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U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Washington, D.C. 20535

FOIPA Request No.:
Subject: LEBLANC, DUDLEY

Records responsive to your request were previously processed under the provisions of the
Freedom of Information Act. Enclosed is one CD containing 315 pages of previously processed documents
and a copy of the Explanation of Exemptions. This release is being provided to you at no charge.

Please be advised that additional records potentially responsive to your subject may exist. If this
release of previously processed material does not satisfy your information needs for this request, you may
request an additional search for records. Submit your request by mail or fax to — Work Process Unit, 170
Marcel Drive, Winchester, VA 22602, fax number (540) 868-4997. Please cite the FOIPA Request Number
in your correspondence.

For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national
security records from the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). See 5 U.S. C. § 552(c)
(2006 & Supp. IV (2010). This response is limited to those records subject to the requirements of the FOIA.
This is a standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that
excluded records do, or do not, exist.

For questions regarding our determinations, visit the www.fbi.gov/foia website under “Contact Us.”
The FOIPA Request Number listed above has been assigned to your request. Please use this number in all
correspondence concerning your request.

You may file an appeal by writing to the Director, Office of Information Policy (OIP), United States
Department of Justice, Suite 11050, 1425 New York Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20530-0001, or you
may submit an appeal through OIP's FOlIAonline portal by creating an account on the following web
site: https://foiaonline.requlations.gov/foia/action/public/home. Your appeal must be postmarked or
electronically transmitted within ninety (90) days from the date of this letter in order to be considered timely.
If you submit your appeal by mail, both the letter and the envelope should be clearly marked “Freedom of
Information Act Appeal.” Please cite the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so it may be
easily identified.

You may seek dispute resolution services by contacting the Office of Government Information
Services (OGIS) at 877-684-6448, or by emailing ogis@nara.gov. Alternatively, you may contact the FBI's
FOIA Public Liaison by emailing foipaquestions@fbi.gov. If you submit your dispute resolution
correspondence by email, the subject heading should clearly state “Dispute Resolution Services.” Please
also cite the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so it may be easily identified.

Sincerely,

Dbl

David M. Hardy
Section Chief,
Record/Information
Dissemination Section
Records Management Division
Enclosure(s)
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EXPLANATION OF EXEMPTIONS
SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552

(A) specifically authorized under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest of national defense or foreign
policy and (B) are in fact properly classified to such Executive order;

related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency;

specifically exempted from disclosure by statute (other than section 552b of this title), provided that such statute (A) requires that the
matters be withheld from the public in such a manner as to leave no discretion on issue, or (B) establishes particular criteria for withholding
or refers to particular types of matters to be withheld,;

trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained from a person and privileged or confidential;

inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with
the agency;

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

records or information compiled for law enforcement purposes, but only to the extent that the production of such law enforcement records
or information ( A') could reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement proceedings, ( B ) would deprive a person of a right to a
fair trial or an impartial adjudication, ( C ) could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, (D)
could reasonably be expected to disclose the identity of confidential source, including a State, local, or foreign agency or authority or any
private institution which furnished information on a confidential basis, and, in the case of record or information compiled by a criminal law
enforcement authority in the course of a criminal investigation, or by an agency conducting a lawful national security intelligence
investigation, information furnished by a confidential source, ( E ) would disclose techniques and procedures for law enforcement
investigations or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions if such disclosure could
reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law, or ( F) could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of any
individual;

contained in or related to examination, operating, or condition reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for the use of an agency responsible for
the regulation or supervision of financial institutions; or

geological and geophysical information and data, including maps, concerning wells.
SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552a
information compiled in reasonable anticipation of a civil action proceeding;

material reporting investigative efforts pertaining to the enforcement of criminal law including efforts to prevent, control, or reduce crime
or apprehend criminals;

information which is currently and properly classified pursuant to an Executive order in the interest of the national defense or foreign
policy, for example, information involving intelligence sources or methods;

investigatory material compiled for law enforcement purposes, other than criminal, which did not result in loss of a right, benefit or
privilege under Federal programs, or which would identify a source who furnished information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity
would be held in confidence;

material maintained in connection with providing protective services to the President of the United States or any other individual pursuant
to the authority of Title 18, United States Code, Section 3056;

required by statute to be maintained and used solely as statistical records;
investigatory material compiled solely for the purpose of determining suitability, eligibility, or qualifications for Federal civilian
employment or for access to classified information, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person who furnished

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

testing or examination material used to determine individual qualifications for appointment or promotion in Federal Government service
he release of which would compromise the testing or examination process;

material used to determine potential for promotion in the armed services, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person
who furnished the material pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence.

FBI/DOJ
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B, INTERVIEW WITE TURNEY GRATZ

Mr. TURNEY GRATZ, 209 Dale Drive, Silver Spring, Mar..znd, former
Executive Director of the National Democratic Committee, was intcrviewed at
his office at 1627 K Street, N. W, Mr. GRATZ by way of backgroind advised
that he had been second in command in the National Democratic Zsmnittee up
until his acceptance of the position as Vice President of the Facacol
Company in March of 1951. Mr. GRATZ stated that he met DUDLFY LeRLANC a
short time before this when LeSLANC came into the Democratic Pariy National
Headquarters and introduced himself, GRATZ stated that shortly after their
meeting, in casual conversation, he told LeBLANC that he intender to et
out of politics and enter private business. Whereupon LeBLANC stated trat
re would hire GRATZ. Mr. GRATZ advised that LeBLANC offered him the position
as Vice President of the Hadacol Company and that he was to have charce of
all the export business, GRATZ advised that he told LeBLANC at the time
of his acceptance of this vice presidency that the only thing he wanted
to be connected with and handle would be the export business and that he
would not use his personal friends and contacts for any special favors for
LeBLANC. GRATZ stated that there was no doubt in kis mind tut that LeFLANC
wanted to make him Vice President of the Eadacol Company because of hig
(GRATZ') knowledge of people in public life. Mr, GRATZ advised that LeBLAMNC
had several pending matters in Washin:ton, D, C., that he wanted GRATZ to
handle, ~RATZ stated that these matters were not those pertaining to the
export business, and he merely did them as favors for LeBLANC. Ke stated
that in one situation he attempted to et alcohol rebates expedited for
LeBLANC but was unsuccessful. Ye went on to explain that in this insteance
the LeBLANC industry, which was a large user of alcohol, was entitled to
a tax rebate inasmuch as the alcohol which they purchased was for medicinal
purposes. Under the existing regulations, LeBLANC had to pay the reguler
tax on the alcohol at the time of purchase, but, upon application at the
Internal Revenue Bureau, the LeBLANC industry would be reimbursed for the
amount of excess tax which they had pzid. Mr. GRATZ adviced that,as a
result of this system, the LeBLANC industries had thousands of dollars
tied up in alcohol tax rebates. According to Mr, GRATZ, LeBLANC was
considerarly upset over this situation and presented the problem to
GRATZ and requested that GRATZ contact the Aleohol Tax Unit and see what
could be done to expedite these payments. Mr. GRATZ stated that, as a
result of this request by LeBLANC, he approached the Alcohol Tax Unit
and asked if they could expedite the payments. MNr. GRATZ did not recall
the name of the individual he contacted. He stated he was advised that
LeBLANC would receive his payment in the due course of business just like

any other claimant and that no special effort would be made to push his
ahead of other payments,
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Mr. GRATZ stated trat on znother occasion LeBLAN. reguested him
to attempt to gzet the Office of Price Stabkilization to render a favorable
decision regarding tre price of Hadacol. Mr, GRATZ stated that in this
instance LeBLANC had made arrangements to purchase tottles, machinery, and
lzbels in order to reduce the size of the bottle of Hadacol; however, he
wanted to retain the former sales price of the larger bottles of Hadacol.
Vr, GRATZ stzted that he personally contacted Mr, MIKE DiSALLE concerning
this situation and was advised b DiSALLE that he woulcd have to file an
application for the chance of price. 7GRATZ stated he had received no
special consideration at that time. ¥r., GRATZ advised that, to the best
»f his knowledge, nothin: furtrer had been done about this situation.

Mr, GRATZ pointed out that on another occasion LeBLAKC approached
him on the problem of getting honey rebates from the Department of Agri-
culture. Mr. GRATZ explained that in order to help the "bee industry" the
Government was offering rebates or subsidies to firms that found a new
use for honey. Fe stated that this was apparently set up so that the bee
industry would tecome more rrosperous. The Hadacol Company used approxi-
mately 12 drops of honey per bottle of Hadacol as a flavoring azent in
order to make the medicine palatable. As a result, the Hadacol Company,
accordin,” to Mr. GRATZ, became the largest user of honey in the "mited
States. Because of this, Mr. LeBLANC was of the opinion that this subsidy
should be paid to his firm. Mr. GRATZ stated that he went to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture with DIMLEY LeBLANC and in several conferences with
the Department of Agriculture attempted to get these payments. Here again,
¥r. GRATZ advised, he was unsuccessful in getting payments for LeEBLANC,

Nr. GRATZ could not recall whom he had contacted or had conferences with
in the Agriculture Depzrtment concerning this matter.

Mr. GRATZ advised that DUDLEY LeBLANC wanted him to go to the
Federal Trade Commission and the Food and Drug Administration on his
behalf and attempt to use his knowledge of the people connected with
these agencies for LePLANC's benefit. Mr. GRATZ said that tne only
contact he would make with the Federal Trade Commission would bte to
find out what they wanted the Hadacol Company to do and that, thereafter,
LeBLANC and his company would have to comply with the regulations as set
forth, He stated that he emphatically told LeBLANC that he could get
him no special favors. Mr. GRATZ advised that he knew Senatcr MFAD,
Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, only as a political acquaintance.
He had no comnection with him socially or officially and that the only
time he had ever been in MFAD's office was in answer to a request of
MFAD for information during the investigation conducted by JOEN H, BASS.

= 38 =
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Fe stated that he considered MEAD to be a friend in a political sense.
He stated that his purpose for telling DUDLEY LeBLANC that MFAD was a 3

personal friend of his was to lay the groundwork for telling LeBLANC e
that he would not use his personal friends and political connections
to LeBLANC's advantage. Fe stated that he recalled Senator MEAD's -
calling him regarding some political matter and that, at that time, he
told Senator MEAD he was resigning from the National Democratic Committee J
to accept a vice presidency with the Hadacol Company. Mr. MEAD had told
him that they had had considerable difficulty with the Hadacol Company. A9
SRATZ continued that, at thzt time, Senator MEAD "told me he was awful e
glad that someone was getting in there who would make him (LeBLANC) i

behave." GRATZ stated that he told Senator MEAD he "would make LeBLANC
comply with Federal Trade Commission regulations and stipulations or he
would resign from the company.®

Mr. GRATZ advised that he could not recall LeBLANC's talking
to him or requesting him to attempt to get an individuval favorable to
the Hadacol fim appointed as a member of the Federal Trade Commission.
Fe further stated that he had never at any time attempted to secure the
aprointment of anyone to the Federsligrade Commission.

Mr. GRATZ recalled that LeBLANC had wanted to et someone
favorable to "patent medicine™ aprointed to the Food and Drug Administration.
Tn this regard, he had requested that GRATZ help him get someone appointed
to this Administration. CRATZ stated that he had asked for a biography of
an individual and gave a lot of thought to someone who could be appointed
to this Administration and that, as a result, he had introduced MAC HEDRICK
to OSCAR EWING, Federal Security Administrator, but he did not reéeall

making any recommendation of anyone for the appointment to the Food and

Drug Administration. Mr. GRATZ stated that he is not positive on this
point; that he may have recommended some individual, but that he could

not recall the name of anyone that he had recommended for a position

with the Food and Drug Administration. FHe stated that he recalled that

the meeting he had with OSCAR EWING at the time of the introduction of
FEDRICK was rather brief and that EWING had introduced them to some
subordinate in the Food and Drug Administration. He stated that this

was his only contact with the Food and Drug Administration in regard to

the LeBLANC industries.

On another occasion, Mr. GRATZ advised, LeBLANC asked him to
make arrangements for LeBLANC to have his picture taken with President
HARRY TRUMAN. GRATZ stated he told LeBLANC that he was not that well
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acquainted with the President and that he could not make such arrangements.
He stated that LeBLANC wanted to get this picture so that he could put it

on the labels for the bottles of Hadacol. Mr. GRATZ stated that subsequently
he received a letter from LeBLANC in which LeBLANC made the statement that

he (GRATZ) had told LeBLANC that he would get such a picture. Mr. GRATZ
pointed out that he explained to LeBLANC that such a thing was out of reason,
and one could not use the high office of the President for such matters.

Mr, GRATZ pc'nted out that LeBLANC had given him full authority
to set up a Washington, D, C., office representing the LeBLANC industries
with authority to buy the cest of everything. He stated that he was, by
this time, becoming suspicious of Mr. LeBLANC and proceeded very cautiously
in this regard. Instead of setting up the office under the name of the
LeBLANC industries, he purchased the space and furniture under his own
name., He stated he did it this way because he was no longer confident
that LeBLANC would do as he said he would. Mr. GRATZ stated that, in fact,
he had taken a five-year lease on the offices at 915 15th Street and that
he is presently subleasing this space.

Mr. GRATZ pointed out that he had been employed with the Hadacol
Company for a period of approximately six weeks and that he resigned on
April 20, 1951. He stated that all the foregoing incidents occurred during
that time and that his entire amount of personal contact with DUDLEY
LeBLANC would not total more than 100 hours at the most. Mr. GRATZ pointed
out that he "walked out on a quarter million dollars a year because it
smelled.” . He further related that he quit because of several reasons:

1. Because his reputation was suffering from his
association with LeBLANC and the Hadacol fimm.

2. The export business which LeBLANC had promised to him
was not being set up, and no efforts were being made
on the part of LeBLANC to do anything in this regard.

LeRLANC would not divorce politics from his business

and on one occasion on a visit to Louisiana, LeBLANC

had introduced him to a public gathering as Executive
Director of the National Democratic Committee. On

this occasion, he had rebuked LeBLANC and told him that,
if he ever introduced him in this manner again, he would
publicly refute the statement.
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L. He stated that he found on his visit to Louisiana
that the bank account of the Hadacol Company was

overdrawn and that their financial structure was
tottering.

Mr. GRATZ advised that he was acquainted with RICHAFD ERCWN, whom
he described as a conscientious, sincere young fellow, who was attempting
to keep the Hadacol Company on a sound footing. He stated that he was also
acquainted with MAC HFDRICK, whamhe described as a former newspaper and
advertising man, who represented himself as being the only man who could
*handle" LeBLANC. He stated that F:DRICK on several occasions requested
that he (GRATZ) take EEDRICK to meet Senator MEAD at the Federal Trade
Commission. Mr., GRATZ stated that he had never taken HFDRICK to the
Federal Trade Commission and did not know if he had ever become acquainted
with Senator MEAD. FHe stated on another occasion DUDLEY LeBLANC had advised
him that HEDRICK had no official connection with the firmm. HEe further
advised that he had no knowledze of any money having been given to FEDRICK
to "buy influence." Mr, GRATZ stated that L. E. TONNER and MAC FEDRICK at
one time were the advertising agents for the LeBLANC industries and as such
would have had access to a considerable amount of money. He stated that he
could furnish no information regarding any attempts by anyone connected

with the fimm to buy influence in Washington or do anything else wrong in
connection with Government contacts,
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C. HEVIEW CF FILES OF THS FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

Mr. JAMES PIERSON, Division of Hupulatory Management, Food
and Drug Administration, Federal Security Agency, mide av%llable the
Food and Drug files concerning Hadaccl tc SA 31lLIAM K, FENIMORE and

SA ROBERT K. LEWIS.

These files were divided into two sections, the first section
conslsting of five volumes under number 19119 These volumes contained
various labels from Hadacol bottles and numerous Hadacol advertisements.

The files reflect a memcrandum dated October 21, 19i#, Peporting
an interview between DUDLEY J. LeBLANC, WALTER L. RUBENS, of the Rubehs
Advertising Company, Chicago, and GEORGE P. LARRICK, Deputy Coudesilipel
Food and Drug Administration. The memorandum indica‘es that LBkl
a letter with the Food and Drug Administretion commer.ting on the’ future
course of conduct to be folluwed in the distribution cf Hadacol, This
letter, dated October 20, 19Lb, contained in the file, states in part:
*] am anxious to comply with everyv requirement of the law.® The lettSer
points out that the Hadacol advertising will be altered, the product
will be given control tests, anc the booklets entitled "Good Health™
will be recalled.

The file contains a memorandum dated October L, 1948, reflect~
ing that J. SHELLY WRIGHT, Assistant United States Attorney, New Orleans,
called R. BE. DUGGAN, New Orleans Station, Food and Drug Admimjstrationm,
stating that he wished to bring a court action against Hadme
to know what Food and Drug was doing on the mstter. The mes
that WRIGHT was informed that reports were being subtmitted ¢
for decision and also that the Federal Trade Commission was p
interested in the case.

The file contains cosmunications from Louisiana representativi
EDWIN E, WILLIS, HENRY De LARCADE, JR., and F. EDWARD HEBBRT, all dated 1%
November 19L8, requesting information concerning the proposal ef the Foell.:
and Drug Administration that the name Hadacol be changed. The files cONW
a similar communication from Louisiana Senator ALIEN J. ELIENDER dated
November 26, 1948. The Food and Drug Administration replied to all ¥
inquiries that it had suggested a change of name but had mo‘legal action g
pending. :

A memorandum dated December 9, 1948, nnéu‘ & -gomference
between DUDIEY J. LeBLANC, WALTER L. RUEENS, Dr. GEOROR W, NOQVER, and
Dro PAUL B. DUNBAR, Commissiocner, Food and Drug Administration. This
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D. INTERVIEWS wITH FOOD AND DRUG ADMINIGT kA

.ne following interviews were Coldue tedd by
nHARRY anc SA ROBERT K. LEWIS:

Mr. RALPH F. KNEELAND, Jre, Assistant to ti- = Vidkiggigei:ry
Food and Drug administration, Federal Security Agency, - < ‘aod tige:. he®
bas held his present position since 19L0 and was active i1 lhe peyw 1398
of the Hadacol case. He stated that Food and Drug originally theaeht .
they could make a case against the LeBLANC Corporation on tiy taeery
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the booklet entitled "Good Health" which accompanied Hadacol shipments
could be considered as a label. He stated this booklet contained
numerous violations of the Pure Food and Drug Laws but that before
any action could be brought a Circuit Court decision held that such
booklets accompanying products could not be classed as labels. He
added that shortly thereafter LeBLANC recalled all these booklets

and Food and Drug was therefore unable to bring any action.

KNEELAND stated that he does not recall that he ever met

LeBLANC but added that LeBLANC may have called upon Mr. LARRICK, Deputy :
Commissioner, or Dr. DUNBAR, Commissioner, regarding his probtlems. He X
stated that with the exception of Dr. GEORGE HOUVER, he was never con:acted
by any representative of the LeBLANC Corporation. He stated that Dr.

ROCVER had contacted him three or four times strictly on the question of 3
labeling. He stated Dr. HOOVER who was formerly Chief of the Drug Division, ¥
Federal Security Agency, did not attempt to exert any influemce or pressure -3

in behalf of LeBLANC and in fact desired that the Hadacol label confcr=:
with the law,

KNEELAND ‘stated he had never received any gifts from 1eBlLaM ,
had no knowledge of any parties held by LeBLANC and nad no know.edge Of

any influence exerted at Food and Drug Administration by anyone in behalf
of LeBLANC.

Mr. MORRIS L. YAKOWITZ, Assistant to the Commissicner, “ooc
and Drug Administration, Federal Security Agency, advised he hz:z b-en
in his present position a little over four years and was agtive in the
Hadacol case until recently. He stated that when Hadacol was first
marketed, highly exaggerated claims were made for it, amd Food and Drug
considered action on the basis of booklets entitled "Good Healtn" which
if classed as labels were in violation of the Food and Drug Laws. He

stated that no action was brought since LeBLANC withdrew all tn-se book-
letse.

Mr. YAKONITZ stated that he metDUDIEY LeBLANC on only one
occasion which was an official matter regarding labeling of Hauacol.
He stated LeBLANC did not attempt any pressure or undue influence at
the time of this contact. He also advised that he had been contacted
by Dr. GEORGE HOOVER, employed by LeBLANC, whose views tenued to support
those of the Food and Drug Administration. He stated that HOUVER tried
to get LeBLANC to come within the bounds of good conduct.

