 
asked whether he was aware of any cases in the Department 
which might possibly indicate the presence of misconduct dr 
malfeasance on the part of anyone in the Department,

In this connection LINDSAY recalled PETER CAMPBELL 
-—^BRO.WN. was' first Assistant to the Attorney General about five 

•years ago. During BROWN*S term of office, Attorney JOHN SKILES, 
Antitrust Division, was presenting material to a grand jury 
in St. Louis, attempting to have’ an indictment returned 
against several leading.dairies in the St, Louis area. SKILES 
has reportedly stated he was called into the chambers of the 
federal judge at St. Louis who was presiding and asked in 
substance ’’Whom do you intend to indict?” SKILES named those 
individuals he had in mind whereupon the judge remarked in 
Substance ’’You can not do 4jhat, these are influential citizens.” 
Shortly thereafter SKILES was called back to Washington and 
summoned to the office of BROWN. After this conference, it 
is reported, SKILES was taken off the case and replaced by 
R0BER1SWYNN (orj&INN). WYNN secured indictments in the case 
but of individuals different from those identified by SKILES. 
LINDSAY suggests this case may not have been handled properly 
in view of the interference by the Federal Judge, whose name 
he does not know, and PETER4pROWN. Apparently, LINDSAY 
states, those whom SKILES desired to indict were being 
protected by the federal judge-and some one in the Department. '

LINDSAY was unable to furnish more explicit 
identifying information ci* make any definite allegation.



BEr MlU CASE I1OT.• LOUIS

• ■ During ah4ntervlew,wlth\£Eg5n^L^ Trier 
Section, Antitrust Division, Department or <iusffce7^y 
Special Agents. bILI,UM .I^’-EI'NEMORR. and EDwARD JOSEPH HAYES- . . v 
bn August 26, ?1952, at the Department: of Justice, he was . ’ . 
asked whether he was aware of any cases in the Department . 
which migh t pbssibly'indicate the pres ence of miscondUct or 
malfeasance on the nart Jf anyone in the Department*

In this connect ion LINDSAY re celied PETER CAMPBELL 
BROWN was first Assistant to the .Attorney General about, five i: 
years ago. During BRffl'$ term of -office. Attorney JOHN SKILES, 
Antitrust Division,f3^pfi<^ material t o a i^

agsinst SSZgm-lfisSUlfLaairl^J^^ . SKILES
has reportedly stated he was celled into the chambers of the •

u

Shortly th erea fterSKl Li Szwa s called back. to kaahingtoir, and t 6^ -^ 
summoned 'to the (Tffice oiT-BRUKr,:.1 ■ Ai^er Sis conf^en^ 
is reported, SKILES was taken off the case bnd replacedby * 
RujEOXdLXMidjSlJil  ̂ indictments in the case ' ^ 4 '
but of individuals di f f &riei^i:K>.nLJ&^^ . ^
LINDSAY sugLeMs this case may not haveoeen handled properly ■

OS

sEaTes?/^
mtly, LINDSAY -

■ LINDSAY was tinable, to furnish more explicit . 
Identifying information or make any definite allegation.



RE^MILK INDUSTBY - . ’ ' - I

;"X.-G GG?-During an interview Wit^ld^ LINDSAY, . ,
■ >’-Trial Section, Antitrust Division^ Department of Justice-, i-G; ■ 1
1 X/bjrjjSpeciai Agents/WILLIAM EX ^ JOSEPH HAYES .' i
XX^ 19$2, At' the .Department "of./Justice, he was^yv; ! -

■ -/.asked whether he was./aw.are of any cases in the Department - : ;< 
. which rrii.ght possibly ■■indicate the - uc.e,s^ misconduct-...or r

; I.malfeasa.hce. on the. part-of. anyone'ih-the. Department. . .XX".

H
 this/connection LINDS^~recei ledj/he .Department's 
; of thej/mlik indust]^/failed to indicate /the .' x / 
tlbna 1. Daipy’ Prod uctp I Companies? vibre- cbrispiring 1

. v« xuwxxw jvwij^yXtl^e industry’X. 4^
attempts.’ had;b e en made/ to/monppOlfze. the indust.ry’..in 'certain /.y:4

/ ■;.; a;r;e£b> y ^ the; ^ef^h^ by ■ I / ■/'. y-’
. ^Xjfoj^ .‘WlWi, who. later; iefi t^-D^artmenj/ toi^ y / ■ ? • -X

. joined' one of the• defense; ageh-c^ placed - . .1 ^
' in charge of the case ;for?.a shortftime by; VICTD^ ■‘v '
; .RIGGS McCOl^NELL' replaced; SMITH and; shortly thereafter the.. . '7

• staff handling the investigation was disbanded.

. ,-G LINDSAY suggests this. matter bej looked into since :.• . .> ? L 
. . failure’ to .,bring acti on in the/’mat ter may have been: paused ■ 

by outside’ influence. ;

O'/'X ■ .hlNpSAY/was ..unable to give further explicit suggestions^. 
.- or .identifying information. ,



RE: ' MILK' INDUSTRY

'C' I ' ' During an. interview .with/K^ '" •
J Trial Section® Antitrust Division/ Department of Justice®

■ - by Special Agents MLLIAM E< OT and .EDWARD JOSEPH BYES 
on August 26, 1952, at the Department o^ was
asked whether he . was aware of any cases in the?'Department I 
whlch might ■possibly indicate, the ne.esence of'miscp^

. malfeasance on the parti of anyone in-the ■Department. 7

In ? this connection LINDSAY recal led the Depbrtmdnt’s 
InyesMgstlonjOie' milk Indus try failed' to: indicate the, 

■ Bopdeh-, and' Na tlonaTT&i ry :f rpc^-ifr JBSii^^ ■;
ii®®®!

. -a tem^ to iwhoiJoI^^
^n„ - Xea in we hens':

^LM)..viho later lei Mli
WWSM^ • H

.lfi2§UZj^ arWRi^
A . / ■ >*IlJG&gjW*jtfU&e^e|^^
(^4 RlilGS. W£O reaf ter the:

staff handTni^^ investigationh/ahdisbanded* f

certain

LINDSAY sugges t s this ^ma t t er., he Xooked into Since 
to Tnuniractiorri^t?^^

' > LINDSAY was- unable.’ to give further explicit suggestions I -
or identifying information# • ?:':A<;ll;.f-V "



RE:OUEBER tire .case*
•P^HEHBER^^^

p : During an interview- with KENNETH. R. LINDSAY, P ' p
" , Trial-..Section, Antitrust Division,.Department of Justice, ■ . . . <

by Special' Agents. WILLIAM K. 'WIMORE -ahd/EDWARD/ JOSEPH HAYES J 
on August 2b, 1952, at. the Department of Justice, he; was . ; - 
asked whether he was aware of any eases'in the.Department - . ’F 
which might, possibly .indicate the presence of misconduct or ip 
malfeasance' on the. part of. anyone: in the Department; , /

In this-/com recalled the "Rubbeh; P.l
. Tire?Case?’ was: settled in 1947 dr 19I|B, and the principal - h 
defendants ' fined.. ’In. the;Department this cass/was handled ?. pi

■ by i Attorney JOHN SKILES.. ! p;• r. y. .. .. , y./ , “p

9 LINDSAY states BERGSON refused to bring civil .pP-r .T
: Action against the? defendants after the"fine was- paid although 

this is normal 'procedure in such . cases. . He also states that s 
everyone connected with the pase in the Department received . p

i increases , in salary and; were';.transferred to "other . Sections. ‘ . j

- : ; > LINDSAY suggests some, outside, influence may have.. , p j'
; .caused ‘BERGSON to .refuse to. bring, civil, action/and the salary /.

increases and transfer's were his way of covering up in tjhe. . j 
Departments .. . . .. /ip Y-'i'/' P-.f

f / LINDSAY was unable to give further exp 1^^^^ P p
suggestioris or identifying, infbimiation. ’ I . ■

■'A. 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 44

! • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

• TO

[FROM

’DIRECTOR, FBI (^2-97556)

■:»C,-M® U'6-2715)

DATB: August 28s 1952

SUBJECT: pEYT0N f0RD> Et £1
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE; 
FAG

44^

During the course of an interview, with Mr.
THOMAS F. McGOVERN, Departmental Attorney, concerning 
the NewJ^lc^or^is Shi^^ was asked if he knew .
of any ca s Os' in "the rDepa r toen t in which pressure or j
influence had been usedo Mr. McGOVERN stated he personally ! 
knew of no other eases but added he had heard Mr. JULIAN 
R. WILHEIM, Departmental Attorney, Claims Division, 
had some eases in which he (WILHEIM) thought some pressure 
or influence was involved. He stated WILHEIM did not 
indicate to him that any of the subjects of this investigatidri 
were involved.

It is to be noted that the Washington Field ;
Office has determined through contacts with the 
Department in other cases that Mr.^WILHEiM. is the attorney [ 
assigned to the civil phase of theWRSOHjase and it 
is believed it is possible this may redone o? the cases 1 
WILHEIM was referring to.

The above information is being submitted to 
the Bureau for information purposes and.no'action is '
being taken with regard to this matter by WFO.

LBC:fk

«
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Office Memorandum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

Mr* Rose

Mr. Ladd
40

PEYTONFORD
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

claim

Jtoaaa
Traer

DATE: AugUSt 2% 195^

. F-ormar SA Arthur Crowl, now an investigator with ££*•—
the CheIf Committee, on August 28, 19^2, furnished a copy_of Z  
an_anQnymous. le tter Addressed. to Congressman Che If- ?fid ---------
allfiginL^i£Oerb&T4^r^n^pentJ^,,idghlA^
Melvilles Williams. the attorney handling the case against the 
Boxing,Commissionbefore the New Yo^k Grand Jury, andshortly 
thereafter Williams went bnfore_the/Grand Jury,.and j^ci^^ 
.there be no indictment. Crowl advised he was furnishing this 
to-the Bureau on instructions' from Robert Collier.—Chief- 
Counsel of the Committee.

The allegations apparently refer to the Antitrust, 
case .against th elin t arna.Hphal2XoxTh^^ 'Th!s phase"of”our
investigation concerned the representation by Herbert Bergson 
of theftMadison Square Garden Corporation. Inxestigation-dBr 
yelopgoUSisSOL^^ was,^ .had.
JiiAchMih.hiin 0]ij3eyeral^casJp^ Jftx§l^.nQ,iErtQgBr 
lariiies—either on—the--p of.. Bergson, or. Williams. Investigation
covered file reviews both in the Department and in the New York 
Regional Office of the Antitrust Division, interviews with 
Departmental attorneys and representatives of the Madison Square 
Garden Corporation.

4

■Williams.,.. in^a.. sworn,. ._signad.statemenh,. _atatjad,h.e 
knejMie.r.ber.LBergsoiifto.iii.th.eir fomr relationship 4a.>e 
department,and in 1951 Bergson called him for a ^ 
The conference-concerned the Madison Square'Garden Corporation 
in connection with the IBC Antitrust case. It. was Bergson^ 
.aPJLniAn_and_.axgume^^ questionable whether,.boxing
mmld be considgred^jnierstate commerce'andjha pjiat;§dmoulto 
W i 111 ams_ the p oli cy. .of the, Pep artment while Bergson w£& 
Assistant Attorney General to proceed with.civil action rather. 
than_crinhnfl.Jac.tion where ther^^ doubtful question.of law. 
Williams told Bergson this was 'sound poljqy( but gave him his 
stock answer to the effect that the Department intended to 
review' all facts and reach a decision based upon the facts.

Wllli£ms_4minied~^ several of the~.Antitr.uat
attorneys^want.In. proceed with a criminal indictment; however, 
he did not believe.a ponviction could, be obi 
jury and^arguel that the . decision/^f l^3 
basohall oase would probably be usoh -i

-<£0^^* ^.W SEP 8 e



would be necessary to distinguish or reverse the Supreme Court 
in order to find the Boxing Club guilty. -Williams favored

-civil action and hoped,the Grand Jury would not vnhs an 
indictment. EgJ=sial^dJiw-we-4#as4)-P6mt^^

-Jury and there is a court record of his presentation and the 
Grand Jury did not erjnrfnfll 1y ind±cb-thfi International Boxing 
Club, . ■

Copies of the reports setting forth the results 
of the investigation in. this phase have been furnished to the 
Attorney General and Assistant Attorney General .Charles B. 
Murray.

ACTION;

Attached is a memorandum to the Attorney General 
with copies for Mr. Murray, enclosing a copy of the anonymous 
letter furnished by Crowl and requesting that after the review of 
the information developed in our investigation that the Bureau 
be advised if Williams should be reinterviewed.
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Judson W. Bowles, Departmental Attorney, when inter- »»••«■•— 
viewed in connection with captioned matter, advised generally, J^Z 
that he had received a call from the secretary of a Congressman 

' suggesting that a particular case .against.^WQ_nLen -be_Jj2Q.nn.ed. The 
Gecretary, according to Bowles, stated the,Congressman knew these 
I two men* and did,no.t believe they" woul,d7do—an^
land further stated the Congressman would like th see the cases dropped 
fagainst these two men under any circumstances. Bowles went on to

say the Congressman was at this time in Europe and the secretary 
asked him if it would be proper for her to write a letter to Bowles 
concerning their conversation. Bowles reportedly told her he felt 
it was improper to write such a letter and he did not consider it 
proper for her to make the call and suggest the dropping of the 
matter.

Bowles advised the .matter concerned twomen...who,.had,.be.en 
arrested on warrants which were obtained by Investigators of the 
Federal Communications Commission and that thematter issTill 
.pending, inasmuch"as'TrT^'ece^^ 
j udic i ary-idlsl;ri£lijtflieix^^^ ;presenj;^the
matter to the GrandJury. He also advised there were five defendants 
in the case. ^

Bowl es_did_nolLidenM£y^the.».d.asA^^ s t at i ng
that he did not ,desire-toL^g.Q—in,to^an.ec±fic .details .of _,the case until 
he had received authority to do. so,fj?om_.the Attorney General since 
he had a que stion in his mind as to whether the information furnished 
was within the scope of instant investigation.

OBSERVATION: j.

Pursuant to Bureau instructions in captioned matter, Bowles 
was advised at the outset of CTheJ&ntejRvXew^ta the., inv.es.tigati.o 
was_ being conducted at^KT'^p^ific requbstyof the' Attorney General.
**-“-®**«m3>^«^a»*^a«»nW*^X5MWMWW>M«‘«^^

Attachment 
ECW:jeg 
62-97558 •

68 SEP 151952



ACTION:

P^^ There is attached...ajuentoxancluai^o^
7Ari.th._a -copy for, .As s is tant Attorney General ^Charles B. Murray ♦

as&lsing-iSiusZjiEIlS^ 
investigation to be conducted

- 2 -
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MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE

GALL 10:15 A.M
Tolson
U<M
Meholt

Belmont

OUTia 

toto
Roon

Tele. Ra.
Nw *
Peaty

Reference is made to the letter from the Washington 
Field Office relative to the captioned matter dated September 
3, 1952, which set forth a lead for the New Haven Division 
to interview former Deputy Attorney General Vanech as to his 
knowledge of Peyton Forul having as a ’’pipeline1*' after .he 
left the Department Dean\Schedler» New Haven was also 
instructed to intervTew"'VanecJT^on other matters.

Inasmuch as Vanech is conceivably in a position to 
provide considerable information and inasmuch as it is 
necessary to ask him if he knows of any instance of misconduct 
or malfeasance on the part of any Departmental employee, it 
was felt that it would be most desirable to have two agents 
from the WFO interview Mr. Vanech in view of their extensive 
knowledge of this investigation.

Accordingly, with your approval, SAC Casper 
was telephonically instructed to make an appointment with 
Mr. Vanech for sometime Monday, September 8, 1952, so that 
Special Agents William Higgins and Edward Hayes could 
interrogate him, Casper was instructed to advise SAC Hood 
as to when the appointment is scheduled.

ACT

This information has been furnished to the 
Washington Field Office through SA Tom Jenkins.

None. The above is submitted for record purpose^ri

EHW/rh

62-97558



DIRECTOR AND SACS PITTSBURGH AND CLEVELAND URGENT 

PEYTON fORD, ET AL, FAG, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. DURING THE 

1r Ui INVESTIGATION, INTERVIEWS WITH VARIOUS DEPARTMENTAL ATTORNEYS HAVE BROUGHT 1 1 

ATTENTION TO AN ANTITRUST CASE HANDLED BY THE DEPARTMENT KNOWN AS THE FLAT 

GLASS CASE. VARIOUS ALLEGATIONS HAVE BEEN MADE BY DEPARTMENTAL ATTORNEYS

THAT THIS CASE WAS IMPROPERLY HANDLED IN THE DEPARTMENT. ALLEGATIONS IN 

HANDLING OF THIS CASE HAVE BEEN MADE AGAINST OTHER FORMER DEPARTMENTAL OFFICIALS 

WHO ARE NOT SUBJECT TO THIS INVESTIGATION. THE BUREAU HAS INSTRUCTED THAT THE 

FLAT GLASS CASE INQUIRY AT THIS TIME BE CONFINED TO THE SUBJECTS’ CONNECTION 

WITH THE CASE. IT IS DESIRED THAT IT BE ASCERTAINED WHETHER TWO OF THE 

PROMINENT DEFENDANTS IN THE FLAT GLASS CASE HAVE EVER BEEN REPRESENTED, OR 

ARE PRESENTLY BEING REPRESENTED, BY THE SUBJECT LAW FIRM. THE CLEVELAND OFFICE 

IS REQUESTED AT TOLEDO, OHIO, TO CONTACT THE APPROPRIATE OFFICERS OF THE 

LIBBEY OWENS FORD GLASS COMPANY AND THE PITTSBURGH OFFICE IS REQUESTED TO 

CONTACT THE OFFICIALS OF THE PITTSBURGH PLATE GLASS COMPANY. BOTH OFFICES 

SHOULD ENDEAVOR MERELY TO DETERMINE THE DESIRED INFORMATION SET FORTH ABOVE, 

IN THE EVENT THE SUBJECTS ARE REPRESENTATIVES OR HAVE BEEN REPRESENTATIVES FOR 

THESE COMPANIES, IT IS REQUESTED THAT IT BE DETERMINED THE NATURE OF THE 

REPRESENTATION, THE COMPENSATION PAID, THE DETAILS OF THOSE MATTERS WHICH THE 

SUBJECTS ARE HANDLING FOR THE COMPANIES, AND IN WHA^MAfiNER ^E^^VJeS^MM^ 

BY THE COMPANIES. s ;

KIShm
CC: Hl EOSES

invescgative division x^-

TJJ:met



, 9-4-52 3>

\ WASHINGTON AND CHICAGO FROM WASH FIELD 4 7:00 PiM.
^jZ ^DIRECTOR AND SAC URGENT ^^Gg^^

PEYTON FORD, ETAL, FAG; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. IN ^ ’eF&T ^^^^ 

TO DETERMINE THE IDENTITY OF CLIENTS OF THE SUBJECTS LAW

FIRM INVESTIGATION DISCLOSED THAT SUBJECT BERGSON HAD MADE 

INQUIRY AT THE ANTITRUST REGIONAL OFFICE IN NEW YORK CITY 

CONCERNING THE GREAT WESTERN FOOD DISTRIBUTORS, INC. INDICATING 

THAT HE MAY REPRESENT THEM IN THE LITIGATION WITH THE 

GOVERNMENT. THE DEPARTMENTAL FILE WAS REVIEWED AND REFLECTED 

THAT THIS WAS A CRIMINAL MATTER BUT THERE WAS NO MENTION 

OF THE SUBJECT'S NAME IN CONNECTION WITH THIS CASE. THE 

CHICAGO FIELD OFFICE WILL CONTACT THE GREAT WESTERN FOOD 

DISTRIBUTORS, INC. TO DETERMINE WETHER THE SUBJECTS HAD 

REPRESENTED, THEM OR ARE PRESENTLY REPRESENTING THEM AS COUNSEL. 

IF THERE IS SUCH A REPRESENTATION ALL DETAILS SHOULD BE 

OBTAINED CONCERNING THE MANNER IN WHICH THEY WERE EMPLOYED, 

THE AMOUNT OF COMPENSATION PAID AND DETAILS ON THE MATTERS 

BEING HANDLED BY THE SUBJECTS FOR THE COMPANY.



9-4-52

WASHINGTON, PITTSBURGH AND PHILADELPHIA 4 
FROM WASH FIELD

DIRECTOR AND SACS URGENT

PEYTON FORD, ETAL, FAG; MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE. IN CONNECTION 

WITH THE INSTANT INVESTIGATION THE CHELF COMMITTEE HAS 

FURNISHED A LIST OF CLIENTS AS OBTAINED FROM THE SUBJECTS. 

APPROPRIATE REVIEW HAS BEEN MADE OF DEPARTMENTAL FILES 

CONCERNING THESE CLIENTS AND THE DEPARTMENT HAS REQUESTED 

THAT THE CLIENTS BE CONTACTED TO DETERMINE THE NATURE OF THE 

EMPLOYMENT OF THE SUBJECTS AS COUNSEL, THE AMOUNT OF 

COMPENSATION PAID, THE DETAILS OF THE MATTERS HANDLED BY 

THE SUBJECTS FOR THE COMPANIES AND WHETHER ANY FAVORS WERE 

EXTENDED TO THE COMPANIES WHILE THE SUBJECTS WERE EMPLOYED 

IN THE DEPARTMENT. ONE OF THE CLIENTS LISTED BY THE COMMITTEE 

WAS THE THRIFTY DRUG COMPANY OF PENNSYLVANIA WHICH WAS A 

DEFENDANT IN AN ANTITRUST CASE INVOLVING PRICE FIXING. 

