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House of Representatives, February 27, 1928.

The committee on Rules, to whom was referred the order
(presented on February 17 by Mr. Sawyer of Ware) provid-
ing for a special committee to make an investigation into the
various charges and allegations against the conduct of the
Attorney-General of the Commonwealth as appearing in the
records of any court in the State of New York and as carried
in the newspapers of the Commonwealth, whether as an
Associated Press despatch or otherwise, report that the same
ought to be adopted in a new draft herewith submitted
(House, No. 1030).

For the committee,

VICTOR F. JEWETT.

(Lite (Cmmmnum’altl} of HJaasarljuartta
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Adopted February 28, 1928.

HOUSE No. 1030.

House op Representatives, February 28, 1928.

Ordered, That there be appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives a special committee of nine mem-
bers of the House, one of whom shall be designated by the
Speaker as chairman, to investigate the acts and conduct of
Arthur K. Reading during his tenure of the office of Attorney-
General of the Commonwealth and all matters which may
tend to show misconduct or maladministration by him in his
said office, and to report to the House as soon as may be
the evidence taken by it in the course of such investigation
and its conclusions based thereon, together with its recom-
mendations. Said committee shall be furnished with a room

rooms in the State House, and shall have full authority
to employ a stenographer or stenographers, and may employ
counsel. Said special committee may incur such additional
expenses as may be deemed necessary, including expenses for
traveling within or without the Commonwealth, and it may
summon witnesses, administer oaths and take depositions,
order the production of books and papers and procure evidence
by any other means.

FRANK E. BRIDGMAN,
Assistant Clerk, Acting Clerk.

COPY OF ORDER OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON RULES
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Appointed by the Speaker, February 29, 1928.

GEORGE F. JAMES of Norwood, Chairman.
THOMAS C. CROWTHER of Fall River.

RICHARD J. McCORMICK of Haverhill.

WILLIAM J. DAVISON of Taunton, Clerk.
HENRY D. ROCKWELL of North Andover.

CHESTER A. PIKE 1 of Springfield.

JOSEPH L. HURLEY of Fall River.

FRANCIS E. RAFTI R of Salem.

JOHN P. BUCKLEY of Boston.

1Mr. Pike was appointed on March 1, 1928, vice Mr. Brainerd of South Hadley, wh
excused at his own request

MEMBERS OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE





REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APPOINTED
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF HOUSE ORDER
NO. 1030, “TO INVESTIGATE THE ACTS AND
CONDUCT OF ARTHUR K. READING DURING
HIS TENURE OF THE OFFICE OF ATTORNEY-
GENERAL OF THE COMMONWEALTH AND ALL
MATTERS WHICH MAY TEND TO SHOW MIS-
CONDUCT OR MALADMINISTRATION BY HIM
IN HIS SAID OFFICE.”

Your committee was appointed under the provisions of
House Order No. 1030, printed herewith on page 3, which
was adopted February 28, 1928. In accordance therewith,
on February 29, 1928, the Speaker of the House appointed
“Messrs. James of Norwood (chairman), Crowther of Fall
River, McCormick of Haverhill, Brainerd of South Hadley,
Davison of Taunton, Rockwell of North Andover, Hurley
of Fall River, Rafter of Salem and Buckley of Boston.”
Mr. Brainerd of South Hadley was excused from serving at
his own request, and on March 1 the Speaker appointed Mr.
Pike of Springfield to fill the vacancy.

The committee met on March 1, 1928. Mr. Davison of
Taunton was elected Clerk.

The committee under authority of said order employed
as counsel the following: Messrs. Thomas J. Hammond, of
Northampton; Edward T. Esty, of Worcester; and Herbert
Parker, of Lancaster, and also employed as official stenog-
rapher Joseph F. Mellyn, of Boston.

€be Commontocalt!) of Massachusetts
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A preliminary investigation was conducted by counsel
from March 12 to March 31. On March 13, Messrs. Robert
G. Dodge, Elbridge R. Anderson, Starr Parsons, William B.
Sullivan, Thomas F. McAnarney and Alexander Whiteside
notified the committee that they appeared as counsel for
Arthur K. Reading and on the same day made a formal
request that the hearings be public. After consideration by
the committee it was voted that the hearings be conducted
in public, that Mr. Reading at his request be allowed to
present evidence in his own behalf, and that all witnesses
be subject to cross-examination.

The committee, pursuant to the terms and in discharge
of the duties imposed by said order, held public hearings on
thirty-one days from April 2 to May 17, inclusive, heard
witnesses duly sworn, examined documents and other evi-
dence submitted to it, and heard arguments of counsel ap-
pearing in behalf of Mr. Reading, who is now and has been
since January 19, 1927, the duly elected and qualified At-
torney-General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
who himself voluntarily appeared and testified as a witness
at said hearings.

Prior to taking the witness stand, Mr. Parsons, of counsel
for Mr. Reading, made a statement to the committee that
Mr. Reading waived any and all claims of immunity that
might possibly be suggested. Chairman James then read
section 28 of chapter 3 of the General Laws to Mr. Reading,
and in addition thereto made the following statement:

And I want to inform you, Mr. Reading, that you are not required
to give any testimony or produce any evidence before this committee or
at this hearing, and you are distinctly to understand that whatever
evidence or testimony you do give or offer in answer to the questions
of the committee or of the counsel here appearing or which you may
otherwise present is purely voluntary on your part and not under any
requirement whatsoever. Do you still desire to testify?

to which Mr. Reading replied

I said, Mr. Chairman, I would welcome this investigation and I
desire to testify.
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The committee submits herewith a transcript of all evidence
taken at said hearings together with the exhibits introduced
and makes and presents the following statements of its find-
ings of fact together with its conclusions and recommendations
as required by said order.

For brevity of statement said Arthur K. Reading, Esq.,
will be in this report referred to and designated as Mr.
Reading.

The major subject matters which are referred to and con-
sidered herein wall so appear under titles and headings, as
follows:

1. Florida Land Enterprises.
2. Cattle Fraud papers.
3. L. A. W. Transactions.
4. Decimo Club.

Before taking up the facts under the titles and headings
before referred to, the committee upon the evidence taken and
reported feels bound to express its finding of disapproval and
deprecation of the amount of time and service that Mr.
Reading, while Attorney-General, gave to private clients by
whom he was employed and from whom he received very
substantial compensation to the inevitable and actual im-
pairment of the energy and service which under his obligations
and oath of office he owed in fullest measure to the Common-
wealth. The committee further finds that the private em-
ployment of the Attorney-General had at least in one instance
interrupted, suspended and seriously delayed the performance
of his official duties to other branches of the government of the
Commonwealth.

1. Florida Land Enterprises

Evidence was offered before the committee respecting the
personal participation of Mr. Reading prior to his induction
into the office of Attorney-General in the promotion and con-
duct of corporations for the development of real estate in
Florida.

The committee finds no culpability within the scope of its
inquiry associated with his administration as Attorney-
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General relating to the conduct of these corporations or to
his association with such corporations during his occupancy of
the office of Attorney-General.