- 31 -

50 2808-




WFO 58-117
RKL/adg

. He stated that he was never contact.ed by any other represent.a-
tives of the LeBLAND Corporation with the exception of a HAROLD W. BROWN
who had been employed by LeBLANC &8s a Label Consultant. He stated he

met BROWN who had come to Food and Drug on a different matter and was

not then employed by IeBIANC and BROWN mentiomed to him that LeBLANC

had once stated to him that he nad brought a large amount of money

to Washington and if necessary he would spend it to be allowed to stay
in business,

YAKONITZ stated that ten or twelve Loulsiana Congressmen
had made inquiry of Food and Drug concerning Hadacol and he said that
while inquiries from Congressmen were usually normal and routine, be
felt that the large number {nquiring about Hadacol was unusual and

might have been considered an ltte-pt to influence the Food and Drug
Administration,

YAXONITZ stated he never received any gifts from LeBLANC,
had no knowledge of any parties given by IeBLANC, and had no knowledge
of any attempt by anyone to influence the Food and Drug Administration

on the Hadacol matter.
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regarding hadacol investigation,

DETATLS:

~RUC -

AT NE. CILZAIS, LOUISIANA

Results of interview with Z, C. B0UDREAUZ, in
charge FDA, New Orleans, La., and irformation from
file review of FDA at New Orleans set out.
met LE BLANC oniy once; knows of no attempts, un-

due influence or bribery and feels sure no suck attempts
were made in New Crleans District with FDA.
of no reason to Sugpect such attempts being directed
at officers of FDA in Jashington, D. C. File review
reflects large collections of labels and advertising
data on hadacol and reflects copias of considerable
correspondence from FDA officials in .ashington to
La, members of U, S, Congress in reply to inquiries

BTUCREAUX

Z2 Xnows

In connection with the oreparation of this repcrt, Mr, E. C.
BCUDRZAUX, in Charge Food and Drug Administration, was
interviewed and files of FDA at New Orleans were reviewed
consisting of Factory Inspection File #2671 and sample

reports on samples of hadacol taken from May, 1\45

of 1952,

EXPEOLLN Pl
Mr. E. C, BOUDREAUX, in charge of New Orleans ri
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attempt to make a case against DUDLEY JOSEPH LE BLANC, du* mcsu of tne
data that had been compiled had to do with adverticsia~ of t-e oroduct
nadacol rath:r than with the labelirg and therefcr wes ~ wttor falling
within the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commi:sior .stier tnan

FDA. Mr, BOUDREAUX stated that FDA would have to makc ius cec. on mis-
labeling of the product as to contemts and composition o: = false claims
for the product appearing on the label or some paaohlet ac:~.:ranying

the product. He stated further that it appeered in 1942 that FLA had a
case against LE BLANC based upon a pamphlet that was Leiqg disiributed
which made fantastic claims for the therapeutic gualities of hadacol but
that copies of the pamphlet were recalled b7 the L. BLANT Cirooration and
its use discontinued, Mr. BOUDREAJX statec that subsecu=r: 4o this a
number of samples of hadacol were submitted to FDA, in .3as:irgten, Ds C.

contents shown on the label, but in each instance i* »as elernined that
there was substantial compliance in this regard. .. 3. LRIAUL stated
that he recalls neeting L. BLANC only once, on whiclh occasion .ir, LE BLANC
came to the FDA Office in New Orleans to inquire about the FDA investige-
tion of hadacol. BOUDREAUX stated that he told LE BLANC that an investi-
gation was under way because of interstzte shipment of the product; that

he could make no detailed discussion of the matter pending final decisions
in connection with the investigation.

BUUDRZAUX stated that L BLANC indicated that he was making
a trip to ashington, D. C., to discuss the matter with FDA officials there
in an attempt to clear the matter up, He advised further that to his
knowledge, L% BLANC had no further contact with the FDA Office in New

Orleans, but aprarently directed his attention to officials of FDA and
FIC.

Mr. BOUDRIAUX stated that he has no knowledge >f any attempts
being made by Li BLANC or his representative to bribe or influence unduly
any officials connected with the Hadacol Corporation. He stated that he
feels sure that Af any such attempts had been made, prosecutive action
would have been undertaken at once a8 "We were all very anxious here to
make a case in this matter," BOUDREAUX stated further that he had no
reason to belicve that LE BLANC had attempted to bribe or unduly influence
any person in "/ashington, D, C., comnected with the investigation, Mr,
BOUDREAUX emphasized that investigation conducted in the New Orl eans Dis-
triet had to do largely with colleetions of advertising and labeling data
and selections of samples for laboratory analysis and that there was very
little contact between local employees of FDA and L& BLANC as LE BLANC
conferred frequently with FDA officials in Washington, D. C.
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REVIEW OF PACTORY INSPECTION FILE Nu. IE" ORLEANS DIVISION, FEDERAL
D _AND DMOG & 110

A review of Pactory Inspection File #2671 of FDA, New
Orl:ans, roflecets a large collection of advertising anmd 1abe11ng data
on the product hadacol, copies of which ware forwarded to FDA in Jashe
ington, 5. C., and in the casc of advertising data the New Orleans
Office of thc FTC. There is included in this file a large gquantity of
advertising natcorial on hadacol which was received from other field
offices of FDA throughout the country and a great many lett:rs of in-
quiry about hadacol and/or complaints about th: product. These letters
were answercd to the effect that FDA is concemed with concducting ine
vestigations relating to violations of labeling laws and t=at FTC has
Jurisdiction over violations that might arise¢ in connection with adver-
tising matters. Those inquiring werc further advised tha* thc oroduct
hadacol contained approximately what the label indicated, zccoriing to
a number of laborztory analyses made of samples of the product. This
file also cont:ins copics of numasrous letters from FD. officials in
‘’ashington, D. C, to U, S. Senators from Louisiana and Louisiana
men wbo had made inquiries on behalf of L& BLANC abcut ths rhdacol Corpora=
tion investigntion during 1948 and 1949. Among those to :/hom this corrcs-
pondence was dirccted were Senator ELLENDER, Senator LONG ~nd Represcnta=
tives WILLIS, LARCADE, HEBERT, BOGGS and BROOKS.

A memo by Mr, E. C. BOUDREAUX dated October 13, 1948, indi-
cates that LI BLANC visited the FDi Office in Now Orleans on October 13,
1948 and conferrcd with Mr. BOUDRE,UX and Mr, 3. L, EDGERTON, He is indi-
cated as stating thot he planned to extend opcrations in the product
hadacol 1nd he wanted to know how he stood with Federal laws, This mamo
reflects tnt L3 BLaliC stated that he had contacted FIC officials in
“ashington, D. C, ~nd fclt that everything was "okch" wit- FIC. The
memorandun further indicntes that LE BLiNC was advised by Xr, BUUDREAUX
that investigntion wns under way but that he, BOUDREAUX, was not in a
position to discuss thc mattor fully pending final decisions., It was

indicated that LI BL.NC wns considering contacting FDA officials in
Jashington,

The fil: contnains an inspection report dated Febrary 8, 1949
made to FDA in J/ashington, D, C., ealline attention to th. usc of sound
trucks in the advertising of hadacol on which trucks appe~rod advertising
which was believed to be in violation of Food and Drug r«;zgul.-".tions.

The local office rcqucsted advice regarding possible viol-tions in this
reg:rd, Also contained in this file is a copy of a letter d'xtod June 16,
1949 from LE BLANC to GEORGE LARRICK, FDA Official, rcgarding the adver-
tising which was printed on the ~bove, This letter indieates that the
objectionable printing on all of the other trucks of the LEZ BLANC Corpora=
tion had becn painted over and this one truck which had not been re-paintod
through neglect on part of the garage man, had b en used through in-
advertence on this one occasion when it was photographed by inspectors of
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FDi. Thore ~1so appe"rs in this filc 2 copy of 2 letter d-ted June 30,
1949 from Ar. FXORGE . 1ARRICK, FDA, replying that he was glad to lenmn
that claims involving a number of ssrious dissases which appesired on tac

above truck uscd to transport hadacol remained on the truck through in-
advert mnc:,

Ths filc nlso reflects 1 memorandum dated July 30, 1951,
indicating th~t ur, I. He. LUTZKER, rcprcsant-tive of “ALTZR 5. HELLER
ard Compny, 1nd ilre MR AIS L. Y.KO'ITZ, Assistant to th: Jommissioner,
FDh, discuss:zd th. hndacol investigntion in conn.ction with inquiry
made b LUTZKZX whose firm had been rcquested to act as "fuctors” for
the LE BLaNC Corporntion., LUTZKER is reported to have st-*.d th~t he
had talked with Mr, HCRTON of FTC and got 2 copy of the stipulation
betwzen thce LE BLANC Corporation and FTC. LUTZKER indic-t-d that HOXTON
had said that FTC was about to investigate the present zdvertising of
hadacol to ascertain whether it complied with the ceuse and desist
agreement of ‘ugust, 1950.

This file furthcer indicates thnt a Factorv Inspection of the
Hadacol Corpor~tion is contumplatcd in th: ‘near future to determine the
conditions in %ac plant ard the extent ~nd method of present operations,

SAMPLES OF PRODUCT Hio,oOL SUBMITTED FUR LaBOR.TORY ANALYSI

o revelw of these files indicate that a great many samples
of hadacol werc submittod to the FDA in Washimgton, D. C., for labora-
tory analysis to dct.rmine whether there was any deficiency in the con-
tents and composition of the product as indic~ted on the labzls., In
each instanece it ms found that there was substantial compliance with the

law and the product contained approxim~tely what was indic~teod on the
label,

Samples were submitted on the following dates for analysis:

M~rch 15, 1945
M~rch 8, 1948
July 24, 1948
Sept cmber 22, 1948
Scptomber 24, 1948
Sapt amber 25, 1948
Scpt umber 28, 1943 (2 separnte samples)
- Scptamb.r 29, 1948
October 11, 1948
Jamuary 10, 1949
June 10, 19%9
May 2, 1941
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As was stated above, these samplcs werc found to comply
substantially with thc laws enforced by FDA and therefors, no further
investigation wis conducted in connecction with the various s~mples.




NO #58-91

REFERENCES:

"shington Field teletype to the Burecau ard New Orl:ans
dated January 3, 1953

Washington Field Airtel to the Burcau and New Orlcans dated
Jamary 13, 1953.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
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' 4 DSTAILS: AT WASHINGTON, D. Cs
I On November 26, 1952, the writer contacved Jal-S i, MEAD,
s Chairman, Federal Trade Commission, at the latter's reguest, who,
in the presence of Mr., JOHN WHEELOCK, Legal Advisor to the Chairman, | i«
4 advised that in the interest of further clarification in this case, %
- he had instructed his department to prepare a "History Narrative" 5
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: ) Hadacol and the Federal Trade Commission from the inception of this
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Chairman MEAD furnished the writer with the original
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and which is undated and unsigned reads as follows: S
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"HISTORY NARRATIVE

"In re: dadacel
Inforamal File Nc. 1-20984%, bé Per FTC
Docket No. 5925 b7C

"The original respondents AR this matter were the IeRlare

Laboratories, Inc., YUDLEY J% LakC,
who had their place of busxness In [afayette, Loulsiana,

These parties were originally selling a number cf medicinal preparatio
in the swamp country of Louisiana., Host of the advertising was in
Cajun French addresced to the French speaking people in that region.
These parties sold a preparation designated 'Hadacol' and other ;8
products cesignated 'Min-So-Late' (an ointment for external appllcati
'Dixie Dew Cough Syrup', 'Happy Day Aspirin', Dr. Day Root Beer 7
Concentrate' and 'Happy Day Headache Powders,!

PR
e

"The Commission investigated the sale and advertising of these
preparaticns and found that most of the sales were within the State
of Louisiana, but because the local newspapers circulated across the ;f
lines of the adjoining states, and the advertising over the local
radio stations was heard by persons residing in other states, the
Commission had jurisdiction over the parties,

"The Commission had some difficulty translating the advertisemen
from the Cajun French to English, Ordinarily the Commission does noby
take jurisdiction over local matters even though there is technical 3
jurisdiction unless the advertisements are rather flagrant, The |
advertisements disseminated bty these parties appeared to be flagran$
false,

"Pursuant to the investigation, files were referred to the old
Bureau c¢f Litigation of the Commission in July of 1948 for the
drafting of a complaint charging the perties with the dlsseminution,.
of false advertisements, A draft of complaint was prepared in
September of 1948 and subiitbed to the Commission. (Chairman MEAD
had underlined the words September of 1948 and had inserted in the
margin alongside the notation 'MEAD was not on the F.T.C. in 19&3'}“
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P p

In the meantime DUDLEY LeBLANC who controlled the activities of
the corporation and who apparently was a dynamic and flamboyant
figure and who has roferred to himself in a booklet as 'author,
statesman, and humanitarian'; and as 'a profound scholar and
student' and the 'creator' of Hadacol, knowing that the matter
was under investigation, came to Washington and conferred with
officials of the Commission's Bureau of Litigation. This was in
the fall of 1948 before the Commission acted on the recommendation
that complaint issue,

"Mpr, LeBLANC informed the Bureau of Litigation that he had
employed a new advertising agent who would only take the account with.
the definite understanding that all objectionable advertising would
be eliminated by LeBLANC and his corporation. Mr. LeBLaANC also ine-
formed the representatives of the Commission that he was retaining
a medical consultant and would abide by the judgment of this expert
on matters relative to advertising., As at that time the sales of
these parties were only local in the Louisiana region and as lMr.
LeBLANC hed promised, presumatly in good faith, to eliminate all
objectionable advertieing and be guided by advertising and medical
experts, the Commission did not deen it necessary to issue a com= b
plaint at that tite., If a complaint had been issued charging that -
the advertisements formerly used by these parties were false and
if in the meantime the parties were to use a new and different
advertising approach, a trial of the 5ld advertising may have been:

a useless expenditure of public funds., The Comnission at that t
therefore, took LeBLANC's good faith assurances that he would not
advertise Hadacol falsely. By that time the parties had discontinm

selling the other preparations mentioned sbove and confined their
activities to the sale of Hadacole

"LeBLANC thereafter apparently used a new advertising approa
that is, to play up the minerals and vitamnins in Hadacol and to sulEi
it as a vitamnin and mineral supplement, The Cormission directed
the matter te placed on suspense for 90 days and that thereafter a:A
check be made to ascertain whether or not LeBLANC and his associatyl
were actually complying with their promises to the Commission. %

n"In the meantime, LeBLANC and associates initiated a greatly s
exparded advertising progran., They enlisted Hollywood actcrs amd

'§/ 2808~ 18
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pushed their advertising ceampaign into varicus sections of the
country, In the meantime, the Commission was again investigating
LeBLANC's advertising practices. Apparently LeBLANC would hire
one advertising agent and for some reason discharge him and thers-
after he would hire another advertising agent. During the next

few months, LeELANC apparently employed 3 cr 4 different advertising
agencies at different times,

"As statea above, LeELANC and associates were now using the
vitamin-rineral approach but acccrding to the reports by the Com-
rission's medical experts LeBLaiC and associates were still dis-
seminating false advertisements relative to Hadacol, For illustra~-
tion, lack of energy anc psp may bedie to a vitamin or mineral
deficiency, but it may also be due to many other causes, The use
of Hadacol may help one who has a run-down condition if such con- :
dition is due to a vitamin~mineral deficiency. An advertisement B
for Hadacol would be false if it unqualifiedly represented that it g
would cure a person having a run-down condition. 1In addition, o
LeBLANC and associates were using testimonials from users of Hadacol :y
who macde claims for Hadacol which the medical experts stated were '
nct scientifically accurate,

"In August of 1949, tnerefore, the Commission referred the
matter to the Bureau of Stipulations for the purpose of negotiating 3
with LeBLANC and associates for a stipulation pursuant to which thes#
parties would agree to discontinue disseminating the false advertisegl
(Chairman MEAD hed underlined In August of 1949 and had inserted in |
the margi.i alongside the notation 'MEAD not a member of F.T.C.!) -3
Stipulation negotiations were conducted and the parties executed a
stipulation to discontinue certain misrepresentations. This stipu= 3§
lation was not satisfactory to the Commission because it did not go -}
far enough and it was returned to the Bureau of Sipulations with
instructions to negotiate a broader and more effective stipulatione
Subsequently a more effective stipulation was executed by the partiegy
‘and this stipulation was approved bty the Commission in August of 19
(It was again noted that Chairman MEAP had.underlined August of 19 ,
and had inserted in the margin alongside the notation 'MEAD now on ..}
the FuT.C') The Commission at that time, however, having in mind 3
its past experiences with Mr, LeBLANC, directed the Bureau of Stipuwi
lations in obtaining compliance with that stipulation to reach the j
broadest aspects cf respondents' advertising, ;

e -
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"Pursuent to the terms of the stipulation, a respoendent has oo
days in which to submit a report of compliance., After this stipu-
lation was approved by the Commission, there was initiated by the
Division of Stipulations conferences with LeBLANC and associates
for the purpose of obtaining compliance with the stipulation, These
attempts at obtaining compliance were made very difficult because of
the tempestuous characteristics of Mr. LeBLANC, He would submit
advertising data and the Division of Stipulations would point out
certain material in the advertising which could not be accerted.

Mr. LeBLAIC or his associates would agree to strike those particular
statements from the advertising and thereafter he would be requested
to submit samples of the revised advertising material. When the new
material was received it would be found that it also corntained
objectionable statements, The most difficult point was the testi-
monials, Apparently people would use Hadacol and would actually
believe that the preparation would cure them of a particular trouble
or would reduce or relieve the symptoms, LeBLANC claimed that he was
entitled to print these testimonials. It was again and again pointed
out to him that testimonials used in advertising must be considered

as any other representations used in advertising and must be in
accord with medical factse

"During the course of these conferences with LeBLANC and
associates it became obvious that the only effective way to bring
about a cessation of the objectionable advertising was to issue a
complaint and if the allegations of the compliant were sustained by

the evidence then issue a binding and effective order to cease and
desist with teeth in it,

"Therefore, in August of 1951 the Commission directed the
expeditious preparation of a complaint and in September of 1951 the
complaint was issued and served, (It was also noted that Chairman -
MEAD had underlined in August of 1951 and had inserted in the margin
alongside 'MiAD on the Commission.') At approximately that time
bankruptcy proceedings were instituted against the corporation and
the assets of the corporation were in the control cf the trustee
in barkruptcy. Due to this situation the case was not immediately
tried because of the uncertainty of the parties, that is, the assets
of the company might be purchased by some other parties and the des
of the trustee in bankruptcy to secure new capital and to have the
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persons supplying new capital to participate in any answer that
might be filed to the Commission's complaint,

"In the meantime it was ascertained that no advertisements
were being disseminated inconsistent with the allegations of the
Coiunission's complaint.

"In sumrary, Hadacol wae originally what might be referred to
as a 'bath tub' preparation sold to the Cajun French in the swamp
country of Louisiana and vicinity., The advertising was local and
the sales were local but in view of the flagrant misrepresentations
made in the advertising, the Commission conducted an investigation
and considered issuing a complaint., Mr, LeBLANC came to Washington =
and stated that he was revising his advertising approach and was -
obtaining expert medical advice and would not advertise falsely in
the future, The Commission, having no reason to believe to the
contrary, accepted his statements in gcod faith and gave him the
opportunity to clean up his advertising practices, LeBLANC did
change his advertising approach but in some manner and much to
the amazement of all concerned, obtained almost unlimited funds
for advertising purposes and begen to push his preparation as that
of a vitamin-mineral supplement,

"The Co.anission, in due course, investigated his new advertis
practices and on the basis of scientific opinion, accepted a stipu=
lation to cease and desist, The Commission had difficulty obtaini

- compliance with this stipulation and thereafter issued its complai
The only unusual feature in the recerd in this matter.ia the
character DUDLEY LeBLANC and the fact that.he wds &ble. to oblain

sufficient funds to finance the spectacular advertising campaign
for Hadacol."

The "Legal Lecord of Case" (captioned in pencil) is a
memorandun for Chelrman MEAD from DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of
Litigation, dated November 25, 1952, and which reads as follows:
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"LEGAL RECORD OF CASE

"MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN MEAD:

"In re: Le3lanc Corporation, et al,
Docket No. 5925.

"In accordance with your recent request, following is a
chronological history of this case,

"Originally Hadacol, the preparatiorn involved, was sold ty
the Happy Day Co., of which DUDLEY J. LeBLANC was President.
The name of the company was changed several times, but DUDLEY
J. LeBLANC was the head of the concern at all times until

control of it was sold in the Fall of 1951, as will be shown
below:

"DATE

v8/13/47 History file, pages 1 through 32-5. Docketed
as application for complaint after investigation
beginning with letter from L. WEINSTEIN on January 8,
1945, with recommendation that the matter be re-
ferred for stipulation, Included with Hadacol in
the investigation was Happy Day headache powders

- and other preparstions put out by the same concern
and the recommendation was that the stipulation be
delayed until the Commission had adopted a policy
in regard to affirmative disclosures which would
affect stipulation in regard to the headache
powders, One of the applicants for complaint was a
Congressuan from Louisiana,
Above

"8/21/47 History file, page 36, /recommendation adopted.
after approval by Commissioner DAVIS to whom it had
been referred,




Applicant file, page 13. Telegram from
Louisiana Congressman reguesting that investigation
be enlarged to include 'free goods' in respordent's
a%y which was done as shown by memorandum
of JAS. ASTHORTON, Director of Legal Investigation,
History TIle;, page43, and action of the Commission,
History file, page 45.

iiemorandum from Dr. DUR:&TT, Chief, Medical
Advisory Division, advising that new formula sube
mitted for Hadacol did not justify the advertiesing.
History file, page 55.

