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House of Representatives, May 29, 1928.

The committee on Rules of the two branches, acting coir
currently, to whom was referred the message from His Excel-
lency the Governor recommending an investigation by i
committee of the General Court of charges made by clergy-
men and in the newspapers relative to certain irregularities
of State House employees and present or former members ol

the Legislature in connection with the use of liquor (House
No. 1329), report the accompanying order (House, No. 1335).

CommitteeFor the

LEVERETT SALTONSTALI

COPY OF REPORT OF COMMITTEES ON RULES OF
TFIE TWO BRANCHES, ACTING CONCURRENTLY.
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COPY OF ORDER OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEES ON
RULES OF THE TWO BRANCHES, ACTING
CONCURRENTLY.

Hoitse of Representatives, May 29, 1928.

Ordered, That a Joint Special Committee to consist of two
Senators to be designated by the President of the Senate and
three Representatives to be designated by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, shall investigate charges relative to
misconduct by members of the General Court, officials, officers
and employees of the Commonwealth, or others, within the
State House, on the day of prorogation of the General Court
in the year 1927, being the twenty-eighth day of April of said
year.

The Committee shall also receive and examine the report
of the Commission on Administration and Finance of its in-
vestigation in relation to charges that certain intoxicating
liquors in the custody of the Department of Public Safety and
stored in the State House have been misappropriated and
diverted to improper uses, and shall further investigate the
subject matter of said report, if, in the judgment of the Com-
mittee, further investigation is warranted. The Commit-
tee shall be provided with a hearing room within the State
House, shall hold public hearings, may employ a stenographer
or stenographers, shall have full power to summon witnesses,
administer oaths, take depositions, order the production of
books and papers; and shall make a thorough inquiry into the
subject matter referred to as aforesaid.

The Committee shall report the results of its investigation
and its recommendations by filing the same with the Clerk
of the House of Representatives as soon as may be.

Sent up for concurrence

FRANK E. BRIDGMAN, Clerk.

Senate, May 31, 1928.
Adopted, in concurrence.

WILLIAM 11. SANGER, Clerk.
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JOSEPH E. PERRY, )I on the part of the House
FRED D GRIGGS, >

I of Representatives.
GARRETT H. BYRNEJ

HUGH A. CREGO, j
I BRADFORD DAVIS j P‘r * °'‘h' S“a‘e

lEMBERS OF THE JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE





RI PORT OF THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF
THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, APPOINTED UNDER THE PROVISIONS
OF HOUSE ORDER NO. 1335; (1) “TO INVESTI-
GATE CHARGES RELATIVE TO MISCONDUCT
BY MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL COURT, OFFI-
CIALS, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE
COMMONWEALTH, OR OTHERS, WITHIN THE
STATE HOUSE, ON THE DAY OF PROROGATION,
IN THE YEAR 1927, BEING THE 28th DAY OF
APRIL OF SAID YEAR; (2) TO RECEIVE AND
EXAMINE THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION
ON ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE OF ITS
INVESTIGATION IN RELATION TO CHARGES,
THAT CERTAIN INTOXICATING LIQUORS IN
THE CUSTODY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUB-
LIC SAFETY AND STORED IN THE STATE
HOUSE, HAVE BEEN MISAPPROPRIATED AND
DIVERTED TO IMPROPER USES AND FURTHER
TO INVESTIGATE THE SUBJECT MATTER OF
SAID REPORT, IF, IN THE JUDGMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE, FURTHER INVESTIGATION IS
WARRANTED; AND (3) TO REPORT THE RE-
SULT OF ITS INVESTIGATION AND ITS REC-
OMMENDATIONS BY FILING WITH THE CLERK
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AS SOON
AS MAY BE.”

Your Committee was appointed under the provisions of
ase Order No. 1335, printed herewith on Page 5, whichHe

was adopted, in concurrence, May 31, 1928. In accordance
therewith on May 31, 1928, the President of the Senate ap-
pointed Messrs. Cregg of Methuen and Davis of Haverhill,
on the part of the Senate, and on June 4, 1928, the Speaker
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of the House of Representatives appointed Messrs. Perry of
Belmont, Griggs of Springfield and Byrne of Boston, on the
part of the House of Representatives.

The Committee met on June 4, 1928. Mr. Griggs, of Spring-
field, was elected Clerk. Under authority of the said order,
Edwin L. Davis of Boston was employed as official stenog-
rapher.