Evidence was presented to the committee with respect to
the loss, disappearance or misplacement of the so-called
cattle fraud papers. The committee finds that such loss or
displacement, together with the re-discovery of these papers,
was due to the negligence and disregard of responsibility
incident to the custody of the Attorney-General’s office of
papers known to be of vital importance in proof of charges laid
in then pending indictments charging various crimes.

The committee is unable to determine to what extent
Mr. Reading had knowledge either of the custody, the care,
or the use of these papers while in the possession of his de-
partment, and, therefore, is unable to make and makes no
finding of culpability attaching to his conduct other than the
finding that there was reprehensible negligence in the custody
of important papers entrusted to his charge or to that of his
assistants.

The committee further finds that such negligence is attribut-
able to a lack of responsible attention on the part of the
assistants of the Attorney-General to whose charge the
papers under the assignments made by the Attorney-General
himself had been committed.

3. L. A. W. Transactions.
The United L. A. W. Acceptance Corporation, referred to

herein as the parent company, is a Massachusetts corpora-
tion, having its principal place of business in Worcester.
Associated with it were about twenty corporations located
not only in various places in Massachusetts but also in other
states, herein referred to as the subsidiaries. Each subsidiary
had a contract with the parent company relating to the sale
of stock of the subsidiaries by the parent company and to the
payment by the subsidiaries to the parent company of a per-
centage of their gross or net profits. The parent company
and Louis A. Wolfe, its promoter and president, had a virtual

2. Cattle Fraud Papers.
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control of the voting stock in each subsidiary, and Wolfe had
also a control of the voting stock of the parent company.

Mr. Reading, while Attorney-General, first became a di-
rector of and counsel for the L. A. W. Acceptance Corpora-
tion of Boston, herein referred to as the Boston subsidiary,
in the spring of 1927. A question shortly thereafter arose
with the Public Utilities Commission as to the amount of
commission which the parent company could charge in selling
the stock of the Boston subsidiary. Mr. Reading, disre-
garding the fact that he was Attorney-General, and acting as
attorney for the Boston subsidiary, sought the modification
of some ruling or requirement of the Department of Public
Utilities, and secured such modification.

Mr. Reading received, on or about August 10, 1927, after
the date of his becoming director of and counsel for the
Boston subsidiary, in form of compensation for his services
as director and counsel 50 shares of the preferred and 225
shares of the Class A non-voting common stock of the Bos-
ton subsidiary. On August 15, he received a check for
$2,750 from the parent company which he immediately
endorsed and returned to it, and which on the books of the
parent company was entered for services rendered to it,
whereas in fact the committee finds that no such services
were rendered. The check purported to be in payment of
the shares of stock of the Boston subsidiary which had
been issued to him. In December and the following months,
the directors of the Boston subsidiary, including Mr. Read-
ing, at the suggestion of an accountant, Mr. Pride, returned
to it all the stock which had been issued to them under similar
conditions. As the result of alleged irregularities appearing
in the books and accounts of the parent company, and of
alleged overcharges to and wrongful withholding of funds
from the subsidiaries by the parent company and of alleged
unwarranted abstraction from such funds by Wolfe, a group
of directors of several of the subsidiaries met in Boston at
the City Club on October 28, 1927. Mr. Reading was invited
to attend, did attend, and took part in the discussion and
deliberations of this meeting, where there was a general
discussion of the affairs of the parent company and the
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subsidiaries, and of the alleged wrongful withholding by the
parent company of large sums alleged to be due the sub-
sidiaries by reason of a so-called 5 per cent contingency fund,
set aside by the parent company in connection with the sale
of stock of the subsidiaries, in which irregularities it was
stated at the meeting that Wolfe had participated. There
was further discussion at said meeting in the presence of Mr.
Reading of the alleged wrongful charging by the parent
company to the subsidiaries of salaries, rent and cost of
circularization, and of the alleged wrongful withholding of
funds of the parent company by Wolfe. The attention of
those present, including Mr. Reading, was directed to certain
cards on file in the office of the parent company which it
was claimed clearly indicated false entries relating to the
number of circulars charged by the parent company to the
Rhode Island subsidiary. Statements were made at this
meeting in the presence of Mr. Reading to the effect that
criminal proceedings ought to be instituted against Mr.
Wolfe and that investigation should be made to determine
whether criminal prosecution should be instituted. The
committee finds that Mr. Reading was fully apprised of the
fact that criminal conduct in all probability existed and
that some of the participants in the meeting believed the
situation to require criminal proceedings.

Another meeting of representatives of the subsidiaries at
which Mr. Reading was present and in which he participated
was held on November 4, and the same matters were dis-
cussed, including the criminal aspects of the situation. It
was there agreed that Mr. Reading should be employed by
certain of the subsidiaries to get in touch with Mr. Wolfe
and negotiate a settlement with him. With knowledge
that there was serious question as to whether or not crimes
had been committed by Mr. Wolfe or others in connection
with the management and conduct and in the misappropria-
tion of funds of the parent company, Mr. Reading, with
the intent and purpose to gain emolument for himself, under-
took to so act as counsel of the subsidiaries, or some of them,
and did proceed in wilful disregard of his duties as Attorney-
General to effect a settlement with said Wolfe without pub-
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licity and by suppression of any further criminal investigation
or procedure.

During the week of November 6, and prior to November 10,
Mr. Reading, representing that he was acting as Attorney-
General, called District Attorney Charles B. Rugg of Worces-
ter by telephone and inquired if the Worcester Grand Jury
was in session, and on being informed that it had adjourned
sine die, asked Mr. Rugg if he could call a special session,
if required. Mr. Reading then stated to District Attorney
Rugg that “a large larceny, a big larceny, from a corporation
in Worcester had been called to his attention” and that he
as Attorney-General might desire to have a special session
of the Grand Jury called in order to act on that subject. Mr.
Reading stated in testimony that the corporation referred to
in his inquiry was the parent company, and the committee
so finds in fact. Mr. Reading had no further conference or
correspondence respecting any session of the Grand Jury
with District Attorney Rugg.

While in the employment so undertaken by him, and in
the promotion of its purpose, Mr. Reading at the office of the
Attorney-General in the State House, on November 9 di-
rected Inspector Mitchell, a Boston police officer detailed to
the Attorney-General’s office to act under his instructions
in criminal and other investigations, to proceed to Worcester
on the following day and there request Mr. Wolfe to im-
mediately call the Attorney-General by telephone. Inspector
Mitchell proceeded to the office of Wolfe at Worcester and
there stated to him that the Attorney-General desired Wolfe
to call him at his office in the State House. Mr. Wolfe im-
mediately complied with the Inspector’s request, and called
the Attorney-General who requested Wolfe to come to the
office of the Attorney-General in the State House. Wolfe at
once in the company of Inspector Mitchell and one Joseph
A. Lincoln, who had been active in collecting and reporting
information relative to the alleged irregularities of the parent
company and of Wolfe and who was in fact Wolfe’s accuser,
proceeded to Boston and to the office of the Attorney-General
in the State House.