Supplemental final report of Attorney JOHEN B.
WILSON, recommending complaint against the Happy Day
Co., Inc., a corporation, and DUDLEY J. LeBLANC, an
individual, and as President of the corporatiom.
This report states that in view of the exaggerated
character of the representations in the French llnguagc)
it is not recommended that the respondents be giwven
the privilege of negotiating a stipulation. History
file, page 61. The earlier advertising of this
preparation consisted in part of radio talks by
DUDLEY J. LeBLANC given in the French language and

directed largely to the French—-speaking people of
InuiSimo

History file, page 77. Memorandum for the
Commission by JOSEPH W. POWERS, Chief Examiner, re-
viewing the facts in the case to that date calling
attention to the patently false advertising for
Hadacol which included representations of cure for
ulcers, cancer, blood-poisoning, paralysis,
epileptic fits, heart trouble, diabetes and many
other serious diseases,

Referred to Attorneay D. C. DANIEL for preparation
and complaint, :

Memorandum to the Commission, History file
page 192, shows that supplemental :anuti.pthg ‘Iﬂ
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been made which revealed among other things, that

the name of the Happy Day Co., Inc., was changed
to LeBlanc Laboratories, Inc.

History file, page 107, Memorandum by Attorney
JOHN G, WILSON shows that the supplemental investiga-
tion revealed the greater proportion of the advertise-
ments to be in the form of testimonials or excerpts
from testimonials in which the 'Sufferers' from
various ailments have attributed their recovery to
Hadacol. '

"9/30/48 History file, page 108, Memorandun by Commissioner

: DAVIS calling attention to the fact that the individual
respondent was a member of the State Senate of Louisiana
and promirent in the dominant political organization in
that State; that the principal applicant was a Lousi-
ana Congressman who was an anti-organization man and
that there was a political angle to the controversy,
Commissioner DAVLIS farther calls attention to the fact
that there had been several conferences, both person=-
ally and by telephone between the individual respondent
and members of the Commission's staff and that the
principal respondent had indicated at a conference
on September 28, 1948, that he desired to change his
advertising practices and settle this matter, The
principal respondent, DUDLEY J. LeBLANC, had bsen
advised to submit a letter to the Commission stating k-
what he proposed, Commissioner DAVIS states in the - 3
memorandum that it does not appear advisable to issue =
complaint until the letter hed been received., He
recommended that the file be returned to the Bureau
of Litigation with direction to make a further re-
port to the Commission in the light of respondent's
proposed letter,

This action was taken by the Commission
History file page 110,
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"J.O/}2 /w

"10/13/48

- n11/10/18

ileport of supplemental investigation by JOSEPH
We. POWELS, Chief Examiner, showed that the respondent
corporation did not own a 1aboratory and that the
use of the word Laboratories in the corporate name,
"LeBlanc Laboratories! was ir violation of the
Federal Trade Commission Act and recommending that
this be an additional charge included in the com=
plaint, History file, page 111,

Memorandum for the Commission by DabIBL J.
MUHPHY, Chief of Trial Pivision, Histcry flle, page
112, show1ng reconsideraticn of this matter in the
light cf respondent's letter mentioned in Judge
DAVIS' memorandum, showing also redrafting of the
complaint and reccmmendation that it be issued,

History file, page 116, Memorandum by Come
missioner JAVI3, calling attenticn tc the respondent's
claim of having eliminated all objectionable features
from their advertising; calling attention te re-
spondert's request that the Commission not issue
a complaint becauce corrective action was being
taken by respondents themselves, This memorandum
submitted to the Commission for consideration as
tc whether or rnot complaint should issue forthwith
or whether the issuance of complaint should be
held in abeyance for approximately 90 days to
determine whether or not respondents had actually
discontinued the false advertising.

History file, page 118. Commission minute
placing the matter on the suspense calendar for
9C days with direction that at the end of such time
the Bureau of Legal Investigation ascertain and
report whether or not respondents had actually
discontinued the false advertising and if so,
whether or not the new advertising ccntained
false representations,
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"2/1/49 History file, page 120, Review of current
_, advertising by Dr. DURKETT, Director of Bureau 3
of Medical Opinions stating that the new advertising

was not justified by the formula end directions for
use,

"2/L/L9 History file, page 123. Case reassigned from
Attorney D. C. DANIEL to Attorrney CHARLLS S. COX.

"7/18/L9 History file, page 135. ‘:emorandum by Chief
Examiner JOSEPH W. POWERS, reviewing supplemcntal
investigation after the 90-day period had expired,
showing that the new advertising is on a large
scale in newspapers, over radio networks and other-
wise; that while the old type of advertising had
been abandoned, it was believed that the new advertis-
ing submitted, consisting largely of testimonials
was also false; recommending issuance of a complaint
including the new advertising deemed false.

ng/22/L,9 History file, page 139. Memorandum by DANIEL
J. MURPHY, Chief of Trial Division. This memorandum v
calls attention to the Commission that the facts
developed in the supplemental investigation show
that substantially all, if not all of the ciaims
formerly made by respondents had been abandoned;
that it was believed the new advertising contained
a number of false representations, The memorendum
further-calls attention, however, that the new
advertising does not vary greatly from that ina -
3 number of cases involving similar vitamin preparations:
ke heretofore considered by the Commission; that in
these other cases the privilege of stipulation had
been extended to respondents and recommending that
the respondents in this case be given the privilege
of an informal stipulation in regard to the claims
and representations made in the new advertising -
which might be found to be false or deceptive.

w8/23/49 Recommended action taken by the Commisaiong
‘2 1%, History file, page 140,

«

: ;
Saugtoty . .
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"4/11/50

"5/5/50

"5/18/5C

"5/19/50

"7/11/50

"8/7/50

History file, page li4. Negotiated stipulation
recommended by MOREHOUSE, Director, Bureau of
Stipulations.

History file, page 1l47. Case reviewed by
JOSEPH W. POWERS, Chief Examiner, for Commissioner
AYRES, with recommendation that proposed stipulation
is not adequate to prevent the current talse ad-
vertising,.

History file, page 155, Case reviewed by
Comrissioner AYRES, recommending that the Commission
not accept the proposed stipulation, but that the
file be transmitted to Director, Bureau of Litigation,
for review and report with recommendation,

History file, page 157. Returned to Bureau
of Stipulations with instructions to negotiate
new stipulaticn covering original and current
advertising.

History file, page 162, Case reviewed by
WILLIAY B. SNOW, JR., Chief Division of Stipulations,
and new stipulation recommended which Mr., SNOW
thought covered all of the false and misleading

" advertising disseminated by the respondents., This

approved by JAS. A. HORTON, Director of Bureau of
Irdustry Cooperation. T

History file, page 167. Commissioner AYRES com=
ments on new stipulation submitted stating that it
is much broader in scope than the one originally
submitted, He still feels that stipulation pro-
cedure is not desirable in this case and that he
is not wholly satisfied with the stipulation sub-
mitted, He nevertheless recommends that it be
approved,

History file, page 175. Stipulation approved
and case closed without prejudice.

g 3
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"9/21/50 History file, page 176. Report of a conferencs
between DUDLEY J, LeBLANC and RICHARD BROWN, Officials
of respondent corporation, Miss O'BRIEN of Erwin
Wasey & Cos, new advertising agent for respondents,
¥r, HORTON, Mr. SNOW, Mr, SWEENY and Mr. VENDEL
of the Commission's staff, at which time certain

advertising by respondent was submitted for ccnsidera-
tion,.

19/25/50 History file, page 178, Review of submitted
advertising by Dr. DURRETT, Chief, Division of
Medical Opinions, in which he reports that the
advertising is not justified by the formula and
directions for use, -

110/26/50 History file, page 181, I_Bzmmtlconference H7g
between| land of the
advertising firm of Ruthrauff & Ryan of Chicago, b6 Per
WILLIA¥Y B. SNOW and JAMES VENDEL of the Commission®’C

staff, at which certain proposed advertising was
discussed.

15/10/51 History file, page 183, Report of a conference
between DUDLEY J. LeBLANC and RICHARD L. BRCWN of
the respondent corporaticn and Messrs. HORTON, SNOW
and VENDEL of the Commission's staff, at which time
- failure to comply with respcndent's stipulation was
pointed out and a firm commitment was made by the
respondents that the advertising would comply with
the stipulation. Respondents were requested to
submit a statement in writing confirming the verbal
comnitments made at the conference,

History file, page 190, Memorandum for
Commissioner SPINGARN by WILLIAM B. SNO¥, JR.,
Chief, Division of Stipulations, reviewing the
case and calling attention to violation of the
stipulation by respondents,

g 2808%° 18
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n8/29/51

"8/30/51
"g/31/51

"9/6/51

R

n9/25/51

#9/28/51

History file, page 201, Report of compliance
submitted by Attorney-Conferee, Division of Stipulas~
tions, J. ROBERT VENDEL, recommending that the
report be accepted. This is concurred in by JAS. :
A, HOWTON, Director of Bureau of Irdustry Cooperatioa,
and not concurred in by WILLIAL 3. SMOW, JR., Chiefy
Division of Stipulations.

History file, page 217. Complete reccrd of
proceedin;s reviewed by Commissioner SPINGARN for
the Comnission and reocommendation that complaint
be issued.

History file, page 231, Ccmmissioner SPINGARN's
recommendation followed, %

History file, page 232. Assigned to Attor;s,ay"
JOSEPH CALLAWAY for preparation of complaint,

History file, page 236, Additional memorandum
by Commissioner SPINGAUN in regard to the use of
testimonials by respondents being within the Com-
mission's jurisdiction to correct if, by the
testimonials, false claims are indirectly made for
the preparation.

- -History file, rage 244, Memorandum from DANIEL
J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of Litigation, tuhni.tting
complaint for Commiseion's considerstion, "~ .’

History file, page 248. Issuance of complaint
as submitted directed.

Complaint issued. Three days after service of
this complaint respondent corporation went into
reorganization under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy
hAct. The trustee in bankruptcy at the request of
the Judge of the Court in which the bankruptey
proceeding is pending, stated that he would oone
tinue to operate the business but would do mneo

6w 2808=" 18




advertising until such proposed advertising was
submitted informally tc the Division of Litigation
and found to be satisfactory.

Amended complaint issued, After this
amended complaint was issued, the trustee in
bankruptcy recommended to the Court that he be
allowed nct to answer the amended cowplaint which
would have the effect of permitting an order of
the Commission by default, This request was orposed
by the creditor's committee and has not yet been
passed upon by the Cowrt. In the meantime, various
extensions of time for filing answer to the amended
complaint have been given upon the request of the
trustee by direction of the Court, The reason for
these various requests for continuance is that it
has not yet been determined whether the business
will be wound up in bankruptcy or sold and the

creditors have a better chance of obtaining their
money if the buyer himself should be given an
opportunity to answer the charges of the Commission.

"These various requests for continuance have

not been opposed by counsel supporting the complaint

because (1) the trustee has continued to submit all
advertising for approval prior to its publication
and it is believed that no advertisimg has been
issued that is vialative of the inhibitions of the
proposed order; (2) if business is wound up in
bankruptcy, there is no need for an order to cease
and desist; (3) if the business is sold the usual
form such matters take is the formation of a new
corporation in which the creditors are issued stock
for their debts, Such new corporation would not be
bound by any order against the present respondents.

"DUDLEY J. LeBLANC had sold all of his interest
in the corporate respondent, the LeBlanc Company
shortly prior to the issuance of the originsl com-
plaint in this case to a Rew York group. He was
nndc a rooponddnt beckuse tho contrict gt tllo
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contemplated that he would be retained by the new
owners as Sales Manager, This was not consummated,
however, because the corporate respondent went into
reorganization under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy
Act before the business could be actually made a
going concern under the new ownership, DUDLEY J.
LeBLANC has had no hand in the management of the
affairs of the concern by the trustee and is not
employed by the trustee,

"Respectfully submitted,
(signed)

"DANIEL J *MU‘{PFI
"Chief, AASH e
"Division of Litigation.

"November 25, 1952
nJCc:Do"

Chairman MEAD stated that the above two memoranda reflect
that the Hadacol Case originated prior to his connections with the
Federal Trade Commission and that in a comparatively short time sub-
sequent to his association with this Comiasion, a complaint was issued
against the LeBlanc Corporation. -

Chairman MEAD further stated that he had assigned JOHN BASS, .3
former Chief of the Federal Trade Commission office at Chicago, Illinolsy
and who is now assigned to the Headquarters office at Washington, D, Cos N
to fully investigate the Hadacol Case in so far as it pertained to '
Federal Trade Commission officials.

Chairman MEAD advised that & copy of Mr. BASS' report would
be furnished the Federal Bureau of Investigation,

-P-
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ADMINISTHATIVE PaGE

Following the conversation with Chairman MEAD, Mr. WHEELOCK
introduced the writer to JOHN BASS, who stated that he planned to
review FIC and all available FBI files concerning this case and then
would interview all FTIC officials mentioned in these reports, Further,
that he would probably review the minutes of the LeBlanc Corpcration
at New York and if necessary, would interview FTC officials at
Lafayette and New Orleans in Louiciana,

In reply to a direct query concerning Dr. SPIES' purported
receirt of a +5C,0C0,C0 check, .r, 2:35 was advised that effortc were
being made tc leccate and interview Dr. SPIES,

BASS said that inasmuch as he had the first two reports
regarding this case, he would like the writer to furnish him with the
FBI reports covering the FTC file review at Washington, D. C., and the
interview with Dr. SPI:S,

BASS was advised that any such request for FBI reports should
be directed to the Bureau by Chairman MEAD.

In the event request is made for the FBI report covering the
FIC file review, it should be noted that this review is contained wholly
within the administrative section of referenced report and that the
memorandum furnished by Chairman MEAD and entitled "Legal Record of Case®
- -constitutes an adequate review of the same files,

One copy of this report is being furnished the New Orleans
and Birmingham Offices for inforuation inasmuch as there is a lead o
standing in the Birmingham area to interview Dr, SPIES and the New Orle
Office may be requested to conduct additional investigation at some
future date, .

LEADS
THE WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE

AT WASHINGTON, D, C.

No additional investigation is being ocontemplated by the
WFO pending receipt cf the interview with Dr, SPIES and
further directions from the Bureau,

$o 2208=-17- 13
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KREFERENCES:

ADMINISTRATLIVE PAGE

Report of Special Agent WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated
November 21, 1952, at Washington, D. C.

WFO Air - Tel to Director and Chicago dated
December 2, 1952,

Chicago Air - Tel to Director, Washington and
Birmingham dated Decemter 2, 1952,




,SA\(’\% Washington *ield (58-417) Degember 18, 1952
“-

W pireitor, B (56-2008)

BY SPECIAL MZ :FNGTR

’{ DUDLEY JOSFPH LE BLANC, ET AL
BRIBERY

Reursemo 1°/15/52.

Your office as origin in this caese is instructed tc 1-~ediately
review this matter and to set forth all leads necessary to the pro-
per completion cf thia investigation.

The deadline for the co tion of all investigation herein 1is
January 9, 1953, by which date all reports are- to resch the Rureau. '

You are to advise all suxiliary offiees of the Bureau deadl’ne °
for the completion of this inveatigation.

JCS:»te




nAaum -« UNITED
DIRECTGR, ¥BI . .9 3. ¢ DATE: 1 2/15/52

SaC, WFC (50-417) 2
P ) &
DUDLEY JCS: FH LT BLANC, et ai g 2

BRIBTRY ‘}? -

Rebulet to WFC dated 10/24/52, &nd WF0 report dated
127752,

The »FC re:uests to be zdvised whether the Bureau is
desirous at this time of additional information regarding cap-
tioned case.

A review of the riles inaicates the follow??g suggested

leads stiil outstanding: \\\\*i\\/‘klb(NJ"’fﬂ

AT AASHINGTON, D. C.: //

#111 conduct_credit and iminsi thecks regard- f
ing subject | b6 Per FIC

b7C

Will arrange through JUHN WHEELOCK, Legal Advisor,
to the Chsirmen, FTC, to review subject HLRTON's
personnel file at FIC to determine the circumstances
surrounding his appointment to the directorship,
bureau of Industry Cooperation.

Witl interview[:::::::hnder oath with reference to P& Per FTC
his receipt of any monies, gitts, gratuities, or »7¢ 7}
services from representatives and/or attorneys of

the Le Blanc Corporation.

#4111 question him concerning Le Blanc'; claim that
HORTUN recuested his assistance to gain FIC pro-
motion (WFU rep. 10/31/52, pp. 37-38).

will, in this connection, question[ | concomﬁ.nf"6 B FIC
the letters Le Blang ungig_fo various Senators and ,'y 4
Congressmen urging appointment to the b ol
Federal Trade “Lommission (WFC rep. 10/31/52, pp. .
S4=55); concerning Le Blanc's letters to HORTON

dated 2/28/50 and 3/25/50 (WFU rep. 10/31/52, PP.

WCH:gll

5 hof > RECORDED - 113
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b6 Per FTC
b7C

55-56); and concerning letter to LE BLANC
dated 1/17/50, thanking LE BLANC for Christmas
rememberance (N. O. rep. 11/14/52, p.17).

will ascertain[ | reason for concurring in bE Bex FIc
belief Le Blanc Corporation was complying with bIC
stipulation and that no complaint issue against

it (WFO rep. 11/21/52, p. 18).

Will question him concerning the activi ties and
contacts In Weshington, D. C. of attorneys and/

or representatives of the Lelglgng_ggngnggima 4
reference to bé Per FTC
} and LE BLANC and attempt to bic 3

determine the Identities of FTC and FDA officials
80 contacted.

will question him regarding his knowledge concern-
ing the offering and/or giving of any gifts, rewards,
gratuities, services, or entertainment by the Le
Elenc Corporction to officials of the FTC agnd FDA
and the receipt of same by these officials.

Will review the files at the FDA concerning the
Le Blanc Corporation.

will, if feasibls, check the records from June

1949 to Uctober 1950, the Hot4ql Statler,

Mayflower, and Carl to determipe Whether any

records exist which\ould indicatg the 1dentities

of Jindividuals e { v eted by DUDLEY J.. -
@LE"BLANC| (WFO rep. b6 Per

10/31/52, pp. 25=267. \ b7cC ;

Will, if any identity is obtained, determine whether
the individual is or was empioyed by the FTC or the
FDA end if so employed will interview him concern-

ing the circumstances currounding his presence with
uLE BLANC.

Will interview W. T. KELLEY, Office of the General
Counsel, FTC, regarding LE BLANC letter to him of

-2 -
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/1749 (WFO rep. 11/21/52, p. b); regerding his
letter to LE BLANC 12/29/49, expressing apprecia-
tion for Christmes gift of fruit and candies (N. O.
rep. 11/14L/52, p. 17); and regarding the Le Blanc b
dinner d his assistant, attended b6 Per FTC
(N. O. rep 11/14/52, pp. 4-5). b7c

wiil interview WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief, Division
of Litigutions, FTC, and the following FTC attorneys
to whom the Le Blanc Corporation case was assigned:

-

D. C. DANIEL,
CHARLES S. COX,
JOSEPH CALLAWAY.

Will interview as set out in #FO report chm”’FTc
lu/31/52, p. 69%

will, upon receipt, review the report of JOHN BASS,
FTC investigator, for any pertinent information con-
tained therein which should be followed out (WFO
rep. 12/4/52, p. 16).

THE NEW YCRK OFFICE:
AT NEW YORK:

Wwiil, if feasible, check the records from June 1949

to Uctober 1951, of the Hotels New Yorker, Gotham,
Lincoln, and Roosevelt to determine whether any

records exist which would indicate the identities. . . _

tertained or banqueted by LE BLANC, A
(WFO repe. 10/31/52’ P 31) . f’gcper ._FTC
will, if any identity is obtained, determine whether ‘
the individual is or was employed by the FTC or the

FLA and 1f so employed will interview him regarding

the circumstances surrounding his presence at the
hotel.

In this connection, it is to be noted that LF BLANC
in his deposition advised he had psid a $200 bill at

5@ 2808-
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the Gotheam Hotel for services occurred prior
Uctober 1951 (wFO rep. 10/31/52, p. 33).