AT THE TIME THE THRIFTY DRUG COMPANY WAS A MEMBER OF THE 

ALLEGHENY COUNTY RETAIL DRUG ASSOCIATION WHICH WAS CHARGED 

IN THE PRICE FIXING INDICTMENT RETURNED IN OCTOBER, FIFTYONE. 

THE PITTSBURGH OFFICE WILL INTERVIEW THE PRESIDENT OF THE 

THRIFTY DRUG COMPANY, REUBEN HELFORT, TWO EIGHT ONE THREE



PAGE TOO

PENN AVENUE, FOR THE DESIRED INFORMATION IN THIS MATTER.

THE PHILADELPHIA OFFICE IN CONNECTION WITH THE THRIFTY DRUG 

COMPANY MATTER WILL INTERVIEW WILLIAM L. MAHER, CHIEF OF THE 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC OFFICE OF THE ANTITRUST DIVISION, WHO HANDLED 

THIS ANTITRUST CASE AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE. THE INTERVIEWS SHOULD BE CONDUCTED IN ORDER TO 

BRING OUT ANY IRREGULARITIES OR UNETHICAL HANDLING OF THE 

INSTANT ANTITRUST CASE WILE WE SUBJECTS WERE EMPLOYED IN 

THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WHICH WOULD INDICATE THAT THROUGH 

SUCH HANDLING THE SUBJECTS WERE IN A POSITION TO SET UP THE 

THRIFT^- DRUG COMPANY AS A CLIENT WHEN THEY ENTERED PRIVATE 

PRACTICE. FOR THE INFORMATION OF PHILADELPHIA THE FILE IN 

WASHINGTON IN THIS MATTER FAILS TO REFLECT ANY SUCH ACTIONS. 

PHILADELPHIA WILL INTERVIEW OFFICIALS OF THE PUBLICKER INDUSTRIES 

WHO ARE LISTED AS ONE OF THE CLIENTS OF SHE SUBJECTS FIRM 

AND OBTAIN FROM THEM THE SAME INFORMATION AS REQUESTED OF 

THE PITTSBURGH OFFICE IN CONNECTION WITH THE THRIFTY DRUG 

COMPANY. THE FILES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE REFLECT 

ONLY A COPY OF AN INFORMATION FILEDIN THE CASE OF U.S. VERSUS 

PUBLICKER INDUSTRIES INC. NUMBER ONE SIX SEVEN SIX THREE, U.S. 

DISTRICT COURT AT PHILADELPHIA AND WLSO A FILE DEALING WITH



PAGE THREE

THE PROPOSAL OF PUBLICKER INDUSTRIES INC. TO PURCHASE CERTAIN 

LAND AND EQUIPMENT FROM THE WAR ASSETS ADMINISTRATION. 

NEITHER OF THESE FILES INDICATE AN! ACTION TAKEN Bl'THE 

SUBJECTS WHILE EMPLOYED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTECE.



4

FBI W^SH FIELD 9-4-52

DIRECTOR AND SAC ATLANTA

ypEYTON FORD; HERBERT AUGUSTUS BERGSON; HERBERT BORKW

ALBERT F. ADAMS; SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE; FAG; MISCONDUCT 

IN OFFICE. THE BUREAU HAS CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE INVESTIGATION 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE SUBJECTS WO OPERATE A LAW FIRM IN 

D. C. FORD, BERGSON AND BORKLAND ARE FORMER DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE OFFICIALS. REDSTONE IS A FORMER DEPARTMENT ATTORNEY. 

THE INVESTIGATION WAS INITIATED BASED UPON INFORMATION FURNISHED 

THE DEPARTMENT BY THE CHELF COMMITTEE INVESTIGATING THE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. THE BUREAU HAS INSTRUCTED THAT ALL 

INVESTIGATION IN THIS MATTER BE PERSONALLY SUPERVISED BY 

THE SAC AND THAT ALL PERSONS INTERVIEWED SiOULD BE ADVISED 

THAT THE INVESTIGATION IS BEING MADE AT THE SPECIFIC REQUEST 

OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL AND ANYONE FURNISHING PERTINENT 

INFORMATION A SWORN SIGNED STATE!®NT SHOULD BE OBTAINED. 

ALL INVESTIGATION MUST BE GIVEN TOP PRIORITY AND REPORTS 

SUBMITTED AMSD TO THE BUREAU. WO IS ORIGIN. ONE OF THE 

ALLEGATIONS MADE BY THE CHELF COMMITTEE IS TO THE EFFECT 

THAT THE SUBJECTS WHILE EMPLOYED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

MISHANDLED CERTAIN CASES IN AN ILLEGAL OR UNETHICAL MANNER,.



PAGE TWO

SO AS TO SET UP DEFENDANTS AS LATER CLIENTS WHEN THE SUBJECTS 

ENTERED PRIVATE LAW PRACTICE. THE CHELF COMMITTEE FURNISHED 

A LIST OF CLIENTS OBTAINED FROM THE FIRM AND -AMONG THEM WAS 

CARL GARMON, SIX NAUGHT ONE DASH THREE VOLUNTEER BUILDING, 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA. THE DEPARTMENT HAS INSTRUCTED THAT THE 

FILE PERTAINING TO THIS CASE BE REVIEWED IN TOE DEPARTMENT 

AND THEREAFTER THE INDIVIDUAL BE CONTACTED TO DETERMINE THE 

NATURE OF TOE EMPLOYMENT BI THE SUBJECTS AS COUNSEL, TOE ' 

AMOUNT OP COMPENSATION PAID, DETAILS CONCERNING THE CASES 

HANDLED BI THE SUBJECTS FOR THE CLIENTS AND IN WAT MANNER 

THE INDIVIDaAL OBTAINED TOE SUBJECTS AS COUNSEL AND WHEWER 

ANI FAVORS WERE EXTENDED TO THIS INDIVIDUAL WHILE THE SUBJECTS 

WERE EMPLOIED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. FOR INFORMATION 

OF AT BERGSON LEFT TOE DEPARTMENT ON SEPTEMBER TWENTININE, 

FIFTI; BORKLAND RESIGNED ON NOVEMBER TWENTIFOUR, FIFTI; 

FORD RESIGNED ON SEPTEMBER FOURTEEN, FIFTIONE AND REDSTONE 

RESIGNED ON OCTOBER FIFTEEN, FIFTI. SUBJECT ADAMS HAS 

NEVER BEEN EMPLOIED BI TOE DEPARTMENT. THE DEPARWNT FILES 

REFLECT AN INCOME TAX EVASION CASE AGAINST WILLIE CARL GARMON



PAGE THREE

WHO APERATED THE CARL GARMON MOTOR COMPANY, TWO SIX THREE 

SPRING STREET, N.W., ATLANTA, AND THE FILE FURTHER REFLECTS 

THAT GARMON»S ATTORNEY WAS W. G. MC CULLOUGH OF SIX NAUGHT 

ONE VOLUNTEER BUILDING, ATLANTA. THE FILE FURTHER REFLECTED 

THAT SUBJECT REDSTONE HAD CONTACTED AN EMPLOYEE OF THE DEPARTMENT 

STATING THAT THE LAW FIRM HAD BEEN REQUESTED TOCOME IN ON 

THE CASE AND THEY WERE CONSIDERING HANDLING THE MATTER.

HOOVER ON JUNE TWENTYFIVE, FIFTYTWO, REDSTONE ADVISED THE 

DEPARTMENT THAT HIS FIRM HAD DECIDED NOT TO REPRESENT GARMON 

IN THIS CASE. THE AT OFFICE WILL INTERVIEW GARMON TO 

DETERMINE THE DESIRED INFORMATION IN THIS MATTER, BEARING IN 

MIND THAT REDSTONE PROBABLY DOES NOT NOW REPRESENT GARMON. 

HOWEVER, IT SHOULD BE DETERMINED THE NATURE OF REDSTONE'S 

REPRESENTATION FOR A SHORT PERIOD OF TIME DURING THIS 

LITIGATION.

HOOD



9-4-52 5:00 PrM

DIRECTOR AND SAC NEW ORLEANS URGENT
PEYTON TORD; HERBERT AUGUSTUS BERGSON; HERBERT BORKL^D;’ 

ALBERT F. ADAMS; SUMNER MURRAY REDSTONE; FAG; MISCONDUCT 

IN OFFICE. THE BUREAU HAS CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE INVESTIGATION 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE SUBJECTS WO OPERATE A LAW FIRM IN 

D. C. FORD, BERGSON AND BORKLAND ARE FORMER DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE OFFICIALS. REDSTONE IS A FORMER DEPARTMENT ATTORNEY. 

THE INVESTIGATION WAS INITIATED BASED UPON INFORMATION FURNISHED 

THE DEPARTMENT BY THE CHELF COMMITTEE INVESTIGATING THE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. THE BUREAU HAS INSTRUCTED THAT ALL 

INVESTIGATION IN THIS- MATTER BE PERSONALLY SUPERVISED BY 

THE SAC AND THAT ALL PERSONS INTERVIEWED SHOULD BE ADVISED 

THAT THE.^INVESTIGATION IS BEING .MADE AT THE SPECIFIC REQUEST 

OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL AND ANYONE FURNISHING PERTINENT 

INFORMATION A SWORN SIGNED STATEMENT SHOULD BE OBTAINED. 

ALL INVESTIGATION MUST BE GIVEN TOP PRIORITY AND REPORTS 

SUBMITTED AMSD TO THE BUREAU. WFO IS ORIGIN. ONE OF THE 

ALLEGATIONS MADE BY THE CHELF COMMITTEE IS TO THE EFFECT 

THAT THE SUBJECTS WILE EMPLOYED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

MISHANDLED CERTAIN CASES IN AN ILLEGAL OR UNETHICAL MANNER

TJJ:OK 
46-2715



PAGE WO

SO AS TO SET UP DEFENDANTS AS LATER CLIENTS WHEN THE SUBJECTS 

ENTERED PRIVATE LAW PRACTICE. THE CHELF COMMITTEE HAS 

FURNISHED A LIST OF THE CLIENTS AS OBTAINED FROM THE LAW 

FIRM AND AMONG THIS LIST IS THE STANDARD FRUIT AND STEAMSHIP 

COMPANY, THE PETER THOMPSON COMPANY, AND THE NW ORLEANS 

ITEM, ALL OF NEW ORLEANS. THE DEPARTMENT HAS INSTRUCTED 

THAT THE FILES PERTAINING TO THESE GASES BE REVIEWED IN 

THE DEPARTMENT AND THEREAFTER THE COMPANIES BE CONTACTED TO 

DETERMINE THE NATURE OF THE EMPLOYMENT BY THE SUBJECTS AS 

COUNSEL, THE AMOUNT OF COMPENSATION PAID, DETAILS CONCERNING 

THE CASES HANDLED BY THE SUBJECTS FOR THE CLIENTS AND IN 

WHAT MANNER THE COMPANIES OBTAINED THE SUBJECT AS COUNSEL 

AND WHETHER ANY FAVORS WERE EXTENDED TO THESE COMPANIES 

WHILE THE SUBJECTS WERE EMPLOYED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FOR INFORMATION OF NO BERGSON LEFT THE DEPARTMENT ON 

SEPTEMBER TWENTYNINE, FIFTY; BORKLAND RESIGNED ON NOVEMBER 

TWENTYFOUR, FIFTY;’FORD RESIGNED ON SEPTEMBER FOURTEEN, 

FIFTYONE AND REDSTONE RESIGNED ON OCTOBER FIFTEEN, FIFTY. 

SUBJECT ADAMS HAS NEVER BEEN EMPLOYED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

IN CONNECTION WITH THE STANDARD FRUIT AND STEAMSHIP COMPANY



PAGE THREE

THE DEPARTMENT CONDUCTED AN INVESTIGATION IN CONNECTION WITH 

THIS COMPANY ON THE IMPORTATION AND SALE OF BANANAS IN THE 

U. S. THE CASE AFTER BEING INVESTIGATED WAS SUBSEQUENTLY 

CLOSED WITHOUT PROSECUTION AND HAS AGAIN BEEN REOPENED AND 

INVESTIGATION BEING INITIATED. THE CASE WAS CLOSED WHILE 

BERGSON WAS CHIEF OF THE ANTITRUST DIVISION OF THE DEPARTMENT. 

IT IS BELIEVED THE ATTORNEY IN NO FOR THE STANDARD FRUIT AND 

STEAMSHIP COMPANY IS EBERHART DEUTSCH TOTH OFFICES IN THE 

HIBERNIA BANK BUILDING. IT IS REQUESTED THAT CONTACT BE MADE 

WITH THE STANDARD FRUIT AND STEAMSHIP COMPANY TO DETERMINE 

THE REQUESTED INFORMATION. IN CONNECTION WITH THE PETER 

THOMPSON COMPANY CASE THIS CASE INVOLVES A FAG CASE AND NO 

HAS A FILE IN THIS CASE ENTITLED PETER THOMPSON, ETAL, FAG. 

THE NEW ORLEANS ITEM A NEWSPAPER WHICH FILED A COMPLAINT 

AGAINST THE NEW ORLEANS TIMES PICAYUNE OF NEW ORLEANS CONCERNING 

A TIE IN OF ADVERTISEMENT. AN INVESTIGATION WAS CONDUCTED 

BY THE DEPARTMENT IN THIS MATTER BUT THERE IS NO INDICATION 

THAT THE ITEM WAS A DEFENDANT. THIS CASE WAS HANDLED WHILE 

BERGSON, FORD AND BORKLAND WERE IN SHE DEPARTMENT AND IT IS 

BELIEVED THAT DEUTSCH IS ALSO ATTORNEY FOR THE W ORLEANS



PAGE FOUR

ITEM. THE NO OFFICE WILD HOLD IN ABEYANCE CONTACTING THE 

PETER THOMPSON COMPANY AND THE NEW ORLEANS ITEM UNTIL 

SPECIFICALLY INSTRUCTED TO DO SO BY THE BUREAU. THE BUREAU 

IS REQUESTED TO ADVISE WFO AND NO IN VIEW OF THE PENDING 

FRAUD CASE AGAINST PETER THOMPSON AND THE FACT THAT IHE 

ITEM IS A NEWSPAPER IN NEW ORLEANS WHETHER THESE TWO COMPANIES 

SHOULD BE CONTACTED FOR THE DESIRED INFORMATION IN THE 

INSTANT CASE.
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DETAILS: 'AT WASHINGTON, D. C. . ’

‘ ’ INTERVIEW WITH WALKER SMITH '

^LAT GLASS CASE • .

• / 'WALKER SMITH, .Antitrust; Division Attorney, United States Depart
ment of Justice, was interviewed in his office on August 22, 1952, by 
Special Agents WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES. SMITH explained 
he had first been assigned to the Elat Glass Case during the summer of 
1946 and assisted CURTIS SHEARS in*the preparation and presentation of the 
matter in .court. Because of this work, SMITH relates, he was familiar 
with the background of the case and knew that prosecution was originally 
scheduled for 1940 or 1941. However, commencement of this prosecution 
was delayed because of World' War II. • '

k, . . SMITH states he is in complete agreement-with CURTIS SHEARS in
/ M;hat. he felt ’ the settlement of the case by consent decree was poor 
^judgment. SMITH, as well as SHEARS, were both of the opinion'that the

Glas^Ijidustry- should have been brought to a logical conclu- • 
' s’ioiFTn^ough the du^eprocesses of law. In this regard, SMITH advised 
that both' he and SHEARS were of the opinion that' -the Flat Glass' Case 
was an aggravated one and that the principal defendants should be .ordered 
to divest themselves. - By. way of explanation,' he -advised that he felt, 
as did SHEARS and other members of the staff, that the principal defendants 
had a strangle hold' on the industry and were monopolistic.

SMITH recalls that the Government concluded its case in June, 
194S,; and shortly thereafter CURTIS SHEARS went tb Philadelphia-, 
Pennsylvania, to try a case for the Criminal Division and that he, SMITH, 
was placed in charge of the case from here on out. He advised that 
shortly before the Government finished its part of the case HERBERT • 
BERGSON came into the Antitrust*Division and that-he believes that 
negotiations to.settle the Flat Glass Case ensued shortly thereafter. 
Headvised that he attended one formal conference after he had taken 
over the management of this case which was Held ’with the attorneys 
for the defendants among whom we re''JOHN* CAHILL and FRED KNEAUR. He 
advised that'at this conference, which was presided over by .HERBERT . 

cvBER^ Antitrust Division, defendants in the~~case and
che representatives’ were given an. opportunity, to present their side • 
of the story.’ .He advised that no commitments were made by BERGSON • • 
or any attorneys for/ the Department relative to settling the case . 
at this time'although-the principal reason for holding the conference 

’was for settlement of the case. He further advised that he did not 
believe/that CURTIS SHEARS was present during-this conference. ,
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As a result of the negotiations -which had commenced with this 
conference, 'arrangements for final- settlement through the use of a consent 
decree were enacted, SMITH, stated that even though attorneys for the 
defendants and HERBERT BERGSON may have conferred relative to the settling 
of this"case business went on as usual and the Government staff was engaged 
in long drawn out processes during the summer of 19h8, preparing documentary 
evidence for cross examination of the defendants’ witnesses,

WALKER 'SMITH further advised that he was consulted by BERGSON 
relative to his taking part in the drawing up of the consent decree in 
the Flat Glass Case, He advised that prior to this offer of BERGSON’S, he 
felt that he should give BERGSON the full picture as he and CURTIS SHEARS . 
saw it. In this regard he made arrangements to confer with BERGSON one 
Saturday and spent several hours discussing the Flat Glass Case in general, 
He. explained to BERGSON that the-Government had better than a $0-$0 chance 
of winning the case and that he and SHEARS felt that divestiture was the 
most desirable relief that could be obtained in this case, SMITH explained 
final settlement of the matter would.probably have taken about three years 
because of appeals and other court delays, BERGSON was of the opinion the 
relief obtained through an immediate consent decree was 'of greater benefit 
to the Government than a divestiture relief upon ultimate conclusion,of 
the case, ' * ‘

. SMITH advised that when the consent decree was prepared by SIGMUND
yiMBERG, of the Consent Decree Section, he felt that he should not takeany”"”"^ 
part in"the preparation of this consent decree due to the fact that his view 
point on the matter was directly divergent from that of BERGSON’S, He stated 
that he told BERGSON and TIMBERG that he would not sign the consent decree 
without a divestiture clause. At this time SMITH was specifically asked when 
the inclusion of the divestiture clause was requested by CURTIS SHEARS or 
himself. He stated he believed this was one of the original agreements upon 
which the negotiations were based,

SMITH jvas asked whether or not at the instructions of CURTIS SHEARS 
he went to see T^ACLARK, then Attorney General, in an effort to have the 
negotiations for consent decree stopped. He advised most emphatically that 
he did not and certainly would not go over the head of his immediate superior 
HERBERT BERGSON to present his viewpoints unless he felt that there was 
something improper about the way matters were being handled. SMITH states 
he did not talk with TOM CLARK regarding the consent decree.

- h -
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SMITH advised that he felt that although BERGSON erred in judgment 
in this case he did not feel there was anything improper in his' approach'. 
to the matter<> He advised that to the best of his knowledge PEYTON FORD 
took ho part in any of the negotiations in the Flat Glass Case,, With reference 
to HERBER^BORKLAND, he stated that BORKLAND was BERGSON’S assistant and 
might possibly have conferred with BERGSON on this case but he does not know 
of any direct action taken ty BORKLAND, '

SMITH further stated that he does not know what transpired between 
HERBERT BERGSON and CURTIS SHEARS relative to the signing of the consent decree 
but he does know that SI EARS was very vehement in’his belief that the case 
should not be settled by consent decree® In addition SMITH stated that he- 
instructed each member of the staff of the Flat Glass Case to make up his or 
her own mind as to whether the decree should 'be signed. In this regard, he 
seated the only, member of the staff who agreed-with BERGSON’S viev/point was 
BlfcMJETER although no member was required to. affix his or her signature to

> the document other than SHEARS, . ' '

■Discussing CURTIS SHEARS, SMITH related he considered SHEARS to*be 
a zealous, energetic, imaginative person who was brilliant at times but lacked 
wcalm, judgment”. He stated he considered SHEARS to be one of the hardest men 
to work for and with in the Department of Justice, . - . ■

SMITH stated that he does not know why CURTIS SHEARS was sent up to 
the GELLER Committee on the Hill but would guess that the most logical reason 
was SHEARS' personality, SMITH pointed out it would be logical to assume that 
if the Department were requested to furnish counsel for a Congressional Committee' 
it would desire to furnish an individual who was capable and yet one whom they 
desired to get out of the way.

■With respect to,the re-opening of the Flat Glass Case in 1951, WALKER 
SMITH stated that he had heard that CURTIS SHEARS had submitted a memorandum 
'to GRAHAM MORISON requesting the re-opening of the Flat Glass Case, He stated 
that he had heard that this request had been denied but he does not know what 
transpired between MORISON and SHEARS relative to this matter. He stated that 
he believed that.SHEARS’ transfer to the Lands Division, was caused by a reduction 
In force in the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice rather than 
SHEARS’ insistence upon the re-opening of the Flat ’Glass Case.