During the ride to Boston, Inspector Mitchell, whose
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official position was known to Mr. Wolfe, referred in con-
versation with Mr. Lincoln to the Ponzi and other like
criminal cases. On the arrival of Mr. Wolfe in Boston, he
proceeded at once with Inspector Mitchell and Lincoln to
the office of the Attorney-General in the State House where
he was ushered into the presence of the Attorney-General in
his office in company with Mr. Lincoln. During part of the
ensuing interview an official stenographer was present and
took notes. Mr. Reading there stated to Wolfe the various
charges above referred to which had been made against Wolfe
and the parent company, whereupon Wolfe without advice
of counsel and in the absence of authorization from the stock-
holders or directors of the parent company, and, immediately
upon the statement so made by the Attorney-General, agreed,
as Mr. Reading testified and the committee finds, to allow the
books of the parent company to be examined by Mr. Pride,
a public accountant, to deliver to Ralph W. Stearns, an
Assistant Attorney-General, as escrow agent, all the shares
of common stock in the subsidiaries owned not only by the
parent company but also by Wolfe personally, together with
all the supervisory contracts between the parent company
and the subsidiaries, to be held in escrow pending an audit
by Mr. Pride, the accountant there named by Mr. Reading.

In the presence of Mr. Wolfe, the Attorney-General who
had sent for Mr. Pride engaged him to make the audit and
directed him to proceed to the office of the parent company
in Worcester and to take such books as he desired, to which
direction Wolfe expressed his assent.

On the following day, November 11, Mr. Wolfe, with his
attorney, Jacob Asher, and several of the directors of the
parent company, returned to the office of the Attorney-
General in the State House, and to a conference with him,
bringing with them the certificates of stock and the super-
visory contracts above referred to. The committee finds that
at this interview Mr. Reading stated that he had been called
on the telephone by District Attorney Rugg of Worcester in
regard to the affairs of the United L. A. W., the parent com-
pany, and said in substance that he was holding off not only
Mr. Rugg but some other district attorney from taking im-
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mediate criminal proceedings with reference to the alleged
irregularities of Wolfe and of the parent company. Assistant
Attorney-General Stearns produced the proposed escrow
agreement which he had drawn up, and, after some discussion
as to its phraseology and terms, it was executed by Mr. Wolfe
personally and assented to by him as President of the United
L. A. W. Corporation, Mr. Reading having stated to Mr.
Wolfe and Mr. Asher that the agreement must be executed
by five o’clock on that day. Mr. Wolfe on account of absence
in Palestine, having sailed from New York on February 21,
did not testify before the committee. An affidavit, however,
was introduced as well as certain hearsay testimony as to
threatening statements alleged to have been made by Mr.
Reading to Mr. Wolfe on November 10. The committee has
disregarded and excluded this affidavit and this hearsay
testimony from its consideration. The methods employed
by Mr. Reading, and the attendant circumstances in sending
Inspector Mitchell to Worcester and in Mitchell’s attendance
upon Wolfe in the trip to the office of the Attorney-General,
the setting of the interview in the office of the Attorney-Gen-
eral in the State House, the circumstances and environment
which surrounded the meeting on November 10, the talk
which there took place, as testified to by Mr. Reading and
Mr. Lincoln, together with the precipitate willingness of Mr.
Wolfe to give over to the possession of an Assistant Attorney-
General the supervisory contracts of the parent company with
its subsidiaries, and all the common stock of the subsidiaries
held not only by the parent company but by Wolfe in his
personal right, the terms of the so-called “escrow agreement”
executed on the following day, and the features of the con-
ference which took place on November 11, lead the committee
to the finding and conclusion that Wolfe did what he did be-
cause of his fear and apprehension that if he did not do what
he believed the Attorney-General to require of him, he would
be proceeded against criminally. The committee further
finds that Mr. Reading deliberately and wilfully intended by
the procedure adopted and by statements made by him to
wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly use the power and authority
of his office as Attorney-General to intimidate and to induce
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and did so intimidate and induce said Wolfe to enter into the
escrow agreement and to deliver securities and contracts pur-
suant thereto whereby the said subsidiaries would be greatly
benefited and the said Reading gain emolument through his
said employment by them.

The committee finds that Abraham K. Cohen, Esq., of
Boston, on or about November 14 was retained by Mr.
Wolfe and the parent company, and on November 15, Mr.
Cohen, believing, as Mr. Reading must have well known,
that he was dealing with Mr. Reading in his official capacity
as Attorney-General, addressed a letter to Mr. Reading as
follows: “Hon. Arthur K. Reading, Attorney-General of
the Commonwealth, State House, Boston, Mass. Dear Mr.
Attorney-General”. Two days later Mr. Cohen had an in-
terview with Mr. Reading at the office of the Attorney-
General in the State House, at Mr. Reading’s request, and
there Mr. Cohen discussed the affairs of his client, and ex-
pressed his belief in the honesty of Wolfe and of the disaster
to the investors if criminal proceedings should be instituted.
Mr. Reading instanced various things called to his attention
by Mr. Pride, including a considerable sum that appeared
to have been taken from the parent company by Wolfe
without authority. After quite a long discussion as to the
matter, Mr. Reading informed Mr. Cohen for the first time
that he was acting as counsel for the subsidiaries, though
until then he had made no intimation that he was acting
other than in his official capacity as Attorney-General.
The committee finds that thereafter, Mr. Reading, knowing
that Wolfe was represented by counsel, gave to Mr. Pride,
upon the official letterhead of the Attorney-General, a letter
addressed, “To Whom It May Concern”, and signed, as
the committee finds, “Arthur K. Reading, Attorney-Gen-
eral”, which letter stated that Mr. Pride was conducting an
audit of the United L. A. W. Corporation and its subsidi-
aries and that any information that “you can give me in
regard to this company or in regard to Louis L. Wolfe will
be appreciated.” Mr. Pride presented this letter to two
banks in Worcester and requested information under its
apparent authority as to the personal accounts of Mr.
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Wolfe. The committee finds that in so acting Mr. Reading
again wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly used the power and
authority of his office to further the interests of his private
clients and to thereby gain emolument and profit to himself.

The committee finds that there were a number of meetings
of the various representatives of the subsidiaries held at the
City Club between November 10 and December 9. On Decem-
ber 9 a conference was held at the private law office of Mr.
Reading in the Tremont Building, at which were present, in
addition to Mr. Reading, representatives of the Maine, Ver-
mont, Rhode Island and Boston subsidiaries, Mr. Pride, Mr.
Cohen, and Mr. Gaskill of Worcester, who also represented
Mr. Wolfe and the parent company. At the outset of the
meeting Mr. Gaskill inquired whether Mr. Reading was act-
ing in his private or in his official capacity in dealing with the
affairs of theparent company and Mr. Wolfe, and said that he
made this inquiry in part because he had learned of Mr. Pride’s
going to a bank in Worcester with a letter from the Attorney-
General seeking information as to the private account of Mr.
Wolfe. Mr. Reading replied that he was acting in his private
capacity and that he would withdraw from the conference and
from further participation in negotiations for settlement if the
other parties in interest desired him to do so. There was no
desire expressed that Mr. Reading withdraw, and the con-
ference proceeded with his participation. The discussion at
the conference resulted in drawing up the so-called “gentle-
men’s agreement” which did not affect the Holyoke, Hartford
and New Hampshire subsidiaries, by the terms of which a sum
exceeding $126,000 was required to be paid to various subsid-
iaries by the parent company purporting to represent what
was due those subsidiaries on the sale of the stock by the parent
company as disclosed by Mr. Pride’s examination. In addi-
tion it was agreed that the parent company should pay a net
sum of $125,000 for the benefit of the subsidiaries and surrender
to them all the supervisory contracts and the certificates of
stock then held under the escrow agreement. Upon the sug-
gestion of Mr. Gaskill, the amount to be paid by the parent
company was fixed at $175,000 and the sum of $50,000 was to
be paid by the subsidiaries to the parent company for its sur-
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render of the contracts and the stock. This net figure of
$125,000 did not result from any exact or complete audit by
Mr. Pride of the books of the parent company, but from a su-
perficial examination and was a lump sum arbitrarily reached
by way of compromise as an amount to be paid to the subsid-
iaries from the 5 per cent contingency fund heretofore re-
ferred to. Upon suggestion of Mr. Reading it was agreed by
parties present at the conference that the so-called “gentle-
men’s agreement” should not become effective until it had
been presented by Mr. Reading and counsel for the parent
company and for Wolfe to District Attorney Rugg and his
approval had been secured thereto, and it was further agreed
that if disapproved by the District Attorney the tentative
agreement should become of no effect and void.