The Committee, pursuant to the terms of the order and in
discharge of the duties imposed by it, held public hearings on
June 6, 1928, and June 7, 1928, on the subject matter con-
tained in paragraph one, namely, the investigation of “Charges
relative to misconduct by members of the General Court,
officials, officers and employees of the Commonwealth, or
others, within the State House on the day of prorogation of
the General Court in the year 1927, being the 28th day of
April of said year.”

Twenty witnesses, duly sworn, testified before the Com-
mittee. These included William M. Forgrave, Superintendent
of the Massachusetts Anti-Saloon League; Philip F. Chardon
and James E. Holt, detectives who had been employed by the
said Forgrave; seven State House guards, being the guards
who were on duty in the late afternoon and evening of the day
in question; three employees of the State House News Bureau;
Charles 0. Holt, Sergeant-at-Arms of the General Court;
Howard C. Rudderham, Doorkeeper of the Senate; Fred H.
Kimball, Superintendent of Buildings; and also four clergy-
men of Greater Boston who had addressed a general letter to
His Excellency the Governor.

All witnesses were asked to testify as to what they knew of
their own knowledge concerning the subject matter under
investigation. They were also asked to furnish the Com-
mittee with the names of all other persons who they believed
could, of their own knowledge, furnish the Committee with
any such evidence. At the close of each hearing, the Com-
mittee asked if there were any persons present who could fur-
nish any such evidence, and there was no response.

The four clergymen stated that they had never made any
charges whatsoever regarding misconduct of any persons in
the State House on the day in question, and that they had no
evidence to submit concerning this particular matter.
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illiam M. Forgrave testified that he had no personal
knowledge of the subject matter under consideration.

d he only evidence of alleged misconduct was that given by
the two detectives, James E. Holt and Philip F. Chardon,
whose names were presented by Mr. Forgrave as the men
whom he had sent to investigate rumors that an improper
party was to be held that afternoon, or evening, in the State
House. Mr. Holt testified, in substance, that on a visit to
the State House, about 6.40 p.m., he went through the various
corridors, found everything quiet, and saw no evidence of
anything irregular. He returned with Mr. Chardon between
7.30 and 8 p.m., and again went through the corridors and saw
a group of six men, one of whom he thought appeared to have
been drinking. He followed this man to Room 446, where
from the corridor he heard boisterous talking. He did not go
into the room, nor did he know who, or how many, were
therein. He testified there was a guard outside the room,

patrolling the corridor; but
effort to identify the guard
could furnish the Committee
identity of any of the person

he apparently made no serious
or occupants of the room, and
with no information as to the
whom he claimed to have seen

or heard. He also testified that there was a man on the third
floor, signalling for an elevator, who appeared to have been
drinking, but whom he could in no way identify. Mr. Char-
don’s testimony was quite similar to that of Mr. Holt, except
that he added that he saw two officers on duty in the State
House who, in his opinion, had been drinking; but he offered
no evidence to identify them, nor could he identify any of them
when confronted on the witness stand by the guards who were
on duty that afternoon and evening in the State House, nor
could any of the guards identify him as having been in the
State House on the night in question.

Each guard in turn testified that he saw no irregularities or
evidence of misconduct by any one in any part of the building
during the afternoon and evening of the day in question. One
guard testified that Room 446 was occupied when he passed it
on his tour of duty, about six o’clock p.m., but that he neither
saw nor heard anything out of the ordinary, and did not know
who wras therein. When he next passed this room on his



HOUSE No. 1362. [July12

round about eight o’clock p.m., the room was empty, and in
accordance with his duty, he locked the door.

The three employees of the State House News Bureau, whose
room is diagonally across the corridor from Room 446, testified
that they observed nothing irregular or improper in that room,
or elsewhere in the State House. None of the witnesses exam-
ined, with the exception of the two detectives, saw any evidence
of misconduct.

Conclusion
The Legislature prorogued at 6.30 p.m. All witnesses agreed

that there was no evidence of disorderly or improper conduct
during the afternoon or evening as late as 7 o’clock. The only
witness who was in the vicinity of Room 446 as late as 8 o’clock
p.m. testified that the room was,then empty. No identification
whatever was offered, or apparently attempted, to show who
participated in the alleged party. Much of the testimony of the
two detectives was squarely contradicted by the other witnesses.