' .SMITH, in conclusion, advised that he does not know whether ttie ■ 
law firm of PEYTON FORD, HERBERT BERGSON, toBERT^ADAMS or HERBERT BORKLAND 
represent any member of the Flat Glass IncSjstrjTnor^ he recall any of the 
above mentioned men conferring with Departmental officials’after they had
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■ ,.*left the Department relative to a matter pending in-the Department. He further 
advised -that, heddoes'hot ,know whether PEYTON FORD while still in the Department . 
of Justice as Deputy Attorney General funneied’-any cases or information to •

, HERBERT BERGSON or HERBERT BORKLAND while they, were practicing law, , He advised ' 
• that he has heard that,the above mentioned law firm represent the. Aluminum . •

* Company of America but this' is merely hearsay; . ,

. With respect to PEYTON FORD’S.usurping the powers of the Attorney ; .
General, SMITH was of the opinion the Attorney General.realized there was a' '
certain job to' do and was willing to have an energetic and ambitious person , »

. such as FORD do more than his share. He stated- that he’has never heard that 
FORD attempted to take over the operation.of other sections'in the Department,

’SMITH further advised that he knows of no instance of misconduct - 
or. malfeasance by any Departmental employee. He explained, however,-during ’ 

■ the War he was of the opinion'some of- the United* States Attorneys in the ; ,
:field were.not as. forceful as they .might.have been-but cannot recall any , 
specific case-or instance. SMITH stated he did hot know to what this possible , ■ 
lack of attention might have been attributed arid could furnisheno further

. * information, . . . . - ’ . • - •

j.

- *6
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• INTERVIEW WITH GEORGE B* HADDOCK . .

. ’ GEORGE B. HADDOCK was interviewed-by .-Special Agents
WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES pn’August- 26, 27, and - 
28, 19$2» . Upon conclusion of the initial interview with-’. = . 
HADDOCK on August 26, 19-52, a signed statement was prepared* 
and given to HADDOCK.for reading and signature bn August 27, . 
1952, After reading the statement he requested that certain
changes be made and that a copy of this statement be given to 
him* In this regard he advised-that after the initial .' 
interview with Agents ne nad conferred witn NEWELL CLAPP, , " 
his immediate supervisor, who in turn contacted ROSS' MALONE, 
Assistant Attorney General,- who requested that HADDOCK secure- • 
a copy of any statement given to Agents* ’ ' • . .

There appears -below a signed statement taken from ' 
GEORGE B. HADDOCK: , *

, . . ’’Washington, D..C* • ‘ ■
• August 28, 1952

”1, .George Bo Haddock, having been duly sworn and ' ; 
placed under oath, make-the following voluntary statement 
to WILLIAM E* FENIMORE and EDWARD J, HAYES, who have * 
'identified themselves to me as Special Agents of the Federal . 
Bureau of Investigationo I have been advised‘ that I do. not 
have to make this statement and that any statement I make 
may be used in a court of law® No threats -or promises haye 
been made to me to obtain this statement°- , ' -

”1 am presently employed as Chief of the Trial Sec
tion, Antitrust Division, United States. Department of Justice* 
My first official contact with the Flat Glass Case was in; ’ 
1951; however, I have hearsay knowledge of - certain aspec.ts-’ 
of this case dating back to 191+6O . . ‘ -

"I have heard that after the conclusion of the 
Government's part in the trial of the Flat Glass Case in June 
of 19U8, tentative negotiations to settle this case ensued*"- I- . 
also have a hazy recollection that sporadic negotiations were, 
entered info by representatives of the Antitrust Division and
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’attorneys..for'the-defendants-prior to., the start.’of this, trial 
and may have* continued during the' trial,.In addition,. I have. ’; " 
heard .that ’ the- consent decree-.negotiations- for/the settlement .
of'this case broke , down prior to-the .actual-, settlement because ? .
the-attorneys. for the Antitrust' Division,handling the-sqttle-. ... 
men’t wanted more'drastic "relief Tor the, industry than the Flat’ 
Gla.ss representatives would allow. ' After:presentation "of; the.. . . ;
Government’s case at trial, decree-negotiations were reopened.- .

* I have been told by members, of the trial-staff .that the; at,-;.'. .
. ■torneys handling, this case, for the* Antitrust Division’of ./the '

' Department' of -Justice wanted’complete divestiture .of the -Flat ' *
’Glass Industry and in the negotiations for' settlement -of .the , / ■ - 

, case HERBERT ’BERGSON,' and possibly SIGMUND TIMBERG/ Chief’.of ' . . ’
the' Judgments. Section, felt that divestiture-at this time-,; . - 
could not be secured from, the court.' BERGSON f elt . that, the'* .
Government sho.uld have- a clause, in the, consent decree which- ; ’

• would allow the Department of Justice’ tojreopen the invest!-• ' . .
gation after a three-year period should the Flat, Glass industry - • 
fail to abide by the restrictions-of’the' consent decree,- or- 48KS55 
if they should;prove to be'ineffective to restore competitic^^^;^

• . * . ”1 am not’sure whether CURTIS. SHEARS/first opposed : .
or agreed with., the consent decree'sq^l the - settlement of this. .

. case; however, I do know that‘ WALKER^S MITH,, Assistant ..to,
. CURTIS SHEARS in handling'this case, vehemently opposed the

’ settlement *of .the case -and refused’ to^sigri'. the cons'entdecree.- ' 
" I, have heard that SHEARS later changed his mind and protested .

vigorously the settling of this case. In addition, I have ' 
heard that each member of .the staff of the.Flat Glass Case"f- , 
were asked to express their views 'oh this matter and T be- - • 
lieve the.-consensus of opinion of ;the trial staff-was against * 

‘any settlement. • : -

’’After the Government’s presentation of its part in 
the case which concluded in June of 19U§> CURTIS'SHEARS'went' ; .

•to Philadelphia to try" a. case’ for..the Criminal Division..; It ‘ . 
ha’s come to/my attention that, SIGMUND -TIMBERG, the' Head of ‘ -
the- Consent Decree Section,-handled some'-, of the’negotiations; .

' for settlement" of this case with HERBERT, BERGSON . As- a.mat- . 
ter of fact, I have been told that SIGMUND-TIMBERG'.went out"’” “ • -

. .to-Toledo, 'Ohio^ and .discussed the merits' of The -Flat Glass' -
" Case with :Judge KLOEB’and upon his.return to.Washington was• ” .
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- , of- the opinion that, Judge -KLOEB’ Was -not any- .too keen*:oh. the • .
Department’ s case request ing divestiture of-.the Flat- Gl’ass/ ' 
companies.-• Furthermore', I wa.s- told that. Judge KLOEB had’- in^j - 
dicated.to TIMBERG that he had already’made, -up his. mind-arid

. would not grant divestiture. < • • '.' . •, \ - • •' ’

'■ • . ’.*It- is my understanding’ that negotiations between
/the "Flat Glass'Company and the Departmental attorneys'took . , , y 

place during the summer-of 19U8 and that WALKER-'SMITH and. - •
’ CURTIS SHEARS-took little ‘or nd part 'in these negotiations; . . '
I do not think this odd because this, case'had been turned .oye? 
to the 'Consent Decree Section headed by'SIGMUND'TIMBERG;.’ ■ 
therefore,'other than consultations with the' trial .staffthe , 

"negotiations would’have been- conducted'by. TIMBERG. .y/7' ? .

\ . ~?Iunderstand that HERBERT ’'BERGSON^actively part.ic'i-a;
pated in a, number-of conferences with company representatives 
and that the trial staff of1 the Flat'Glass Case'was-in violent'. 
disagreement with the results'obtained-‘from, this case. -, -I' have • .

• '/been told by WALKER SMITH that he .thought that <the .Government . 
never should have settled the Flat 'Glass Ga sei' ■ I ’"do^hot 'rd- w 
call discussing the settlement of/this/case with C.HRTIS,-SHEARS-, •

- although T have-heard-he'-tod disagreed with the settlement.' /

. . ‘.""I have never heard any member of. .the'trial staff ’
of the Flat Glass Case' mention to’me .or anyone- else that' " 
HERBERT BERGSON or SIGMUND TIMBERG had any ulterior.motive-in ; z 

-settling the Flat Glass Case. I have heard' that certain in- ’ / 
dividuals/in the Department of Justice feel that the settle'.- ‘ 
ment of'the Flat Glass Case was a mistake in judgment on-the .

. part of BERGSON, and TIMBERG.- /.

. . -’.’With reference to CURTIS/^SHEARS being transferred -
to the Geller Committee on Capitol. Hill,. I ha ye no-knowledge;- 
although I felt it was a break’for the Department when.he'• / 
went up on the-Hill. j I'xdeeply distrusted CURTIS .SHEARSand / 
have so since 19U6., He has a..poor reputation for trustworthi-

•' ness and lack of veracity.' It’.is my understandirig that'when , 
: SHEARS was first-sent up to the'Ce.ller ’Committee.x he. expressed. . ’

enthusiasm for 'the job arid -indicated /that 'he' -intended 'doing a ’
■ ’good job while v up’there. ,. I. have- heard that’Congressman'EMANUEL 

CELLER,'Head of the. Geller .Committee,.’telephonically contacted;
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. ‘ * someone, iri’ the Antitrust Division , in' the-'Spring* of 1951 and - : ■ 

, / • aSked that/the 'Department ’get .SHEARS' out .of.- his hair’ /as . ' . ,

• "With; respect to. the ,investigation of ’th^Banana^ \ 
Qase ,_T supervised this case' iri 19U7 «: ’ Prior to that timea'—^—' 
recommendation had been’'received"by the Antitrust Division., 

' .’Washington,.-D. C., from dur Boston*.Office,. GRANT’- KELIEHER,.
Head of-the'Boston Office, had?requested'permissipri'to ihiti-M

. ate an'Investigation into'the; Banana'industry in^ the■ field 
.and'-1 . concurred with him. -I discussed this‘-matter with 'JOHN 

“^nBAECHER/who aft Hat time was Assistant <to .JOHN. SONNETT- '
Assistant Attorney’ General in ’-Charge-pf Antitrust,' and- Ae/de- 
-c.ided. that it .was better'to handle this.;investigation. >ouf of’* * ,' ■• 
Washington, . D. C. •* I'recall-that’ the-case, wa^-assigned-.to-.

SHEARS was driving-him crazy. .'.-This’re'sulted-’in,'CURTIS. SHEARS ' 
coming-'back:, to- the. Antitrust Division in*‘April’6:r'May, *1951, ‘ ' 
and’being assigned, to my’section.', . ‘ ’ ;, • • . , • / ’

. ' "I advised GRAHAM-MORISON, -then-Assistant; Attorney • ,
/ ' General-in Change-of'Antitrust,- that-the'assignment of'. SHEARS

to %my Section was not a‘great^addition/to the’Section,- and-1 ' • 
doubt very-’much-whether •MORISON'-oi? HERBERT BERGSON had'-ev'er/ , 
requested, his return to -the' -Department J / When' SHEARS .returned, 
to the'Department,'he requested to->be, able't.p-review stne’.Flat, “ 
Glass -Case whi’ch 'request. was honored’‘by GRAHAM-MORISON arid 
myself.. SHEARS'’prepared;'a’ lengthy memorandum recommending the-;- . ,

- reopening, of'the. Flat. Glass Case. aijd"< again brought up-the "
..'subject of "divestiture." I', reviewed*'this'-memorandum and-wAs- ■ ; *

not impressed with if as I felf SHEARS 'did not develop all . of '
■ the facts fully and I requested', him to'.submit'another memorandum' 

exploring'more/fully the-information'that was desired. - ■ . ’ ,

• • "He- submitted this additional memorandum which r '
• forwarded, to, Mr.* GRAHAM-MORISON-after .discussing’the matter -

//with; SIGMUND TIMBERG. ‘ I felt that, SHEARS.-/did hot go into-the " \
’ economic .and ..legal aspects of, the ’case- in. his" review arid -that . - 
he did .a very poor job; in reporting the "situation' and'/so ad- ’ ■

'vised GRAHAM MORISON by memo-with a copy‘to SHEARS; '-In-'a ■ 
memorandum to GRAHAM MORISON,I commented upon.the fact that, ' • 
this investigation should riot;be'given to" SHEARS but should be ' 
given to a disinterested party to develop. I.'’also' commented. ■. 
.upon the fact that I, did not think .SHEARS was-capable enough ' «-* ’ . 
to handle'such an'investigation.. . ; *

: ’ ~ .10 -
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MILT^KALLIS and he prepared a memorandum setting out his 
viewpoint as to relief that should be. sought in this case* 
Upon receipt of this memorandum from KALLISs I did not think 
that it was satisfactory as KALLIS had not fully developed 
all of the aspects of this case and ,1 again stated that I 
thought the case should be assigned to the Boston Office to 
be developedo I recall that KALLIS prepared a- memorandum to 
initiate an FBI investigation into this matter sometime in 
19U9» I concluded my part in the Banana Case at this time 
and have no recollection of what has happened in this case 
since then* • ' ‘

' "I would like to state that I had no contact •
with’HERBERT .BERGSON or PEYTON FORD in any matter in which the 
Department is interested’since they have left the Department 
of Justice except as hereinbefore set forth; however, I do 
recall receiving a telephone callf rom HERBERT BORKLAND, for
mer Assistant to HERBERT BERGSON, who requested that I de
termine whether or not he,’BORKLAND, and HERBERT BERGSON took 
any part in the investigations of the%Perfume and Pencil in- 
dustries * I recall that I checked the'file on these cases 

"And-detefmined that BERGSON and BORKLAND had initialed memor
andum initiating the FBI investigation or approving the FBI 
investigation of these industries* I recall that BORKLAND 
then remarked to me that was too bad because that meant two 
other clients that they would not be able to handle* I do 
not recall the exact date of this telephonic conversation 
with BORKLAND but know that it was after he and BERGSON left 
the Department of Justice*

"I can categorically state that during my tenure of 
employment in the Department of Justice that I know of no 
instances or indication of any soft peddling of any case or 
.any instance where any attorney or official was told to lay 
off a certain investigation* I have heard HERBERT BERGSON 

, criticized for taking retainers and accepting clients who had 
matters pending before the Department, but I can honestly ■ 
state that I know of nothing improper done by BERGSON, FORD, 
or BORKLAND, either during their employment with the Depart
ment or since they have gone into private practice; however, 
I do recall sitting in on one conference relative to the pro
posed merger between the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing 
Company, and Carborundum at which time HERBERT BERGSON repre- 
senfred^Minnesota Mining /nd. Manufacturing,Company* I recall

- 11 -
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that BERGSON vigorously acted in behalf of his client but at 
no time did he attempt to use friendship with Departmental

. emoloyee.s .to obtain aid in this mattero I believe that HERBERT 
BORKLAND accompanied HERBERT BERGSON to this conference in the

* Department and that the Departmental attorneys who sat in on the
• conference were SAM ABRAMS, GEORGE WISE, JOHN DUFFNER, and 

possibly a man by the name of MELCHIpRo BERGSON also repre
sented tneYunited States Pipe Line Company and held a confer
ence with NEWELL CLAPP, SAM ABRAMS, DIClCSECKER, WATSON .

. SNYDER, possibly HARIS' BURGESS, and. .myself 0 I have heard also 
that the law f irm'ofXFordj!_J3e2?gson2i^^
sent Standard Oil of Indiana? however, I know of no contacts'

' made by this firm with Departmental attorneys on behalf of *
—-^standard OU^of Indiana_o

"In conclusion, I would like to state that I have
* no knowledge of any instances of misconduct or' malfeasance 

on the part of any Departmental employee, with the exception 
of one instance which I have discussed with the above-named 
Agent So ■ * • '

”1 have read the foregoing statement consisting of
9 pages and the matters therein set forth are true to the 
best of my knowledge and beliefo .

. - s/”GEOo Bo HADDOCK -

"Sworn and subsc-ribed before me on 8-28-52 •

’ SA EDWARD Jo HAYES '

"Witnesses: .
WMo Eo FENIMORE .
Special Agent / F.Bo.Io " ' , ■

A copy of the above statement was given to HADDOCK who advised 
he was transmitting same to NEWELL CLAPP®

- 12
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INTERVIEW TOH WILLIAM To JETER

-WILLIAMJ^fJETER, Attorney, Special Litigation Section, Anti- 
trust Division, was interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM Eo FENU40RE 
and EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES at the Department.of Justice on August 27, 19^2®

JETER reported he had been assigned to the Flat Glass Trial 
Staff between 19h7, and the termination of the case in 1948® He 
recalled it was a bitterly fought case since the government was seeking 
relief through divesture in the industryo At the conclusion of the 
government’s presentation of its case in the Summer- of 1948, JETER 
recalls, Judge KLOEB indicated it might be well for both the government 
and defense attorneys attempt to settle the case during the summer 
recess® JETER was of the opinion some negotiations looking towards 
settlement had taken place prior to the trial, but no formal effort had 
been instituted®

Following Judge KLOEB’s suggestion, formal negotiations were 
entered into during the Summer of 1948, with SIGMUND TIMBERG of the 
Consent Decree Section handling the natter for the Department of Justice® 
JETER reports .the trial staff obj ected to settling, the case by consent 
decree, but he, personally, believed the suggested decree to be very 
fair® JETER explained he has been an attorney in both private and 
government service since 1923® Because Judge KLOEB had indicated a 
settlsnent desirable, JETER felt the decree finally agreed upon was as 
much relief as the government could hope to receive under the 
ci rcumstanc es ®

It *

This attorney reports he took part in practically all the 
formal meetings which led to the final settlement® He states he does 
not know what stand HERBERT BERGSON may have taken in the matter, but 
does recall BERGSON was not in attendance at any of the meetings® The 
same is true concerning HERBERT BORKLAND® JETER stated he does not 
know whether.PEYTON FORD had anything to do with the final settlement 
in any manner® . .

JETER stated he does not know the identity of any clients of 
the Ford, Bergson, Adams and Borkland law firm; neither does he know 
whether the firm has ever represented any of the defendants in the 
Flat Glass Case® He also states he does not know whether any member of 
this firm has made any contact with departmental officials or employees 
since they left the Department® JETER stated he has no knowledge nor

- 13 -
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does he know of any indication that PEYTON FORD has funnelled cases or ( 
information to either BERGSON or'BORKIAND while he was still in the 
Department and they were outside practicing law. Further., JETER advised 
he has no direct knowledge of any instance of misconduct in office or 
malfeasance on the part of any departmental employee#
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INTERVIM WITH* MARGARET. H. BRASS

Upon interview at the Department of Justice on August 27$ 1952, 
MARGARET II. BRASS, Attorney,. General litigation Section, Antitrust 
Division, informed’ Special Agents WILLIAM E. FENIMORE and EDWARD JOSEPH 
HAYES that she had been assigned to the Flat Glass Trial Staff between 
the Fall of 19116, and the conclusion of the case in 19W. She recalls 
she worked under the supervision of CURTIS SHEARS, Chief Trial Attorney, 
in the preparation of the case and its presentation in courto She also 
advised she had assisted in the preparation of the final consent decreeo

Regarding the settlement*of the case by consent decree. 
Miss BRASS stated she was of the opinion it might have been more desirable 
if the government had sought dives tur^in the industry by court order 
rather than having settled the case byMonsent decree. She stated- she 
was of the opinion the government had a good case and would have brought 
about divesture if the case had been followed through completely. However, 
she pointed out Judge KLOEB had stated just prior to adjourning for the 
Summer of 19118, that a lot of time had been spent in presenting the case 
and although the trial might continue on for a year or more, perhaps it 
would be well for the representatives of both the government and the 
defendants to get together for the summer and. agree on a settlement. He 
indicated the government might not secure any more relief upon the 
completion of the entire trial than could be secured by settlement at 
this time.

Miss BRASS reported she would have preferred the government, 
continuing ttte case, but was aware her feeling in the matter might have 
been greatly influenced by the fact that she had worked hard and 
diligently in preparing and presenting the case. She recalled both 
attorneys, SHEARS and WALKER SMITH, were opposed to settling by consent 
decree, and BILL JETER, of the staff, was the only one who thought 
settlement by decree would be the proper action for the government to 
take. Miss BRASS also remarked she realized the government’s case had 
been weakened by the postponement during the war because the evidence 
had become "old” and would not impress the court as much as ’’fresh" or 
current evidence. Informal and sporadic settlement negotiations, 
Miss BRASS believed, were carried on prior to the actual trial of the 
matter by the "front office" or Attorney General’s Office with the 
defendants. She did not know whether any negotiations had taken place 
during the trial. Formal negotiations were initiated after the summer 
recess and after the presentation of its case.by the government.
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SIGMUND TIMBERG, Head of the Consent Decree Section of the Antitrust 
Division, actually handled the negotiations for the Department® 
Miss BRASS.stated she did not know whether HERBERT BERGSON had ' 
participated in .the actual negotiations, but felt sure he had been 
consulted from time to time. She recalled TIMBERG and BERGSON had 

'travelled from Washington, to Toledo, Ohio, to present the.final
consent decree to Judge KLOEB for signature® .She was not aware of their 

. mode of trave.l, . ‘

* Miss BRASS stated she did not know whether PEYTON FORD had • 
had any interest in this case whatsoever® She understood HERBERT 
BORKIAND had made some of the original contacts concerning the 
settlement negotiations, but SIGMUND TIMBERG had taken over as soon as 
the original contacts were made®

Miss BRASS stated she did not- know whether the law firm of 
Ford, Bergson, Borkland, Adams and Redstone now represented any of the 
defendants in the Flat Glass Case® She also stated she had no knowledge 
that PEYTON FORD had funnelled cases or information- to either BERGSON 
or BORKIAND while he was still in the Department and’they were out 
practicing law® She stated, she had never been contacted by any member 
of the firm since their leaving the Department and did not'know whether 

Manyone in the Department had been contacted by them; other than MARCUS 
TtHOLLABAUGH, who had been contacted by BERGSON several months ago in 

connection with.a rubber case® She noted, however, she only had heard 
of this BERGSON-HOLLABAUGH meeting and knew no details concerning same 
nor where she might have heard concerning it®

It was* stated by Miss BRASS that she had no direct knowledge 
of ary instance of‘misconduct in office or malfeasance by ary 
departmental employee®
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• ‘ INTERVIEW WITH KENNETH R. LINDSAY

When interviewed on August 26, 1952, at the Department of Justice, 
KENNETH R. LINDSAY, Trial Sectibn Attorney, Antitrust Division, informed , 
Special Agents WILLIAM-E. FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES that he had been 
assigned to work on the Flat Glass Case between 19h6 and Octpber, 19h8. He 
was to assist CURTIS SHEARS in the preparation for and presentation of the 
matter for court trial.