The facts in evidence, including the agreement to turn over
to certain subsidiaries not only an amount exceeding $126,000
found to be due them from the parent company but also to
all the subsidiaries which participated the sum of $125,000
without a careful or accurate audit, and all the supervisory
contracts under which Mr. Reading testified the parent com-
pany had been receiving approximately $lOO,OOO a year, and
all the control stocks owned by Mr. Wolfe personally and the
parent company amounting as testified to by Mr. Reading to
approximately 37,500 shares of stock valued at anywhere
from $375,000 to $500,000, clearly show, as the committee
finds, that the settlement made by Mr. Wolfe and the parent
company as set out in the so-called “gentlemen’s agreement”
was brought about in part at least by Mr. Wolfe’s apprehen-
sion and fear of possible if not probable criminal prosecution
otherwise to be instituted, and the expectation on his part that
by such settlement he was to obtain immunity from such
prosecution. The committee finds that Mr. Reading in-
tended that Wolfe should by the performance of his said
agreement secure such immunity.

On the following day Mr. Reading and Mr. Gaskill inter-
viewed District Attorney Rugg in Worcester and made a
statement to him with reference to the conduct of Wolfe and
to the relations of the parent company and the subsidiaries.
The terms of the so-called “gentlemen’s agreement” were
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referred to by Mr. Reading and Mr. Gaskill, who stated
that they had come to ask District Attorney Rugg if he
saw any criminal phase in the situation that would warrant
criminal prosecution. Mr. Rugg testified that he stated
that on the recital presented to him he did not observe any
criminal act on the part of Mr. Wolfe or the parent company.
On this occasion the Attorney-General was acting as private
counsel for said subsidiaries with expectation of receiving
payment for his services, if the settlement should be con-
summated without the publicity of civil proceedings or crim-
inal prosecution, which consummation, as Mr. Reading well
knew, was desired by all parties interested in effecting such
settlement.

The committee further finds that Mr. Reading, then being
Attorney-General and personally and financially interested in
effecting the said settlement, to be in part based upon assur-
ances of immunity against criminal prosecution of any of
the parties participating in such settlement, speciously and
corruptly and in violation and disregard of his duty as At-
torney-General and for his own private gain and emolument
sought by the influence of his said office to induce and did
induce the District Attorney of the Middle District upon the
assurances made by the said Reading, then being Attorney-
General, and on his ex -parte statement, with that of the
counsel for Wolfe and the parent company, to sanction the
said so-called “gentlemen’s agreement” with the implied
assurance of immunity against criminal prosecution in the
County of Worcester against any of the parties to said agree-
ment.

The committee finds that the final settlement, pursuant to
the term of the so-called “gentlemen’s agreement”, was made
on January 31, 1928. Mr. Reading on the same day opened
an account in the Old Colony Trust Company under the
name of Arthur K. Reading, Attorney, and deposited checks
of the parent company aggregating $175,000, and after draw-
ing a check for $50,000 back to the parent company in accord-
ance with the terms of the agreement, paid himself $30,000
for his services as attorney for the various subsidiaries which
he had undertaken to represent.
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There was introduced in evidence a letter from Frank P.
Ryan, an attorney in Worcester, representing certain stock-
holders of the parent company, addressed to District Attor-
ney Rugg under date of January 24, 1928, referring to Pride’s
audit as having been reported to the Attorney-General and
to Mr. Rugg as the district attorney, and requesting a copy
of such audit, and further requesting Mr. Rugg as district
attorney to take immediate steps to conserve the assets for
the innocent victims alleged to “have been preyed upon by
the executives and officers responsible for the representations
in the sale of their securities.” District Attorney Rugg
replied under date of January 25 to the letter of Mr. Ryan
informing him that his letter had been “forwarded to the
Attorney-General with the suggestion that as he knew more
about the L. A. W. situation that he advise me about it so
I can more intelligently answer your letter. As soon as I
hear from him I will let you know.”

On or about January 25, 1928, and before the consum-
mation of the settlement with Wolfe and the parent company
pursuant to the terms of the so-called “gentlemen’s agree-
ment”, Mr. Reading was informed of Mr. Ryan’s claim by
his letter forwarded to him and was so informed of his appeal
for protection of his clients through State officials, but
nevertheless Mr. Reading refused to consider any action in
such behalf and proceeded to himself participate in the
consummation of the settlement on January 31, 1928, with
Wolfe and the parent company, Mr. Reading well knowing
that such settlement was understood by the parties thereto
to assure immunity against further investigation or criminal
prosecution of any of such parties.

And the committee further finds that Mr. Reading, then
being Attorney-General, did wilfully, wrongfully and cor-
ruptly stifle and suppress for his own profit and gain further
inquiry or investigation respecting alleged wrongdoing of the
parent company or of Wolfe and did wilfully, wrongfully
and corruptly participate for his own gain and benefit in
the compounding, composition and concealment of alleged
unlawful or criminal acts committed within the Common-
wealth and did so wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly protect
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from the operation of the laws of the Commonwealth alleged
offenders against their provisions.

The findings of the committee last hereinabove stated are
confirmed by the statement in Mr. Reading’s letter as
Attorney-General to Mr. Ryan dated February 2, 1928, the
language of which is in part as follows:

In reply to your letter under date of January 24th permit me to state
that you are in error in your assumption that I have conducted any
official investigation of the affairs of the United L. A. W. Corporation.
Neither has any information come to my possession which would justify
the conclusion that the company is “in a bad financial way.”