Will revi ecords of the FIC employees A
with whom and LE BLANC made contact bt dox B
(N. Co I'ep. /52, p. 5).

will revlew the minutes of the Le Blanc Corpora-
tion which are telieved to be in the custody of
the attorneys of the trustee, CAHILL, GORDCN,

ZAChRY, and REINDEL, 63 wall Street, New York S,
New York.

In this connection, it is to be noted that Mr,
DETLEV F. VAGTS, Attorney for Trustee, allegedly
reviewea the Le clanc Corporation files and
removed certain documents to New York; further,
that in a letter, 9/22/52, CETLEV listed the
documents removed which included a "list of
people to be invited to testimonial dinner"

(N. ¢. rep. 11/1L/52, rp. 13=14).

THE NEW ORLEANS OFFICE:
AT LAFAYETTE, LCUISIANA:

Will attempt to ascertaln present whereabouts
of RICHARD L. BROWN, former Vice FPresident and

General Menager of the Le B rporation, E
who allegedly accompanied seversl times be Rex FIO
to washington, U. C. snd whose Yormer address was P’¢

1217 Myrtle Place, Lafayette (N. O. rep. 11/14/52,
p.1l1).

THE DALLAS OFFICE:
AT DALLAS, TEXAS:

Will interview ipr. PAT COON of the law firm Clark,

Coon, Holt, and Fisher, 1918 Republic Bank Building,

Dallas (probebly lew firm, TOM C. CLARK) and deter- 4
mine ldentities| b6 Per FIC

Further, will questIon him concerning the arrangemen®7c k.

19
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b6 Per‘fTC
b7¢C

regarding contacts with
FTC officials In #ushington, L. C. (N. O. rep.
11/14/52, p. 18).

Will attempt to locete and interview Mr. RICHARD L.
BROWN, forrer Vice Fresident and General Manager,
Le Planc Corporation and whose last known address
was Dallas, Texeas.

AT HOUSTON, TEXAS:

Will review the records of the Majestic Advertising
Agency, formerly known as the Hedrick and Townery
Advertising Agency, 305 Southlend Building, Houston,
for any pertinent information regarding the activities
of HEDRICK in wWwashington, D. C. on behalf of the

Le Blanc Corporation, the receipt of monies from A
Le blenc, and the identities of |contacta bé Per FTC
with FTC and FDA officials in New York and Washing-P7C L
ton, L. C.

b6 Per FTC
b7C

Will interview lHedrick and Townerbﬁzperf&c
Advertlsing agency, for any pertinent informatlon | 1

regaerding above (N. 0. rep. 11/14/52, p. 1b).

THE CHICAGO OFFICE;
AT CHICAGO, ILLINOIS:

wWill attempt to locate &nd review any diary or
personal files msintained by[:::::::f]

Will interview appropriate officials at the RFC
to determine whether Government property was

being sold under a policy of negotiated bids or
under sealed bid.

It 1s to be noted that New Orleans
Loan Agency, RFC, advised that latter policy was
in effect st time LE BLANC purchased his building
(No O. rep. 11/14/52, pp. 22-23); however, Mr.

| Jalleged reluctance to inform  »6 Per FIC
LE DLANC OI cumpsuivor'’c bld weuld seem teo indicate n7c A

otherwise (N. O. rep. 11/14/52, p. 22).

k.
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NASHIN}TON FROM VadH FIELD 24

DIRECTOR UEFEFRED Wy

DUDLEY JOﬁPH'J(“B}.ANC WT AL, BRIGERY. -iE WFO mm TO DIRECTK

TWENTYTHO LAST. WILLIAi B. SNOW, JR., CHLEF, Dzvmm OF LITLIATTON:

FIC, ADVISED TOVNGR AND LATTER-S PARTNER BELIEVED TO RE A chper FTC and FBI

CUNFZR#4D WITH HIM HE.HADACOL. SNOW SAID THEY TOLD HIM HEDRICK

;/j/z/ %

RESPONSIBLE FOH SAD ADVERTISING RE HADACOL. FUITHEE, THAT AND

HAD FOED 1TRJESTIC ADVERTISING AGENCY AND m"mmb‘Ei“PLD HADACOL

IN PLACE OF[ | SNOW SAID Hi EELIEVED 1E Bw\!c CORP. ‘00K OVE
MAJESTIC AGENCY AND [PLOYED EXCLUSIVELY BY LE ELANC.

HOOD
WCH: PCK
58=417 -
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« UNITED STATES GOVERNME

To  : MR. TOLSON / ~ : 12/30/52
¥roM : H, H. CLEG

]

susjecT: CALL FROM STEPHEN,&®TNGARN, '
ACTING CTATRMAN FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSICN

Mr. Spinga 3§§ed at 9:55 AM. He stated that he
understood that Dudleggz anc, former head of Hadacol,
had brought charges to the effect that he had paid money

to various Government agencles to influence their acticn,
tncluding the Federal Trade Cormission. Some Specicl Acents
of the FBI have already talked to their Chief Counsel, .ir.
Kelly, cnd to others in the Federcl Trade Commission.

Mr. Spingarn stcted that he welcomed o full and
complete investigction of these charges. He would like to have
such an investigetion thoroughly mode. He will de glad to hove

Special Agents cull on him personally and be of cll cooperction
possible. .

He stated thut he would appreciate it very much if the
official i would teledhone him
pingar, so that he could give full assurunce 0 s desire
t0 cooperate and his availability for interview. I told him ‘
I would communicate hig message to those in chorge of investigoti
work; thct I knew nothing of the allegations or investigation
but acpprecicted his interest in calling.

V4
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actod Bstn. o
CC - MR. LADD gL
MR. ROSEN
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Oﬂice Memo’zmdum e UNITED § TES,LGOVERNMENT
¢ MR. LADD QS// DATE: December 304 2§52 4.

A, ROSEN TIME CF CaLL 3:LO PM

DUDLEY JOLEBLAUC, . .L )
BRIBERY ’ /J%S(\QR ‘

Malley called oLtevuery g cern, ..cting S..airman of the
Pederal Trad cordance with tlie request made ty
- 3pingarn to #ley advised Spingarn that agents cf thd® Per FIC
" Washington Field Of-ice wio were conducting this investigation wollS
be in touch with him, and would be glad to receive any information
which he had In his possession. Spingarn stated that he had te:zn
ting Chalrman of the Commiscion for the past two weeks and 1: not
at all familiar with the investigation but did want it known that he
desired to cooperate fully with the Bureau., He also inquired as te
¢ ¢ nature of the investigation., lialley advised Spingarn that copies o
i the reports of the investigation being conducted were being forwarde
. © to the Federal Trade Com:ission as they were received from various
i ¢+ fleld offices working on tuls investigation. Spingarn apoprecilated
information concerning the reports having been forwarded to tiae
Federal Trade Commis:zion and agaiq qxpressed his desire to coopera
in auy way pozsiile, i =
N8 M .
- 3:45 P.M., Malley.tvelepitdnically contactec Lus dasringtonmg
- - Fleld Office and spoke to reliefysupervisor Kurtzman, in the absence
# of ASAC Fletcher., Kurtzman was adythedato h&ve Spingarn interviewed
“melative to the cantiored case, -

L IR
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

[ITNGTON WIELD

A}
THIS CASE ORIGINATED AT

REPORT MADE AT

SYNOPSIS OF FACTS:

A

;-ﬁ'\

DATE WHEN PERIOD FOR WH.CH MADE REPORT MADE BY
_ WASHINGTON, D. C. 1/#‘7*53 12/22- 2u 29- 31/WILLIA‘I C. HIGGINS
52 1/2,5-9/53
CHARACTER OF CASE
DUDLEY JOSEPH L3 TLANC, ETAL BRIBERY

e

t”” " W
. M \

Results of intzrviews with FTC
and FDA attorneys and officials
and information re fila review
at FDA set oute Informetion re
interview with TURNEY GRATZ,
former Executive Director,
Democratic National Committee,

set forth, HORTON'S credit and
criminal record set out.
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DETAILS: AT WASHINGTON, D. C,.:

The following investigation was conducted by
Speclal Agent WILLIAM T. WORSYTH and the writer:

A, INTERVIEWS WITH ATTORNEYS AND OFFICIALS AT
THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

PGAD MOREHOUSE

PGAD MOREHOUSE, Assistant General Counsel in
Charge of Compliance, Room 37}, Federal Trade Commission
Building, stated that although he has held several positions
during the pendency of the HYadacol Case, he was Director
of the Bureau of Stipulations from August, 1946, through

May, 1950, during which time he was actually connected wi:h
the case,

He stated that while the case was in his Bureau
it was assigned to Attorney-Conferee CHARLES A, SWEENEY for
a negotiation of a stipulation.

Mr. MOREHOUSE stated that immediately following e
ruling by the Court of Appeals in another case similar to
the Hadacol Case which vacated the same provision to which

. BLANC objescted inm his-stipuleation,—LE-BLANG and ona @ :
attornays came to see him and said that if the Federal Trade

Commission would remove this provision from his stipulation
he would sign 't,

Mr. MOREHOUSE advised that this provision was
stricken out and LE BLANC signed the stipulation on March 29,
1950; however, the Commission upon Commissioner AYRES' re-
commendation rejected the stipulation and directed the Buremau 3
of Stipulations to renegotiate a new one., He sald this gecond .j
stipulation was signed by LE BLANC on June 7, 1950, and .

accepted by the Conmission on August 17, 1950. o ]
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He further advised that one or two days following
the signing of the March 29, 1950, stipulation, a Miss MARTIN,
LE BLANC'S secretary, invited him to the Statler Hotel for
a dinner which LE BLANC was giving for a few friends. He
stated that approximately seventy-five to elghty people
attended the dinner, which appeared to be for the entire
Louisisna Congressional Delegation and which included many
of the Mississippi Delegation, He recalled that Messers
SWZENEY, HORTON, and KING, accompanlied by their wives, and
Mr, KELLEY from the Federal Trade Commission were also pre-
sent and that possibly there were others although he does
not recall their identities, He also said he believed
some people from the Food and Drug Administration were pre-
sent; however, he 1s not sure and in any case has no present
recollection of their identities.

Mr. MOREHOUSE also stated that although he has no
present recollection of anyone speaking in behalf of Hadacol
or even mentioning the Hadacol Case, several Congressmen
spoke "in glowing terms" of LE BLANC, who in an after dinner
spesch told all the members of the Loulsiana Delegation that
he would get them all re-slected end slso that "he had just
made his peace with the Federal Trade Commisston" and whieh

%S;ger was a reference to the stipulation signed March 29,

He said he was requested to speak at the dinner and
he said he told the group that he considered the "members of
the Louisiana Delegation as being very nice people and that

they should get around Washington more often so everyone could
get to know them",

At this dinner MOREHOUSE advised that LE BLANC re-
quested HORTON, KELLEY, and MOREHOUSE to have a group pieture
taken with him. He advised that LE BLANC sent him an emnlarge-

n:n: of this picture which 1s presently henging in his
ment, :

Mr. MOREHOUSE stated that shortly after this he was -3
transferred to another Division and had no further contset. -
with the Hadacol Case, : 2 oo
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He advised that the above mentioned LE BLANC
dinner was the only one to which he was invited and the only
one which he attended, furthermore, he received no gifts,

rewards, or gratuities from LE BLANC and/or any of the latter's
representatives,

He advised that LE BLANC and seversl of the latter's
representatives conferred with him concerning the Hadacol
Case; however, never once did anything of an unusual nature
occur and no one exerted or attempted to exert any umdue
pressure on him nor influenced him ln any way and he feels
confident that no member of the Federal Trade Commission was
influenced or pressured by any individual sither inside or
outside of the Commission in connection with this case.

D. C. DANIEL

D. C. DANIEL, Secretary and Executive Directorto
the Commission, Room 26, Federal Trade Comission Building,
stated that the Hadacol Case had been assigned to him in
August, 1948, and that at that time his major copcernm waj:
:abn the extent and the Wedis of LE BLANC'S advertising’ énd

ether or not the Federsl Trade Commission had jurisdiction
over his advertising. He said he knew Hadacol was being ed-
vertised within the State of Louisiana; howeve he gquestior
was whether-ths radio broadecasts were received in neighboring
states, thus constituting interstate commerce.

Continulng he advised that he experienced great
difficulty in understanding and interpreting LE BLANC'S
"Oajun French advertising". He said that after he had it -
translated he recommended additional investigation following
which he prepared a proposed draft of a complaint and .sub

n#ttéd it through his superiors to the Commission.

DANIEL stated that when he was assigned to his pre-
sent position on or about Jenuary 1, 1949, he hed nothing
further to do with the Hadacol Cese with the.one exception
that he was contacted at one time by some men from New York,
whose identities he does not now recell, concerning some
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advertising problem; however, he has nc pres-nt recollection
of the subject matter of the meetinc or its oulcome although
ne is confident tnat it bore nc relaticnship tc the final
disposition of the cas=z,

Mr. DANT-L statsd he had never at any time received
any gifts, gratuities, or rewards from any representative,
attorney, or member of tne LZ BLANC Corporation and further- .
more he had never been approached by any representative, 5
attorney, or member of the LE BLANC Corporation in an effort ;
to influence his judgment or decision in relation to the .
Hadacol Case. ‘i

He said that although he was aware that L3 BLANC
had made one or two bottles of Hadacol readily avallable to

most members on ths "Hill", he had no knowledge of any attempt -
by LE BLANC to influence members of the Federal Trade Commission ;3
oither in Washington, D. C,, or any other place. A

He pointed out that even though a Federal Trade E
Commission official had been inclined to aid LE BLANC, the
official regardless of his position in the Federal Trade B
Commission could not have effected the final decision of the
Commission inasmuch as no pending case can beclosed without
the express authority of the majority of the five member
Board of Commissioners.

—— 7 By way of explanatioﬁ, he sdvised that in the
Federal Trade Commission at the time of the Hadacol investi-
gation a case would originate at the Washington Headguarters,

generally upon the receipt of a complaint from some competitor, ‘8
end then 1t would be referred by Headquarters to the approe- e,
priate field office where it would be assigned to some 4
attorney-examiner for investigation. He said the latter's k5
investigative reports were incorporated in the case file, . 4

which after review by the reviewing-examiner or attorney«in-
charge of the fleld office was forwarded to Headquarters.

According to DANIEL, after receipt of the case
file at Headquarters it is conveyed through the following i
procedural steps with a review and/or endorsement at each steps - §
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Attorney-Reviewer, Division of Legal Investigations; Assistant
Chief, Division of Legal Investigations; Chief, Division of 3
Legal Investigations; assigned for review to a Commissioner; ‘A
legal opinion rendered by this Commissioner or Legal Advisor; b
discussion of case by Commissioner and latter's recommenda-

tion for disposition at a regular board meeting of all the :
Commissioners; decislion rendered by a majority rule of the o
five member Board, ¥

Mr, DANIZL stated that this last level of administrs-
tive procedure is the only level of authority at which a
final disposition of a case can bs made, He added that if
the majority rule is in favor of legal action against a sub-
Ject, the Commission sends the file to a Trial Attorney for
a thorough review and that the latter returns the file to
the Commission, following its passage through an Attorney-
Reviewer and the Head of the Bureau of Litigation.

2 s Tl N @’ <%

Mr. DANIEL stated that in addition to all the above
outlined reviews and opinions given at each of these administra-
tive steps, the case may alsc be referred to the Office of the

General Counsel for an oplinion involving certain technicalities
of the case,

In conclusion Mr. DANIEL stated that although he
has no knowledge of any misconduct or unethical action on the
part of any Federsl Trade Commission employee concerning the
Hadacol Case, he is convinced that no employse would allow
himself to be influenced because not only would

cognizant of the impossibi £-eany attempt by him to circum-
vent ective system of checks and counter-checks

of the administrative procedure, but he would also be cogni-
zant of the fact that he could not influence other members
of the Federal Trade Commission since each member is hald
strictly responsible and accountable for any decision or
opinion he makes,

WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR.

WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief, Division of Stipulations,
Room 266, Federal Trade Commission Building, stated he has been

gk,
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employed by the Federal Trade Commission since spproximately
June, 1935, and secured his present position under the PFederal
Trgde Commission Reorganization Program effective June 1,
1950.

He said that the Hadacol Cese first came to his
official attention when he became Chief of the Division of
Stipulations; however, his predessor, PGAD MOREHOUSE, had
practically completed negotiations with LE BLANC of the
amended stipulation which LE BLANC executed Jume 7, 1950.

Mr. SNOW stated he recommended that the Commission
accept this amended stipulation which the Commission did on
August 17, 1950.

He further advised that the attorney in his Divi-
sion to whom the Radacol Case was assigned was J., ROBERT
VENDEL, Attornsy-CUonferee, whose predessor was CHARLES A.
SWEENEY, who had the case prior to the Reorgenization Pro-
gram,

Mr, SNOW further stated thet his Division was com-
cerned with examining LE BLANC'S advertising and ascer taining
whether it complied with the provision of the stipulation.

He said in furtherance of this obligation he and VENDEL had
several conferences with LE BLANC and the latter's representa-
tives. He said he recalled conferring with LE BIANC at the
time the latter executed the stipulation in June 0565l
that following this there werenumsrous conferences between

I BLANG s~ Jatter's adver tising representatives, and

various members of the Federal Trade Commission. He said

that the matter of compliance was very difficult because of

the voluminous and constently changinz esdvertising copy which

LE BLANC submitted to him. He explained that before his
Division had thoroughly analyzed current copy, LE BLANO would
furnish a similar or larger amount of revised copy which would
cancel the old copy and require a new examination. He added
that the voluminous expense of this copy material could be

the better grasped if he pointed out that LE BLANC'S advertising e
constituted a multi-million dollar program conducted on a .
nation-wide scale, :

W oo 7 2.
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Mr. SNOW advised that occasionally he took issue
with LE BLANC'S advertising which although not flagrantly
false as it was prior to the stipulation, nevertheless weas
"borderline" and therefore very difficult to evaluate. He
] said that in this latter respect there was a disagreement
3 between VEVDIL and himself and that the former in the per-
g formance of his duties submitted an interim report to the 3
Commission sstting forth in detail his opinlon that the ad- 3
vertising complied with the terms of the stipulation. Con- L
tinuing, Mr, SNOW stated that Mr., HORTON, Director of the
Bureau of Industry Cooperation of which the Division of
Stipulations is a part, concurred in VENDEL'S opinion al-
though he, SNOW, disagreed. He added that the Commission
followed his reccmmendation of rescinding the stipulation E:
and issuing a complaint. X

He advised that upon the Commlssion's order to
issue a complaint against LE BLANC, his connection with the
case terminated inasmuch as under the administrative procedure
of the Federal Trade Commission the case was removed from
nis Division,

With reference to ViENDZL'S and HORTON'S opinion
that LE BLAYC was in compliance with the stipulation, he
advised that no significance could or should be attached
to this Ilnasmuch es this difference of opinion constituted
& difference of legal interpretetion. He added that he has
been asscciated for many years with bothi VENDEL and-HORTON
end considered them to b t and eabove any suspicion

___of miscenduct or poor ethics,

Ho steted that with reference to the conferences.
between his Division and LE BLANC and the latter's repre-

sentatives, nothing unusual occurred and certainly no hint
of pressure or coercion was ever implied by anyone.

He said he did recall a Mr. TOWNER, formerly of 7N
the Towner and Hedrick Advertising Agency of Louisiana, and e
TOWNER'S associate, believed to be aﬁ:;;f::;;:;::} informi

him that they had formed the Majestic Advertising Agency an

hed replaced H¥DRICK, whose advertising copy wes responsible
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for LE BLANC'S trouble at the Federal Trade Cormission and
the Food and Drug Administraticn. He added that he belleved
they were trying to get into the good graces of the Federal
Trade Commission and were endesvoring to get the Hadacol
business and for this reason were blaming HEDRICK for all of
LE BLANC'S difficulties. SNOW steted that he learned sub-
sequently that LE BLANC had actually incorporated TOWNER'S

advertising agency inte the LE BLANC Corporation and had en-
gaged TOWNER as an advertising employee.