LINDSAY related'he considered the Flat Glass Cases to have been 
one of the most aggravated cases’ the Antitrust Division has had and one which 
lent itself most readily to the" end the Department desired. He noted it was 
the desire of the Department to cause the principal defendants in the case to • - 
divest themselves and render the industry more competitive. In discussing the - 
consent decree by which the case was finally settled, LINDSAY stated he considered 
this settlement to have been a mistake and a matter of poor judgment bn the 
part of*those in the Department who agreed to same. LINDSAY explained he 
■personally refused to sign the consent decree. He recalls WALKER SMITH, who 
was another assistant to CURTIS SHEARS, also stated at the time he would refuse 
to sign the decree. . , * .

' LINDSAY advised he was not present at any of the formal conferences ' 
with the defendant representatives which ’led. to the final settlement and, 
therefore, is not cognizant of the positions taken by SHEARS, BERGSON, BORKLAND 
and TIMBERG. These are the individuals, LINDSAY believes, 'who represented 
the Department of Justice at the conferences.

In connection with the actual negotiations, LINDSAY recalled' SIGMUND 
TIMBERG and HERBERT BERGSON had been flown from Washington, D. C. to Toledo, , 
Ohio in a Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company plane so that the decree might be 
presented to the judge for signature and approval.

LINDSAY also reported the trial staff experienced many personality 
clashes and other disagreements among themselves during the course of the trial.’ 
However, each member of the staff, in LINDSAY’s opinion, was against settling 
the case by consent decree. He stated he does not know why either BERGSON or 
BORKLAND wanted the case settled.in this manner. He recalled it was his 
understanding both during the period of the trial, prior to it and afterwards 
that the law firm of JOHN CAHILL was in negotiation, with members of the Attorney 
General’s office looking toward settlement of the case.. LINDSAY stated he 
did not now know whether the law firm of FORD, BERGSON, BORKLAND, ADAMS and. « 
REDSTONE now represented any of the defendants in' the Flat G^ass Case^ He 
noted, however, it was his understanding that CURTIS SHEARS and JOHN/^CAHILL 
had been close friends while SHEARS was employed in the,office of the United ' 
States Attorney in New York. He also noted JOHN SONNETThad headed the Antitrust
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Division during the pertinent period but had disqualified himself as to this 
- case because of some prior association with one of the defendant counsels«

This allowed BAEGHER to apt in SONNETTte place® BAEGHER, LINDSAY understands, 
was at one time associated with CAHILL's law firm<> LINDSAY stated he does 
riot know whether this is of any pertinent significance but' points it out 
as a matter of interest only«

• , LINDSAY was asked whether he had any knowledge of PEYTON FORD 
funneling cases or information to HERBERT BERGSON and HERBERT BORKLAND while 
he was still in the Department and they were out practicing law® In answer, 
LINDSAY stated his position in the Department was such that he was not in a 
position to know whether such activity took placeo He further advised he 
does not know the names of any of the clients of the law firm nor does he 
know whether any members of this firm have contacted any Departmental attorneys 
or officials since they have left the Department®

, In conclusion, LINDSAY advised that he has no direct knowledge 
of any instance of misconduct or malfeasance by any Departmental employee®

- 18 -



WFO 1x6-2715
EJHsWEF:MOO:NFR

RE-INTERVIEW M TH RODOLFO CORREA

RODOLFO CORREA was interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM E« 
FENIMORE and EDWARD J. HAYES on August 28, 19^2, at his office. Room 178 
Office of Defense Mobilization,

Inquiry was made of CORREA concerning his knowledge of the 
activities of HERBERT BERGSON in the Flat Glass Case<> However, at the 
outset of the. interview CORREA explained he had purposely staye'd away 
from the Flat Glass Case because he had a brother who was in the law 
firm of JOHN CAHILL, who was defending the Flat Glass industry. For 
■this reason, tJORREArelated, he had little or no knowledge of the case 
even though he had been assistant to BERGSON,

J

CORREA suggested the negotiations looking toward settlement 
of the case were probably handled for the Department by HERBERT BERGSON, 
CURTIS SHEARS and SIGMUND TIMBERG,. CORREA' understood BERGSON and SHEARS 
had disagreed*over the settling of the "of the case by consent decree ■ 
but was unaware of the details concerning this. However., he noted this 
disagreement coupled with the fact that SHEARS was a "blow-hard11 may 
have been the reason SHEARS had been given little .work in the Department 
after, the Flat Glass Case,

Inasmuch as CORREA had been interviewed previously with 
respect to PEYTON FORD, HERBERT BERGSON and HERBERT BORKLAND, he was 
not re-interviewed along these lines, < .

- 19 «
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, ' ■ ' . ■ NEWBOLD MORRIS TANKER .CASE, ET AL ' ,

• On August 22p 1952, JUDSON. W. BOWLES, Trial Attorney,
. Administrative Relations Section, Criminal Division, Department • 

■ of Justice,.was interviewed by Special Agents CHARLES Ho SCHAFER . 
, -and ALPHONSE Fo CALABRESE, ‘.

* ’ Mro BOV/LES stated that he had been with the Depart-. ‘
ment of Justice for about four and one half years ‘and has always - 

'been assigned to the Administrative Relations Section.. Mr. . • 
BOV/LES stated that he resides at 3313*  Dent Place, North West, ' , 
Washington, D. C. . . .

• , Mro BOWLES stated .that when they contacted Mr., • ?
, O’BRIEN he .immediately knew that it was a matter which right- ‘ 
fully belonged to the Administrative.Relations Section headed , 
by Mr. FRED STRINE and that he, Mr. O’BRIEN, then accompanied'

• .the three aforementioned individuals to the Office of Mr. STRINE.

■ • . In connection with this case, Mr. BOWLES stated / 
. that he wa,s assigned to this case upon receipt of the letter 

dated June 15, 1951, from the Secretary of Commerce, CHARLES 
SAWYER, to the Attorney General concerning possible violation 
of several criminal statutes of the United States. The contents ' 
of this letter has been described in a previous report. •

‘ . ■ Mr. BOWLES, upon review of the Department of
..Justice file, recalled that on July 24,-1951, Mr. NEWBOLD 

MCMORRIS, Mr. HOUSTON WASSON and Mir. HAROLD LENFEST came to . 
see Mr. PEYTON FORQ who was then the Deputy Attorney General 

_ of the United States, with relation to the sale of the/Tanker) .
T^eacham, He went on to say that he learned that this matter 

was discussed for a short time in the Office of Mr. FORD and 
that the latter.thought that the nature of the inquiry had . 
something to do with the then current RFC investigation.

’ Mr. FORD, according to Mr. BOWLES, then referred
Messrs. MORRIS, WASSON and LENFEST to Mr. JAMES' O’BRIEN of the 
Fraud Section of - the Department of Justice, since Mr. O’BRIEN 
was working for the’ Department of Justice on the REC investiga- 
tiqh. ' '
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.He advised that in the absence.of Mr, STRINE, Mr« 
GRISBY-met Messrs, MORRIS, WASSON and LENFEST and prior to the 
.conference Mr, GRISBY called Mr, BOWLES and asked him to come to. 
his Office, He stated that at this conference Messrs, MORRIS, 
WASSON and LENFEST gave their views on the sale of the Tanker 
Meacham and after they had presented their plan and at the con
clusion of the conference, it was suggested by the Department 
of Justice Attorneys GRISBY and BOWLES that they submit a letter 
setting forth their views in respect to their position, -

In this connection it will be noted that the 
Department of Justice file revealed that this letter was' written ’ 
on July 25, 1951, -by HOUSTON-WASSON and which was addressed to. 
Mr. BOWLES. . . . . - '

'He advised that about two weeks after the receipt 
of .this letter he received a phone call from Deputy Attorney 
General PEYTON FORD*S secretary who advised him that Mr. FORD 
wanted to see him at his Office,

He stated that when he went into the Office Mr, 
FORD had before him what appeared to be a letter, Mr, BOWLES 
informed that Mr, FORD th'en asked him what this, case was all 
about and that'he, Mr. BOWLES, told him everything that he 
knew about this case which was very meager at that time. He 
stated that he did advise Mr, FORD'the parts that Mr. WASSON, 
Mr. MORRIS and Mr. LENFEST played in this transaction due to 
the fact- that he had been at the conference with these individuals 
on July 24,' 1951»

Mr. BOWLES recalled that during the meeting he 
was asked by Mr. FORD whether he thought Mr, MORRIS had done 
anything wrong in this matter and that he, Mr, BOWLES, advised 
Mr,'.FORD that he doubted whether Mr. MORRIS had done-anything 
criminally wrong in this matter, but that he had evidently 

.been.counselled very carefully since it appeared that alien 
money was involved in the purchase of the tankers.

He stated that after the meeting with Mr, FORD, 
which lasted about ten minutes, Mr, FORD made a few notations 
on this paper-which.he had'before him, and’then thanked Mr, 
BOWLES- for the information. He advised that he did not know
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. .what notations were made, that he’did not know what the paper 
• was which was in front of 'Mr. FORD at the'time of the interview

’ ‘ and that he, Mr., BOWLES, has never seen this paper. He stated 
, that he has no knowledge as to the'reason-why Mr. FORD made in- 

quiri’es concerning that case. • . ' ,

Mr. BOWLES stated that‘he’ believed the . paper be
' fore Mr. FORD related to the Tanker case because when he con

. eluded his talk with Mro FORD notations were made on the paper.

- . . Mr'o BOWLES pointed out that about the time that ’
Mr. PEYTON FORD left-the Department, of Justice, that is, 
September, 1951j this case, because of its complex nature was 

■ ; assigned to one individual on a full time basis and that this 
individual was ALLEN KROUSE. He stated that he has had no .

* connection with this case with the.exception of a few con
’ ferences with Mr. KROUSE concerning various aspects in this 
matter. He stated that to his knowledge PEYTON FORD, up until 
he 10ft the’Department of Justice, contacted no one in the

. Department of Justice with the exception of himself,'Mr. BOWLES', 
in,connection with this matter. ■ ,

■ ■ .He stated that from his conversations with Mr.
KROUSE he has had no information that Mr. FORD has contacted • - 
anyone in the Department of Justice since he left the Department. 
He. advised that he did learn at the Hearings held by the Chelf 
Committee that Mr. PEYTON. FORD had' contacted Department of - .
Justice Attorney THOMAS F. McGOVERN of the Admiralty Section .

. after he, FORD,.left the Department. .

• . ’ • . He advised that other than his meeting with Mr. .
FORD during the early part of August, 1951, he has had no 
other contact with him concerning this case, until the Chelf 
Committee Hearings at which time both he and Mr. FORD were 

.’present’for testifying purposes. ,

He stated that he has no knowledge of any irreg
ularities, any influence or any pressure being placed upon the" . 
Department of Justice Attorneys handling this matter.by Mr. .

. ‘‘FORD or any members of his Law Firm. . .

f
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"'^WILLIAMS' RESTAURANT (A PARTNERSHIP) 
' BILl^WILLIAMS (PARTNER?

AKA yASILIOSMASILIADES;
PAUL WASTERS XPARTNER) CASE

Mr. JULES H. SIGAL, Special,Assistant-to-thecAttorney 
General, Tax Division, United States Department of Justice, 
was'interviewed by SAs ROBERT K. LEWIS and ROBERT N.
WINGARD on August 25, 1952;

Mr. SIGAL advised that when he was assigned to 
the Tax Division in December of 1951, the above-captioned 
case was the first case that was assigned to him. He 
stated that he reviewed the Department of Justice file on 
this case and on the basis of his review, recommended 
prosecution of the subjects on January 7, 1952, forzthe 
years 1945, 1946 and 1947. He stated this recommendation 
was forwarded to the. United States Attorney in Philadelphia
on January 11, 195?, and on March 11 of this year, he 
received word from the United States Attorney that an 
indictment had been returned against WILLIAMS' and MASTERS 
on March 7° '

. * Mr. SIGAL commented that the above-mentioned f 
file review reflected that SUMNER _N^REDSTONE. of the 
firm of Bergson, Ford and BorlTTartdT3^^ 
Mr. A. F. CALLAHAN, of the Tax Division, in^regard to the 
case and had filed a very exhaustive! b^Lef’*in behalf of 
the defendants. He further stated^tmt the defendants 
had first been represented by Serfatar MEYERS of 
Philadelphia, later by the ^toye-merjtibned Washington 
attorneys, and now are represented by unrecalled Philadelphia 
counsel.

Mr. SIGAL advised that from his knowledge of ) 
this case he-would state there has been no evidence of, « 
irregularities or mishandling. Further, that although this 
case was referred to the Justice Department on January 30, 
1951, and it was his opinion that Mr. REDSTONE was still 
in the Department at that time, he did not believe that 
REDSTONE had any knowledge of this case while in the
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Department and is positive that he would not have taken 
any action on the case inasmuch as he was in the Appellate 
Section of the Tax Division while this case was a 
.criminal tax case.,
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^radkl&^^^ARMQa^CASE ; ■ ,

'. .Mr, JULES R. SIGAL,- Special Assistant to the ' \ 
Attorney General, was interviewed by-SAs ROBERT K. LEWIS 

' and ROBERT N. WINGARD on August 25, 1952, in his office’.
'in the Department of Justice; . . ' ;

Mr. SIGAL stated that he had handled this case : 
for the Justice .Department during the entire period it : .
has existed in the Department. He,commented that the case 

:was referred by the Regional Cppneel and recommended’for . , 
’ prosecution on April 3, 1952, and that'on May 22, 1952, he, 

SIGAL, had recommended prosecution .in this .case. He stated - 
'that during early June of this year, Mr. SUMNER N. REDSTONE 
had called and advised that his firm had .been requested to., 

.come in on the case and were considering,it. He stated
■\ that Mr.- REDSTONE asked for. a- conference ,pn, June, 23, .1952, 

and that this conference was so arranged. He stated that 
REDSTONE had advised him at the time the conference was 
arranged that if his firm decided.not to enter the case . 
he would call and cancel the above-mentioned.conference. 
Mr. SIGAL stated that on June 23, 1952, he-received, a call ' 
from Mr. REDSTONES at which .time REDSTONE,advised that the ■ 

. conference was not necessary inasmuch as his firm had 
decided not to represent the taxpayer in this matter.

. Mr. SIGAL stated that he had no other contact with 
REDSTONE or any other member of the subjects firm concerning 
this case or any other case-which he hpp handled, since, the 
subjects left the Department of Justice. He stated that he 

. knew of no irregularities or mishandling qf any cases by . 
anyone, in the Justice Department and was not cognizant qf 
the -fact that any influence had ever been exerted by anyone 

. oh any cases in the Justice Department.

Mr. SIGAL stated that he.had known Mr. BERGSON 
during the entire period that BERGSON was employed.by the 

. Department-of Justice, haying worked with him in the - 
Claims Division, and had always found him to be very , * 

. • scrupulous, brilliant and above reproach in all dealings 
which he had had with him. He commented that he was 

■ .casually acquainted with Mr. FORD and Mr. BORKLAND and . . 
found bpth to be good administrators and able lawyers.
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GENERAL ELECTRIC LAMP CASE

‘ LEQNARD^L^EMJ^^ Trial Attorney^ U. S. Depart
ment of Justices was interviewed on August 20, 19^2, by SAs 
WILLIAM To FORSYTH and BERNARD E. BUSCHER in reference to the 
General Electric Lamp Case® Mr. EMMERGLICK stated that by way 
of background9 the GE Lamp Case was divided into' two separate 
partsj ones that involving the manufacture and sale of incan
descent lamps and, two, that involving fluorescent lampso * He 
stated these cases were instituted as early as 1939 and that 
the Government had chosen to try the incandescent lamp phase 
prior to any action on the fluorescent phase. The Government, 
at this time, had obtained a.consent decree which had the ef
fect of “freezing the situation.” .

EMMERGLICK stated that in 19^ -the Department of 
Justice proceeded with the incandescent lamp case, holding 
the fluorescent lamp case in abeyance pending the outcome. 
In 1947 the oral arguments were made and in 1949 Judge FOREMAN 
handed down a 300 page opinion which, in general,.held that; 
one^CGeneral Elec-tri.c.. had monopolized the incandescent lamp' 
industry? two. General Electric supported a monopoly in patent 
rights? three, Other defendants had conspired with General 
Electric? and, four, General Electric had organized a world" 
cartel to keep foreign companies out of the incandescent light
industry. , ' •

EMMERGLICK related that following this decision, 
there arose the problem of “relief proceedings" and the prob-? 
lem of what to do concerning the monopoly held by General 
Electric. He explained that the case against GE, as presented 
to the court, was based oh 1946 figures and, in some instances, 

;went back as far as l^|.0o The problem was thus presented to 
bring the figures up to date in connection'with the divestiture- 
of ...plants® This problem was overcome by the sending * of- ques- " 
tiqnnaires to General Electric and independents for the purpose 

"of obtaining up-to-date statistical data. , -

’ . - . According to EMMERGLICK, during this period there
was a renewal of efforts by GE to settle the case and numerous 
conf erences* in this regard took place. The plan"of''settle- 
merit proposed by EMMERGLICK,and supported by other members 
of the Justice Department staff, embodied the divestitute of 
GE holdings in the lamp industry, as opposed to the plan of
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settlement offered by GE* BERGSON was of the opinion that 
the Department of Justice should explore ths possibility of 
settlement with General Electric on a compromise basis in 
accordance with the consent decree®

General Electric wanted a mere token divestiture 
and patent relief that was in their favor® General Electric * 
also desired to erect and equip a plan.t in Newark, New Jersey, 
for the production of lamps of all types and'then 'sell this 
plant to an outside organization® BERGSON worked out with 
General Electric a general outline of these negotiations 
regarding-the plant, patents, and other details in a corapro- 
raise which would have been far short of what Mr® "EMMERGLICK 
thought the Government should have under the terras of the 
decision of Judge FOREMAN®

Mr® EMMERGLICK stated that he became disgusted'with 
this point of view and as he did not agree with it, he dropped 
out of all the conferences by simply"refraining from*attend
ing the meetings® Mr® EMMERGLICK pointed out that he did not 
discuss his reasons for dropping out of the case with BERGSON® 
He added he believed others who had handled the case were in 
accord with his views, ‘and not in sympathy with the views ex
pressed by BERGSON®

Mr® EMMERGLICK related that thereafter he went to1 
New York to try another case and'while in New York, he learned 
that negotiations had broken down* in the General Electric 
Lamp Case® He stated that Westinghouse had advised the Depart
ment of Justice that if they expected to dispose of the fluo
rescent lamp case in accordance with the agreement in the in
candescent lamp case, Westinghouse would not agree with the 
terms of the agreement if certain proposals of General Electric 
were adopted®

About this time, MARCU S^A^t HOLLA BAUGH telephonically 
advised EMMERGLICK in New York that the settlement negotiations 
had broken down and that the Department of Justice was now ask
ing for a divestiture of approximately one half of the"General 
Electric lamp industry® Mr® EMMERGLICK stated that this "went 
much further than he had asked for before® He advised that he 
could give no reason for this change of plan by the Department 
of Justice® „

Mr® HOLLABAUGH asked that Mr. EMMERGLICK participate 
in the negotiations from this point® He stated that as a re
sult of this, he worked out the, broad outline of a decree which
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was written by SIGMUND TIMBERG and HARRY N, BURGESS, EMMERGLICK 
stated that he submitted to the court on May 20, 1950, a judg
ment decree drawn on this outline. He stated that this was 
taken into court in late 1950 and,in the interim, the Korean 
conflict broke out and General Electric had presented the prob
lem to their stockholders in an effort to arouse the sympathy ' 
of the stockholders and the people, . As a result, a wave of ' 
public resentment appeared against the Department and numerous 
letters were received indicating the public’s resentment of ' — 

' the Department’s attempt to split the holdings of the General
Electric Company, General Electric was campaigning and point
ing out their war production record arid, as a result of this, 
Mr, EMMERGLICK stated that he was wary of rushing into a’plan 
of divestiture. ■ *

Mr, EMMERGLICK gave two reasons for his reluctance 
to take-this plan into court; one. He stated he did not*believe 
Judge FOREMAN would go along with the plan of divestiture'be
cause it would temporarily slow down production ’in the lamp 
industry and, two, A large amount of money, probably twenty 
or thirty million dollars, would be needed By a company to * 
build plants and produce incandescent lamps; and because there 
would be no agreement regarding fluorescent lamps, this same 
company would not be in a position to produce fluorescent . 
lamps, ' ‘

Mr, EMMERGLICK stated that he had an agreement with 
, the court to try the. fluorescent case within ninety days of 

the other decisions, and he wanted to do so; however, others ' 
in the Department thought they should wait until the incandes
cent lamp case had gone through vthe Supreme Court.