The committee further in summary and conclusion finds
that

(a) In wrongfully entering into employment as private
counsel for various subsidiaries of the United L. A. W. Cor-
poration for his own private gain and in violation of his
obligations and oath of office as Attorney-General;

(6) In calling in his capacity as Attorney-General, after
notice of alleged criminal acts, District Attorney Rugg by
telephone;

(c) In sending Inspector Mitchell to Worcester;
( d) In procuring Mr. Wolfe’s presence in the office of the

Attorney-General;
(e) In the talk which took place at the interviews between

the Attorney-General and Wolfe on November 10 and on
November 11;

(/) In bringing about an audit of the books of the parent
company by Mr. Pride;

(</) In bringing about the turning over to an Assistant
Attorney-General under an escrow agreement all the super-
visory contracts and shares of stock in the subsidiaries owned
by the parent company and Wolfe personally;

(/i) In sending Pride to Worcester with a letter to the
banks on official stationery of the Attorney-General and
signed by him as Attorney-General;

( i) In bringing about a settlement with assured immunity
against criminal investigation or prosecution because of a
controversy then pending and apparently involving criminal
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aspects between the parent company and its subsidiaries
through fear on the part of Wolfe and his advisors that, if such
settlement satisfactory to Mr. Reading was not reached,
criminal proceedings would result, and through their desire to
secure such immunity; and

(j) In wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly stifling and sup-
pressing for his own profit and gain inquiry or investigation
respecting alleged wrongdoings of the parent company or of
Wolfe, and in wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly participating
for his own gain and benefit in the compounding, composition
and concealment of alleged unlawful or criminal acts committed
within the Commonwealth and in wilfully, wrongfully and
corruptly protecting from the operation of the laws of this
Commonwealth alleged offenders against their provisions,

Mr. Reading was and is guilty of misconduct and mal-
administration in his office as Attorney-General of Massachu-
setts in that he wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly and for his
own profit and emolument brought the administration of
justice in this Commonwealth into discredit and disrepute
and degraded and defamed the dignity, integrity and author-
ity of the office of Attorney-General of this Commonwealth
and thereby impaired and destroyed public confidence in the
administration of that office and thereby wilfully, wrongfully
and corruptly prostituted his official power and influence for
the purpose of securing benefits to himself and his private
clients.

4. Decimo Club.
The committee finds that on or about May 16, 1927, rep-

resentatives of the public press informed Mr. Reading of
reports that had come to their knowledge indicating that the
Decimo Club, Inc., hereinafter referred to as the Decimo
Club, a foreign corporation, organized under the laws of the
State of Delaware, was conducting its operations in Massa-
chusetts under the appearance of a fraudulent and unlawful
scheme suggestive of another Ponzi enterprise. Mr. Reading
testified before the committee that realizing that the investi-
gation of the Decimo Club doing business in Massachusetts
lay within the field of his official duty and jurisdiction as
Attorney-General, he accordingly undertook such duty by
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instructing Inspector Mitchell to investigate the Club and its
activities in Massachusetts, and further directed Mr. Cutter,
an Assistant Attorney-General, to likewise inquire into and
ascertain the legal status and operations of the Club. Com-
missioner Long of the Department of Corporations and Tax-
ation, with whom Mr. Cutter had conferred, had previously
sought the advice of the Attorney-General’s Department re-
specting this Club and especially with regard to the question
whether it was in truth a fraternal or a business corporation.

Mitchell made inquiries of members and officers of the
Decimo Club in Boston respecting its methods and its affairs
but he gained little material or significant information.

On May 18, Mr. Cutter with Mitchell had a conference at
the Attorney-General’s office with local officers of the Club.
The conference was conducted through a series of questions and
answers, a stenographic report of which was preserved and
submitted to Mr. Reading. From this interview nothing of
material import was disclosed, the answers being evasive and
coupled with protestations of lack of information and of au-
thority on the part of the deponents for or in behalf of the Club,
the offices of which were stated to be in the State of New York.

The committee finds that on May 19 Mr. Reading was
in New York, and of his own volition went to the New York
office of the Attorney-General of the State of New York and
there, in his capacity as Attorney-General of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, had a conference with the Honorable
Nicholas Selvaggi, one of the Deputy Attorneys-General of
the State of New York, relative to the Decimo Club, and re-
quested information relative to it. Mr. Selvaggi told Mr.
Reading that he had learned of Mr. Reading’s investigation
of the Decimo Club in Massachusetts, and that he too dis-
trusted the character of the Decimo Club, and intended to
prevent the activities of the Club if he possibly could in the
State of New York.

On the same day Mr. Reading, who had received a telegram
from Mitchell stating, “See J. D. Webster and Hugh Monjar,
551 Fifth Avenue re Decimo letter introduction given me
W. W. Johnson guarantees interview and copy of by-laws,”
in person called at the offices of the Club, introducing him-
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self as the Attorney-General of Massachusetts and identi-
fying himself by the exhibition of the telegram from Inspector
Mitchell. No officer of the Club being present at its offices,
Mr. Reading left word that he would be in the evening at the
McAlpin Hotel in New York where he directed the officers
of the Club to meet him for conference respecting its activities.
Pursuant to this message Joseph D. Webster, his brother,
David A. Webster, and Joseph V. Stewart, executive and
managing officers of the Club, called upon Mr. Reading who
testified before this committee that at the outset of the
interview Joseph D. Webster was somewhat belligerent
regarding the interrogations of Mr. Reading who, as he
also testified before this committee, stated in effect to these
Decimo Club officials that, as he had previously stated at
their office, they had opportunity to give him the informa-
tion he required voluntarily then or it would be disclosed to
him later in the office of the Attorney-General of Massachu-
setts in Boston. Thereafter, the attitude of these Decimo
officials in this interview was amicable, Mr. Reading and the
Club officials dined together, and their conversation was
continued through the evening. Copies of the constitution
of the Decimo Club and other papers regarding its organi-
zation and operations were exhibited and examined by Mr.
Reading and oral statements were made by the Club officials
regarding its operations.

The committee finds that at the close of this conference
Mr. Reading stated to these representatives of the Club
that he was favorably impressed by their appearance and
conduct, and further expressed his general approval of the
organization and his sympathy with its purposes, and further
stated that he saw nothing so far as then appeared to indi-
cate that there was anything illegal with respect to the Club
or its operations, but he added the observation that there
were some formal features of its present organization that
should be amended to correct, among other details, its too
autocratic provisions and to eliminate a self-perpetuating
board of government, adding that all of these objections
could be readily dispelled through the advice and action of
a competent attorney, whereby all criticism of the organiza-
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tion or its procedure could be averted. It was arranged that
Joseph I). Webster should forward to Mr. Reading at the
office of the Attorney-General in Boston copies of the con-
stitution and by-laws of the Club.

The committee finds that, on Mr. Reading’s return to
Boston, Mr. Cutter exhibited to him the stenographic report
of the conference with the Boston officers of the Club and
further reported his conference with Commissioner Long and
orally stated to Mr. Reading that while the Club appeared
to be conducted on unsound financial principles, he had
found no evidence that would preclude its recognition as a
fraternal organization, and that apparently it could continue
its operations as such.

The committee finds that Mitchell, on or about May 20,
orally reported to the Attorney-General that he had found no
evidence of criminal conduct on the part of the Club and he was
thereupon directed by Mr. Reading to discontinue further
investigation.

Mr. Cutter orally reported to Commissioner Long on or
about May 20 that the Club so far as known appeared to be
only a fraternal society. Mr. Reading did not himself com-
municate in any way with Commissioner Long on the subject.