Your Committee, therefore, finds that there lias been no
evidence submitted to it that wouldwarrant it in substantiating
the charge that there was misconduct by members of the Gen-
eral Court, officials, officers of the Commonwealth, or others
within the State House on the day of prorogation, to wit, April
28, 1927.

In reaching this conclusion, your Committee has not found
it necessary to take into consideration the fact that the only
two witnesses who testified to improper conduct were them-
selves found to have criminal records.

Liquors in Custody op Department of Public Safety

By the second paragraph of the order, the Committee was
“to receive and examine the report of the Commission on Ad-
ministration and Finance of its investigation in relation to
charges that certain intoxicating liquors in the custody of the
Department of Public Safety and stored in the State House
have been misappropriated and diverted to improper uses and
shall further investigate the subject matter of said report,
if, in the judgment of the Committee, further investigation is
warranted.”

Your Committee finds that, on the basis of certain charges
later reduced to written specifications, made by one Freeman D
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Dickinson, a Boiler Inspector in the Department of Public
Safety, His Excellency the Governor directed the Commission
on Administration and Finance (hereinafter called the Com-
mission) to make an investigation by virtue of the power con-
ferred upon it by Chapter 7, Section 9, of the General Laws,
as amended by Chapter 362 of the Acts of 1923. While some
collateral issues were considered, the investigation centered on
the charge that certain intoxicating liquors, which had been
stored in the State House in the custody of the Department of
Public Safety, had been misappropriated and diverted to im-
proper uses.

The investigation was ordered on May 4, 1928, and on
June 9, 1928, the Commission submitted to your Committee its
report. A sworn transcript of the testimony upon which the
report was based was later submitted. One hundred and
thirty-six witnesses testified under oath before the Commission,
and the typewritten transcript of the testimony covered
some eight hundred pages.

Your Committee has carefully examined the report and all
of the sworn testimony on which it is based.

In view of the fact that the Commission has, in its report,
stated in detail the nature of the charges and of the testimony
which it received, it is not necessary for this Committee to go
into detail, other than to say that it appears that said Dickin-
son for the past eighteen months, at least, had been attempting
to gather evidence as to possible illegal removal of liquor from
the liquor room in the State House. In this endeavor, he had
apparently interrogated every person who, he believed, might
have some evidence or who, he believed, was in a position to
get evidence concerning such illegal removal of liquor.

Your Committee believes that Dickinson suggested to those
who were in a position to get evidence as to the illegal removal
of liquor, that they procure such evidence and preserve it.
He did not disclose to these persons his purpose, but your
Committee is satisfied that it was for the purpose of enforcing
or substantiating a threat that Dickinson intended to make in
the event that he found himself in any controversy with the
Commissioner of Public Safety, or for any other purpose that
he, Dickinson, might deem beneficial to himself in any emer-
gem

Your Committee believes that it is indeed singular that
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the testimony of Dickinson, and other witnesses who were
suggested hy him and who appeared before the Commission,
discloses the fact that no one in authority was informed of
these irregularities until Dickinson wrote a letter to His Ex-
cellency the Governor, on April 28, 1928, four days after his
transfer to Pittsfield had been ordered.

A careful examination of the evidence discloses that the
investigation by the Commission was a broad one. Full oppor-
tunity was given to witnesses to tell all they knew about the

-■

subject matter. Great latitude was given, and hearsay evidence
was admitted. This was more than the witnesses could have
expected before any other tribunal.

Having in mind the scope of, and the testimony set forth
in, the evidence before the Commission, the question for your
Committee is, whether or not it would serve any useful pur-
pose to investigate further the subject matter, and if so,
whether or not it would serve any useful purpose to have
public hearings and have the witnesses reiterate what they
said before the Commission.

The counsel for Dickinson and his corroborating witnesses
appeared and requested that the hearings be reopened be-
cause they feared that their positions might be in jeopardy
on account of the testimony which they had given before the
Commission. This was the principal reason given for their
request for the reopening of the hearings.

Certain clergymen urged before your Committee that pub-
lic hearings be held, on the ground that the charges were so
grave that the public was entitled to hear the testimony.