Mr. EMMERGLICK stated that because of the two reasons 
which he had stated previously,' he recommended that the Depart
ment ask the court to defer consideration of divestiture. He ’ 
pointed out that by precedent in the Aluminum Company of America 
Case, there was an agreement in that case that' the Government 
could withhold or ’‘reserve jurisdiction" iri regards to dives
titure for a period of five years, Mr, ,EMMERGLICK stated”that 
he'wanted to, get the same type of agreement in the General ' 
Electric Lamp Ca^e, - ' '

1 ' Mr, EMMERGLICK stated that about this time Mr; BERGSON
had resigned and WILLIAM A, UNDERHILL was acting as Assistant 
Attorney General and that he took the plan to UNDERHILL who
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discussed it with PEYTON FORD, He stated that FORD agreed 
with his plan® Mr. IMMERGLICK stated that in November or 
December^ 19^0s he made such an application .to' the court and 
proceeded to put evidence into the court regarding this judg
ment,,

" Mr. EMMERGLICK advised that he filed a brief on 
May 1£9 19^1, in this regard and General Electric filed a 
reply brief which took the position that the" divestiture issue 
should not.be postponed,, Mr, EMMERGLICK stated that when ' 
General Electric took this position/he made a motion to 
Judge FOREMAN to open the case and try the issue. His motion 
was granted by Judge FOREMAN and the case was opened,

• Mr, EMMERGLICK stated that the General Electric ‘ 
Company apparently thought they could win because of the in
fluence of the national emergency and their defense production 
record^ and their strategy became clear along these lines, He 
stated that he requested of the Judge that General Electric 
be put in a position where they should be compelled to comply 
w"ith the ruling of the court regarding divestiture of their 
holdings, However^ General Electric took the attitude that’ 
they should not be compelled to do so immediately because of 
the national emergency and the Korean situation inasmuch as 
divestiture would hamper their defense production, Mr, “ 
EMMERGLICK stated that as the matter now stands it is in the 
hands of Judge FCREMAN and no decision has been rendered to 
date, ' . ■ .

Mr, EMMERGLICK advised that "in conferences with. 
Mr. BERGSONa Mr. BERGSON had wanted to accept the General 
Electric offer in regards to the s etting -up of the New Jersey 
plant and was willing to go along with the General Electric 
desire to get a citation in the judgment that no determination 
had been made against General Electric, Mr,*EMMERGLICK stated 
he protested because of the ’’total inadequacy” of this agree
ment and considered it a ”cheqp settlement.?’

He further advised that if this decree had a state
ment that no determination had been made against General , " 
Eleetyic, this-would set aside the value of the court ruling 
and would impede any small companies^ crushed by GES in the 
future in their’efforts to sue GE for treble damages, BERGSON, 
according to Mr, EMMERGLICK^ wanted to concede this point to

. - 29 -

0



WFO U6-271^

General Electric and thought that it was an adequate settle
ment a Mr. EMKERGLICK stated, that if this had been done., it 
would have looked to"the .public as if "The Government had 
sold out to General Electric." .

At the conclusion of the interview^ -Mr. EMMERGLICK 
indicated that he desired to prepare a statement concerning 

, the differences of opinion between himself and Mr. BERGSON 
concerning the forms, of relief and divestiture proposed for 
settlement of the.case with the General Electric Company. On 
August 2^ 1952s Mr. EMMERGLICK was recontacted and he fur
nished the following statement;

"Is Leonard J. Bnmerglick? make the following volun
tary statement under oath to Special Agents Bernard E. Buscher 
and William T. Forsyth:..

"Voluntary-Statement of Leonard J. Emmerglick 
to W. T„ Forsyth and B. *E. Buscherg Special' 
Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation:

"I have been asked to make a statement as*to the 
forms of relief which I recommended in 19^9 should be sought 
in the incandescent lamp cases decided in favor of the Gov
ernment in January 191|.9 against General*Electric Company^ and 

. other defendants; the forms of relief proposed by General 
Electric as an agreed-upon or consent judgment to be presented 
aWuc^ ^° ^e Court; and the position taken byjfe,^Herbert \ 

^A.^Bergson as head of the Antitrust Division in^ie course*of 
the discussions which were held with representatives of Gen
eral Electric. This statement is made on the express under
standing that it shall be kept confidential insofar as it

1 relates to 'offers of settlement by General Electric Co.5 since 
these were made tinder an agreement with the Department that 
they be "without prejudice" and the case is before the Court 
for decision on the very matters to which the offers of settle-, 
ment related. ■ ,

"By way of prefaces I wish to point out that I did' 
not attend all. of the meetings with General Electric’s counsel 
on this subject., nor did I attend all staff meetings-upon it.

• I am preparing this memorandum without consultation or discus
sion-with any of the staff who participated in the discussions., 
and solely on the basis of my recollection as refreshed by
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’’examining the Department’s files and my own, I was engaged 
, simultaneously in handling not only the General Electric case 
but also the duPont-Imperial Chemical Industries, Ltd, case 
and the Aluminum case. In view of these facts, and my then 
inability for want of time to write memoranda for the files 
as to evezydiscussion which I had, my statement may be lacking 
in completeness.,

’’After the decision of the Court was filed on 
January 19, 191|.9S I studied with the trial staff the relief 
needs, and prepared a memorandum of recommendations, aided 
by members of the trial staff, I delivered it to Mr, Bergson 

. on or about June 2l|., 19l|.9? the date, of the memorandum. The 
principal form of relief recommended was divestiture of Gen
eral Electrics plants and properties. Alternative divesti
ture plans were recommended, One of the plans, which appeared 
to be preferable and was so designated, called for divestiture 
of large-lamp plants accounting for Ip. 1/2^ of General 
Electric’s 191|.o production; miniature-lamp plants accounting 
for 72 1/2% of the 19l|.8 production^ and Christmas-tree lamp 
facilities accounting for 1^ of” the 1914-8 production. Specific 
plants were designated in my recommendations,

”ln addition, to these lamp plants, the memorandum 
recommended the divestiture of one of General Electric’s two 
plants for the production of large lamp bulbs, and one.of its. 
lamp base plants,

"The alternative plan of divestiture recommended di
vestiture of a lesser proportion of lamp-assembly plants but • 
a greater proportion of large glass bulb plants. Thus this 
plan called for divestiture of large-lamp plants accounting 
for 2^ of 1911-8 production of large lamps, and Christmas-tree 
facilities accounting for 1^ of the production. The plan 
called for divestiture of both of General Electric’s bulb 
plants, and of one base plant,

“It was further recommended that to make divestiture 
relief effective General Electric should be -.prohibited for > 
five years from increasing its production, With leave to in
crease it if national security considerations made that neces
sary,

’’In addition to the divestiture relief, the recom
mendations specified compulsory licensing, royalty-free, of
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“patents issued up to August 1/19M> and compulsory licensing 
on reasonable royalties of patents issued for five years after 
the entry of judgment. The recommendations als o’called for 
a requirement that General Electric give to each licensee 
under the judgment technical assistance and information dis
closing General Electric’s methods and processes.

“Further recommendations were that General Electric
should be required to sell lamp-making machinery at cost plus 
a reasonable profit, for five years? that General Electric be 
prohibited from using the consignment system of distributing 
lamps; that General Electric be required to cancel the restric
tive provisions in its foreign agreements; and that it be re
quired to divest itself of its financial interests in foreign 
manufacturing licensees.

"On July 21, 1911-9 I attended a conference in Mr
Bergson’s office called at the request of General Electric 
for the purpose of discussing possible working out of an* 
agreed-upon final judgment. The Department was represented 
by Mr. Bergson^ Mr. Timberg, Mr. Ritchin, Mr. James and myself. 
General Electric was represented by Whitney North Seymour and 
Albert Bickford^ and also by its officers Luebbe, Vice President^ 
and Baldwin^ General Counsel.

"Mr. Seymour requested some statement of the Govern
ment’s demands and at Mr. Bergson?s request I outlined the 
forms of relief stated in my memorandum of’ June 21}^ with one 
variation^ viz: the royalty-free licensing was requested as 
to patents issued up to the date of judgment and not merely 
up to August 1, 191[5. The alternative plans of divestiture* 
were indicated and I pointed out that we favored the one call
ing for the divestiture of the larger portions of lamp-assembly 
facilities. .

"There followed a number of meetings with General
Electric officials in Mr. Bergson’s office and also discussions 
with General Electric counsel by members of the trial staff 
and consent judgments section staff. General 'Electric made 

’an oral offer<> dealing with the principal items of relief. 
From time to time General Electric improved its offer and 
about the end of 191|-9 the main items took form as a result'of , 
decisions made by Mr. Bergson but in consultation with members 
of the Antitrust Division. Mr. Bergson decided to accept as 
a basis for going forward with negotiations to work out other
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"problems^ a proposal by General Electric that it sell its ” 
Newark^ New Jersey plants, a Vase plant and a lamp bulb plants

- The Newark plants Were to be equipped so as to contain 
machinery for manufacturing indicated types of fluorescent 
lamps® 'The entire settlement negotiations contemplated ,a 
consent decree settling the fluorescent lamp case} along with 
the consent decree disposing of the incandescent lamp case® 
The fluorescent lamp case had not been, and has not yet been, 
tried® . .

”By reference to my memorandum-to Mr. Bergson'of 
June 21j., 19U9, detailing the plants recommended for divesti
ture and their productive capacity, the difference between 
the divestiture recommended and the divestiture which'wpuld 
be accomplished by the General Electric proposal may be ' •
gathered® The alternative plan II called'for only one bulb 
plant to be divested® The General Electric offer did like— 
wise® Plan II called for divestiture of the Newark plants, ‘ 
the Youngstown plant, and the Memphis plants all of'which 
were lamp-assembly plants. The Newark plant accounted for 
12^ of the 1911-8 General Electric production of large lamps, 
and lj.0^ of its miniature, lamp production® The most important 
segment of the industry is the large-lamp production and sale® * 
The General Electric proposal contemplated moving additional 
machinery into the Newark plants® I cannot recall; and the 
files do not appear to show-, what this machinery would have 
done to increase or decrease productive capacity. My best 
recollection is that the Newark plant, as equipped under the 
ofi’er, would have had a capacity to produce large lamps con
siderably lower than the capacity proposed by Plan II for 
divestiture® The-precise figure can be secured by checking 
schedules and'records the Department has, If desired this 
can' be done, and I would need the assistance of the economist 
who worked on these materials,

’’The General Electric proposal recommended that 
there be no divestiture of General Electrics stock in foreign 
lamp companies but, a direction that General-Electric’s offi
cers who were serving as directors in those foreign companies 
should resign their directorships or positions held in the 
foreign companies, with a further injunction to be'entered* 
against General Electric prohibiting it from voting the stock 
in those companies except as in such matters as borrowing 1 
money, -increasing or decreasing the capital stock, of the for
eign companies, declaration of dividends, etc®
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"The General Electric proposal contained no provi
sion for limiting General Electric’s production for a"period 
of years. Such a prohibition presents a question as to its 

■ consistency with the antitrust laws. Mr. Bergson took the 
position that such a prohibition on General Electric was un
desirable because opposed to antitrust philosophy.

’’The' General Electric proposal contained no provi
sions prohibiting General Electric from using the consignment 
system for distributing its lamps,, Mr. BERGSON’S position oh 
this was that the Court had held the consignment system to be 
legal. The trial staff recommendations were based upon the 
reasoning that these activities were so enmeshed with the ac
tivities found to be illegal,, that by well-settled principles 
injunctive relief could properly be granted under the circum
stances, y

”1 was also opposed to the recital in General 
Electric’s proposed judgment which Mr, Bergson thought would 
be acceptable., reciting that there had been no findings of 
fact or conclusions of law, I advocated a recital which 
would amount to an adjudication .of violation of the law^ as 
the Court had found, _

”In other respects Mr. Bergson supported my objec
tions to General Electric proposals? as indicated in my let
ter of November 11}.,, 191}.9s written after discussion with Mr. 
Bergson,

, ”1 took small part in further negotiation to work
out the remaining problems,, which were carried on by the con
sent decree section aided by members of the trial staff as 
the*negotiations went on. I participated to a small extent 
in further, discussionss but gradually the consent decree 
staff took hold of the responsibility for continuing the ' 
negotiations^ without my participation. Therefore I am not 
familiar with Mr, Bergson’s position on other matters as the 
negotiations went forward, The files do not seem to show 
whether the divestiture relief provisions were- altered dur
ing the remaining' negotiations. It is my understanding that 
they remained unchanged.

”1 commenced the trial of the duPont-Imperial Chemi
cals case in New York on or about April 3s 1950 and left for 
New York some time before that to prepare the trial. Before
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“leaving for New York I was intensively engaged in preparations 
for the trials From time to time I was informed about the 
progress of negotiations^ and eventually, Mr. Hollabaugh, 
Chief of the Section, phoned me in New York that the negotia
tions had been broken down® He asked if I would resume the 
litigation before the Court along the lines he stated that 
Mr, Bergson wished to follow. These included divestiture of • 
half of General Electric’s plants, divestiture of stock in 
foreign companies, injunction against use of the consignment 
system, and other remedies. This appeared to me to be a 
thoroughly satisfactory relief program, and in some respects 
went a little beyond the recommendations which I had made in

• June 191|.9. I collaborated in preparing such a proposed judg
ment and presented it to the Court on or about May 20, 19^0.

“One other subject in connection with the judgment 
should be mentioned in the interest of greater completeness, 
As preparations were being made to introduce evidence to 
support this judgment, and as hearings were going forward in 
Court, the independent lamp manufacturers from time to time 
requested the Department to seek interim relief to take care 
of their special needs, These requests were-very carefully 
considered, I attended a number of conferences in Mr, 
Bergson’s office with members of these independent lamp' 
manufacturers, They did not agree among themselves as to 
what interim relief measures were necessary. Some insisted 
that they needed lamps which General Electric should make 
for them. Others insisted that they needed parts. Still 
• others insisted that General Electric should be prevented 
from making certain types of lamps altogether. Also suggested 
was interim relief which would require General Electric to 
sell lamp-making machinery. Mr.> Bergson asked the trial 
staff and the consent judgments staff to consider what we 
might do. He expressed a strong desire to have us take some 
measures which would meet the needs of independent lamp manu
facturers to the extent that this appeared to be feasible. 
Accordingly, we studied all of these suggestions. Most of 
them were found to be inappropriate. Thus the suggestion 
that General Electric be directed to make lamps for the in
dependents, and sell them to the independents, the lamps 
to bear the brandmarks' of independents, appeared to some of 
us to be likely to further entrench General Electric’s power . 
by constituting General Electric the lamp-manufacturing 
facility, for the independents, and making them little more 
than distributors for General Electric. However, on this
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“point there was not unanimous agreement among the members of 
the Division participating in the discussions. The suggestion 
that we prohibit General Electric from making specified’types 
of lamps altogether seemed to be not capable of"successful 
advocacy. At this time we were asking the Court to divest’ 
General Electric of half of its plants in connection with the 
manufacture of lamps where the Court found that General Elec
tric had violated the laws in many ways and particularly by 

abusing patents relating; to these lamps. We concluded that ( 
the Government could not’ support a request to take General 
Electric wholly out of the manufacture of lamps which’were 
not patented and as to which General Electric’s enlarged busi-* 
ness was due to the total monopoly power it possessed. The 
only remedy open to the Government appeared to be to put an 
end to General Electric’s monopoly-power by- divestiture.and 
allied relief..The reasoning which resulted in this conclusion 
is spelled out in my memorandum of May 12, 19^0.

“Mr. Bergson agreed with the views of the staff. 
Ultimately an application for interim relief was made to direct 
General Electric to sell, to independent lamp manufacturers 
lamp-making machinery. Two independent manufacturers came 
forward and asked for machinery, in support-of this application. 
It is now before the Court for decision.

”/s/ Leonard/Emmerglick 
August 2^, 19>2

“I have dictated and read the above statement con
sisting of 8 pages and have initialed each page and solemnly 
swear that the same is true and correct.

”/s/ Leopard J. .Emmerglick

“Witnessed;

Bernard E. Buscher, Special Agent, F.B.I.
William T. Forsyth, Special Agent, F.B.I. 8/2^2“
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GENERAL*ELECTRIC STREET LIGHTING CASE

. ' On August 25» 1952, Special Agents BERNARD E,
BUSCHER and WILLIAM To FORSYTH interviewed DONALD Po MC HUGH, 
Assistant Chief, Trial Section,* Antitrust Division, Depart
ment of Justice, regarding the General Electric Street 
Lighting Case. He advised that he has been in the Antitrust 
Division since 194U and has spent all of that time in the 
Trial Section, which was formerly known' as the Complaint 
Section, 'He advised that in this capacity he had handled the 
General Electric Street Lighting Case, which he described as 
a conspiracy to monopolize the industry and to restrain 
trade in regard to street lighting, equipment0 He advised 
that the case was.an outgrowth of a municipal investigation,, 
He continued to’O^Late that it was discovej^ed that all bids 

^maPatinS from the^General Electric .Company^Wes tinghousg, and 
tK^Line Material Company were identical frf»r^ard'TcTs^reet 
lighting equipment. These three companies, according to Mr, 
MC HUGH, had a monopoly on all the street lighting equipment' 
and through agreement with two,other companies, namely the 

^--^UnltM.MeJial^^^ and thefHolophane Company,
who manufactured parts for street lights, managed to contror^ * 
all production of this type of equipment. This was described 
by Mr, MC HUGH as a deliberate plan ‘to exclude other companies, 
This was done by drawing up exclusive agreements for materials 
for the production of street ligncs, In addition, there .was 
evidence of price fixing.

Mr, MC HUGH advised that as a result this matter 
was presented to the Grand Jury ini ~| 194-8, and an
indictment was returned on| , 1948, Following the
return of this indictment, the Department of Justice also

b3

instituted a civil case agains.t the five companies.

The five companies filed numerous motions in 
what appeared an effort to delay the case and among them was 
a motion for the filing of a Bill of Particulars, Mr, MC HUGH 
advised that, contrary to the expectations of the companies 
involved, the Department of Justice conceded this point and 
filed a Bill of Particulars, thus showing the Government’s 
strong evidence in this case,
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Shortly thereafter, the defendants approached the 
Department of Justice for a conference and an attempt to settle 
out of courto These conferences were begun ahd the case ■ 
did not go to court but was settled in this manner, The J ' 
handling of these negotiations was under Mr, SIGMUND TIMBERG.

* Mr.. MC HUGH advised that Mr. HERBERT A. BERGSON was
Assistant Attorney General at that time but that Mr. BERGSON 
had had no contact with him regarding this caseo

In regard to Mr, HERBERT BORKLAND, Mr, MC HUGH advised' 
that Mr. BORKLAND helped revise and write the indictment and 
complaint. His ’assistance and activities were more as an 
Adviser on legal questions and methods of handling the indict
ment and the court procedureo Mr. MC-HUGH advised that one of 
the questions to be settled was whether the Government should 
proceed in their civil case first or in the criminal caseo 
He gave this as an example of one of the’ things which was 
placed before Mr, BORKLAND. The decision was rendered that 
they would settle the criminal case first.

Mr. MC HUGH advised that the only point of disagree
ment to his knowledge was in regard to the settlement© He 
stated-that his Section wanted to insist on divestiture pro
ceedings but that the "front office" ruled against thiso Mr. 
MC HUGH stated that by the "front office" he meant Hr, BERGSON 
and Mr. BORKLANDo MC'HUGH advised that he did not know if 

'BERGSON or BORKLAND had made this decision© Hr, MC HUGH 
pointed out, however, that there was some considerable doubt 
in his mind and in others in his Section as to whether the 
Government could have gotten the companies to agree to this 
type of settlemento He stated that this was considered quite 
a harsh penalty and it was believed that if the Government had 
insisted on divestiture the companies would have broken off , 
settlement negotiations and taken -the matter before the courts,"

, As a result of these settlement negotiations, the 
parties concerned came to agreement and went before Judge. 
FREED in.Cleveland in a plea of nole contendre in the criminal 
matter and the Judge went along with the recommendation of the 
Department of Justice and imposed the fines that they had 
suggested. Mr. MC HUGH pointed out these fines were considered

4
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to be vbry satisfactory to the Department of Justice and that 
he believed they had gotten stiffer penalties than what the 
court would have imposed had the case gone 'to trial., .

Mr. MO HUGH advised that he knew of no irregularities 
on the part of BERGSON or BORKLAND in the handling of any case 

, within.the Department of Justice. He'further advised he was 
not acquainted with PEYTON FORD and that he had no dealings 
with BERGSON, BORKLAND, FORD, or their law firm, since these men 
had departed from the Department of Justice.

Mr. MO HUGH advised that during the. tiipe he has 
been employed at the Department of Justice he has not come in 
contact with dr' learned of any irregularities in the handling 
of any case in the Department of Justice. . ‘
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. \ ' ' ’ ' • THE BANANA CASE ' • .