The committee finds that Joseph I). Webster and his brother
David, representing the Decimo Club, called upon Mr. Read-
ing, the Attorney-General, at his office in the State House in
Boston on May 27, pursuant to an appointment made with
the Attorney-General by telegram. At this meeting Joseph
D. Webster stated that he and his brother had come in behalf
of the Decimo Club saying that “they wanted to take this
occasion to make further inquiry to make sure of the status
of the Decimo Club in Massachusetts, ” to which Mr. Reading
replied that he had been unable to find anything wrong with
the Decimo Club. Mr. Reading further replied in substance
that he had found nothing to indicate anything unlawful in
the organization or conduct of the Club, but he added that in
some respects it might be open to criticism because of objec-
tionable language used in some of its organic provisions and
added the observation that such conditions might be due to
incapacity or oversight on the part of lawyers that had been
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employed, and that a competent lawyer could easily correct
these defects and so render the Club’s organization and con-
duct above reproach in any state.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading had before this
interview decided that he would make no further investiga-
tion of the Decimo Club.

The committee further finds that in the conversation of
May 27 Mr. Reading intended to give the impression to the
Websters representing the Club that he was available for
employment by it, and that he would accept such employment
if offered to him.

The committee finds that Joseph and David Webster
remaining in Boston called again upon Mr. Reading on the
next day, May 28, at the Attorney-General’s office in the
State House and then suggested his employment as counsel
for the Decimo Club. They said to Mr. Reading that they
had come to the conclusion between them that they had been
represented by the wrong type of lawyer, that what they
needed was a lawyer who would do what Mr. Reading had
done, make constructive suggestions and criticisms and tell
them how to put their Club in such a position that it would
be above criticism as well as within the law. After they had
so prefaced their remarks David Webster asked Mr. Reading
if he would serve as counsel for Decimo. Mr. Reading testified
before the committee, that his first reaction was that he
could not represent the Decimo Club and he asked the
Websters, “ Are you trying to get an official sanction for your
Club by employing me because I happen to be Attorney-
General?” To which inquiry Joseph D. Webster replied,
“Nothing is further from oiir minds. I don’t care if you are
the Attorney-General or if you have never held any public
position. We are looking for a lawyer of a certain type.
If you think you are being improperly approached, then we
want to apologize for having taken the matter up with you.
But you yourself have mentioned the fact that we need some
competent legal advice. Now, why can’t you give it to us?

Mr. Reading further testified before this committee that
he told the Websters that he was a little afraid of the appear-
ance of representing an organization which had been under his
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official investigation. He testified that the subject was dis-
cussed for some time and said that he then told them that he
would take the matter of his employment by Decimo under
advisement.

The committee finds that on June 2, 1927, Mr. Reading,
who had then decided to enter the employment of the Decimo
Club, again called on Mr. Selvaggi, Deputy Attorney-General
of New York, and without revealing his intended private em-
ployment by the Decimo Club informed Mr. Selvaggi that
so far as he could find there was no wrongdoing on the part of
the Decimo Chib, and expressed the opinion that the deeper
Mr. Selvaggi delved into the matter the more he would be
convinced of its good intentions. Mr. Reading told Mr.
Selvaggi that he thought Mr. Selvaggi would not get very
far with his investigation. Mr. Selvaggi informed Mr.
Reading that it appeared to him that there was something
“fishy” about the Decimo Club all the way through and he
felt that some of the members were actually looting the
organization and that he had made up his mind to take
steps to prevent them from so doing if possible. It was also
stated by Mr. Selvaggi that “the organization was very
mysterious and suspicious.”

The committee finds that Mr. Selvaggi believed, as Mr.
Reading well knew and intended, that in this conference Mr.
Reading was speaking and acting in his capacity as Attorney-
General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Mr. Reading testified and the committee finds that on
June 2, after the conference with Mr. Selvaggi, he conferred
with Joseph D. Webster and then discussed the matter of com-
pensation to Mr. Reading, Webster stating that the Club had
ample funds, there being as he said between $600,000 and
$700,000 in the treasury at that time. Webster further said
that the Club would be willing to pay Mr. Reading $25,000
on the basis of 25 cents a member on the assumption of
100,000 members, though the committee finds as a fact that
at the time there were only about 65,000 members.

Mr. Reading testified and the committee finds that he said
that if he was to serve as counsel he did not want the fact to
be advertised in any way because he thought the wrong impres-
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sion would be drawn therefrom. The committee finds that
Mr. Reading also told Mr. Webster that he would serve as
counsel and that he would return later to New York and talk
things over further. Mr. Reading then made arrangements
with one Herbert L. Barrett of Boston to go to New York
at some later time, and at Mr. Reading’s request Barrett
proceeded to New York with him on June 6. He told Barrett
that he wanted him to be associated with him in work for the
Decimo Club and that he would personally pay Barrett for
such services as Barrett might render, Mr. Reading informing
Barrett that he, Reading, was to redraft the entire form of
organization of the Decimo Club, not only in the light of the
laws of Delaware, but in the light of the laws of every state
in the Union in which Decimo was then operating or intended
to operate; that he was, in other words, to straighten out the
entire situation and generally advise the Decimo Club in order
to bring Decimo within the law.

Mr. Reading testified and the committee finds that on June
1 or 2 he notified Mr. Webster that he had decided to repre-
sent the Decimo Club on the terms suggested by Webster.

The committee finds that on the morning of June 7, Mr.
Reading, with Barrett, went to the Decimo headquarters in
New York where Mr. Reading introduced Barrett to Joseph
D. Webster, and that Mr. Reading stated that he did not want
the fact that he was doing this work advertised because he
did not want it to appear that the Decimo Club was employing
a man because of any official position, and that he thought
someone might draw that conclusion.

The committee finds that on June 8 Mr. Reading with
Barrett went to the Decimo headquarters and there met
Joseph D. Webster to whom Mr. Reading said that he would
like to have the matter of finances straightened out. Joseph
Webster said the matter was all taken care of, and in a few
moments he returned from another room with a check made
out in the sum of $25,000, walked directly to Mr. Barrett and
handed him the check; that Barrett took the check and ex-
amined it and then said with a smile, “Is that for me?” And
that Webster said, “That is for Mr. Reading.” Whereupon
Barrett handed the check over to Mr. Reading. The check
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was made out payable to Herbert L. Barrett, and dated June
6. And the committee finds that the check had been made
payable in form to Barrett by arrangement and direction of
Mr. Reading in order that payment to him might be concealed,
and the record so falsified. Mr. Reading testified that he
suggested, and the committee so finds, that Mr. Barrett go
with Webster to the bank and have the check cashed, and the
proceeds turned over to him.

The committee finds that Joseph D. Webster with Barrett
with the knowledge and assent of Mr. Reading proceeded to
the Chase National Bank on which the check of the Decimo
Club was drawn payable to Mr. Barrett; that at the bank
Webster, as the committee finds had been arranged by Mr.
Reading, introduced and identified Barrett to the bank teller
as the payee of the check and thereupon $25,000, the amount
of the check, was delivered to Barrett; that at the door of the
bank by arrangement made by them Mr. Reading met Barrett
and received from Barrett’s hands $25,000 in bills, the pro-
ceeds of the check.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading immediately left
Webster and Barrett and went alone to the Murray Hill Trust
Company, and there deposited $24,000 of the cash so re-
ceived by him, in a new account which he then opened.