He said that LE BLANC repeatedly would assure him
of his good faith to fully comply with the terms of the stipu-

lation; however, in his, SNOW'S, opinion, LE BLANC never did
live up to his gocd faith intenticns,

With reference tcf SNOW saild he had b6 Per "Tc
heard of him but had never met him, although he believed b7C

VENDEL could furnish some information ccncerning him,

With reference to RICHARD L., BROWN, SNOW sald
BROWN appeared to be & "high type man" and actually appesred
with LE BLANC as a "front" sfter being "taken in" by LE
BLANC, He sald he was very favorably impressed with BROWN

who generally had very little or nothing to say at the con-
ferences,

B
.
A
T

Mr. SNOW stated that he had never be vited—to— "
any dinners or social func Y LE BLANC and neither r
did |} oI them. He said he likewise never received -y

nor was he offered any rewards, gifts, or gratuities by LE
BLANC or enyone else connected with him and furthermore he

was never pressured nor influenced by any individual, including
Congressmen and Senators, in behalf of the Hadacol Case,

Mr., SNOW advised that no Washington representative
of LE BLANC ever contacted him in any way and that as far as
he was concerned no action by any member of the Federal Trade
Commission could be considered in the light of poor judgment
or misconduct and that he felt confident that no undue pre-
ssure or influence was brought to bear upon the Federal Trade
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Commission by LE BLANC or any of the latter's representa-
tives or Congressmen or Senaters,

CHARLES A. SWEENEY

CHARLES A. SWEENEY, Attorney, Division of Legal
Investigations, Room 508, Federal Trade Commission Bullding,
gdvised that he was connected with the Hedacol Case from
the time it was assigned to him in August, 1949, until he
was transferred from the Bureau of Stipulations to the
Division of Legal Investigations in September, 1950, following

th; Federal Trade Cormisslon Reorganization Program of Jume,
1950.

He stated that In the latter part of September,
1949, the LE BLANC Corporation was furnished by form letter

with a statement of charges and that immediately LE BLANC
flooded his office with voluminous advertising and compendia
of information tending to support LE BLANC'S advertising.

He stated that inasmuch &s the cese was highly complex and
beceuse his Bureau wished to await the outcome of two similar
caeses then pending in the Court of Appeals, LE BLANC did net
sign the stipulation until March, 1950; however, because of
the complications involved and the very nature of the case,
this six months' delay wes quite natural and bore no other
significance, He stated that in the aforementioned two
pending ceses, the Court of Appeals vacated the Federal

Trade Commissicn proviso that advertising concerning certain
vitamin deficlency-conditions should reflect that these
conditions may be caused by factors other than a deficiency
of vitamins specified in the advertising and that right after
thlis decision was made, LE BLANC hastened to his office
stating that if this same proviso were deleted from his
stipulation, he would immediately sign it., SWEENEY stated

that the Commission rejected this first stipulation but
accepted a second one in August, 1950.

With reference tc contects with representatives of
the LE BLANC Corporation, he steted that he conferred with
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LE BLANC and the latter's General Manager, RICHARD L. BROWN,
when they filed the first stipulation in March, 1950. He

said he had several conferences with BROWN and representatives
of verious advertising agencies; however, nothing irregular
or unusual occurred at any of the meetings., According to
SWEENEY, he conferred with LI BLANC several times during the
compliance stage of the stipulation even though he had been
assigned to the Division of Legel Investigations. He said
that SNOW and VENDEL requested him to attend in an unofficial
capacity because of his previous familiarity with the Hadacol
Case; however, he pointed out that here again nothing happened

at these conferences which could be construed ss being irre-
gular or unusual.

SWEENEY stated that he recalled that | | b6 Per FTC
accompanied either BROWN or LE BLANC on several occasions; b7C %
however, did not participate in the conferences.

He added that he recalled meeting two advertising

agents of LE BLANC in Mr,
ﬁorﬁ w4 N -
adver

€ two advised they were replacing
who was primarily responsible fcr LE BLANC'S bad

sing copy. He further stated that in his opinion
BROWN was primarilz a business men interested in advertising
n

copy and that the egotiations concerning the stipulation
were over his head",

With reference tc contacts with representatives
of the LE BLANC CORPORATION outside of the Federal Trade
Commission, SWEENEY stated that he received an invitation
from the "Hill", probably from the office of one of the
members of the Louisians Delegation, tc atterid & dinner for
the Louisiana Delegation at the Statler Hotel., SWEENEY said
he was not sure whether he should attend or not because of
the Hadacol Case and, therefore, he and his wife went to the
Statler after the dinner was over. He said the party must
have consisted of approximately seventy-five or eighty people

in attendance and that to the best of his knowledge no
mention was made of Hadacol,

5y 3.
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SWEENEY said he received a direct invitation to
attend a dimmer at the Statler in 1950 from LE BLANC who
said he was giving a2 party for his Washington friends and
associates, SWEENT” further advised that at thlis dinner
LE BLANC announced to those in attencdance words to the
effect that "he had just made his peace with the Federasl
Trade Commission" which was obvicusly spoken witk reference
te the signing of the March, 1950, stipulation. He stated
that although no Congressman, Senator, or other individual

spoke in behalf of Hadacol, there were several speeches in
behalf of LE BLANC.

SWEENEY also said that on another occasion LE BLANC
had teken him to lunch but there was no conversation con-
cerning Hadacol.

He said he had never been contacted by or conversed

with TURNEY GRATZ ccncerning the Hadacol Case although he is
acqguainted with him,

SWEENEY also sald that he received a box of fruit
and cendy as a Christmas remembrance from LE BLANC,

In conclusion he stated that at no time did he ever
receive nor was he offered any gift, reward, or gratuities
from LE BLANC or anyone else in an attempt to influence his
decision and furthermore he had no information of any Federal

Trade Commission employee receiving anything of velue in
connection with the Hadacol Case,

le stated that to the best of his reccllection
Messers HORTON, KELLEY, and KING were the only Federal Trade
Commiscsion officials present at the Statler dinners and that

he has no recollection of seeing any of the Food and Drug
Administration officiels in attendance at either dimmer.

J. ROBERT VENDEL

J. ROBERT VENDEL, Attornoy-Confereo, Division of
Stipulations, Federal Trade Commission, stated he was assigned
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the Hedacol Case following SWEENEY'S transfer from the
Division of Stipulations to the Division of Legal Investiga-
tions in September, 1950,

He said that inasmuch as the stipulation was al- o
ready executed, his primary objective in the case was tc ¥
examine and analyze advertising copy to ascertain whether k.
or not LE BLANC was complying with the terms of the stipula- 4
tion.

VENVDEL stated that his first meeting with LE BLANC k-
and the latter's representatives occurred on September 18, &
1950, at a conference at the Federal Trade Commission attended :
hv Massers TF BLANC, BROWN, SNOW, SWEENEY, anrd HORTON, and a
8 representative of a hirchly reputable New b6 Bexr FIG
York advertising agency which sometime subsequent to this b7C .3
meeting dropped Hadacol from its list of clients,

He stated that on October 30, 1950, he attended a 4
conference in Mr. SNOW'S office at which | b6 Per FIC
and his associate, | advised thet they had b7c¢ 3
been engaged by LE BLANC to prerare advertising copy and that Fe
they wished to assure the Federal Trsde Commission officials g
that henceforth the copy would conform strictly within the
terms of the stipulation. Further that they blamed[:;;;:::]
for the bad copy which had ceused the trouble between
BLANC and the Federal Trade Commission and the Food and Drug
Administration.

VENDZL advised that the great volume of advertisine
copy necessitated devoting practically all his time exclusively
to the Hadacol Case. In connection with the case he said

one or two conferences between Federal Trade Commission
officials and LE BLANC and/or his representatives occurred
nearly monthly and dwring which meetings instances of non-
compliance with the stipulation were pointed out and LE BLANC
was warned that continued failure to comply would result in

the issuence of a complaint against him,

-1 -
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He said that on two occasions he was on the point
of recommending a complaint when LE BIANC submitted revised
advertising copy, w:ich in VENDEL'S opinion ccnfermed to
the stipulation. He advised that although Mr, HORTCON con-
curred in his opinion, r. SNOW disagreed and the Commission
issued a complaint. He said that at this point the file
was transferred tc the Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practioes
and he, VENDEL, had no further connection with the case,

Mr. VENDEL denied receiving invitations and denied
attending sy of the large dinner parties sponsored by LE
BLANC and he likewise denled receiving any Christmas gifts
or other gratuities or rewards frcm LE BLANC or the latter's
representatives, Furthermore, he stated he was never pre-
ssured or influenced by anyone either inside or outside the
Federal Trade Commission with respect to the Hadacol Case

and that he was not acquainted nor did ne confer with
TURNEY GRATZ.

With reference to any social or outside contact
w.th LE BLANC, he stated that he and his wife were contaeted
telephonically at their home at approximately 2 P.. one

Sunday in March, 1951, by LE BLANC, who invited them to
dinner at Harvey's,

He said that at the Carlton Hotel he met :gcpergﬁc
RICK, who accompanied them to Harvey's by ceb, He said he

believed that those present were LE BLfHQ;_g_Mng_MABFIN,
the latt cretary; » and

(i

possibly VENDEL stated tihat there was
no discussion concerning Hedacol at this dinner,

Continuing he advised tiat although this was the
only time he had met lthe latter appeared to him to
be a very brilliant imn ual, partxcularly in the field of
literature and apparently possessed a "photographic mind®

because of the many long quotations he made from various books.
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In addition to the above dinner party, VENDEL
stated that he had dinner with Mr. TOJNER scmetime after
the one at which he met MAC HEDRICK,

DANIEZL J. MURPHY

DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of Litigation,
Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practices, Room 588, Federal Trade
Commission, advised the Hadacol Case came to his office in
1948, He said he assigned this case to D. C. DANIEL, who

was then a trial attorney in his Division, for the purpose
of drafting & complaint,

MURPHY steted that supplemental investigation wes
necessitated because LE BLANC had in the meanwhile changed
the name of his company from the Happy Day Company to LE
BLANC Laboratories and thus the proposed complaint was not
drafted wntil late in September, 1948, following which the

case was put on "suspense" for ninty days upon the recommenda-
tion of Commissioner DAVIS.

He sald that about a yeer later the case again =
came to his Division for the drafting of a complaint; however,
inasmuch as LE BLANC had stopped his use of flagrantly false
advertising, MURPHY recommended that the case be reassigned
to the Bureau of Stipuletions for negotiation.

MURPHY stated that approximately two years later
the Commission again directed his office to prepare a com-
plaint and he assigned Trial Attorney JOSEPH CALLAWAY to
draft a complaint which wes issued September 28, 1951; howb'
ever, due tc the present bankruptey proceedings panding 1n
New York, the case is being held in abeyance.

MURPHY stated that he was never contacted by amy
of LE BLANC'S representatives concerning the Hadacol Case,
al though he has had several conferences with thec presant
Trustee, Mr, ROSENTHAL, and the latter's attorneys,
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Continuing, MURPHY stated that when he was a
candidate for the Commission he met LE BLANC by chance
in the office of TURNEY GRATZ, former Executive Director
of the Democratic National Committee, and at which time
ne advi-ed LE BIANC that he had recomrienied tc the Federal
Trade - -mission that a complaint be issuecd agaeinst him.

MURPYY further stated t.at sometime prior to the
1ssuancs of the amended complaint, GRATZ told him that he,
GRATZ, was going to resign from the Democratic National
Committee to accept a position from LE BLANC as Vice-President
of the Hadacol concern. MURFHY sald he told GRATZ that the
Federal Trede Oommission was having trouble with LE BLANC
and that the American Medical Association had prepared an
adverse report on Hadacol,

He said that dispite his forewarnings, GRATZ
Joined LE BLANC; however, a short time later GRATZ told him

at a luncheon that he had resigned because he could not get
along with LE BLANC,

MURPHYY advised that although the "Hill" applied a
certain emount of pressure, this did not influence any of
his decisions in the slightest and he is confident that 'this
pressure manifested by occasional telephone calls and leters '
never influenced any other member of the Federal Trade Commission

He also advised that he was never invited to any
dinner or luncheon party given by LE BLANC nor did he attend
any. Further that he never received any Christmas gifts from
LE BLANC and/or any of the latter's representatives nor did

he receive any gifts, rewards or gratul ties in connection
with this case.

Mr. MURPHY stated it was his considered opinion
that no action taken by the Federal Trade Commission could
in any way be construed as misconduct on the part of any
employee or as belng irregular in any way,
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JOSEPH CALLAWAY

JOSEPH CALLAWAY, Trial Attorney, Division of Liti-
gation, Federal Trade Commission, stated he was assigned the
Hadacol Case on or about August 31, 1951, and that shortly
after the amended compleint had been filed, Hadacol was sold
to a New York concern. He said that shortly subsequent to
the sale of Hadacol, the New York concern went into bank-

ruptcy and the complaint was held in abeyance pending the
bankruptcy settlement,

CALLAWAY stated that not only was he never offered
nor did he receive any reward, gift, or gratuities from LE
BLANC and/or any of the latter's representatives, but he had
no knowledge of any Federal Trade Commission employee re-
celving such reward, gift, or gratulities or acting in an
unethical manner or acting in a manner which could be con-

strued as misconduct on the part of the employese,

CALLAWAY also stated he never was invited nor did
he attend any party sponsored by LE BLANC or any parties at
vhich LF BLANC and/or his representatives were present, .

SEREL
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WILLTAM M. KING

Mr, WILLIAM M. KING, Assistant Director, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive
Practices, Federal Trade Commission, advised that he first became associated

with the LeBLANC case in 1948. He stated that his first contact was the

review of the first complaint which had been drawn up concerning the LeBLANC
advertising.

Mr. KING stated that he had seen LeBLANC two or three times and
that on all occasions LeBLANC was accompanied by RICEARD BROWN, or some
other member of the LeBLANC fimm, or a representative of an advertising
agency. Mr, KING described the visits of LeBLANC as being of the "good
will" variety and further advised that the conversation on these oeccasions
was primarily about LeBLANC. He stated that LeBLANC told him of his
experiences in working up the formula for Hadacol. Mr. KING advised that

neither LeBLANC nor any of his representatives at any time ever asked
him for any special consideration or favors.

Mr. KING stated that he had been contacted on several occasions

by members of the two or three advertising agencies who were, at different
times, handling the Hadacol advertising campaign. He stated that their
contacts were merely to discuss the details of the case involving Hadacol
advertising and that there was never any attempt by any member of these

agencies to bribe, influence, or bring pressure upon him to favor Lem’
point of view,

&

Mr. KING advised that he had attended two dinner parties apmorod
by LeBLANC. He stated that he was of the opinion that these parties were
arranged by LeBLANC for the Louisiana Delegation in Congress, and KING
stated, to the best of his recollection, his invitation to attend these
dinners was extended to him by "someone in the office of a member of the
Delegation."” When questioned further as to who might have extended this
invitation, KING advised that he sould not recall specifically who had
invited him. He stated that he attended these dinners because he felt
they were in honor of the Louisiana Delegation and stated that, whem Bs
received the invitation, he discussed it with WILLIAM EBLLEY end fouss

_ that KELLEY was of the opinion that inasmuch as the imvitstion ceme

Congressional sources it would be all right to accept. KING stated thlt)
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there were between 70 and S0 people in attendance at each of these dinners.
He recalled the following individuals from the Federal Trade Commission as
teing in attendance at either one or both of the dinners:

JTM HORTON

PrAD MOREHOUSE
WILLTAM XELLEY
RORERT VENDEL
CHARLES SWEENY

Mr, KING stated he was aware that the Hadacol case was pending
in the Federal Trade Commission at the time of the parties but stated trat
it was not being handled in his division at this time and, further, at the
tine of the parties he had no connection with the Hadacol case. KING
stated, however, it would not have made any difference as to whether he
would have attended or not inasmuch as he believed it to be a Congressional
party, and he did not want to affront the Louisiana Delegation. He statved
that the parties were merely social gatherings and that the people in
attendance were primarily those from the Louisiana Delegation. KING stated
that at no time during either of these parties was he involved in, or neard,

any discussion regarding the Hadacol case that was pending with the Federal
Trade Commission,

Mr. KING stated that during the Christmas holidays in 1949 and
also in 1950 he received from DUDLEY LeBLANC a basket of fruit and jellies.
~ He stated these had been shipped to him from Florida with the compliments
. of LeBLANC, and he further related that on both occasions he kept the
present. He could not recall whether he had made any acknowledgement of
receipt of these presents to LeBLANC.

Mr. KING stated that he had received numerous calls from the
Congressional offices of the Louisiana Delegation in which they informed
him of "what a good fellow LeBLANC was" and made inquiry concerning the
Hadacol case. He stated that at no time were any demands made by the
Louisiana Delegation, but the implication was clear that they desired
LeBLANC be given any and everv consideration in his case pending before
the Federal Trade Commission. KING stated that he could not recall a
specific individual who had made these calls.

In conclusion, Mr. KING advised that he had never had any A
contacts with| or b6 Per FBI

TURNEY ORATZ and that he had not been contacted bty any Dallas law b7C
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firm regarding the LeBLANC case, He stated that at no time had anyone
either in or out of the Federal Trade Commission attempted to influence
his decisions with the exce ‘tion of the aforementioned calls from the
louisiana Delegation. He stated that the parties which he had attended
and the fruit which he had received had in no way affected any decisions
made in the Federal Trade Commission.

WILLIAM T. KELLEY

Mr. WILLTIAM T. K:LLEY, General Counsel, Federal Trade Commission,
advised that he has never been officially connected with the "Hadacol case"
and never rendered any decisions in this case., He further stated that he
had never had any official dealings with DUDLEY LeBLANC. Mr. KELLEY advised
that he had never talked to anyone or had any conferences in regard to the
Hadacol case and that neither LeBLANC nor any of his representatives had
ever contacted him concerning the case.

Mr. KELLEY advised that his first contact with DUDLEY LeBLANC
was approximately four or five years ago when LeBLANC came into his office
and introduced himself as "Senator LeBLANC from Louisiana." KELLEY stated
that on this occasion, after introducing himself, LeBLANC devoted his
conversation exclusively to a description and background of himself and
a book he had written concerning the settling of the Acadians in Louisiana.
KELLEY stated that LeBLANC had "quite a personality" and recalled that he
"wore the biggest diamond ring I had ever seen." On this occasion there
was no discussion regarding the Hadacol case or any official business.

He stated that he knew of no reason for LeBLANC's coming into his office
and introducing himself. Mr. KELLEY stated that at this time he had
never heard any mention made of the product Hadacol. He stated that he

knew nothing about Hadacol and did not even know that there was such a
product in existence.

Mr. KELLEY stated that his next knowledge of LeBLANC came about
when he received a telephone call from "someone on the Hill," whose name
he could not recall but a person whom he believed to be from Louisiana,
inviting him to attend a dinner for the "Louisiana Delegation." Mr. KELLEY
stated that it was his belief that this dinner was sponsored by LeRLANC
and that he accepted the invitation and attended the dinner. He described
the dinner as being "quite a dinner" which was held either at the Stgl.g
or the Carlton Hotel and, according to KELLEY, was attended by two oy ﬁ“
hundred people. Mr. KELLEY advised that he, at that time, was under the
impression that the dinner was in honor of the Louisiana group in Osngress
and that he attached no significance to the invitation. He stated that,
because the invitation came "from the Hill," he felt it proper for hia to

-2] -
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' attend. He further advised that at the time of the dimner he sat betweem
Senator and Mrs. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. KELLEY advised that most of the
people in attendance at the dinner were from Louisiana. Ee stated that
this was the first time he heard mention of the name Hadacol and that he

heard it mentioned here in connection with casual conversation and humorous
stories concerning Hadacol.

Mr. KELLEY advised his next contact with LeBLANC was shortly
before Christmas in 1949 when he received a basket of fruit. Fe stated

that this was a gift from DUDLEY LeBLANC. He further advised that he

kept the fruit and wrote a "thank-you letter" to LeBLANC acknowledging
receipt of the fruit. Mr. KELLEY stated that he attached no sicnificance

to this gift and at the time of the receipt of this present he did not
realize DUDLEY LeBLANC had a case pending before the Federal Trade
Commission. At this point, KELLEY made the statement, "I lived and learned;
I should have given the fruit to charity and advised LeBLANC that I could
not accept the gift from him."

ol e

Mr, KELLEY further advised that he was invited to a second
dinner in 1950 which was given by DUDLEY LeBLANC and which he also believed

was in honor of the Louisiana Delegation. This party was similar to the

party held in 1949, and most of the people present were from the Louisiana

group in Congress. Mr. KELLEY stated emphatically that upon the occasion i
of these two dinner parties there was no conversation regarding the Hadacol b
case and that up to the time of these parties he knew nothing of any Federal
Trade Commission case regarding Hadacol. He stated that, to the best of

his recollection, the other members of the Federal Trade Commission who
attended either one or both of these parties were PGAD MOREHOUSE, JIM HORTON,
and BILL KING, He stated that there may have been others present at ‘one or
both of the parties but that he could not recall any additional names.