• ‘ , -Mr. MILTON KALLIS, Special. Assistant to the .
. ' Attorney General, Anti-Trust Division,'Department of ' • 

Justice, was interviewed by. Special. Agen ts ROBERT Ko
' LEWIS and ROBERT No WINGARD on August 25, 1952, in his 

. office at the Justice Department© . ’ . .

« ' ' Mr© KALLIS advised that his first contact with '
, the Banana Case dates back to the. Fall of 1946, when this

' case was first assigned to himo He stated that he .
> ' continued to work on this case until early 1948s. at which , 

time he. was placed on another assignment handling a case 
which was. an appeal to the Supreme Courto He added that

. at approximately this time he prepared a memorandum . •
- on the Banana Case outlining the investigation to be

done, and requesting that.the FBI conduct this necessary 
. . investigation. He commented,that after the Supreme Court

: • - had reversed the decision on the Griffith case and had ‘
>■ sent this case back .to the lower courts for -retrial he • 

. , had requested of Mr ©HOLMES BALDRIDGE,.’then his supervisor,
. / that he would like to continue on the Griffith case and

’ hence would not be able to work on the Banana Cese© He 
. emphasized that he advised Mr. BALDRIDGE that it appeared

■ to him-that no action had been taken on the Banana Case • ’ 
” or on his/’Mr. KALLIS, memorandum reflecting investigation 

' to be done.

' - . Mr. KALLIS stated that from 1948, until March
• of 1951j he had no active contact with the Banana Case,. 

however, he pointed out that on one occasion he was ’
. called into Mr. BERGSON’S office, while BERGSON was in 
. charge of the Anti-Trust Division© He stated that Mr©

-BERGSON had advised him that he, Mr© KALLIS, had received 
a grade raise apd that later he had asked Mr© BERGSON 
if he had seen the memorandum which he, Mr.- KALLIS, had 

' prepared on the Banana Case© He commented that Mr© 
, BERGSON replied that he had read the memorandum and that 

it appeared to him as if there was a lot of work which 
. would .have to be done on this case. Mr© KALLIS stated 

that BERGSON did not elaborate, that this was his only 
contact with him or with any of the subject’s concerning 

■ this case. , - ' . * ■
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■ . Mr» KALLIS continued saying that during the period ' 
• ' the case was not assigned to him that file review was 

conducted by TALKER SMITH," JAMES BROWNING, and GEORGE HADDOCK 
of the Anti-Trust Divisiono He added -that it was-his/ ■ . 
opinion that these three indiyiduals felt that there was 
a question of jurisdiction involved in this case and

- , therefore had -not taken steps to* initiate any additional
' invest!gationo x Mro'KALLIS stated that in his opinion 
after much review of legal decisions there was not a 
jurisdictional question involvedo • , , -

’ ' Mr» KALLIS advised that during the period from -
May of 1948$ to March, 1951, no action had.been tale n ' 
by anyone in the Department concerning this case. * He . 
stated further that he has worked on .the case since 
March of 1951$ and has held several conferences with Mr<> ■ 
SAM Jo BAGGETT, 'General Counsel and Vice-President of 
United Fruit Company aid has 'anothex; su>ch conference 
scheduled for Wednesday morning, August 27„ .

- / Mr0 KALLIS continued stating that he was told 
by an unrecalled source approximately one and one-half 

• months ago that Mr® BERGSON was a .counsel for the 
Standard Fruit Company0 He added that fee Ban ana'Case 
was against all importers in this field but was of the 
opinion through research that since 1946 or 1947, no

• • irregularities appeared on the part ’of the Standard . ' , 
' Fruit Companyiconduct on which an injunction for relief ' 

. could be obtainedo He pointed but that he was of the 
opinion through research that there was no connection 
between the business activities of. the United Fruit 
Company and theSj^andard._Fruit^ComPany,and in fact 
these companies are presently in keen' competitiono

Mro KALLIS mentioned tha^nited Fruit Company 
presently imports 70^ of all bananas*into the United 
States and the Standard Company approximately 10^» 
fee remaining percentages are divided among the other, 
importing companies in this fieldo He added that Mr., 
BERGSON has never contacted him as a counsel for the 
Standard Fruit Company or as a private counsel on any 
mattero He pointed out that to the best of his. . ’ 
knowledge no mishandling or irregularities have 

■ existed in this or.any other case during the eight aid 
one-half years that he has been an.attorney in the 
Departmento . -
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He commented that although there have been 
many differences of opinion on the Banana Case most of 
which have ‘pertained to jurisdiction^ h© attempt has 
ever been made by anyone to influence the thinking or 
actions of any attorney connected with this particular
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E. LEITZ CASE

The files of Eo Leitz,.Inc., maintained in the Office of
Alien Property, HOIC Building, First and Indiana Avenue, No Wo, were re
viewed by Special Agent WILLIAM Ao ROYER and ALECK Go KARIS and the follow
ing was noted; -

The files contained the minutes of the postponed annual meet
ing of stockholders of Eo Leitz, Inc®, dated March 1, 19^8, which is set 
out in part as follows; .

"The^nostponed annual meeting of the stock
holders of E^Leitz, Inc. (19hl) a New York corpora
tion was held ht lldom 1952, #120 Broadway, Borough-
of Manhattan, City, County and State of New York on 
March 1, 19h8, at 2 P. M., pursuant to a written 
waiver of notice of time, place, andpurposes of 
said meeting, duly .signed by David I^Bazelon, 
holder of all the shares qfstock of the corpora
tion, by his proxy Donald u^Emmert. " ""

~ '’There were present David L. Bazelon, 
Assistant Attorney General, Director, Office of 
Alien Property, by Donald U. Emmert, his proxy.

’’There were also present at the meeting;

Jolin W. Slacks 
John C. Kelly 
Harold E, Horowitz 
Michael C6on 
P. H. Deutchman

’’The meeting was called to order by Mr<; 
Emmert, who acted as Chairman of the meeting and 
appointed Mr. Deutchman as Secretary of the mee.ting.

’’The Chairman appointed Mr. Horowitz and Mr. 
Coon as tellers of election. .
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’’The Chairman presented to the Secretary 
a proxy issued to Donald U. Emmert by David L. 
Bazelon, Assistant Attorney General, Director, 
Office of Alien Property, together with written 
waiver of notice of the meeting, executed by Hr. .

; Emmert pursuant to said proxy.

”The Chairman, directed, that without 
objection, said proxy and waiver be accepted 
and be attached to and made a part of the minutes 
of this meeting. \

* ’’Upon the call of the roll of stockholders 
in attendance at the meeting it was found that 
David L. Bazelon, Assistant Attorney General, 

, Director, Office of Alien Property, holder of all 
of the issued and outstanding shares of stock was 
represented at the meeting by his proxy, Donald U. 
Emmert. The Chairman thereupon declared that a 
quorum was in attendance at the meeting and that 
itwas duly convened for the transaction of business.

”The’ Chairman then stated that it was appropriate 
at this time to nominate and elect directors of the 
corporation for the ensuing year. Thereupon the follow- 
ing persons were nominated as directors of the corpora
tion to hold office until the next annual meeting of 
stockholders and until their successors are elected and 
qualified;

' ' Donald U. Emmert (Washington, D. C.)
Harold E. Horowitz (New York) 
Edward J. Chapman (New York)

* John C. Kelly (New York)
John Wo Slacks (New York)

”No other nominations having been made the polls 
were duly opened and the stockholder entitled to vote, 
having voted by ballot, the Chairman declared that

- u-
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“Donald. Uo Emmert* Harold E. Horowitz* Edv/ard 
Jo Chapman* John Co Kelly and Johri Wo Slacks 
were duly elected directors of the corporationo

“There being no further business brought 
before the meeting* it was* upon motion duly made* 
seconded and carried* voted to adjourno

• —— po Deutchman
' -Secretary"

■ the files contained the minutes of a special meeting of the 
Board of Directors dated February 9* 19^1, which is set out in part as 
follows;

“A special meeting of the Board of / 
Directors of E. Leitz* Inc. was held at lOs^ 
A.M.* Friday* February 9* 19^-, at 21^7 Park 
Avenue* sixteenth floor* Borough of Manhattan* 
City* County and State of New York.

“The following directors were present;

Harold Church Paull 
G‘. Merlyn O’Keefe 
Harold Eo Horowitz 
John C o Kelly

. Co Gordon tamude '
' Edward J. Chapman ,

J constituting a quorum of the members of the Board 
of-Directors .

“Also present by invitation was Po Ho
* Deutchman* secretary of the meeting.



“The meeting was called to order by Mr. 
Horowitz, who acted as chairman of the meeting. 
Mr. Deutchman, secretary of the Corporation, acted 
as secretary of the' meeting.-

“The Chairman presented a waiver of notice 
of the meeting duly'executed by all the directors., 
Upon motion duly made, seconded and unanimously 
carried, the waiver of notice was ordered to be 
attached and made a part of these minutes.

“The Secretary read the minutes of the 
directors * meeting held bn January 3, 1951 and upon 
motion duly made ,and seconded,, the minutes were , 
ordered approved and filed.

“The Chairman then stated that it was ap
propriate at this time to nominate and elect officers 

. of 'the Corporation to hold office for the ensuing year. 
Thereupon the following persons were nominated for the 
offices indicated beside their respective names?

“Harold^E^Horowitz - Chairman Sf the Board of

• - • -.Directors AND President

P. H. Deutchman - Secretary-Treasurer

Robert E. Giauque r Assistant Treasurer

' nNo other nominations having been made, the 
secretary polled the directors and each one cast his 
.vote in favor of the persons named for the respective 
offices for which they were nominated. Thereupon'the . 
following persons were declared duly elected to the 
offices indicated beside their respective names to hold 
office at the pleasure of the* directors for the ensuing 
year?

“Harold E. Horowitz - Chairman of the Board of 
.Directors AND President

' - U6 -
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"P. Ho Deutchman - Secretary-Treasurer

Robert E. Giauque - Assistant Treasurer

“Upon motion duly made by Mr. Kelly, seconded 
by’Mr. "Paull and adopted, it was

’’RESOLVED, That Mr. Horowitz, as President of 
the Corporation, serve without compensation, retroactive 
to October 6, 19^0.

“Upon motion duly made by Mr. Paull, seconded by 
Mr. Chapman and unanimously passed, it was

"RESOLVED, That purchases to be made of production 
machines, as per report attached and recommendation of 
Mr. Robert E. Giauque.

“Upon motion duly made by Mr. Horov/itz, seconded 
by Mr. Chapman and adopted, it was

"RESOLVED, That a committee (Mr. Paull, Chairman, 
Mr. O’Keefe and Mr. Lamude) be appointed to recommend 
change of capital structure.-

"Mr. Horowitz’ advised the Board that the Corpora
tion has many purchasing problems due to requirements 
for D.O. allocations. Upon motion duly made by Mr. 
Lamude, seconded by Mr. Paull and unanimously passed', 
it was

"RESOLVED, Thatmergson, Adams & Borkland.„ 
Attorneys, 918 - 16 Street, N. W., Washington 6, D.C. 
be retained to represent E. Leitz, Inc. at a fee of 
§12,000.00 per year (§1,000.00 per month) retroactive 
to January 1, 1951.

."Upon motion duly made by Mr. Kelly, seconded by 
Mr. Paull and unanimously passed, (Mr. Horov/itz not 
voting) it was • "
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"RESOLVED, That Mro Horowitz and,Mr®
' ' Keller make a trip to the Leitz-Wetzlar Plant

in Germany and that a fee of $h,000.00 and 
expenses be paid to Mr® Horowitz. ■

' * . “Upon motion duly made by Mr. Lamude,
seconded by Mr. Chapman and adopted, it was *

’’RESOLVED, That the President be authorized • • 
to request a proxy be issued for a stockholders’

' meeting to merge the 1916 Corporation with the W
Corporation. , *

. “There being no further business to consider, 
it was voted to adjourn.

1 P. H. Deutchman - Secretary

/S/ Harold C. Paull

' Harold E. Horowitz •

/s/ . John C. Kelly •

/s/ Edward J. Chapman ,

■ /S/ C. Gordon Lamude

' /'s/ G. Merlyn O’Keefe”.

It should be noted that all persons signed their names in 
the spaces provided in front of their names except HAROLD E. HOROWITZ.

The minutes of this meeting have been photostated and are 
' being described as DJ17OO. ' •
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The files also contained a memorandum dated May 9, 1952,
from JULIUS SCHLEZINGER, Chief, Legal and Legislative Section, Office of 
the Director, to SIDNEY GROSS, Attorney. The letter states as follows;

“With reference to your inquiry whether the 
retainer of the law firm of Ford, Bergson, Adams, 
and Borkland of Viasho, DoC. by the above company 
should be discussed in the Leitz prospectus, I have 
been advised by'Mr. Baynton that the subject firm 
has written a letter to the company terminating its 
retainer as of the end of May, 1952. Mr. Baynton has 
informed me that in such letter the law firm has 
offered to render any additional legal services that , 
may be required between the end of May and the sale 
without charge.

”In view of the fact that the retainer with 
this law firm will be terminated prior to the sale 
of the stock, I see no need for any discussion of 
its services in the prospectus.

Jo So”

No information other than the above.was noted regarding any
of the subjects of this case or the appointment or election of HOROWITZ 
or the retaining of the Ford-Bergson law firm.
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‘ - E° LEITZ CASE

Mr. STEPHAN J. ANGLAND, Special Assistant-to Mr, FRANCIS P. 
WHITEHAIR, Under-Secretary of the Navy, was interviewed by Special 
Agents ALECK G„ KARIS and EDGAR L. CARTER on August 27, 1952, 
regarding his knowledge of the appointment of HAROLD HOROWITZ7to the 
•Board of the E. Leitz Company. - It should be. noted that from .a review 
of the files of the Office of Alien Property, New York City, regarding 
the E. Leitz Case made by Special Agent CARL L.-BENNETT, that the 
files- contained a typed, memorandum reflecting that a change was made 
after it had originally been prepared. The name, HAiWfflOROwITZ, 
Attorney at Law, New York, was inserted in ink in place of STEPHAN 
J. ANGLANDj and the handwritten initials f,HIB” appeared on the left 
margin near the change. The name of ANGLAND was crossed out in pen 
and ink. No reference is made to the introduction of HAROWITZ'S 
name in this memorandum or, in the file and the file does not reflect 
the identity of his sponsor.

Mr. ANGLAND advised Agents KARIS and CARTER that from 
•approximately 1937 through '19h2 he had been an Attorney in the Department 
of Justice Tax Division in Washington. ANGLAND left this office to 
enter the service and at the end of the war,'he engaged in private

*Iaw practice and in approximately 191(7 or 19118 he heard that private , <
individuals were being considered by the Office of Alien Property for 
Directorates in various business organizations that were being 
operated under the control of the Office of Alien Property^

Mr. ANGLAND stated that £ue to his position, newly entering 
into the practice of law he was very much'interested in having his 
name attached to one of these companies, then being operated by the 
Office of Alien Property, as he felt that being associated as a' Director 
in one of these enterprises would give him certain prestige in 
connection with his law practice. In this connection Mr. ANGLAND 
stated that he was friendly with DAVI9&AZEL0N, of the Office of. Alien 
Property, and that he made it known to Mr. BAZELON'that he, ANGLAND, 
was interested in being named as a Director to one^of the companies 
under the Office of Alien Property.

It is noted that in talking with BAZEL0N.no particular, 
company wa's. mention04 by ANGLAND or BAZELON and Mr. ANGLAND advised 

' the above-mentioned Agents that he never received any reply from the- 
Office of Alien Property or any word from Mr. BAZELON which would 
indicate that he was even being seriously considered for one of the 
Directorate positions. Mr. ANGLAND states that other than to say 
that he made it known to BAZELON that he did have an interest in
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.such^a position, he has no further knowledge concerning what was done 
by Mr. BAZELON in furtherance of the interest .that-he had displayed, 
if anything. . ,

Mr. ANGLAND stated that he was-not acquainted with the 
manner in which the names of individuals were selected'to hold , 
Directorate offices.of the"companies held by the Office of Alien 
Property and that other than to note, that from his observations, 
the positions had not been filled politically, he did not know what 
procedure was used in making the selections. Mr’. ANGLAND stated that 
he-did not feel that they were filled politically because he had 
noticed that, many of the persons appointed to these positions were 
persons who were nOt; politically active; however, he was unable to . 
give any information as to how these selections were made in general 
and had no knowledge concaving the appointment made of Mr.‘HOROWITZ 
as a Director in the E. Leitz Company.

Mr. ANGLAND stated that no information ever came to his 
attention regarding any-, irregularities or misconduct on the part of 
the subjects’in this case. He added that he regarded FORD and BERGSON 
as unapproachable, and that the other subjects in this case are 
unknown to him. . ' . .
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• ’ GEORGE Bo HADDOCK, then Chief of the Chicago-
Antitrust Office, United States Department of Justice, advised 
the ’Attorney General, Washington, D. Co, by letter that he had 
reviewed the complaint of the Reynolds Metals Company and , 
stated that it did not ^appear to him that the Great Lakes ,

EJH:DJM ■ . . . '

REVIEW OF GREAT LAKES CARBON. CORPORATION FILES:

The following file review was conducted by 
■ . Special Agent EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES on August 22, 1952: .

From a review of file bearing Number 60-163 
relating to Miscellaneous complaints received by the Depart

. ment of Justice in the Coke Field, the following information 
. is set outo From a review of this file which deals with 
Miscellaneous complaints from 1912 to the present date,’no ’ 
mention is-made of PEYTON FORD, HERBERT.BERGSON, or HERBERT 
BORKLAND, nor is there any indication that any of -these men 
handled any miscellaneous complaints received against the .

—^reat Lakes Carbon Corporation 0_ ‘

. , File Number 146«51-2»1^65 entitled Great Lakes
Carbon Corporation, was reviewed and it disclosed that the 
Great Lakes Carbon Corporation of 22 East, 40th S.tEe„et.«-New. 1
Jork). proposed to purchase frojn the War Assets Administration 
in5July of 1947, a plant at Morgantown, North Carolinao This 

’ plant is described as Plancor 1066 and the. amount bid by the 
Great Lakes Carbon Corporation was |2s200,000o00o ,

Instant file disclosed that in the sale of this 
installation the approval of the Antitrust Division had to be

• obtained prior to consummation., -It was noted, that Departmental 
Attorneys'handling the approval of the sale of this plant to 

’the Great Lakes Carbon Corporation were JOHN SONNETT, SIGMUND 
TIMBERG and JOHN PEWETT of the Antitrust Divisiono No mention 
is made of any action taken by PEYTON FORD, HERBERT BERGSON 
or HERBERT BORKLAND in this matter., . ' -

< . . ^, From a review of file.relating to a complaint
made by, the^Reyno^lds^^ of Richmond, .^^
against the Great*  Lakes Carbon Corporation' charging Great ~ 
Lakes Carbon Corporation with having a monopoly in the Calcined 
Petroleum Coke Industry the following -information was noted:
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Carbon Corporation had any' monopoly in the Calcined Petroleum. 
Coke Industry and recommended that the matter be closed and 
no investigation be made« This file bore number 60-163-30

From review of File Number 146-51“2-346 re
lating to a proposal byT^Reynolds Alloys Company, of Richmond. _ 
Virginia, to purchase an aluminum rolllj^* mi^ the following 
information was noted: ‘

' / * , It appeared that the aluminum rolling mill at '
■Listerhill, Alabama, was up for sale in February, 1946, and 
.bids were submitted by the Reynolds Alloys Company for this
plant. Memoranda was located which reflects that correspondence 
was‘forwarded to the Antitrust Division for a review of this bid 
•in accordance with requirements of Surplus Property Act of 1944» 
which required approval of the Antitrust Division before sale 
could be consummated. ■

, It was noted that this matter was handled by
WINDELL BERGE who in March of 1946 advised V/ar Assets Administra 
tion that consummation of the sale of this property to, the 
Reynolds Alloys Company of Richmond, Virginia, was‘not a 
violation of the Antitrust Laws, •

No mention is made of PEYTON FORD, HERBERT ' 
BERGSON or HERBERT BORKLAND taking any action in the above 
mention matters. ‘
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""'Sy • "* ^PERFUME. CASE

Department of Justice File Number- 60-201-17 
, was furnished, to SA EDGAR L; CARTER by Mr. PARKER of the 

Department of 'Justice for review in connection-with’ 
instant investigation..

It id noted that instant investigation by the 
Department concerns allegations made against some^twenty 
perfumers including ElizabetH^rden, Incorpbrated;%Lentheric 
.Incorporated; Luclen^EeEor^ a^te^IITon^ 
and that the above companies s wi th name “Pous otHersT^ere 
alleged to have been conducting ill'egal conspiracy, 
suggesting cartel and price arrangements together with' 
illegal agreements to limit the importation of perfume by 
independents who purchase at* lower prices, abroad for resale 
in the United States at prices lower than prevailing United 
States prices, * ,

■The Departmental file,* consisting of one volume, 
was reviewed and found to contain * correspondence dated 
from June 23, 1950 to September 27, 1951•

There is a letter in the file dated July 25, 
1950, over the signature of HERBERT A. BERGSON (which letter 
was written by Mr. E. T; WHITEHEAD, Mr. WHITEHEAD apparently 
being an attorney in the Antitrust Division), to Honorable 
FRANK DOW, Commissioner of Customs, United States Department 
of the Treasury, Washington, D. C. instant letter appeared 
to be completely routine in nature and advised the Customs 
Department that the Antitrust Division would like certain 
information from Customs in connection with their investi
gation of perfume importers. Undex’ date of August 7( 1950, 
there was a reply from the Customs Bureau to the-Department 
in reply to the foregoing request.