The committee finds that immediately after, upon receipt
and deposit of the money as above stated by Mr. Reading,
he and Barrett returned by boat to Boston. On the trip Mr.
Reading paid to Barrett the sum of $2OO in cash, then stated
by Mr. Reading to be by way of compensation to Mr. Barrett
for his time and services while in New York, all Barrett’s
expenses having been paid by Mr. Reading.

The committee finds that between May 16 and June 9
representatives of the public press called on Mr. Reading,
some four or five times, seeking information as to what facts
had been revealed, and made inquiries as to the result of
Mr. Reading’s investigation of the Decimo Club. On each of
these occasions the members of the press were informed by
Mr. Reading that the investigation was still proceeding. On
June 9, after Mr. Reading’s return from New York, he was
again asked by members of the press whether he had com-
pleted his investigation of the Decimo Club.
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He declined at first to give out any information on the
subject. He did, however, later in the day give to the press
the following statement:

Some time ago this office investigated the activities of the Decimo
Club within this jurisdiction and found no evidence of any violation of
our laws.

This statement was published in Boston newspapers on
June 9. The committee finds that Mr. Reading never di-
vulged to any of his associates or assistants in the office of
the Attorney-General, who had by his direction participated
in the investigation of the Decimo Club, nor to Mr. Long,
Commissioner of Corporations, the fact or any intimation of
the fact that he intended to accept or had accepted a retainer
or emolument from the Decimo Club or that he was employed
in its service.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading intended from
wrongful and corrupt motives to conceal and withhold and
did so conceal and withhold from the public and the officials
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts the fact that he had
entered or intended to enter the service of the Decimo Club.
The committee further finds that the check for $25,000
drawn by the Decimo Club and made payable to Herbert L.
Barrett was intended by the Decimo Club, as Mr. Reading
well knew and also intended, as a false pretense and mis-
representation and concealment of the fact that the payment
was intended to be made and was made in truth to and for
Mr. Reading and to or for no one else. The committee fur-
ther finds that Mr. Reading so intended to conceal and did
so conceal through such fictitious transactions the fact that
he had entered into a corrupt employment by the Decimo
Club. The committee further finds that following such em-
ployment Mr. Reading submitted a written opinion upon
the subject matter of its organization to the Decimo Club
under date of June 21, 1927, which was the only written
opinion produced in evidence and was the only written co-
temporaneous evidence of any service rendered by Mr.
Reading to the Decimo Club. The committee finds that this
opinion of June 21 was composed and drafted by Mr. Read-
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ing in the office of the Attorney-General, dictated to one of
the stenographers therein employed, typed on the stationery
of Barrett, and was at the request and direction of Mr.
Reading falsely signed by Barrett, pursuant to Mr. Read-
ing’s intention that his name should nowhere appear on this
document, and the committee finds that in the writing, sig-
nature and transmission of this letter Mr. Reading corruptly
intended further to conceal and did conceal the fact and
intended to prevent and did prevent the disclosure that he
was in the employ of the Decimo Club, and intended to de-
ceive and did deceive the people of this Commonwealth.

The committee finds that during the month of September,
1927, two checks in payment of Mr. Reading’s expense
account were drawn by the Decimo Club, payable and for-
warded to Barrett and deposited by him in his own bank
account, and that Barrett thereafter by Mr. Reading’s
direction drew his personal check to Mr. Reading covering
the amount of said checks. The committee further finds
that by these transactions Mr. Reading intended to further
conceal and did further conceal and intended to withhold
and did withhold the fact of his employment by the Decimo
Club and did wilfully, corruptly and intentionally participate
in these transactions and in the transactions concerning the
check for $25,000, in the concealment of the fact of his
employment; and the committee finds that in the receipt
of these sums of money Mr. Reading so corruptly intended
to mislead and deceive and so did mislead and deceive both
his own official associates and the people of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts with respect to his employment by
the Decimo Club.

The committee further finds that Mr. Reading wilfully,
wrongfully and corruptly, while holding the office of Attor-
ney-General, did participate in the falsification of records
relating to his employment by the Decimo Club and did
participate in the misrepresentation of facts and of records
whereby he did corruptly and with guilty knowledge of the
deception conceal the fact of his employment by the Decimo
Club and the receipt by him of large emoluments so paid
to him and known by him to be far in excess of any actual or
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legitimate professional service rendered or to be rendered
by him to the Decimo Club.

The committee further finds that Mr. Reading, while
Attorney-General and so representing himself, did in bad
faith withhold from the Deputy Attorney-General of the
state of New York the fact that he was intending to enter
into the employ of the Decimo Club or was interested in
its protection while he sought information from the Deputy
Attorney-General with respect to his investigation of the
Decimo Club and the intended or proposed restraining pro-
ceedings to be instituted by the state of New York. The
committee finds in so dealing with the law officers of the
state of New York Mr. Reading as Attorney-General of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts acted in bad faith and with
corrupt intent to deceive and mislead the law officials of the
state of New York, and thereby brought reproach, discredit
and distrust upon the law department of the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts in its relations with a like department of
another state.

The committee further finds that Mr. Reading while in the
office of the Attorney-General secretly advised the Decimo
Club in the preparation of its defense or resistance to proceed-
ings brought in the courts of New York by the Attorney-
General of New York against the Decimo Club, on the ground
of illegality in its operations; and the committee further finds
that Mr. Reading, while Attorney-General of this Common-
wealth, secretly advised and aided the officers of the Decimo
Club to transfer large sums of money in the possession of the
Club, to wit, the sum of $300,000, then within the reach of
process of the courts of New York, for deposit within the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, to the end that such funds might
be beyond the reach of process instituted by that state in the
proceedings for a receivership and lawful distribution under
such order as the New York courts might enter.

The committee finds that the conduct of the affairs of the
Decimo Club in the state of New' York as well as in this Com-
monwealth was at the time of and prior to Mr. Reading’s
entering its employment, represented to him and appeared to
be, in fact, a mere specious device conducted under false pre-
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tenses and representation of fraternal benefits to its members,
for the collection of money from members of the Club for the
enrichment of its officials, employees and promoters.

The committee finds that in effect and in fact Mr. Reading
was so informed and advised by Mr. Selvaggi and was further
so advised and put upon his inquiry by the advice and in-
formation of Assistant Attorney-General Cutter, which ad-
vice was true in fact and was offered by Mr. Cutter in faithful
compliance with the obligation of his duty as a law officer
of the Commonwealth who had been directed to make inquiry
respecting the character and the conduct of this foreign corpo-
ration, the Decimo Club, operating in this state.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading had himself said in
speaking of persons induced to become members of the
Decimo Club as organized and operating at the time of his
employment by it, that he “did not realize that there were
so many suckers in the United States.”