Neither said counsel nor said clergy had any personal knowl-
edge of the subject matter, nor did they nor any one else
during the deliberations of the Committee suggest the names
of any witnesses who had not already been heard before the
Commission, with the single exception of a person whose
name was suggested by His Excellency the Governor, near
the close of the Committee’s deliberations, as one who might
have some evidence. Your Committee made diligent search
for this witness, but was informed that he was on a vacation
and could not be reached. A our Committee believes, after
having waited a reasonable time, that it would not be justified
in longer delaying its report.
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Conclusion.
Your Committee, after fully examining and considering the

exhaustive transcript of the evidence, and after considering
the latitude that was allowed the witnesses that appeared
before this Commission, finds that the charges were not made
in good faith, but were made to serve the personal ends of the
complainant, and were not substantiated.

Your Committee believes from the testimony that Freeman
D. Dickinson was selfish in his purpose; that neither he nor
his corroborating witnesses co-operated with their superiors in
the Departments; and that they were, by their conduct,
undermining or attempting to undermine the Department of
Public Safety, which is one of the bulwarks of this Common-
wealth. No one can read the report of the evidence and feel
that Dickinson or his corroborating witnesses, on their own
statements, are entitled to consideration. If their testimony
is true, they were remiss in their duty, in that they should
immediately have brought to some superior authority the
knowledge which they had. Instead, they retained it for a
period of upwards of eighteen months, waiting for the psycho-
logical moment, and then used the same for their own selfish
end, regardless of the harm they would thereby do to their
fellow employees in the Department of Public Safety and to
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

In the judgment of the Committee, further investigation is
not warranted.

Your Committee would emphasize the fact that it is a
serious matter to weaken the faith of the people in any branch
of their government by irresponsible charges. The Com-
mittee deprecates the making of any statements or charges
which can not be substantiated. Such a practice only brings
suspicion upon those against whom such charges are made,
and can accomplish no possible good.

Respectfully submitted,
HUGH A. GREGG
J. BRADFORD DAVIS,

JOSEPH EARL PERRY,
FRED D. GRIGGS,
GARRET 11. BYRNE,

Members of said Special Joint Com
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July 9, 1928.

Herewith is report of Rep. Garrett H. Byrne of Boston,
member of the special legislative committee appointed to
investigate certain charges relative to improper use and diver-
sion of liquor.

I concur in the conclusions of the report of the majority,
but believe that there should be a recommendation. I am,
therefore, filing a report containing a recommendation of a
specific nature.

Relative to the first part of the order, containing the alle-
gations of William M. Forgrave, State Superintendent of the
Massachusetts Anti-Saloon League, that the party held in
room 446, State House, following prorogation of the Legis-
lature on April 28, 1927, “reminds one of the drunken parties
held in the back rooms of the saloons in the days before pro-
hibition”, I report and recommend as follows:

In voting for an investigation, as an individual member of
the Massachusetts Legislature, I personally felt that the ac-
cusations made were loose and general in the extreme. As
such they were upon their face incredible and repugnant to
all thoughtful observers who need no investigation to certify
the good character and high factor of public and private
dependability prevalent among the members of the General
Court. At the same time, by reason of the loose nature of
some of the charges advanced, I wns of the impression that
these charges had in another light only the greater need of
being brought into the open and tested upon oath, so that
all citizens may see them for what they were. I felt that it
was vital that the day should end in Massachusetts when
gossip may masquerade as proof.

Prior to the time that Mr. Forgrave appeared before our
committee he had refused to appear before the House com-
mittee on Rules and had informed them that “when an authen-
tic investigation is concluded I will be there without a sum-
mons or an invitation. I have nothing to hide but much to
be given to the public at the proper time and in the proper
place but not until then.” This statement appeared in the
Boston newspapers on May 25, 1928.

MINORITY REPORT
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Sometime after the above said date Mr. Forgrave, in response
to an invitation, appeared before our committee at a public
hearing. He was asked to testify as to what he knew in regard
to the statement which he admitted giving to the newspapers.
It must be borne in mind that this was only shortly after he
had stated that he had much to give to the public at the proper
time and at the proper place. Mr. Forgrave testified that he
knew nothing of his own knowledge and that he was depending,
so far as legal evidence was concerned, upon the testimony of
two investigators, - Mr. Holt and Mr. Chardon.