It is noted that the name JOHN D. SWARTZ of the 
New York Office of the Department is reflected in routine 
memoranda and letters reflecting his assignment to the 
case in New York City.
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There is no information contained in instant file 
..otherwise referring to Mr. BERGSON or other subjects in 

instant investigation, and there is no information con
tained in the same which is of pertinence to this investi
gation.
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’ • ' A.review of the Department of Justice files 61-2188 by Special Agents
BERNARD E. BUSCHER and WILIAM T. FORSYTH on August 26, 1952, reflected the ' 
original complaint in twAllegheny County Retail- Druggist Association cas’e, in

/ which the Thrifty Drug Company of Pennsylvania'was ^'defendant, was directed, 
. ' to, the Department of Justice in the form of an anonymous letter relative'to *

meetings held by members of the Allegheny association on May 28 and 29, 1951, .
at Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. This letter charged that in these meetings there 
was an'agreement that the prices .charged’by retail drug stores in <the Pittsburgh' 
area'would be .maintained at the level of "fair trade prices" which had been in 

X^effect up to the decisionof the Supreme Court May. 21, 1951, in the case of 
zySchweggman Brdthers vs. TE^Oal^ertJD^ The anonymous • •

/ coranunlcationsuppiied the"names of individuals and representatives of the 
’ wholesale drug houses, chain retail stores and independent drug stores who had 

. . attended’.the meetings. ' ' ' ■

’ . . These-.files, also contain a press release dated October 22j 1951,
‘ - which indicated that the^ Federal Grand Jury at Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, had '

I • 'returned ah indictment charging a trade association,-’for wholesalers and three .
• retailers, of drug store merchandise in the Pittsburgh area, with a,conspiracy • 

in violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act to maintain retail prices and to 
cooperate 'in preventing retailers from cutting prices. ' -

" . The-indi.ctment alleged that in or^about May, 1951, the defendants .
agreed not to'sell or offer to sell drug store merchandise at prices lower * 
than those fixedly the manufacturers in resale price maintenance contracts 
or lower than manufacturers suggested resale prices.-- This indictment further 
alleged a committ'ee of the defendants and others was forced to prevent orice . * , 

. ■ . cutting'by retailers and that the defendant wholesalers-agreed to.refuse to
• sell to retailers who cut prices. The Thrifty Drug'Company of Pennsylvania ■ , 
. ' ."'was .named as one of the defendants in the-indictment as''a member of the

Allegheny County P.etail Druggist Association who are operating in the Pittsburgh
. area. ,, -

, An- original motion for a Bill of Particulars was filed bn January 14
. and 15, 1952, by each of the eight defendants which''consisted of fifty-three .

• demands-regarding various allegations of the indictment.- The Government ■ '
. opposed these-motions by "A Memo in Opposition" to the .defendants’ motion on

.. February 12, 1952. By Court Order a Bill of Particulars was subsequently ■■
filed' on March 11, 1952, which in connection with the Thrifty Drug Company • 
•alleged a representative of that company was present at the above meetings . 
on May 28 and 29, 1951.

' ; ■ By memorandum dated August 1, 1952, a Tria}. Section of the Middle
4 Atlantic Office, Justice Department, advised that Judge GOURLEY had informed ,

A ■“ 57



the'United' States Attorney that October 10, 1952, had been set for the selection 
of the jury in this caseo “ ' o ■

, Justice Department files also reflected that the Allegheny County 
Retail Druggist Association case was under the supervision of GEORGE P® HADDOCK, 
Chief of the Trial Section, Antitrust Division, in Washington, and for a short 
period of time under the supervision of his assistant, DONALD P.*McHUGH* Mr® 
HADDOCK advised on August 26, 1952, he has received no'inquiry from HERBERT 
BERGSON or ary member of his law firm in connection with the case® He further, 
advised that a check of his files also disclosed no inquiry to any other member 
of the Justice Department in Washington® He added that if ary such inquiry 
had been made, he believes he would be notified®

DONALD P, McHUGH, Assistant Chief of.theTrial Section, Justice 
Department, when contacted on August 25, 1952, by Special Agents BERNARD E. 
BUSCHER and WILLIAM T. FORSYTH, stated he has had no contact with HERBERT 
BERGSON, HERBERT BORKLAND, PEYTON FORD or any member of their law firm relative 
to any Justice Department matters since they terminated their positions with 
that Department®

It is to be noted that the indictment'relative to the Allegheny County 
Retail Druggist Association case was returned by the Grand Jury in October of 
1951. HERBERT BERGSON-’s employment with the Justice Department was terminated 
bn September 29, 1950; HERBERT BORKLAND?s employment was terminated on November 
24, 1950, and PEYTON FORD’.s employment was terminated on September 17, 1951® 
It is further noted that there is no indication in the files reviewed that any 
of the above-mentioned individuals had any connection with the instant 'case®
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.TRI-STATE THEATERS

Information received from T-lhPf; known re
liability, reflects that a representative ofgjisSiate  ̂
Theaters, Des Moines.-Iowa.,- recently has been in contact 
with the sub"ject~law firm.

Department of Justice files number 60-6-30-16- 
271 and 60-6-30-16 were reviewed at the Deoartment of Justice 
on August 22, 1922, by SA ROBERT K. LEWIS.

These files reflect numerous letters from various 
individual theater owners in the Iowa and Nebraska area com
plaining about unfair practice of the large movie producers and 
other chain movie houses. The conplaints involve ’’unreasonable 
clearance$ bidding for and purchase of films, block booking, 
percentages, and unfair competition.11 Much of these files is 
concerned with the complaint of the Iowan theaters, Bettendorf, 
Iowa, that it was being given second run pictures later than 
its competitors. This complaint is variously referred to in 
the files as having arisen in the Tri-Cities area and Quad-City 
area.

The files contain acknowledgements from the Depart
ment of Justice to these various complainants and correspondence 
to various film producers requesting information. There is no 
indication of any litigation in this matter nor is there any 
indication that any of the subjects participated in any decision 
relating to them.

Several of the complaints in the file refer to violations' 
of different provisions of a consent decree.* It is noted that 
the file contains no copy of a consent decree nor any information 
relating to the provisions of such decree.
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CONTINENTAL CAN COMPANY .

Confidential Informant T-l, of known reliability, advised that a repre
sentative of the^ontinental,£anJ3o,w had recently been in contact with the
subject, law firm. . ’

In connection with the Continental Can Case, Justice Department files 
60-3^8-311.were reviewed on August 22, 19^2; by Special Agents GUSTAVE SARIDAKIS, 
WILLIAM E. FENIMORE, EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES’and BERNARD E. BUSCHER.

These files dealt primarily with two cases tried in the Northern Dis
trict of California charging violations of the Clayton and ShermanAntitrust Acts,* 
one against the%merican Can Cqnpany and the other, against the Continental Can 
Company* These* cases' attacked the alleged practices of tie-in closing machines 
with their can contracts; their long term total requirement contracts and the 
granting of allowances, discounts, rebates, et cetera, in connection with their 
total requirement contracts. The complaint charged Continental with having 
entered into a contract in restraint of trade in the manufacture and sale of cans, 
can making and closing machinery previously sold to the smaller manufacturers. 
Further, with having monopolized trade and manufacture in the manufacture of 
machinery and the sale of said machinery to smaller manufacturers. The basis of 
the charge was Continental since 1928 acquired, three companies which were engaged 
in the manufacture of machinery subsequently sold to can manufacturers who com
pete, with Continental. The effect of this acquisition was to deprive the inde
pendent can manufacturers of these three sources of machinery to make their cans, 
thus impairing the ability of these can manufacturers- to produce and sell cans 
in competition with Continental. ‘ .

An amended complaint was filed -against the Continental Can Company on 
June 7, 19h8, in the District Court of the. United States for the Northern Dis
trict of California, Southern Division, by WALLACE HOWLAND, Special Assistant 
to the Attorney General, Federal Office Building, San Francisco, California. 
The complaint was filed and proceedings instituted against Continental under 
Section h of the Act of Congress, July 2, 1890, C6W, 26 Statute 209, as amended, 
entitled "An Act to protect Trade and Commerce Against Unlawful Restraints and 
Monopolies;11 said Act being commonly known as the Sher nan Antitrust Act. The ' 
complaint was also filed under "An Act to Supplement Existing Laws Against Un
lawful Restraints and Monopolies for Other Purposes.” This Act is commonly 
known as the Clayton Act, in order to prevent continued violations by the de
fendant of Sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Antitrust Act and Section 3 of the 
Clayton Act. The complaint reflects the. violations*occurred within the Northern 
District of California, Southern Division. Further, that the principal place 
of business of the Continental Can Corpany is at New York, New York, with a 
regular and established place of business at' San.Francisco, California.
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' An answer to this amended complaint was subsequently filed at the United 
States District Court, San Francisco, by Attorney MORRIS M. DOYLE of McCutchen, 
Thomas, Matthew, Griffiths and Greene, Balfour Building, 351 California Street, 
San Francisco, California.

The final judgment indicates United States of America, plaintiff vs. 
Continental Can,Company, Incorporated, defendant, Civil Action Number 26346, was. 
filed -June 26, 1950, in the United .States District Court for the Northern' District 
of California,, Plaintiff, United States of America, filed its complaint herein 
on August 27, 1946, and its amended complaint herein on June 7, 19^8. Defendant, 
Continental Can Company, Incorporated, filed its answers to ths complaint and 
amended complaint respectively. Without trial and pursuant to stipulation between 
plaintiff and defendant dated September 30, 194% and filed herein October 7, 
1949, and upon the consent of the defendant and not upon evidence, it is hereby 
order-?!, Adjudged and decreed as follows:

injwotive^Proyisions

Tie - in

1. Defendant is hereby enjoined and restrained from: selling, leasing 
or making or adhering to any contract for the sale or lease of container closing 
machines, related equipment, auxiliary equipment, or any other equipment whether, 
patented or unpatented, or fixing the price or rental charged therefor or discount 
Cron or rebate upon such price or rental, on or accompanied by any condition, 

' agreement or understandingo

Requirements Contracts ’ “ '

Defendant is hereby enjoined and restrained from: entering into, 
adhering to or maintaining after January 1, 1951, any reauirements contracts or 
any renewal thereof with the user of metal or fiber container,; under which the 
container user is obligated to purchase containers for a period of more than one 
year; provided, however, that nothing in this judgment shall be construed to

1 prevent the defendant from executing a further one,year requirement contract 
within a period -not in excess of ninety days prior to the time the further one 
year contract term begins.

, The judgment also contains infomation pertaining to'Supply Contracts, 
Single Plant Contracts, Container Pricing, Contract Differentials, Transactions 
with Customers', Loans and .Guaranties, Terms and Credit to Customers, Technical 
Services, Container Facility Acquisition, Machine Facility Acquisitions which 
is not being set forth in its entirety.

The Justice Department files contained a letter dated September 13, 
1949, from H. BARTOW FARR of the law firm Willkie, Owen, Farr, Gallagher and
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Walton/,15 'Broad Street, New York, to HERBERT A® BERGSON, Assistant Attorney 
General. The letter makes reference to .a conference.on September 7, 1949, and 
reflects FARR has been authorized by the Continental Can Company to make an 
offer to the Government which, if acceptable, Continental 'agreed to enter into 
an appropriate stipulation<> * * '

An additional letter from H. BARTOW FARR-of the lawfirm Willkie, Owen, 
Farr", Gallagher and Walton, 15 Broad Street,. New York, dated September 13, 1949$ 
to HERBERT A. BERGSON, Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division, was con-’ 
tained in bhe file,. In this letter, FARR wished to change the phrasing of his ' 
original, letter to Mr. BERGSON in discussing the consent decree which is to be 
entered against Continentals If Continental’s offer is acceptable,to the 
Government, the'next step would be to have Mr. HOWLAND and Mr0 JANSEN of the 
Antitrust Division in San Francisco, California, to work’out the formal stipu
lation with Continental’s Associate Counsel there of Messrs. McCutchen, Thomas, 
Matthew,.Griffiths and Greene.

The. following office memorandum dated.September 27, 1949$ from WALLACE 
HOWLAND (San Francisco) to JAMES R. BROWNING was also contained in the files:

"Via our exchange of correspondence between Mr. BERGSON and H. 
BARTOW FARR, Esquire, Counsel for the defendant in the above 
action, the parties have agreed to a proposed stipulation 
postponing the trial.of this case until after the- final decision 
in United States v. American Can Company. GEORGE JANSEN has 
been authorized to work out the formal•stipulation with defense 

■counsel in New York City."

A memorandum dated October 4$ 1949, from WILLIAM C. DIXON (Los Angeles) 
to WALLACE HOWLAND reflects that BERGSON informed DIXON that as a result of con
ferences between FARR of Continental, BALDRIDGE and himself it had been agreed 
to pass the. Continental trial uptil ultimate disposition is made of the American 
Can Case. The memorandum further reflects DIXON had received copies of corres-, 
pondence between BERGSON and FARR outlining the terms of the stipulation. In 
short, Continental has agreed.to accept any judgment rendered against American 
except*on the issues of any divestiture or dissolution and as to that the 
Government has reserved the right to litigate it. '
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’. ■ CO CENTAL ‘ CAN COMPAN Y

It is noted at the outset that there are numerous Departmental 
files pertaining, to investigations made into the business of Continental 
Can Company. ‘The following files in this case were reviewed by Special 
Agent EDGAR L. CARTER: ' - ’ *

File #11:6-39-9 '

Instant file involves correspondence in a Registration Act 
Case concerning one'Dr. RA1SN D. SOMOZA. It is noted that all correspondence 
in this file is dated prior to January 1, 19h7, and, therefore, was not 
reviewed in connection with instant case.

File #1116-39-118

The above file concerned the investigation of the Dewey & Almy 
Chemical Company, under character of, "Trading with the Enemy Act". 
This file contains material from March,- 19141 to April 10, M$, and is 
not pertinent to instant case.

File #11i6-$1-2-98
Instant file concerned War Assets Administration sale of a 

government plant built during the war at West .Allis, 'Wisconsin, and a • 
second plant built at East Patterson, New Jersey. This file reflects 
that one bid received for the above plants was from the Continental Can 
Company and the Department of Justice was required to advise War Assets 
Administration if Continental’s purchase would violate the Antitrust 
laws. Subjects’ names are not mentioned in instant file and there is 
nothing contained in the same of pertinence to this investigation.

File #60-358-102

This file relates to the possibility of an international cartel 
in can-making machinery and efforts on the part of Continental to dominate 
foreign trade and commerce in the can-making machine industry. The investiga
tion was closed on the recommendation 'of one MELVILLE C. WILLIAMS, Chief 
of the New York City Cff-ice of the Antitrust Division, on the basis of 
shortage of personnel and lack of probable economic importance. There is 
nothing pertinent to instant case contained in the above file.
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. The following file review was conducted by
Special Agent EDWARD JOSEPH HAYES on August 22, 1952s

From a review of the file entitled Continental 
Can Company, Incorporated, vso Wo AVERELL HARRIMAN, Secretary 
of Commerce, et al, bearing Departmental Number 146-27-25-13 
the following information was obtained?

This file reflects that a motion for preliminary 
injunction to restrain the enforcement by the United States 
and all of its officers in the Depar tment of Commerce of 
an order known as Direction 10 to Conservation Order M-81 
which was issued on'January 31s 1948» was filed by attorneys 
for the- Continental Can Company on March 21}., 1948® It appears 
from a review of‘this preliminary injunction that under 
Direction 10 can manufacturers are restricted from making 
cans during the . year 194® and. using the same amount of tin 
in the form of tin plate coating that they had been using 
in 1947® Furthermore", it appears the t ’Can manufacturers 
are in general limited to the amount of. tin that can be 
used in canning and that they are prohibited from using 
tin plate cans for the packing of certain specific products <>

The above mentioned preliminary injunction was 
signed by Ho BARTOW FARR, MARK HUGHES, HELMER Ro JOHNSON , 
and FRED LLEWELLYN, as attorneys for the Continental Can 
Companyo It was also noted that the law firm of Wilkie, 
Owen, Farr, Gallagher and Walter was listed as associate 
counsel bn the preliminary injunctiono

The law firm of Leon, Weil'and Mahony, 336 Southern 
Building, Washington, Do Co., was listed as Washington, DoCo 
legal counsel for the Continental Can Company as of this 
date, .

- . On April 8, 1947 ? the United States Government
filed a motion to dismiss ’the preliminary injunction on grounds
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that .the United States District Court where the motion had been 
filed did not have jurisdiction and that the complaint of the 
Continental Can Company in general failed to state the cause of 
action upon which relief could be granted® ■ '

On April 22/ 194.6, United States District Judge 
ALAN GOLDSBOROUGH, Washington, D. Go, granted the Government’s 
motion to dismiss thejcase against the United States.Government.

• It was noted in this action that the attorney 
handling instant matter for the Government was EDWARD HICKEY, 
Attorney, Claims Division, United States’ Department of Justice.

It was further noted that as of April 29, 1946, 
the Continental Can Company, Incorporated, appealed Judge 
GOLDSBOROUGH’S decision*to the United States Court of Appeals - 
'in the District of Columbia.

No further mention is made of this matter in 
instant file. . *'

, . From a review of the above mentioned file, no
mention was made of PEYTON FORD, HERBERT BERGSON or HERBERT 
BORKLAND, nor are there*any indications that the Law Firm of 
the same name has represented Continental Can Company.

From a review of Departmental File Number 
146-51-2-1647 which relates to the Continental Can Company’s 
intended purchase of Plancor 11 (Plant 4) the following informa
tion' is set out:

It appears that the Continental Can Company 
submitted a bid to the War Assets Administration to purchase 
the Wright Aeronautical Corporation Plant in East Paterson, 
New Jersey, which is referred to above as Plancor 11, in 
December of 1946. The War Assets Administration reauested 
advice of the Antitrust Division, United States Department of , 
Justice,whether or not it would be a violation of the Antitrust 
Laws to sell this plant to the Continental Can Company.
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. Ori May S,-1947, 'JOHN, SONNETT, 'then Head of the
•.Antitrust Division, United States Department of Justice, in a 

letter to JESS LARSON, War Assets Administration, advised that 
the sale of this plant would in.effect constitute a violation 

. of the Antitrust Laws. „ •

It was noted that the sale of instant plant 
to Continental Can Company disclosed other bidders. No mention? 
is made in this file of any action taken by subjects..

From a review of file number 77~26S«293 it was 
noted that an ’’Informers Action to Recover Forfeiture and 
Damages” was filed .on August 4, 1949, in the Southern District 
of Indiana, at Indianapolis, Indiana, against Continental Can 

•Company. This action was entitled the United States ex Rei 
Brettelle K. Elgin and Brettelle Ko Elgin vs Continental Can 
Company, Incorporated. In this action plaintiffs attempted 
to recover from the defendant, Continental Can Company, for
feiture and damages for making false claims against the United 
States and the Department of the Treasury0

It was noted that on October 3, 1949, the United 
States withdrew as a co-plaintiff and as of October 20, 1950,. 
the Court .dismissed plaintiff’s motion to dismiss an order of 
the Continental Can Company to recover costs from plaintiff.' -

At no time were subjects mentioned as counsel 
for the Continental Can Company in this action.
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’ The Department’s Tiles in connection with the following-named
company were reviewed at the Department on August .22, 1952, by Special 
Agent EDGAR L. CARTER:, '

' ■ ’ \ - WITH) STATES VS,. GREAT WESTERN FOOD DISTRIBUTORS, INC, '

- It is’ noted that the Bureau furnished the Department with the
name United State's vs./breat Western Distributors, Inc,, et al. The 
Department, from-their indices, did not locate anyl’ITes under this direct 
title;. , They did, however, make available file #6O~115~hO in the case ' 
entitled United States vs. Great Western Food Distributors, ,Inc., et al, 
Chicago. ' • . t ■

* - A review of this file reflects that the same pertains to a- 
criminal action^ against instant company, being- action #^2CR238. The 
file contains correspondence from October 11, 1950 to July 11, 1952. ,
There ,is no mention of the subjects*-names in..instant case and there is 
nothing contained in this file Y/hich is of -pertinence to this investiga
tion . ‘ ’ : - . .

■ Two files were supplied concerning, the< United States vs. 
Great Western Packing Company of Los Angeles, California, File #5-12- 
1691 and Eile //lh'6~18~5O-i7hQ^ The first file’ mentioned refers to ’an 
income tax case involving -lit^reat Western Packing Company and the . 
Kardashian Brothers, Therd is no• mention'.of the' subjects’ names and 
nothing pdrtinent^to^in's  t an t investigation is contained in either file. ‘

The; second of the above two files involves a claim of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation against -the Great Western Packing 
Combany of Los Angeles for recapture of moneys paid under a meat subsidy. ,
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" ’ ’ * - RE-INTERVIEW WITH MELE:A..- CE'APR
7 ■ acting assistant .attorney, general

'• ‘ -ANTI-TRUST DIVISION -

Mr« NEWELL Ao- CLAPP;- Acting Assistant Attorney General - / 
• • assigned to the Anti-Trust division/ was re-interviewed by -Special •< 

. ' Agents' WILLIAM ;C-i HIGGINS, and’ EDWARD' -J., ARMBRUSTER'at his office' 5 *
■ in the Department'of Justice Building .on August 27, 1952. Mr« - - 

CLAPP, was*'informed'that instant inquiry related, to the-previous "
• . interview ..with him on August 11}.; 1952, i. ,e., • th.at. the /investi- - y, , • 

, .gation'was being made at the specific-request, of the"Attorney *' 
- General; and related particularly to ’ the-activities .of* .formers . . ' 

Department.; of Justice off icials, .especially BERGSON, FORD, -and- : i 
/BO.RKLA1JD. ' , - ' ’ . : \\

-’It-was. explained to Mr. CLAPP’- that. subsequent to; the . - ’ 
last’dnterview with him by interviewing'agents, a-number of .add’i*- »• 

' tional matters; had developed,'which .needed;clarifipation.from, him•■'■ 
inasmuch': as. in these, instances-MrCLAPP had participated-in". ; 
discussions or conversations'at' the Department, when the cases'/^ . 
were'under consideration by. the Justice-Department. • . *

.. ,; ;Mr.'.CLAPP'.continued by • saying .'that .he was pleased to
'have..an opportunity-to explain or’clarify any,matter .i* which'/.