28

i

Mr. KELLEY emphasized that he had never had anything to do with .
the Hadacol case and has never been contacted by any representative of the
LeBLANC firm, any law firm, or advertising agency connected with the LeBLANC 3§
organization. He stated that he was not acquainted with| lor b6 Per FTC
[:;f;;::;;:;:;]and, further, that he had received no calls from any members b7c ¥

[5) e Louisiana Delegation or any other members of Congress regarding the

Hadacol case, In conclusion, Mr, KELIEY advised that he could not have

rendered any favors to the LeBLANC interest even if he had so desired,
inasmuch as he had had no connection with decisions in the Hadacol cases

- 22 -
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STEPHEN J. SrINGARN

Mr., STEPHEN J. SPINGARN, Commissioner, Federal Trade Commission,
Room U468, Federal Trade Commission Building, Washington, D. C., advised that

he became a Commissioner in the Federal Trade Commission in October, 1950,

and as of that time the Hadacol case was in the Federal Trade Commission., . k-
Ee stated that the case had reached the stipulation stage, and no complaint .
was on file concerning Kadacol. Mr. SPINGARN advised that in June, 1951,

ke read an article in "Reader's Direst" regarding Hadacol which aroused his
interest in the case. He stated he was of the opirion that something

should be done about the type of advertising they were using and as a result
he wrote a letter to the other Commissioners on June 13, 1951, recommending
that action be taken by the Federal Trade Commission to prohibit the LeBLANC
industries from using the flamboyant type of advertising that they were
using, Mr. SPINGARN stated that subsequent to this recommendation the case
was reactivated and later assigned to him for review. He stated that on
August 29, 1951, he recommended that a complaint be filed, and as a result 3
a complaint was filed against Hadacol shortly thereafter. Mr, SPINGARN e
stated that in his judgment a mistake had been made in the first place in '
allowing a stipulation in the Hadacol case. SPINGARN advised, however,
that, "in all fairness to those who made the decisiocns, he would have to
say that the Hadacol orranization had ballooned from a small outfit until
it suddenly became important."”

SPINGARN advised that he had no conferences with LeBLANC or any
of the company officials or representatives. He further stated that he
has had only one contact and that with a New York advertising agency
representative whose name he could not recall. This individual stopped
by his office for a brief moment for what SPINGARN described as a “good
will" visit, and no business was discussed.

SPINGARN advised that he had not attended any of the dimners
held by LeBLANC and further that, as a matter of principle, he avoided
this tyre of affair. In this regard, SPINGARN advised that all infore
mation he had regardirg the dinners was in the nature of rumors. He
further stated that no one had contacted him at any time in an effort
to influence his decision in the Hadacol case or any other case, He
could furnish no information regarding anyone who had teen offered
anything as an inducement to influence their decision.



WFO S8-417
AT7 imet
E. MISCELLANEOUS

PERSONNEL RECOFD

Mr. D. C. DANIEL, Executive Director, Federal Trade Commission,
produced the personnel record of JAMES A. HOPTON which reflected that he
secured employment with the Federal Trade Commission as an Attorney Examiner
on March 28, 1921, His file also disclosed the following sequence of
appointments held by HORTON: Chairman, Board of Investigation, Januery 15,
1930; Assistant Chief Examiner, January 9, 1931; Chief Fxaminer, January 6,
1934; Director of Bureau of Legal Investigations, August 12, 19u6; Director

of Bureau of Industry Cooperation, June 1, 1950, which position he holds at
the present time,

Tt was also noted that the file contained a letter dated March L,
1950, from JAMES H, MORRISON, Member of Congress, recommending HORTON for
the position of Commissiorrer with the Federal Trade Commission. A copy of
a letter dated March 28, 1950, indicated that MORRISON was advised by
LOWELL B. MASON, Acting Chairman, that on March 6, 1950, President TRUMAN
had appointed MAPTIN A, HUTCEINSON, of Richmond, Virginia, to the Vacant
Commissioner's seat. The file failed to reflect any disciplinary action

or criticism of HORTON and contained no infomation in addition to that
previously set forth,

The files of the Washington, D. C., Credit Bureau were checked
by SE WALTER J. TOLSON regarding JAMES A. HORTON. These files revealed
that he resides at L4OOO Cathedral Avenue and formerly resided at 37)41.

E . 39th Street, N. W., and is employed as Chief Examiner, Federal Trade

Commission. His wife is presently unemployed but was formerly ellplbyed
by the Federal Trade Commission,

b6 Per FTC f’
The files of the Metropolitan Police Department, \lashmgtox., we Co "

I.C_LlﬁDlVlSlon, were checked against the name of JAMES A. HORTON _
with negative results. The records of the Traffic Division, Metropolitaf

Police Department, ref arges of illegal parking by JAMES ALRERT:
HORTON and his spouse, _




Chairman JAMES M, ¥EAD, Federal Trade Commission, furnished
SA WILLIAM T. FORSYTH and the writer with what appears to be the original
repert of JOHN H. BASS, entitled "Special Report, In re: The Le Blanc
‘Corporation, Docket 5925," which is being forwarded herewith to the
Bureau as an enclosure,

It was noted that the first raragranh of 2iSS' report
reflects the rurpose as to why the report was macde and this paragraph
is set out as follows:

"This report contains a summary of evidence secured
during the course of the investigation of alleged
attempts on the part of Dudley J. Le Blanc and .othérs,
through the means of lavish entertaimment, gifts and
gratuities, to influence the action of the officidls
of the Federal Trade Commission in their disposition
of the case involving the Le 5lanc Corporation. This
investigation and report thereon was made pursuant to
the oral instructions of Chairman James . Mead, of the
Federal Trade Commission, on November 2L, 1952.%

It was further noted that this report consisted of a review . 4
of Pederal Trade Commission files, a review of Federal sureau of Investiga= . 4
tion reports furnished Chairman MEAD by the Bureau, and the results of
‘interviews conducted by 3ASS with various Federal Trade Commission offioml
conmcted with the Le Blanc case. o , e . -
, It was also noted t.hat BASS advised that durlng f.he dourse
of his investigation, he found no evidence of irregularities omn the part »
of Le Blanc and his representatives in their contacts with offi '
of the Federal Trade Commission, Further, that although certata d’fioials -
of the Commission attended dinners sponsorsd by Le Blanc, he: fwﬂ no
evidence that this influenced the opinions or decisions of thewd officials
and'that although they advised him that they now considered theis’ sstions
as unwise and indiscreet, they denied that this hospitality infiuenced ~
them in pursuit of their official doties. Furthemr% that” lilthowh Q8
.Commission officials were the recipd {189
by Le Blanc, they advisdd 3ASS tha¥ the giftg had boan segll |

r solicitation or knowledge, ' In conolusfon,

a0tion except to urge more discretion on the part of the officials whek
Minﬁ with respondents," '




TO THE BUREAU

Forwarded herewith to the bureau is the report of
JORH H. BASS entitled "Special Report, In re: The Le
Slanc Corporation, Docket 5525.,"
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ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE

Efforts to contact JAMES ALBERT HORTOK, Director of the
Bureau of Industry Corporation, Federal Trade Commission; and CHARIES =,
" GRANDEY, Assistant Chief, Division of Investigations, Federal Trade

Gommission, were negative due to illness; however, WFO will interview
them upon their return.

Inquiry at the office of OSEF! W, POWERS, Chief, Division
of Investigations, Federal Trade Commission, disclosed he is presently

out of the city but is expected to return Jenuary 12, 1952, at which time
he will be interviawed by "TFQ.

#ith reference to the report of JOHN H. BASS, Ghairnan KRAD
' furnished interviewing agents with what appeared t6 be the original rerort.
It 1s to be noted that “FO received only one copy of this report which

is being forwarded herewith to the Bureau and, therefore, no copies are
being retained in this office,

Chairman ME4D also returned FBI reports which were furnished
to him by the Bureau as follows:

Aeport of SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated October 31, 1952,
at Wasnington, De Ce

Report of Si LAURENCE J. FRANK, JR., dated November ]J,;, 1952,
at New (Urleans, Louisiana.

These two reports m bemgg mtmd bcrnith i»o ﬂtﬂuﬁuc _

One copy of instam‘. mport. is being fomrded to the New

~"‘-:‘Or1eans Office for information inasmuch as additional investigat&on has beewd
. requested in that districte.

THE WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE

AT YASHINGTON, D. C,

Will interview JAMES ALBERT HCRTON, D:hvctor £ A
Industry Corporation, and c
Division of ‘Investigaiionia
‘of Invoatigationa,.i' ¢ ¢




0SB
(administrative page continued)
(Leads continued)

Will interview GEORGE LARRICK, Deputy Coumissioner,’
Food and Drug Administration, for any pertinenmt - -
informati.n concerning instant case.

Will atteapt to locate and interview Doctor PAUL
TWBAR, former Commissioner, Food and Jrug
Adninistration, concerning instant matter,

Will interview OSCAR EWING, Director, FSA, conceming
his contact by TURNEY GRATZ and MaC HEDRICK. jﬂ—_; z

gt e

Will contact the Statler, Mayflower, and Carlton*
Hotels in an attenpt to determine the identitk Al
of FIC and FDA officials entertained by Le Bl&&3 PR

5
"FO letter to the Director dated Dscember 15, 19524 -
Bureau letter to WFO dated December 13, 1952, * -
WFQ letter to the Director dated Jecember 22, 1952,
WFO airtel to the Director dated December 2k, 1952.
Report of SA MANNING C. CLEMENTS dated December 20, 1952,
at Dallas,
New Orleans memorandum to the Director dated Deébnber 31, ‘
Houston letter to WFO dated December 31, 1952, "%
WF0 teletype to the Director #nd Houston dated .idp
WFO: ;aletype to the Director and New O‘r]:ea&
1953,




FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
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REPORT MADE AT DAT"‘I v;:zn PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE REPORT MADE BY
WASHINSTON, L. C. 1/‘10/’535 1/12-10/53 WILLIAM C. HIGGINS ciCs
™E CHARACTER OF CASE
DUDLEY JOSEPH LE =zLANC, EI AL BRIBLRY
I Poy
SYNOPSIS OF FACTS: (J »
Interviews conducted with \,z\*f.
officials FIC and #DA, Dr, PAUL s
3 DUNBAR, former FDA Commissioner,
_ j and OSCAR EWING, FSA Admini-
3 M / strator. Subject HORTON stated

fﬁ ; LE BLANC's efforts re his FTC
\%yﬁf . promotion voluntary and unsolicited.
\ Admitted attending Statler dinner
¢d 1950 and receiving fruit at Christ-
P mas 1949 and 1950 but state these
\7 were unsolicited and bore no
relation to case, Unequivocally
denied receiving any gifts or
@ Q gratuities in connection with
: hadacol. Deniled being influenced
Qhﬁlgp or pressured by anyone. Denied
\gid knowledge of any misconduct or
unethical handling by any Governe:. & .
ment employee re Hadacol. )
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DETAILS:

AT WASHINGTOL, L.C.

The following investigation was conducted by Special
Agent VILLIAM T. FORSEYTH and the writer:

Mr. JOSuPH We POWZRS, Chief, Division of Investi-
gations, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practices, Federal Trade
Commission, advised that he has been in his present position
since the reorganization orogram of 1950 and prior to which
he was Chief Examiner in the old Pivision of Investigations
from 1946-195C.

He stvated that his division is charged with directing
field investigations and the correlation of all information

gained therefrom, and upon which information he furnished the S
Commission with his recommendation for additional action or F
the closing of the case. :

POWERS said that to the best of his recollection
the Hadacol Case was sent to him after the Radio and Perioaical
Division had attempted to monitor LE BLANC's advertising which,
being in the Cajun French dialect, was very difficult to
interpret and evaluate. He said that following the investi-

ation by his division, he recommended that the Commissjon
%ssue a complaint aéalnst LE BLANC and his organlzation.

TRy T S B -
A BRI VA

; With reference to his contacts with LE BLANO*he +
stated he can recall meeting him only on one occasion: He 3
raaid_nhan_as_he_uaa]1eaving his office, his Assistant, 3
introduced LE BLANC to him in the b6 Pex
corridor of the FIC building; further, that he advised Rl 9
LE BLANC he had nothing further to do w1th the Hadacol Case
inasmuch as the file had left his office. Furthermore, that
he had declined LE BLANC's invitation to lunch because of a
~ previous engagement, POWERS said no t{ge of significance
‘could be attached to his rejection of BLAM 's luncheon

4nvitation since he probably would have accepted had he not
had a previous commitment.

POWERS said he had no other comtact with LE BRANC
i+ .either officially or socially and that he neither attended
nor was he invited to amny of LE BLANC's dinmers, He alao
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denied being the recepient of any Christmas giff. or Any:
other gratuity or reward from LE BLANC and/ar any ‘of the
latter's representatives.,

With reference to political pressure, POWERS stated
that no such pressure or even contact was ever directed to
him personally although he believes that some letters and
phone calls were received by the Federal Trade Commission
from the "Hill" concerning the status of the case.

PCJERS said that he could state unequivocally that
no one, either inside or outside the FTC, ever attempted to

inf uenge him in his hsndlln of the case and that he had
employee ever being so pressured or

nowledge of any FT
influenced.

In conclusion, POWERS advised that he knew of -0
instance in the handling of the Hadacol Case where the
action of the employee could be construed as being one of
misconduct, .

Mr. CHARLES E. GRANDEY, Assistant Chiet, Division
of Investigations, Bureau of Antl-Deceptive Practices, FTC,
advised that to the best of his recollection the Hadacol Case
was first handled by the Radio and Periodical Division, whose
function is to screen appropriate advertising and, if warrantey,
to conduct limited ‘nvestigation via correspondence.

*He said he believed the Hadacol file was transferred
from the Radio and Periodical Division to Division of

Stipulations, whose Director, JAMLS_A&%%ETI_g%EQN, instructed
his, GRANDEY's, office to conduct a fu nvestigation,
According to GRANDEY, neither the Library of

Congress nor the State Department could furnish translators
to monitor LE BLANC's advertising inasmuch as Cajun French

is not a language per se but is a dialect restricted to a
particular locale., He said for this reason a language expert
was not readilz obtainable and thus delayed the cour'se of the
investigation because the case depended upon a tr 3 {

- the sdvertieing, He said that in thig L4
important qnestion arose as to whether a calg

-3 -
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on evidence obtained by an individual not recognized as
being a language expert since technical questions might

arise concerning some specific point of language inter-
pretation.

GRANDEY stated that when he first became connected
with the Hadacol Case, LE BLANC's enterprises were confined
mostly to the tri-state territory of Mississippi, Louisiana,
and Arkansas; however, by the time the case was subsequently
returned to his division for additional investigation,

LE BLANC had expanded so as to encompass the entire South.

Continuing, he advised that following this second
round of investigations, it was ascertained that &though
the more flagrantly false advertising had been discontinued,
nevertheless, a revue of the advertising again provided the
basis for his recommendation that a complaint be issued
against LE BLANC. He said that following the original
recommendation for complaint, the case was placed on the
suspense calendar on LE BLANO's representation that he had

taken all the necessary steps to fully comply with the terms
layed down by the FTC.

GRANDEY stated that with reference to social and
official contacts with LE BLANC, he wished to say that the
only time he met LE BLANC was when the latter came into his
office and introduced himself amd at which time he informed
LE BLANC that since the Hadacol Case was no longer being

handled by his division, he was not in a position to discuss
the case,

He also said that although he does not recall
having conferred with MAC HEDRICK, he did recall having some
contact with a Houston, Texas, advertising man who said he
was employed by LE BLANC and that he intended to run tests

on the advertising to see whether it complied with the
product.

GRANDEY stated that he recalls no specific iﬂ'ﬁlﬁ°9 o
of pressure or attempted pressure from the "Hill" at gg{ Loy
time. He said that as a matter of -fact, the .only pofv cal o #




WFO 58-417

connection he recalls involved a Louisiana state lJonpgressman
who had urged prompt action against LE BLANC at the time of
the inception of the Hadacol Case. GRANDEY said he conversez
telephonically with this state Congressman, advising him
that FTC was experiencing considerable difficulty in
monitoring LB BLANC's advertising programs. He said the
Congressman offered to furnish the Federal Trade Commissior
with the information he had gained through monitoring thece
programs at his own expense; however, GRANLLY advised him
that he considered the use of such evidence ill-advised
especially so since the Consressman was already personally
involved in the controversy. GRANDEY said that he wanted
his own monitoring done and that he wanted it free of
political entanglements,

GRANDEY denied receiving any gratuities, rewards
or gifts from Lk BLANC or any of his representatives and
stated that he had no knowledge of any misccnduct or. the
part of any FTC employee in the handling of this caze.

iir. JAMLS ALBLRT HURTON, Director, Bureau of Inau:=r7 ™9
Cooperation, Federal Trade Commission, acvised that re was ‘
Director of the Bureau of Legal Investigation, FTC, at ¢he
time that the Hadacol Case arose. He stated that tne case
came to him and he recommended a complaint be issue? by
Commission ordered additional investigation and as &
a stipulation was agreed upon. Subsequently, more {laqdi
violations came up and he requested further invest igiid
because of the broadcast which had beém recorded and LI
to be in Cajun French. This necessitated further invesglgs
because the Federal Trade Commission had no access to tg
lators who could handle this material, As a result of‘thi
investigation, HORTON stated he again recommended t.hat a
complaint be issueds Mr. HORTON stated that following this
recommendation, in June of 1950, the Reorganizatior. Pregram
of the FTC went into effect and he assumed his present
position. In the meantime, the LE BLANC representa’.iveés
and the Bureau of Stipulations had negetiated a stipulatior
which was rejected by the Commission, He stated that a new
one was negotiated and that he agproved the acceptance of
this stipulation. Mr. HORTON pointed out that he had nothing -
to do with the negotiation of this stipulation. lie further
stated that he had no official contact at any tlwc with

. DUDLEY LE BLANC. ‘

- 5g 290
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Mr. HORTON advised that DUDLE?'&EEE%RNC called
him sometime in 1950 and invited him to atteémt—a dinner which
he was giving the Louisiana Congressional Delegation,

LE BLANC advised him that all the Congressmen from Louisiana
would be present. Mr. HORTON advised that he accepted this
invitation and recalled that Messrs. KELLEY, MOREHOUSE, KING
and SWEENEY, all of the FTC, were in attendance at the dinner.
He stated that in addition to the above-mentioned, he recallec
that most of the people connected with the Louisiana group

on the "Hill" were in attendance. Iir, HORTON further advised
that in 1949 and later in 1950 he received a Christmas gift
of a basket of fruit from DUDLEY Lk BLaANC. He stated that

upon receipt of these presents he wrote letters of acknowledge-
ment to DUDLEY LE BLANC.

Mr. HORTON advised that he recalled that DUDLEY
LE BLANC offered to get him endorsements or recommendations
for the position of Commissioner with the Federal Trade
Commission. Mr. HORTON stated that he did not decline this
offer but further that he did not solicit the offer. He
stated that DUDLEY LE BLANC wrote several letters on his
behalf on a voluntary basis and that he at no time asked
DUDLEY LE BLANC to write such letters. He further advjised
that he did not recall having met DUDLrY LE BLANC durin% the
TRUMAN inauguration. Mr. HORTON stated that DUDLEY LE BLANC
had never asked him for any advice and he has no knowled e
of LE BLANC seeking to get anyone a position with the
Mr. HORTON advised that he had attended every
Jackson Day dinner that has been held in Washington and that
on all occasions he paid his own way. He stated that he does
not recall having ever attended a Jackson Day dinner with
DUDLEY LE BLANC and further, that he is positive that DUDLEY
LE BLANC never paid for such a dinner for him. ‘
Mr, HORTON stated that he was acquainted with
| who at one time represented the Hadacol Companb6PerFTC
and had several business contacts with him during the b7c 3
compliance staze_aﬂ_nhe_ﬂaﬁacol Case but he has had no soeial 4
contact with Mr. HORTON also recalleg that v
DUDLEY LE BLANC had sent him & book entitled "The Nty 3
of the Acadians", which Mr. HORTON explained was a higfes*
of the Cajun French in Louisiana and which in his opimnie

.was one of the best presentments of this subject matté
“has ever read, ;
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kr, HORTON advised that he was acquainted with
TURNEY GRATZ and that their acquaintanceship was of a - 24
political nature, Mr. HORTON recalled that| | b6 Per FTC
advised him he had resigned his position with the Democratic b7C
National Committee to accept a position with the hLadacol
Company. He stated that GRATZ told him he wanted nothing
to do with the Hadacol Case which was pending peiore FTC.
rie further stated that GRATZ had rever discussed the Hadacol
Case with him,

2ud
&

s

In regard to iAC HLDRICK, Mr, HORTON aavised that
he had never met HEDRICK and that he considered him to be Q'
somewhat of a "myth" around here. He st he had
heard considerable discussion concerninngZ?Eé??é%ff]he was b6 Per FIC
not acquainted with anyone who had even me In b7c 73
conclusion, Mr., HORTON advised that he had received no
other gifts from LE BLANC or anyone else, and that at no
time did he receive any calls from anyone on the "Hill".
Mr. HOHTON further stated that no one had approached him

or attempted to put any pressure upon him to render any
decision favorable to DUDLEY LE BLARC or the Hadacol Companye.
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The following investigation was conducted by
Special Agent ROBERT K. LEWIS and the writer.