To sum up the evidence presented before your committee;
there was Mr. Forgrave, who testified that he knew nothing of
his personal knowledge, and there were the two hired detectives
who, if believed in every detail, offered no evidence that would
warrant the charge that a wild party had taken place. On the
other hand, what little they did say was contradicted by the
watchmen of the State House and certain newspaper reporters
who were in a position to see and hear such a party if it ever
did take place. The credibility of the two detectives was also
impeached by the introduction of criminal records against
both of them.

Mr. Forgrave informed the committee that he did not know
of the existence of the above-said criminal record and in fairness
to him, I admit that he probably did not have knowledge of
that fact.

I am of the opinion that the great majority of the members
of the Massachusetts Anti-Saloon League are honest, sincere,
and conscientious citizens. Although I might disagree with
them on the principle that they promulgate and the views for
which their organization stands, I contend that it is an honest
difference of opinion. I furthermore feel that the great ma-
jority of the above-said membership will agree with me that
The General Court of Massachusetts should be big enough to
forgive Mr. Forgrave for his baseless charges and also agree
that he knew nothing regarding the criminal records of his
two agents. This would have been the proper course for the
legislature to have taken as they should at all times welcome
honest and sincere criticism even though it might be unwar-
ranted and unfounded in fact. I also think that all good citi-
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Zens will agree with me that after the charges of Mr. Forgrave
had been discredited and after the credibility of his witnesses
had been impeached, his statement on June 8, 1928, to the
press that he had nothing to retract, thereby reiterating his
former statement, ceased to be fair, honest and impartial criti-
cism. It is my opinion that he was not acting as the superin-
tendent of the Massachusetts Anti-Saloon League when he
made that statement, that it was not, in the face of the evidence
he had heard, honest criticism, but rather an attempt to heap
abuse upon the membership of the General Court. It must
not be lost sight of that Mr. Forgrave testified before the
Howard Commission, so-called, to the effect that he had in-
vestigated alleged irregularities and found that there was
nothing wrong. Yet, on June 1,1928, in a letter soliciting funds
to carry on the -work of the organization, he made the state-
ment that “conditions in the State House were such as to war-
rant a thorough investigation”. This letter was sent out after
he himself had testified that he had investigated certain ir-
regularities and found nothing wrong.

Mr. Forgrave’s attitude has been in striking contrast to
that taken by certain ministers in this Commonwealth. These
ministers, headed by Doctors Watson, Conrad and Radcliffe,
have been placed in a bad light through no fault of their own.
They have been sincere and have not gone so far as to assail
any one. If our committee had deemed it advisable to have held
public hearings on the second part of our order, such ministers
would have been the first ones in the Commonwealth to express
their happiness and satisfaction if the evidence showed, as it
does show, that there were no irregularities. They have been
honest, sincere and public spirited and should be commended
for their efforts.

Gov. Fuller saw fit to publicly criticise Mr. Forgrave accord-
ing to the Boston newspapers of May 24, 1928, for alleged
statements made by Mr. Forgrave which he fails to substan-
tiate. Such statements were in regard to certain alleged
irregularities on the police boat. Lieutenant-Governor Allen
was unafraid when talking at a banquet of the New England
Street Railway Club on May 24, 1928, to criticise the persons
responsible for this hearing when he said that “it makes my
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very blood boil when I read some of the innuendoes that have
been printed”. Speaker John C. Hull showed courage when
in talking before the Massachusetts National Guard Associa-
tion on June 15, 1928, he criticised both people and newspapers
who deliberately besmirch reputation and character without
evidence and with no thought of the irreparable wrong that
results from loose and unfounded assertions.

If the above three high officers of Massachusetts have
courage enough to denounce mere unfair criticism which is
made without proper proof, I contend that the General Court
would be small indeed to fail to take notice of abuse.

I, therefore, recommend that the following resolutions be
added at the end of the report:

Resolved, That William M. Forgrave, State Superintendent of the
Massachusetts Anti-Saloon League, be and hereby is censured by The
General Court of Massachusetts for his statement to the effect that
“the party held in Room 446 of the State House, following the proro-
gation of the Massachusetts Legislature on April 28,1927, reminds one
of the drunken parties held in the back room of the saloons in the days
before prohibition”;

Resolved, That the same William M. Forgrave be and hereby is
censured for his statement of June 8, 1928, that he “had nothing to
retract”;

Resolved, That the same William M. Forgrave be and hereby is denied
the privileges accorded under the law to legislative agents at the State
House.

GARRETT H. BYRNE.