The committee finds that Mr. Reading did wilfully, wrong-
fully and corruptly and for his own unlawful profit and gain,
and in violation of the obligations of his official duties and of
the obligations of his oath of office, enter into and remain in
the employment of the Decimo Club.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading while Attorney-
General of Massachusetts did wilfully, wrongfully and cor-
ruptly receive and accept from the Decimo Club on or about
June 8, 1927, the sum of $25,000 for his own use and profit
in consideration of his promise and assurance of his official
favor and protection to be extended by him as Attorney-
General of Massachusetts to the Decimo Club in its conduct
and operations in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

The committee finds that Mr. Reading after the payment
to him of said $25,000 rendered no service to the Decimo
Club either in extent or in value or in any wise commensurate
with the said payment for the revamping <or revision or re-
construction of the constitution, by-laws or corporate struc-
ture of that Club. And the committee finds that said payment
of $25,000 was made to Mr. Reading on the false pretense
that it was for and in consideration of his legal services in a
revision or revamping, amendment or reconstruction of the
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corporate structure of the Club and was a mere subterfuge
and false pretense, as Mr. Reading well knew and as the
officers of the Decimo Club participating in the said transac-
tion and payment also well knew. The committee further
finds that Mr. Reading wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly
received and accepted the said payment of $25,000 as and
for and in the purchase of his official favor and of his protec-
tion to be officially extended to the said Decimo Club in its
then present and to be continued operations in this Common-
wealth.

The committee further in summary and conclusion finds
that after Mr. Reading as Attorney-General of Massachu-
setts had received information on or about May 16, 1927, from
representatives of the press that the Decimo Club was operat-
ing in Massachusetts and collecting large sums of money
here for disbursement elsewhere and that there was reason
to suspect that such enterprise was fraudulent and in the
nature of another Ponzi scheme:

(a) Mr. Reading immediately and as Attorney-General of
Massachusetts instituted an investigation of the Decimo
Club by referring the subject matter to Assistant Attorney-
General Cutter for examination and to Police Inspector
Mitchell attached to the office of the Attorney-General;

(6) On May 19 Mr. Reading in his capacity as Attorney-
General called upon Deputy Attorney-General Selvaggi of
New York and was by him informed that the Decimo Club
was then under investigation by his department of the gov-
ernment of the state of New York and was suspected of
conducting a fraudulent business which the state of New
York proposed to prohibit or restrain;

(c) On the same day Mr. Reading as Attorney-General of
Massachusetts conferred with the officers of the Decimo
Club who there gave him such information as he then sought
respecting the organization and the operations of the Club;

{d) Mr. Reading then stated that he saw nothing unlawful
in such organization or operation and expressed his sympathy
in the objects and purposes of the Club and his high personal
regard for its officers with whom he had conferred, and sug-
gested that some changes should be made in the organic
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structure of the Club which he said a competent lawyer
could readily effect;

(e) On May 27 officers of the Decimo Club by arrangement
with Mr. Reading met him at the Attorney-General’s office in
Boston where they stated that they had come to make sure of
the legal status of the Decimo Club in Massachusetts;

(/) Mr. Reading then assured them that he had found
nothing to indicate that they were conducting their affairs
here in an unlawful manner, but again advised them that
formal changes should be made in the constitution and by-
laws of the Club in order to make its status safe and above
criticism in Massachusetts or in any other state, and again
stated that such changes could readily be made by a compe-
tent lawyer, after which assurance he and the officers of the
Club then separated with mutual expressions of confidence and
good-will;

(g) On May 28 the same officers of the Decimo Club called
again upon Mr. Reading at the Attorney-General’s office in
Boston and there directly offered him employment in the
service of the Decimo Club, which offer was accepted by Mr.
Reading on June 2;

(h) On June 2it wr as agreed between Mr. Reading and the
officers of the Decimo Club that he wr as to receive the sum of
125,000 for services to be rendered to the Club ostensibly, as
testified by Mr. Reading, for “revamping the constitution and
by-laws of the Club” and for further professional services to
be rendered by him in that connection;

(i) On June 8 Mr. Reading received $25,000 from the
Decimo Club bycash proceeds of a check fictitiouslyand falsely
made payable to Herbert L. Barrett, elsewhere in this report
referred to, and endorsed in blank by Mr. Barrett to whom as
payee of the check the money in fact intended for Mr. Read-
ing was paid by the bank;

O') After taking possession of the proceeds of this check,
Mr. Reading, having full knowledge of the false appearance
and record with respect to the check and the application of
its proceeds, as elsewhere stated in this report and found,
deposited $24,000 of said sum in a bank in New York wherein
he then opened a new account;
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(fc) On June 9, on his return from New York to Boston, Mr.
Reading, at the office of the Attorney-General, replied to per-
sistent inquiries of representatives of the press that he as
Attorney-General had found nothing unlawful in the operations
of the Decimo Club in Massachusetts.

The committee finds that in entering the employment of the
Decimo Club under conditions and circumstances as herein
found by the committee and in the acceptance of $25,000, as
found to have been to him paid, and his participations in the
false and fictitious transactions relating to the said payment,
as found by the committee, Mr. Reading was guilty of mis-
conduct and maladministration in his office as Attorney-
General of Massachusetts, in that he wilfully, wrongfully and
corruptly and for his own profit and emolument brought the
administration of justice in this Commonwealth into discredit
and disrepute and degraded and defamed the dignity, in-
tegrity and authority of the office of Attorney-General of this
Commonwealth and thereby impaired and destroyed public
confidence in the administration of that office, and thereby
wilfully, wrongfully and corruptly prostituted his official power
and influence for the purpose of securing benefits to himself.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The committee upon and pursuant to its findings and

conclusions of fact as herein and hereinabove set forth and
stated does further find, declare and report that the said
Arthur X. Reading wdiile holding the office of Attorney-
General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has been
and is guilty of misconduct and maladministration in his
said office as herein and hereinabove found and set forth.

Wherefore the committee, in obedience and pursuant to
the duties imposed upon it as aforesaid and in the exercise
and by virtue of all powers and authority to it granted or
conferred upon it by the said House Order No. 1030 and
of all laws or authority to it hereto enabling, does respect-
fully recommend that the Honorable the House of Repre-
sentatives of the Commonwealth do forthwith cause said
Arthur K. Reading, Esq., now holding the office of Attorney-
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General of said Commonwealth, to be impeached for mis-
conduct and maladministration in his said office, as declared
by the foregoing findings by and conclusions of the committee
and as disclosed by the evidence, the record whereof has been
submitted by the committee with its said findings, and

Wherefore the committee does further respectfully
recommend that the Honorable the House of Representatives
do forthwith proceed to impeach the said Arthur K. Reading,
Esq., for misconduct and maladministration in his said office
of Attorney-General at the bar of the Honorable the Senate
of this Commonwealth, and does further recommend the
adoption by the said House of Representatives of the following
resolution:

Resolved, That it is the duty of this House, as the Grand
Inquest of the people of this Commonwealth, to cause Arthur
K. Reading, Esq., Attorney-General of the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, to be impeached for misconduct and
maladministration in his said office as disclosed in the evi-
dence and findings submitted to this House; and be it further

Resolved, That this House do proceed to impeach the said
Arthur K. Reading, Esq., for misconduct and maladmin-
istration in his said office at the bar of the Honorable the
Senate of this Commonwealth.

Respectfully submitted.

GEORGE F. JAMES,
Chairman,

THOMAS C. CROWTHER,
RICHARD J. McCORMICK,
WILLIAM J. DAVISON,
HENRY D. ROCKWELL,
CHESTER ARTHUR PIKE,
JOSEPH L. HURLEY,
FRANCIS E. RAFTER,
JOHN P. BUCKLEY,

Members of Said Special Committe