Dr, PAUL DUNBAR, former Conmissioner, Kood and
Drug Admiristration, was interviewed at his residence,

b6 Per FDA

Dr, DUNEAR advised that he was Commissioner of E
the Food and Drug Administration trom 15LL until he retired
on May 31, 1951,

Dr., DUNBAK advised that he recalls DUDLrY LE BLANC
‘ as being a very adroit individual who was an expert in sales
3 technique and besides being a "politican" was completely
: unethical in his business relationships and transactions,
He said LE BLANC was tiie type of individual who would do
anything which would bring in money to him.

¢
§ 4

1

§

Dr. DUNBAR advised that even though he had instructed .

Lk BLANC's representative, Dr. GEORGE HOOVER, to inform

LE BLANC that officials of the Food and Drug Administration

never accepted gifts of any kind nevertheless LE BLANC sent
him a Christmas gift consisting of fruit and candy from Florida
and which box of fruit Dr. DUNBAR sent to the Childrens

- Hospital, -

’ He said his only contact with LE BLANC was on the
occasion that GEORGE LARRICK brought LE BLANC into his office -
and at which time LE BLANC went into a relatively long dis-
cussion of the history of the Acadians and spoke of his
political career in Louisiana., Dr. DUNBAR stated that at
this meeting LE BLANC did request the name ot an individual
who could help him the most in conforming with the desires of ¥4
the ood and Drug Administration concerning the labding of e
his product; further that Dr. DUNBAR informed Li. BLANC that
it was agalnst the policy of the Food and Drug Administration
to supply the name of any one individual; however, that they

-would furnish LE BLANC with a 1list of gqualified drug consultant

. -from which he could make his own selection.

Dr. DUNBAR stated that to the best of his knowledg
"Dr. HOOVER's name was on this 1list and this is the reason that
vu LE_BLANC contacted Dr. HOOVER,

SQ ..(30.8- 36
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According to Dr. DUNBAEK, Dr. HJOOVER found it very
'amusing to try and control DUDLEY Lk BLANC who was so devoid
- of professional ethics,"

He said that with reference to any’contacts with
representatives of LE BLAIC, he has no present recollection
of meeting anyone with the exception of one meeting with
WALTEK RUBEN, who was a representative of a very re:utable
Chicago advertising agency,

Dr., DUNBAR stated thst he never received any gifts,
1 rewards, or gratuities from Lk =LANC or any of his representatives
- and had no knowledge of any other official of the Food and 3
g Drug Administration receiving such. Further that he has no
knowledge of any political pressure or intervention in the

tiadacol case,

GEORGx: LARRICK, Deputy Commissioner, iood and Drug
Administration, stated that when the Food and Drug Admini-
stration vecame interested in the haaacol case he directed
the investigation, He sald in turtherance of this dealer's
samples and literature were obtained both from the dealers
and directly from the Happy Day Company which was the name of
LE BLANC's organization when he first started making Hadacol,

He said that LE BLANC must have learned of the Food
b and Drug Administration's interest in Hadacol because LE BLANC
4 came in to see Dr. DUNBAR and himself.in"an effort to ascertain *
3 what the Food and Drug Administration wanted him to do in order 3
for his labels to comply with FDA requirements,

He further said that LE BLANC could obtain Consultan ta,;=
from Drug Trade Publications. ;

He stated that some time subsequent to thils first
meeting with Lk BLAIC the latter had engagea Lr. GmORGE HOOVuR
to work out acceptable labeling for hadacol. e said that in
connection with this he recalls numerous conferences with Dr.
HOOVER; however, he has no present recollection of meeting

any- other representative of the LE BLANC concern.

According to LARRICK, his final contact with LE
BLANC was a telephonic one in which LE BLANC asked him whelher

he would accept a position with the Hadacol CLTE at a sub=
w stantial fee, which,he does not now recall, RI K sald he

° 9908- " 36
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declined LE ELANC's offer and that this was the last contact
he had with anyone concerning the Hadacol case,.

With reference to political pressure, Mr. LARRICK ;
advised that he does recall that the Food and Drug Administratio
did receive a few telephone calls from members of the Louisiana
delegation but that he considered these calls as calls from

Congressmen making the customary inquiries in their constituents
behalf, .

He also stated that he received a box of fruit from
LE BLANC as a Christmas present in 1949 and 1950 and which
gifts he forwarded to the Childrens Hospital in Washington,
D. C., and further that he declined LE BLANC's invitatien to
attend a dinner party at the Hotel Statler in either 1949 or
1950.

In conclusion Mr. LARRICK stated that to the best of
his knowledge no off'icial of the Food and Drug Administration,

however, received any gifts, rewards, or gratuties from
LE BLANC or any of his representatives in connection with the.
handling of the hadacol case.

Mr., LAKRICK made a correspondence file available
which contained the following letters:

A letter dated December 31, 1948, from Mrs,
A. CHAMBERS OLIPHANT, Fresident, Board of Le
Visitors, Childrens Hospitii; Nichingtan Gy~
to GEORGE LARRICK, in which she advised L she
was deeply grateful for the generous gift-of the
crate of frult sent by him to Childrens Hospital
for the Christmas season,

A letter dated January 7, 1949, to DUDLEY
Ll BLANC, from GEORGE LARRICK, in which he states,
"1 appreciate the sentiment which prompted you to
send us Christmas greoti 8 and the box of fruit
and other delicacies." L IGX goes on to state
that the acceptance of suCh gifﬁa ¢ contragy te-
the policy: of the Food snd Drug i “1atrat1gn,¢n§
that such osnnot be-acq.gti q-for peiuonal waw B
advised in this letter that he had= o;w&ra;;f :
gift to the Childrens Hospittlc PE R

.10 -
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In reference to the above letter, LARKICK
advised that after receipt of this gift he called
Dr, GEORGE HOOVER and told him to inform LE BLANC
that such gifts could not be accepted and he would
appreciate it if Lk BLANC would send no more.

A letter dated December 30, 1949, to Dr. PAUL
DUNSAR, from EDITh A. TARKINGTON, Administrator,
Childrens Hospital, Washington, D, C., in which she
expressed her "heartfelt gratitude" for the present
of fruit and candy which he had sent to Childrens
Hospital for Christmas.

A letter dated January 9, 1950, to LUDLEY
LE BLANC, from GEORGE LARRICK, in which he acknowl=-
edges the receipt of fruit and other delicacies by
himself and Dr. DUNSAR. He z2o0es on to state that
such gifts cannot be accepted for personal use and
that they have been forwarded to Childrens Hospital,

A letter dated January 1L, 1950, to GLORGE
LARRICK, from DUDLEY LE BLANC, in which he advised
that he was sorry that LARRICK did not glance at
the contents of the last package and added that he
would be in Washington in March and hoped that both
LARRICK and DUNBAR would accept his Southern
hospitality since he planned to invite both to a
dinner at the Statler Hotel which he was giving for
Loulsiana Congressmen and s few other friends. LE
BLANC also stated in this letter that he had heard
a rumor that LARRICK was golng to enter private
business and wished to know if there were any truth
to this rumor,

A letter dated January 23, 1950, from GEORGE
LARRICK, to DUDLEY LE BLANC, in which LARKICK
stated that the policy regarding the acceptance of
gifts also extended to the acceptance of such '
invitations as LE BLANC had made in his letter of
January 1l4j. He advised that while the invitation
was appreciated it was necessary for him and Dr, -
DUNBAR to decline. LARRICK also added that nhs was
well satisfled with his present position and had R
no lntention of leaving thﬁ Food and Drug Admthiatration. .
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OSCAR EWING, Administrator, Federal Security
Agency, stated that although he has a vague recollection
of being introduced to some representative of the Hadacol
Company by TURNEY GRATZ, he has no present recollection
of the nature of the conversation or the purpose of this
meeting, He stated that in all probability the meeting
was arranged by GRATZ as a courtesy to a businessman who
wanted to meet men employed by the United States
Government. He said to the best of his knowledge the
meeting was very brlef and there was no discussion con-
cerning hadacol and further that he has no present

recollection of the name of the individual who accompanied
GRATZ,
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ADMINISTHRATIVe PAGL

Investigation at the Hotel Statler, Mayfhﬁuzr.
and Carlton has not been completed due to the tleup’%f
hotel personnel with inauguration rrerarations, f

One copy of instant report is being forwarﬁdﬂ to
the New Orleans Office for information inasmuch as gd&itional
investipgation has been requested in that District.

LEADS
THE WASHINGTON FILLD OFFICE:

AT WASHINGTON, D. C.:

Will continue investigation at the Statler,
¥ayflower, and Carlton Hotels in an attempt
to determine the identities of FTC and
FLCA officials entertained by LE :=LANC.

REFERENCES: FKeport of bpecial Agent WILLIAM C, H;QRAk,ih
dated January 9, 1953, .at Washington,' *

New York airtel to Bureau dated January 7; 1953.

sl f LT
Washington Field Office teletype to New g L
dated Januasry &, 1953. i

Report of Special Agent PAUL H. LEWIS Cj&ndatad
January 8, 1953, at Chicago.

New Orleans teletype to Baltimore and ﬂFQ datod
January 12, 1953. ’

WFO airtel to Baltimore and New Orles
January 13, 1953,




STANBASS FORM 0. $4 . ‘6 :
Oﬁice Memomndum * UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 4

to .  DIRECTOR, FBI paTE: February 13, 1953 |

SAC, WFO (58=417)

d""lj G.‘ »R-we, 3 'V/ / /: ’
DUDLFY JOSEPH LE BIANC, et al ‘ - /7
BR IBFRY / e
Rerep SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated 2/9/53, at Washington, De Ce | |
JAMFS M. MEADE, Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, this
city, telephonically advised SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS on ¢/11/53, that at a
recent FIC meeting, STEPHEN J. SPINGARN, Member, FTC, expressed his

desire to cbtain a copy of the FBI report reflecting the complete
Hadacol investigation recently completed by this Bureau.

) ?

Mr. MBADE advised that although he is not cognizant of
SPINGARN's specific reason in requesting this report, he would like to
point out that SPINGARN is a very energetic and well versed individual
who, at the present time, is making a study of ethics in govermment

and in which interest he has challenged various individuals to a public
debate over television facilities,

Mre MBADE stated that he had explained to SPINGARN at the
meeting that reports of investigation similar to that concucted by the
FBI in the Hadacol Case are furnished the Attorney Genersl for whatever
action the latter deems necessary and, therefore, the request for such
files could be made only to the Attorney Generale

With reference to the two FBI reports previously furnished.
Mre MFADE and later returned by him to this Bureau, Mre MEALE stated
that he considered these reports only loaned to him "to fa~dlilate the:
FIC in fully answering all tre FBI questionec c el .o FLD cOWMA
more fully help the FBI in its investigatione" Further, that he
considered it i1l-advised to maintain these FBI reports in FTC files
inasmuch as some indvidual may see them and during "hallway gossip may
embarrass or slander an innocent individuale"

It is to be noted that during the course of the investigation
of the Hadacol matter, SPINCARN was interviewed, and which interview was
reflected on Page 23 of the report of SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated
1/9/53, at Washington, De Ce

);W X
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OFFICE OF DIRECTOR
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION nr, Tolso

»

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE / ¢, Ladd
L ME, Nichol

r. Belmont
bate . Yove 7 19_92rime 10‘.25'4‘/:". Clegg

e Mr. Glavin
(lairman James Mo Mead, Federal '
Mr. Harb

. Mr. Ro
Trade Commission, tele, s
- Mr. Tra

Mr, Lau
Mr, Jones
Mr, Mohr
Mr, winterrowd ...
Tele, Room

Mr, Holloman

[} | Y

REMARKS

vlen informed of the Dyrector's "issFolmes
absence Chairman Mead consented  °° 2"

to speak with an assistant. After

Checking he was referred to Mr. Crosby, in Mre
Yichols' Office.

¥Yr. Crosby advises that Ur. Mead was callimg i{n
recard te @ report he has receiped ina%ggjipg
the Buregpy~is ucting an _investigation o 3
ur.] l an em of ¢ Fe p b6 Per FTC
Trade Commissiones This investigation is b7C¢ 3
supposed to have resulted from allegations ,
arising out of the bankruptcy proceedings of _ ) % ]
the Hadacol mpany and one of its chief a TR
backers, Mr.~LeBlanc.

; ) e

RARETI S e
: ~Hr.‘ﬂ!ud”§fé¥fa that_3if _this report is trye
'% w1d_grestly appreciate knuing GLEuEAS
} 81nce. n ee of the IrTC.

¥r. Crosby te& checking on this matter and will
i prepare a memorandum.

lul
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’ . best copy available

(4 Memorzmdum e UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

¥r, Tolson DATE: November 7, 1952

poM L. B. Wichols

i BJECT:

puBAEY 'J/L.EBLBNC apol.
SYNOFSIS

4 Ups James M. Yead, Qhairman,. Fegeral Trade Commission,
ponted Lol aduised whether on investigetion was being conducied
n Federal Trade Commission employee. He was ad- sif
1sed the matter would be checked and he would be notified. '

BACKXGROUND

] At 10:25 A.M., November 7, 1952, by reference from tRe
{Director's Office, James ¥. Mead, Chatrman of the Federal Trade
{Commission, telephoned and talked to Crosby in my absence, RT.

(Mead was first very solicitous about the Director and asked thadt
FAis warm regards be extended to him, T T .

j ¥r, Mead advised that he d received information *hat
an employe ral.Trade. Comnissian, Wr. Jomes Horton, was
' ng investiggte

Hadaco

the FBI as a result Qfgproceedtngsdgrowin bl

lout of the bankruptey case. Mr, Mead continued that
Ithis case involved a patent medicine and tonic which had been

widely sold in the South and Southwestern part of the United States.
* The Hadacol Company is headed by a man ngmed LeBlanc.

' Sometime ago, erxact date not _Bc td D ‘”T‘
 Fedgral Trade ComBLssion issued g ged deaist

b2k arder. ggeinat
§ the Hadacol Company for certain representations about the patent
 medicine they were selling, : he

of_the Hadacol Company; and i ‘ e.f g 3 ? _
bankruptcy, LéFIGhc, the owner of the Hadaoo Company, &l '
that o ‘the items of the expenses of the Hadacol Uqucn was
payments to a Mr, James Horton o eral Trade Commigaton.

¥r. Mead gduiaed he. had. jusi.learngd.this.

allegaiion
LﬂLJﬂL_ﬂhII_ﬂnnnnia“QL.ihﬁ AR Lirn. which represents the trustee
in_bgnkruptcy in this proceeding.

L ¥r, Mead said that he certainly was making no complaints
 about any investigations of Federal Trade Couaicaion or cnything
aclac but he did b g pould hoye bsed: x

g mﬂumnn:r vriﬁ.:f
- | o7 the Kadaral




EMemo to Kr. Tolson from L. B. Nichols November 7, 1952

| Mre Crosby advised hr. Mead that the Burecu hced a
| practice of nofiTUAQ @h agency. when allegetions of a sufficiently
ispecific nature werqm;qceluﬁﬁ about personpnel in that agency;
tthat he coul . Compent..on. instant. case. because he had
i no knowledge of the facts but he wgyld check into them and, if
possible, notify Mre Kead of the gituailen tadey. Ur. Vead said
' he would be most grateful for the courtesy and again asked that
i his best be extended to Mr, Hoover,
] p

The facts are as follows:

Background of Hadacol Matter

1 By letter dated October <21, 195&, the New.lark Qffice
t advised that former Speczal 4g~“; ggzgmngnylg an attorney in

tma'-v'éﬁm, Gordon, Zachry, and Reindel, New York City,
F had advised that in his capacity as attorney for the trustee in

e LeBlepe Corporation, he had had occasion to

; Blanc, principal stockholder 6 the

t LeBlanc Corporatio g the withdrawal of approcimately
33300 000 from the funds of the corporation for which adequate
?account had not been made in the books of the company.

3 According to ¥r, Doyle, LeBlanc told Doyle that the
b largest gortzﬁn ol Ehis. moﬁzg'was “turned over by him to a former
i asgociate Mac Hedrtck, now deceased, Qﬁg_gggguing_mgngymgg

W 1< 5%
i .aof the Egderq; rade Commigsion, Washington,

gnd _employees in New York Czty, but qgn;gd
" the. ollic 1045 Allegedlu teceining Lhe } k

{ Mr. Doyle continued that thereA
Hin the lees of the LeBlanc Coh

s Director of the Bureau of b6 Per FIC
pde Commission. Doyle glgo P7C

; oundg copies of ngmgrgugmggjiwwg LeBlanc had written to members
qofl Co
o Tt

Iudustry Cooperatzdn 0

ngrees seeking their_aid in. the_promotion of Horton to the
iever of the Fedgral.Trade..lonzission.

There are certain other matters mentioned in the infor-
tmation furnished by Mr. Doyle, but they are not pertinent to the
rmatter involving the LeBlpne Carnaration and the Federal Trade
Connisszan, specifically

58 2308~ ®




¥r, Tolson from L. B. Nichols November 7, 1352

All of the facts were forwarded to the Attorney Generg
% 28, 1952, captioned, "The Iegianc
i Corporation, Dudley J. LeBlanc; James A. Horton; Unknown Subject -
il Brivery." The Attorney General was informed of the content
it the depogitj Doyle, and the Attorney
B General was also advised that an immediate investigation concerning

¥ the possible payment of brTib g x |§n§ B -1 Per FIC
other unnamed officials of the Federg;*Trade Commtgston 4

i wa s §ing b7C
}‘gggzkiuxgd; Hé was also advised that inquiries were being made
#]concerning the balance of the allegatians in the complaint Te-

‘1 ceived from Mr, Doyle.

4 On October 24, 1952, the ’Jashington Field Qffice was
made origin ¥n the investigetion of khe Bribery aspect of the
8 LeBlanc Corporation matter, Wgshington Field 0ffice was in-
structed that 1t was not degired that the Federal Trade Connisston 1
/iles be reviewed nor that be zntervmeggd. Washington bé Per FTC
: fzeld Office was instructed mit an initial report b b7cC
' October 51, 1952, summarizing the background of the situation
f1and briefing the deposition of LeBlanc. The firgt materigl in-
U’S*‘ngtn}i stepuas-requested. of. the New OQrleans Office after
1f received the initigl report from the. Washzngton Field 0O
ew Orlegns was given g degdline of Nouember. lée. 1952, on its
gsgect of the investigation,

Status of the Investigation

The #Washington Field Office submitted its report in
R plenty of time, and New Orleans Vs conducting its portion of
the investigation with j LeBlanc. Tgo _dgte, there has been
no actugl inuesligairon Ok the Federal.lrade.Comrission or of
the Commission, EScPerFTC

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Crosby call Mr, Megd back gnd

 |odvise him that an allegation has been received %rom ¥r, LeBlane
¥ lconcerning the ggymgni,gf.am rtion o 0 B
. the Feder n for favorable ac

3 ion concerntﬂg t&p LeBlanc Corporation; that Ur. :
||1leged this sum was paid £o! a deceased assoociate b6 per FIC
oS Ur, LeBlanc, and ¥r, LeBIanc has denied he knowa the idcut 51 F

Hmoney was 1d; hat this m——— wag re erred to the Attoruc :
Uineriz on % and an inqu
to round out eBlanc 's allegazions n order to detcraiuc

58 2§08~ -~ 8
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Z emo to Mr., Tolson from L., B. Nichols November 7, 1952

gwhether o full scale investigation of a possible bridbery case
was justified under the circumstances; that Mr. Mead be further

advised thgt to dofe there has been na_invegtigation of the
Federal Trade Commiaaion. employeea .gltﬁmﬁééﬁfn e 1
sufficient datag is received durin

LeBlanc Coppor ang Mr, Lel . LU 8uch. an_ inpeati-
fgation, anldu that Mr. Mead will be gduised when and if such an

) {nvesti

BN

47
-

ADDENDUM: FEC:arm 11/12/52, C(rasby telephoned )r. Yead at
11:00 A.M., November 10, 1952, and informed him of the substance
of the background of the allegation., Mr, Mead said that he would
be most appreciative if he:could be informed when and if an inves-
tigation at FTC starts, He said he can assure us that every co-
operation will be afforded, and although he has not a very high
opinion of the general veracity of LeBlanc, he was never one to
quarrel with the facts; and if there had been payments to FTC
under any guise, Mr, Mead was very anzious that every cooperation
be afforded the Bureacu in order to get to the botton of such a
matter, (rosby assured Mr. Mead his remarks would be brought

to the attention of the Director, and Mr. Mead again asked that
his warm regards be expressed to Mr. Hoover,




Oﬁice Memorandum - UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

 TO : Mr. Le&, best copy available DATE: November 20, 135 ‘- 
FROM : ¥pr. Rosen \ Time of call: 6H:00 pem.
t:
SUBJECT: DUDLI'Y J. LE TLAKC, et al
BRIRERY

G'/'?

letcher ashington Field Ofﬁice, telephonically ..
advised the Bureau today that Agents Willlam E, Higglns an obert me.
Ne Wingar ad contacted James Mead, Chairman of the Federa

rade ™

I Commisston In connection WiEh Oup igggg;15gt1an,g£_ganjiggg§ matsﬁ.,

At tne time esd was contacted he was accompanied by five R
fficials of the Wederal Trade Comwiseion. lead pread e prepered
statement Lo tne Agents in woienh ne sbuved tnay the subject maL&gr
of the Bureau's investigation bad occurred geior&mwmed

with tne rederal Trade Commission, tnere licated
er., He state

to review the pertinent filesg of ssion but
the n.that the flle revi be made

8| \presence of D. Daniels Secretary of the Wederal Tra e Commlssion
il and FeaeraI Trade Eommission Attorne

- Mead furtxer

; or photostat any of the pertinent documentswwithout grior aggroval
'Wof the rederal Trade CommisSsion.