■ he participated or made any decisions, to the'best of his recol- / 
lection and* knowledge. • ’ - ' . . ' *

. -Mro- CLAPP was then asked about the so-called Liquor ■ ‘
' Industry Investigation, especially with reference to the time when 

,/'. various‘members of'his staff ,’* including HODGES., BRANHAM, and him- , ..
self,, went, to the hearing before- the CHELF'Committee r.elative to • • ■ 

'•the allegation by BRANHAM, that he, BRANHAM, had been intimidated- 
by .Justice Department officials in connectiohxwith his,.BRANHAM’S, 
view, of; the handling of ,the'cases concerning tn^Liquor Industry/-.

. , ' Mr., CLAPP stated that he would first'like’to furnish si ; .
brief/background outline, of the Department ’ s .study of this industry-*, 
which’was- initiated in 194-3.and■ 194-4-..'■ In' this connection-he "stated ? 
that‘BRANHAM .had.handled'small business complaints, among which he - 
received complaints 'against'the Liquor Industry and that BRANHAM 
had developed a..philosophy that the-.-answer to'-all, industry ills 
could.be' found-within.the framework of the antitrust, statutes? • 

.Because' of his connection-and .interest. in the -Liquor ..Industry','.; . '
, • BRANHAM'was temporarily assigned for-.a period of about 'three or ’’ * . -

, • ' ''four weeks-to work with those-attorneys - in the ‘Department -who?
: '^ere delegated to make "survey1" of the industry-’ in, 194-3 and- 1944-. ' 

, ' • binder' the general direction of‘HOLMES BALDR-lGE. ' ' . ' . ' ' . , ' .
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- . Mr. CLAPP stated that it was the unanimous, opinion .of
the 'team, so assigned, that no basis for anti-trust action had 
been developed; ioeM but for the notable ' exception of BRANHAM 
who made it known that he still felt that the Liquor Industry ' 
should^be investigated anti-trust-wise. .

Continuing, Mr. CLAPP stated that in(19l|.8^0 a similar survey, 
' under the ‘able direction of Mr. HODGES,* was conducted and that the 

second team was composed of highly qualified' and thoroughly compe
tent attorneys well versed in the ramifications of the Liquor 
Industry. Mr.' CLAPP stated that HODGES reported to him that it was 
the unahimous opinion of this second team that no known basis 
existed upon which to predicate anti-trust action as there were 
no violations disclosed as a result of a two-year survey termi
nated in 19^0o • Continuing, Mr. CLAPP stated that BRANHAM still 
harbored the opinion that sane type of violation existed and made 
it- known "on the hill" that violations existed;, -J that the Depart
ment of Justice attorneys had whitewashed the- possible violations 
in the Liquor Industry and that this information subsequently 
came to the attention of the CHELF Committee. As.a result pf 
this, STEPHEN MITCHELL, Counsel for the CHELF Committee, contacted 
the Justice Department; requesting inspeption of certain files 
and after noting the voluminous nature thereof, requested the 
Department to furnish a composite summary of the information'

• to him. "Mr. CLAPP said that ^ factual summary of the results • . 
of the 1944 and 1950 survey was drafted under the direction of 
Mr. HODGES and that the various members of the team were then 
requested to review this summary and note their opinion and/or 
objection^ if any, thereon. Mr. CLAPP continued by saying that 
again it was the unanimous consensus of the attorneys that no 
basis for anti-trust action existed in the Liquor Industry at that 
time. . , , - - ■

It wa's at this point, according to Mr. CLAPP, where
BRANHAM initiated his circularization of a complaint; i.ep, that BRANHAM 
alleged that the other attorneys, and in particular HODGES, were' 
trying to unjustly pressure him into giving the Liquor Industry 
a clean bill of health. CLAPP stated that as a result of this 
complaint, the CHELF Committee considered that BRANHAM was going 'tc 
be one of their star witnesses and in furtherance of delving 
.into this investigation, requested various members of the De
partment 'of Justice to appear at a hearing before the CHELF 
Committee. . • . :

Mr. CLAPP recalled that sometime in May' 1952, Mr. MITCHELL 
had advised him, CLAPP, that inasmuch as the Committee did not know 
the exact date that the hearing would take place that he, MITCHELL, 
would so inform CLAPP as to the date of the hearing. On the next.
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• dag Mr,, CLAPP advised, MITCHELL notified*him that the hearing ' <
; would-commence at 10:00 Ao M, that day? . He‘said in’furtherance \ 
/of this, he instructed his secretary to so notify all interested. ‘ " 
?. attorneys, including BRANHAM,-to come down to his office inasmuch .

as they would go to the CHELF Hearing in a group'and the cars . ...
were waiting to take them up<> . ‘

' • Mr. CLAPP advised that due to the difficulty he ex/ * '
perienced.in.his endeavors to make BRANHAM understand that ho was
te appear at the hearing at 10:00 Ao Mo, he, CLAPP, had instructed 
the others to; go ahead-and that he and BRANHAM,would follow. He 

•^further said he waited for approximately fifteen minutes during 
which time he and his secretary and members in BRANHAM’.s office -■ *, 

. tried to locate BRANHAM without successo Mr0 CLAPP further said 
that after he could not wait any longer, he proceeded to the' 
hearing ,'at which BRANHAM made a tardy appearance at’ approximately- 
10:30 A. -Mo- Mro CLAPP said the results of the 'hearing exonerated 
Mr. EDGES and the Committee and caused, the CHELF Committee" to * * ,
question .their former opinion of. BRANHAM as being a possible star- 
witness <> Mr» CLAPP further .said that he afterwarcS learned from 
a member, of the Committee-who commented upon BRANHAM’S testimony 
and complaint .stating to CLAPP that the result was "there was’t 
a. damn tiling to it0" . • . ,

Mr. CLAPP stated, in answer 'to a query, that the • . .
Department’"s position in regard to the proposed American Broad- ' 
casting Cbmpnay merger with Uni ted' Par amount Theaters, Incorporated’, 
was that no valid basis existed upon which to predicate or justify 
the Department‘.s. -intervention or active participation concerning 
this proposed merger, » ' -

. '.He said that the Department had twb main avenues of . ' 
fact-getting open to it concerning this case; namely, by active 
investigation, which'would-require the impractical reassignment / ■ ; 
of attorneys from other acti-ve cases; or, to .gather in the details - . 
made manifest through the CHELF Committee Hearings, He said that 
this latter, method was employed and .based oh an analysis of all 
available data, the Department has. hot yet seen the* necespary 
evidence upon which to predicate intervention or active partici
pat ion, - ‘ • z- ,

In answer to query, CLAPP advised that he could state 
unequivocally that prior to the actual.receipt by the Federal 
Communications Commissibn.. of the application for the merger, ' 
no individual or individuals had attempted to contact or'did 
.contact him in an effort to "feel out" the Department and obtain . 
the probable position which would be taken by the Department if 
such-merger were authorized'by the Federal Communications Commission
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and then, consummated; furthermore, he stated he had neyer-heard' • 
of any-other-departmental employee, as "having been contacted con'-. . 
cerning this'matter®- ‘

' In answer* to another query, Mr0. CLAPP stated that in ' : - 
regard to the U® S. Pipeline Company, a series of meetings • -
occurred between’ company officials, BERGSON, and BORKLANDjand, 
members of the Department of Justice® -He said that although , '
he had been previously contacted by Bureau Agents concerning 
this case,. nevertheless, he wished to point out that the De- .

■partment-never gave the U« So Pipeline, or BERGSON a thing and • 
‘ that although a "railway release letter" had been:furnished.’ 

the Uo’So Pipeline Company, this letter was actually the’- / 
Department’s rather than the U® .So Pipeline Company.’s; inasmuch .

• . as • the company-had "gone right down the line" and had changed . .. 
Its original proposals in order to conform to - every stipulation . '
that the Department demanded shp.uld be included in this ".railway 
reles.se' lettero" , • • . ■ . ‘

CLAPP-said that .obviously BERGSON,...BORKLAND,’/and the 
, Uo So Pipeline Company did not receive one-single consideration, 

• out of the series of conferences, between, them and the1 Department® •
-He said, "naturally BERGSON and BORKLAND fought hard to' secure the’ ‘ 
best possible decision for their client whom they were obligated- 
to represent-to the best of their ability;-however,' the facts 
speak for themselves and the’Department’’s opinion or decision was 
not swayed or influenced by them in the slightest degree®"

Also in answer to a query, 'Mr® CLAPP stated that in . '
connection with t he B® Fs Goodrich Foreign Agreements Case . ; 
and to the best of his recollectiorr and without referral to the' . . 
file the Bo Fo Goodrich Company had requested the Department to 
allow the company to continue to modify its foreign-agreements 
contracts in order to comply with the provisions of the decision'

- handed down in the TIMKEN Oase0

, . * CLAPP’ stated that-the company,: through its legal' repre
sentative, BERGSON, advised the Department that it had manifested 
"good faith" in modifying its foreign'agreements policies' and 
desired'the Department to inform the company -that the Department 
would, not’.initiate any anti-trust action against it in view'of the 
company’s ।elf-modification programo .CLAPP said the-Department 
took the position that it could not comply.with this request and . 
would have to inspect and”, analyze: B® F® IGod'drichls ..flias andtthat after 
inspection of these files the Department?had to be in a position , * - 
to adopt whatever policy or action it deemed appropriate®

CLAPP stated that here, again the Department was not 
influenced or swayed in its final decision and definitely did not ' 
give in to the demands or the requests of the Bo F^Goodrich Company®
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. . The. other cases presently included withinthe scope ' 
of this investigation were presented to Mr0 CLAPP for any comments ' * 
he -could make regarding the allegation that BERGSON, FORD, and 
BORKLAND possibly attempted to influence the decisions of the ' 
Department of Justice^ He said that rather than to engage-in 
a. lengthly discussion concerning all these cases, he could best 
answer-this by again reiterating his former denial of .having . ’ .
any direct knowledge of, or any information pertaining to, any 
unethical practices, coercion, or personal influence.applied by them 
to sway ,or change the decision or position of the Department

. of Justice or of•any of its officials or employees either in the 
past or at the-present time* , '
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; INTERVIEW WITH ELLIS LYONS

ELLIS LYONS, Acting Assistant Attorney General, was 
interviewed by Special Agents WILLIAM To FORSYTE and BERNARD 
E.‘ BUSCHER’at his office in the’ Justice Building'on August 25, 
1952. ELLIS stated he was employed in the Claims Division, 
Department of Justice, from 1940 to 1948 with the exception of 
the- time-he spent in the Argued Services, He related that 
in 194&-1947 PEYTON FORD became Assistant to the Attorney 
General as Head.of the Claims Division with HERBERT BERGSON • 
as his First Assistant,, In such positions, these individuals 
signed his mail, ‘ ■

LYONS ,advised he did not handle any cases with 
either BERGSON or FORD and that,his association with them was 
of a routine office, nature. He recalled nothing out of the 
ordinary in connection with this, association nor did he have 
any knowledge of any case handled by either .in which there 
appeared to be any irregularities J He added that while in the 
Claims Division he had numerous contacts with HERBERT BORKLAND, . 
who was employed as an Attorney on the same .level and had 
similar type cases. In this connection, he had numerous 
discussions with BORKLAND revelant to particular .points of . 
judgment which arose in the different cases. However, in all 
of- these discussions BORKLAND.acted in a normal manner"in 
protecting the interest of the Department of Justice,

LYONS stated he has. had no reason to question the 
activities of BERGSON, BORKLAND^ or FORD and added if there were 
any irregularities in connection with any case handled by any 
of these individuals he had no knowledge of the same, He 
regards all as competent, reputable attorneys,

- LYONS related that in his present position as Acting 
Assistant Attorney General he has no contact with employees of 
the Antitrust Section nor is he contacted by any outside 
sources concerning any cases pending or closed. He added he 
has not been contacted officially by BERGSON, FORD, or BORKLAND 
since they left their employment a.t the Department of Justice. 
He stated that in his present position he does not handle ca’ses

- 73 - -



wo lt6-2715

of an Antitrust nature, explaining that the majority of his 
work embodies decisions of cases involving other Government 
agencies. In summary, ELLIS LYONS stated he knows of no 
mishandling or irregularities 'in connection with any cases 
in the Deoartment of Justice since he began his employment 
inl940. - •

I
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HAIWN D'EjfCHAFFETZ’ 1 • • ' . * ' .

' As'mentioned in a previous report HAMMOND E. "
; > CHAFFETZ is an Attorney for the Standard Oil Company / : - 

(Indiana) with office in .Chicago, Illinois, ■ - ' . 1

• - . • .*/ . ' A review of' the Personnel, Records, Department of ■ — -
Justice, reflect CHAFFETZ entered on duty in the Department

, of Justice as'a .Law. Clerk, Anti Trust Section-on- July 1, 
; 1930,' at a salary of $2,000. He was promoted to Assistant

. ' -Attorney,-. Anti Trust Section, December. 23, 1930, at $2,600. . '
' ' On October 16, 1931, he was made Special Assistant to the

. Attorney.' General, Anti Trust Division* at; $3,600. He had
’ salary-increases on April 1, 193k; December 1, 1931}.;. July 16, 
‘1935, and July 1, 1936* His, salary at that time, was $6,500
/ with a drawing account of $166 per month. CHAFFETZ''S employ- ,* 

ment was terminated on August 20, 1938- ‘ -

. * His personnel folder contained .a press release
. dated July 8, 1938, which reflected CHAFFETZ'S resignation* •
. that.was to become effective oh July 15, 193$, was made

. -. known-on the above date by Attorney* General HOMER CUMMINGS;
- ^CHAFFETZ was leaving the . Department' to engage in private1

- practice. He had been associated with the Anti Trust , • . •
Division for a period of eight years, during which time • '

- * he appeared for the Government in many Anti Trust/Actions . •
including the Madison, Wisconsin, Oil Case in which convictions 

'.of numerous major oil companies * and their executives were
• recently obtained. He- also represented the Government in 

several of its early cases that were brought to determine 
the constitutionality of the National Industrial Recovery

Prior to joining the Legal Staff of the Department 
of .Justice CHAFFETZ attended Harvard College and Harvard 

.Lav; School where he graduated with honors. He was editor
. ..of the.Harvard Law Review and resided in Massachusetts
•prior to his* joining the Department of Justice.

' ' . The personnel file also contained the following-
memorandum dated June 29, 1938, to.Mr. JOHNSON AVER! from

’ - MATHEW MC GUIRE, Special ’Assistant to the .Attorney General:
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• Supplementing our conversation re
HAMMOND CHAFFETZ, I understand it is the
Attorney General’s desire with respect ’
to CHAFFETZ that he be compensated in 
the lump sum of $1000 for his services • . ,
in the recent oil case in Madison, 
Wisconsin. - '

This will necessitate the working . 
out of some sort of appointment in order to* 
keep the matter officially correct in this 

, regard. ’

The following letter dated September 29, 1936, marked 
confidential, unaddressed and unsigned was also noted in the 
personnel file: * .

. Check up* with Mr. COLLINS to get 
rid of CHAFFETZ after the election. This 
must be done very discreetly. We must - *

’ determine if his services can be terminated,
■ arid how® . *

Hiring a review of the above file no information was 
noted which would indicate any association between HAMMOND E. 
CHAFFETZ, HERBERT A. BERGSON, HERBERT. BORKLAND and PEfTON FORD.
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'DOROTHY G^OBERMAN

A review of Personnel Records, National Security 
Resources Board, Old State Department Building, 17th and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W., was made by Special Agents 
GUSTAVE SARIDAKIS and BERNARD E. BUSCHER on August 22, 
1952. '

\, These records reflect TORO THY G. OBERMAN, formerly 
DOROTHEABELCHER, made application for employment at the 
Department of Justice bn February 16, 193^.

On November 22, 193^» she was transferred.from the 
Farm Credit Administration to €he Department of Justice in 
the capacity of a Stenographer. On June 16, 19^1, she was 
transferred as Senior Stenographer to the position of Clerk 
Stenographer in the Office of the Assistant to the Attorney • 
General. On April 14, 1914> slie was serving as Secretary 
to the Chief of the Legislative Section in the Office of the 
Assistant Solicitor General. ■ On July 28, 1911-6, sire was 
promoted to CAF 6 as Secretary to the Administrative 
Assistant, Office of the Assistant to the Attorney General. 
On October 11, 1911-6, she was ‘ transferred to the Solicitor.. 
General’s Office as Secretary Stenographer.- On an efficiency 
rating report dated July 1, 19ip7^ she was rated as excellent 
by HERBERT BERGSON, then Chief Legal Consultant.

On May 18, 19117) she was re-as signed to the Claims 
Division as Clerk Stenographer. On December 29, 1947j she 
was promoted to CAF 7 and transferred to the Office of the 
Assistant to the Attorney General as a Divisional Secretary. 
On June 21, 1911-8, she was given an excellent efficiency 
rating by HERBERT A. BERGSON the Special Assistant to the 
Attorney General and PEYTON FORD, Assistant to the Attorney 
General.

On June 13, 1911-8, she was transferred to the Anti 
Trust Section as Secretary. On July 28, 1911-8, she was made 
Confidential Assistant in the Anti Trust Section. On June 1^, 
1911-9, and August 23, 19^0» she was again rated excellent 
by BERGSON and UNDERHILL. ' • '
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OBERMAN separated from the Department of Justice.' 
on January 1, 19^1, to accept a position with the Office 
of Defense Mobilization where she entered on duty on 
January 2^ 19^1, Her forwarding address was indicated as 
![222 - l^th Streets N„ W. She terminated her employment 
with that Department on June 12, 19^1, to return to her 
former position in private industry.

Information obtained from OBERMAN'S application' 
for employment located in the Security Files of the National 
Security Resources Board reflects she was born August 10, 
1907, Charleston, West Virginia, Her maiden name was 
DOROTHY GOODMAN and she was also known as DOROTHY BELCHER,

From November 22, 193$> to January 1, 19^1, she 
was employed at the Department-of Justice;from November 1,' 
19^0, to January 2/ 19^1, she was employed as Office Manager 
for the law firm of BERGSON, ADAMS and BORKLAND, 918 - 16th 
Street, W, W.

OBERMAN'S personnel file contained a letter from 
JOSEPH W. MrJSTCK, Security Officer, National Security 
Resources Board to BRYAN LA PLANTE, ‘Atomic Energy Commission 
which requested "Q" clearance for HERBERT Ao BERGSON and 
DOROTHY G. OBERMAN,
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ALAN YORkVcOLE

A review of the Personnel Records at the Depa? tment 
of Justice reflects COLE made'application for appointment 
in the Anti Trust Section of the Justice Department on 
January 3, 19U9’ His address at that time was li»,61 - 57th 
Street, Brooklyn, New York, and his birth date was listed 
as October'7,. 1922- in New Yn.^v City, At the time of the 
application COLE was a student at the Yale Law School 
where he enrolled .in 19i|.6. He served in the U. S. Army 
from June 17, 1911-3, until A.pril 27, 191-1-6« Investigation 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in connection with 
COLE’S application-reflected his name prior to September, 
1939, was ALAN YORK/pOHEN,

‘ His file contained a letter dated December 27, 
1911-8, which he had written to HERBERT BORKLAND in which he 
stated ROBERT L, STEARN had advised him that BORKLAND was 
the person to see in regard to his appointments A return 
letter from LE ROY MC CAULEY, Executive Assistant to the . 
Attorney General, advised COLE no positions were available 
at the present time.

A notation in ink was noted in COLE’S personnel 
file reflecting he had been a trainee in the Anti Trust 
Section of the Department of Justices His EOD date and 
date of termination were not indicated; however, ETHEL 
BRASWELL, Department of Justice, who made the above file 
available advised COLE was employed as a trainee from • 
approximately jgarchJk-JjS^luL-^^ at which
time his file was sent to the U„ S« Marshal, Supreme Court,
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' Two photostatic'copies of'Exhibit-No <>. DJ 1700, which are
• . the minutes of a.special meeting of the''Board of Directors'.

• "of E. Leitz'Company/ IncFebruary 9$ ‘1^1»’ ■
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No undeveloped leads are being set forth in this report in 
view of the fact that all current leads are being covered.

. INFORMANT . .

T—1; Toll calls listed to the telephones at the
. office of the subjects, 918 16th Streets, N.W.:

Tri-State Theaters on May 23, 19^2.

Continental Can Company on June 26, 19^2.

REFERENCE: Report of Special Agent THOMAS J.- JENKINS, dated August 23, 
19^2, at Washington, D. C. ' , ’ • .
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