Tpis _approval was to be obia ined
by a forsel meeting of tne rederal Trade fommission. R

W
This case concerns gllerations received by New York letier ;
- -————;~—i~' To _Ta, ority stockholder of tﬁe‘

cal concern, paldg

Tir %ﬁgag 22 unngmgd officials of tne Federal Trade Commission i

Mn an effort to forestall the Conmission's action oppos [] 3

. company's advertising program. LeBlanc on interview stated he gave kK
funds to a foraer advertising representative, now deceased, who was

. {to use the money to entertain Federal Trade Comnission employees

i 1in Wasnington. LeBlanc.did not name anyone so entertained nor could

he supply specific details as to the amount of money furnished to his
advertising representative.

ACTICN: RECORDED - 66 [ REEIRY g //
A.Ahb?ﬂahcner was instructe égﬁ Jvd9§ﬁe Agents conduct tine
ol . any.aatep]

-“‘:a necessa n-il.Y;Yo)uo]q‘ v L
1 th ereln deemed of 1mportance to our invesgizatiog. The filg : 1

a o g. In the event that & eco
: cessary to officially obtain Federal Trade Commission documents thi

_ er will be taken up with th argz;g determine what future
§ soursg~ef_ _gaction the Bureau sho
N\

'chbn#
. : \ 2

Hre WY
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

THis CASE ORIGINATED AT WASHINGTCN FIELD

REPONT MADR AT DA'I'!VINI:N

PERIOD FOR WHICH MADE REFORT MADE BY

VASHINGICH, D. C. | Ll/ 1/5“ 11/19-21/52 WILLIAM C. EIGGINS

ANC; THERABTANC CRPORATION;

JAMEE ALEERP ; UNKNOWN SUBJECT, RFC EMPLOYEE | BRIEERY

CHARACTER OF CASK

SYNOPSiSOFFACTS: Chairman JAMES M. MEAD, Federal Trade Commission,
advised investigation cf Radacol Corporation
coupleted by FIC prior to his appointment to
Comrtd 1.6 Zoo, e 11(m{h9. SAsles appointed Chairman
of Commigeion 5/24/50 and, during inspection of
field offices of FIC in summer of 195C, the Director
of New Orleans Field Office requested acticn by
Comnission against Hadacol Corporstion on basis of
completed lNew Orleanes investigation. MEAD stated
action taken by FI'C upon his return to Washington
8/17/50 in form of stipulation to cease and desist ﬂ
against Hadacol Corporation. Complaint issued by
FTC against Hadacol 9/28/51 after failure of coz'pary{é
tion to meet terms of etipulation. MEAD staies ca
pregentily pending as result of corporstion being placef //
in hands of trustees by Federal Court. Advised neve
contacted by any representatives of Hadacol Corporation
concerning FTC action and, furtker, that MAC D.
HEDRICK unknown to him., States TURNEY GRATZ known
only professionally as former employee of National
Democratic Headquarters. Commented GEATZ telephonically
advised him of his separation from Netional DPemoegdtic -
Feadquarters and position with LeBlanc. MEAD states
be advised GRATZ of FIC's trouble with Eadacol Corpora- )
tion, and GRATZ stated he would clear these difffcultises |
_up and have the Hadacol Corporation abide by FI'C ruling. 3!
MEAD states that he told GRATZ if this wes done, FTC
would wlcome visits from the Hadacol people to FTC.

/ /[
‘0 -P . EL é‘ /J?\ ‘7\ «ﬂﬂf\'ﬂ

DO NOY WRITE IN THESE SPACED

ORI oF THIB MEPORT

nm'm- (Info) (58-91)
e jnhﬂtm Field (58.417)

-1

MQ" OF FOI-THIS CW(D!I\M REPORT ARDITS CONTENTS-ARE LOANED TO YOU N
¥ Py 10 m LOARED.
¥
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DETAILS: AT WASEINGION, D. C.

The following inveestigation was conducted by Special Agents
WILLIAM C. HIGGINS ard ROBFRT N, WINGARD:

Mr. JAMES M, MEAD, Ckhalrman of the Federal Trade Commieelon,
vas contacted at kle office on Xovewbor 2¢, 1052, Mr, MEAD, prior 2
being interviewed,requested that his sticrrey ernd sdviecr, Mr. JOET
WHEIELOCK, ve precent durit- $hit interview.

Mr., MEAD stated that he had been telephonicelly advised by
Mr. MATT CORREA, Attorney for the trustees appointed by the Federal
Court for the Hadacol Corporation, thbat Mr. DUDIEY LeBRAKC kad furristed
e deposition to the trustees, and this deposition, im $urm, had been
forwarded to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. He stated Mr. C(RREA
informed him thst he wanted to advise him that the deposition contained
allegations against the Federal Trade Commission and delieved Mr. MEAD

would wish to know thie rrior to reading of the allegations in the
newspapers. .

Mr., MEAD stated thet he hed immediately telephonsd the Feleral
Buresu of Investigation, requesting information conoernming any investigstim
which the Bureau might have which would, in any way, affect the Federal
Trade Commission, He commented he wee advised by return telerhone cell
of the investigation underwsy and informed that he would be kept advised
of the progress of the investigation.

Mr. MEAD stated the Hadacol cese had been referred to the
Fodersl Trade Commission in approximately 1945, which wss some five years
prior to the time he was a member of the Commission. He ccmmented he
had been appointed a member on November 16, 1949, and it waes not uail
May 28, 1950, that he beceme Chairman of the Commissicr, M. NEAD stated
the firet knowledge he had of the Hadacol investigation was in the summer
of 1950, during which time he was making & field trip to the various field
offices of the Federal Trade Commisesion. He stated when he got to New
Orleans and inquired as to the case work of that office, the Director of
the New Orleans Office, Mr. WILLIAM LOTT, informed him that he could mot
understand why the Hadacol cgee was being held up in Waehington. - Mr.




WFO 58-417 best copy available

MEAD stated ke returned to Washington and immediatﬁlv mede m@#to
this case, He commented he had found there had been a delay im
cede, but that the delay was caused by the failure of the respeiiléit to

- present certalin testamonials which had been requested from him. Mr.
MEAD commented that, through his insistence, a stipulation to oesse snd
desist was dravn up and eigned on August 17, 1950, at wkich time I4BIANC
agreed to stop all illegal advertisement. He stated, however, #kat LeBLAKC
falled to agree to the terms of the cease and decist order and of Septembar 28,
1951, a complaint war 1seued ageinst the Hadacol Corporation, He asdvieed

that three days before the corporate respondent went into reorganization
under Chapter 1C of the Bankruptcy Act, this complsint wae served., He statel
the Federal Court had appointed a trustee in bankruptcy for the Hadacol
Corporation, and this trustee haé asked for and wes given additiomal time
in which to answer the complaint. Mr. MEAD stated this cape fs presently
in a pending status and furnished the Agents a copy of the ﬁhcﬁt status

. report of the LeBlanc Corporation. This report is being set out as followe:

"LeBlanc Corporation

"September 28, 1951 - the original complaint igsued

"Served 5 days before the corporate respondent went into
reorganization under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy Act.

"Prustee in Bankruptcy asked for and was given additionsl
time in which to answer,

"February 8, 1952 - issméd en amended complaint which
od a form of the proposed order $p the notioce pertion
of the complaint -- the orizinal complaimt did not contain
that purpesely, because we did not kmow at that time Just
what kind of order we wanted the Conmission to lesus,

_"After_the smended complaint was issued thro Triccoe wider ¥
the Bankruptcy Court asked the Court for o: "!1 alon to
not answer the amended complaint and to ao!l!ow the

Commission to take judgment by default on '~ amended
complaint. .

"The creditors came in and objected to that, and that M
never yet been decided by the U, 8. District Court im
Nev York where the bankruptcy sction is pending. *‘“_2

58¢2,08-
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"In the meantime the Trustee came down here and mm%
that ho had instructions from the Court not to 1edM
any advertisement that would be contrary to the '~
provisions of the proposed order to cease and desist
which vas contained in the notice portion of the ™%
complaint, (The Trustee is continuing to run the
bueiness under the direction of the Court.)

"The Trustee has submitted to us, informally, under

the direction of the Court, all of the e.'*verti.ﬂna
that hae been done since February £, 105Z2; so thak

none of the current advertising is contrary o vimh

we think it should be. In other worde, he is dow

no advertising now that he could not do if we had -
the cease and desist order against him., With 4]

in mind, and presenting it to the Hearing Zxami!

they have asked for and obtained various continugl

as to the time for filing aneswer, on the .,heory st

1f they can build the business back up through thé -
Trustee running it under the direction of the Couf

to where it 1s a profitable business they will be

able to sell it and the creditors get the money out

of it, and that the public will not be hurt by the delay
in the matter because in the meantime there is no
advertising being done in violation of what we alleged
was wrong at the time the amended complaint was issued.

* "The Division haes not objected to these wvarious
continuances by the respondents for the reason that if -
the bueiness was not sold 1t would wind up in bankruptoy
and no benefit would be obtained by & cease and desist
order. If the bueiness is not sold, then it would take
a nev suit to stop anyone else from false advertieing o
of the product and if e cepse eand degiat cri-r wore leeued
against the present corporation it would 1 - 1o affedtive
againet a new corporation.” .

Mr, MEAD stated that in regerd to a letter w:ich vas ﬂq\y

m’ m to DUD. NC in which CﬁAT” etated that Mr. ;
dﬂ“‘ him he was GTIFNTET to have such a close personsl fri‘#{“g SR

« & =
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position where the cifferences which have, from time to time, dmlqp.&_
between his agency and their corporation could now be handled between *°
personal friends for the best interest of the Government and corporstion,
he, MEAD, only knew TURKEY GRATZ professionslly, having met him several
times while GRATZ wae an employee of the National Democratic Headquarters
in Washington, D, C. Mr. MEAD advised that on only one occasion did he
ever engage in conversation with Mr. GRATZ, that he could recall, when the
conversation did not involve some problem or mutual interests concerning
the Democratic Party. He stated on this one occasion GRATZ had called
nim and asked him to Jjoin a party to go to the Kentucky Derby., He stated
that he had, on that occasion, advised GRATZ he wounld lire to see the
Kentucky Derdy, but that his schedule was so tight he could not make

the trip. M-, MEAT steted that in regard to the contact made by Mr.
GRATZ, ae mentioned above, GRATZ had, on one occasion, mentioned that he
wvas leaving the Democratic National Hoadqnarurs and was accepting a
position with the Hadacol Corporation. Mr. MEAD stated, on thie occasion,
he advised GRATZ of the trouble that the Federal Trade Comin:lon was
bhaving with the Hadacol people and of the dilatory actions that DUDLEY
LeBLANC was teking to disregard the Commission's order to cease and desist,

Mr. MEAD stated he was assured by GRATZ that he would do everything in his
pover to see that the Hadacol Corporation complied with the Federal Trade
Conmission'e stipulation and, furiher, that if they did not comply, he,
GRATZ, would not stay with the corporation. Mr. MEAD commented he replied
to this that if the Hadacol Corporation did comply with the wishes of the
Federal Trade Commission, then anyone affilisted with this concern wouid
be welcome at the Federal Trade Commission.

Mr, MEAD further pointed out that in regard to the informstion
furnished by Mr, LeBLANC that he had given MAC D, HEIRICX $10,000 for whiock
Nr. HEDRICK wvas to entertain Mr. MEAD *‘that he, Mr. MBAD, did not know Mr.
HEDRICK and had never had any dealings with him.  ®e pointed .~u: that he
had not been contacted on any occasion by any official of +'o Islacol
Corporation concerning any action which the Federal Trade Co-micsfon might
take against thie compeny.




R

Mr, MEAD advised that the files of the Federal Trade Com-
mission were available for review, as well as any personnel attached
to the Federal Trade Commission,

During the above interview with Chairman MEAD, Mr, MEAD
summoned Mr, D. C. DANIEL, . Secretary of the Commission, to his
office and Mr, DANIEL was present during most of the interview,

Mr, DANIEL stated that he was familiar with this case inasmuch as
he had handled the case in the Washington Office during 1948 and
1949 while he was a Trial Attorney. He stated that after he had
completely reviewed the investigation in this case, he had recom-
mended that a complaint be filed against the Hadacol Corporation
and had submitted this recommendation to the Gommissioners of the
Federal Trade Commission, He pointed out that after his recommenda-
tions were submitted, it was his understanding that the Hadacol
Corporation hired a new advertising concern and that a representative
of this concern had come to the Commission and had agreed to abide
by the rules of the Federal Trade Commission,. ~

Mr. DANIEL pointed out that although he did not have the

case assigned to him after he had submitted his recommendations, it
was his understanding that the Commissioners had held up the complaint

because the advertising concern had agreed to abtide by Federal Trade
Commission regulations,
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In regard to the interview with JAMES . MEAD, present
Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, Agents conducting the
interview were instructed by the Bureau to advise Mr. MEAD of the
fact that the Bureau was conducting an investigation in this case
and that if he desired copies of the reports in this case, he could
receive them by a request through official channels. Further, the
Agents were instructed to request from Mr. MEAD his permission to

reviow the files of the Federal Trade Cosaission concerning the
Hadacol Corporation,

The Agents, upon entering Mr, MEAD's office, were iiformed
by him that he wished his Legal Adviser, Mr, JOHN WHEELOCK, to be
present during the interview, After Mr, WHEELOCK arrived, Kr. MEAD
proceeded to give his statement to the Agents as to what his part
in the Hadacol Case had been as an official of the Federal Trade
Commission, Mr, MEADE referred to Bureau reports which he had

reviewed and defended his position in each instance where he was
mentioned in these reports.

During this statement, Mr. MEAD also summonsd. Mr, D, C.
DANIEI, , Secretary of the Com:l.ui.on, to his office. Mr, DAMIEL. -
remained during most of the interview and furnished the Agents with
information concerning his knowledge of the Hadacol Gases The
Agents did not interview Mr, MEAD, but aecepted hia ntamm
rqgarding the Hadacol Cau. . A - o ey
' mcr Nr. EAD had. xnmhhcd h:l: lt.atmnt, hQ udmd
Hr. -DANIEL - -and Mr, WHBEELOCK to escort the Agents to the files ef
the Federal Trade Commission and make these files available for
review, These individuals escorted the Agents to the office of
Mr, WILLIAM KING, Supervising Trial Attornay, where the above
individuals ard My, JOSEPH CALLOWAY, Trial Attorney, suggested
going over the files with the Agents, They were advised that the
_Agents would prefer to review the files and thereafter, if necessary,
ask any pertinent questions concerning :I.nromu.on ;n;-tbon files.

Mr. DAMIEL' then stated that no information h these filse
..~ could be made public withowt the consent of. the majerily ¢ Amﬂ
Exr ;Muionora and that if iw such {afireation &N b )P
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DANIEL,, as custodian of the files, was liable for a sentence of
one year in jail and/or $5,000.00 fine., File reviews are, therefore,
being set forth as follows on the Administrative Pages of this report.

File Number 5925=4=2-2 of the Records Division, Federal
Trade Comission, was reviewed on November 21, 1952, by Special
Agent ROBERT K, LEWIS., This file is a correspondence file which
deals with advertising of the Le Blane Corporation,

In a letter dated October 4, 1948, to WILLIAM KING, Super-
vising Trial Attorney, DUDLEY LE BLANC stated in part "Have just
returned « + « « «+ I want to thank you for the many courtesies
you extended to us on our recent visit to Washington, We will
advertise in a way satisfactory to the Commission, I intend to
return to Washington in two or three weeks®,

In a letter dated February 13, 1948, from WILLIAM KING
to DUDLEY IE BLANC regarding advertising matters, Mr, KING advised

that he would be available for conference in Washington on March
9 or 10, 1948,

In a letter dated March 29, 1949, to JOSEPH W. POWERS,
Chief Examiner, Federal Trade Commission, WILLIAM B. LOTT, Attorney
in Charge, New Orleans, advised that on March 21, 1949, Mr, CHARLES
E. GRANDEY had phoned his office advising that investigation of the
Hadacol Company be axpedited as soon as possible,

In a letter dated August 1, 1949, to W, T. KELLEY, General
Counsel, Federal Trade Commission, LE EBLANC stated that he had been
 informed the Commission might issue & complaint. He also stated he
had discontinued the type of advertising complained of, had toned
down bad advertising and as a result his business was way off. He
also stated "I don't know whether it is proper for me to write you
these things but I comsider you one of my personal friends and you
are such a kind and genercus person that I have taken the liberty

of appealing to you and I hope that you will mgt peimit your
associates to do me any harm, I will appreciste ;

do for me and if it hmt.proptrtorntohlﬂm
then I want to apologise®,

e -

6 & 9008" -e- 14
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The file reflects that on August 23, 1949, the Federal
Trade Commission referred the matter of the Le Blanc Corporation
to the Bureau of Stipulations for negotiations of settlement by
means of a voluntary written agreement, On August 17, 1950, a
stipulation tendered by LE BLANC was approved by the Commission
and the Commission advised that they were considering the matter
closed, but sutject to a re-opening by them. In this stipulation

LE BLANC agreed to refrain frow certain false and misleading
advertising.

The files indicate that on September 18, 1950, a con~

ference was held in Washington between WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief,
Division of Stipulation, and DUDLEY LE BLANC.

The files contain a letter dated February li, 1951, to
DUDLEY LE BLANC from J. ROBERT VENDEL, Attorney, Division of Stipu~
lation, setting forth numerous violations by the Le Blanc Corporation
of the stipulation., The Le Blanc Corporation in this letter is

requested to sutmit a complete and satisfactory report of compliance
without further delay,

The file contains numerous letters from advertising

agencies, medical groups, pharmaceutical groups and business con~

sultants complaining of the type of advertising being used to pro-
mote and sell Hadacol,

The file comtains a telegram from LE BLANC m@
requesting an appointment on May 10, 1951, and swch appointment~was— &
confirmed by HORTON on May 2, 1951, In a letter dated May 14, 1951, 7
to the Commission, LE BLANC refers to the above conference regarding ;

his cwrrent advertising policies and sets forth his attempts to
comply with the stipulation,

In a letter dated August 24, 1951, LE BLANC advised that
he had sold his company.

On September 26, 1951, the Commission advised LE BLANC

that it had set aside the stipulation and wes re—opening this entire
matter,

g8 2808% 14
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Federal Trade Commission file 5925<4i-2-1 entitled
Application for Complaint vs. Happy Day Company, et al - Correspon&oe,
etc, was reviewed by Special Agent ROBERT N. WINGA®D on November 21,
1952, This file contained correspondence conceraning the Hadacol case

but did not contain any correspondence or record of conferences betwoen
the Commission and the Hadacol Company,

This file contained a letter dated August 6, 19546, from
Congressman JAMES DOMENGZAUX of the Third District of the State of
Louisiana, in which he complained to JAMES HORTON, Chief Examiner,
Federal Trade Commission, regarding the false advertising of the
Hadacol Company. On Jammary 6, 1947, Congressman DOMFNGEAUX again
complained regarding false a dvertis:mg of the Hadacol Company %o
WILLIAM B, LOTT, Director of the New Orleams Field Office, amd &t whiok
time he requut.ed that the Federal Trade Commission take some astion
against DUDLEY LE BLANC, The file contained a memorandum by IOIT
dated August 27, 1947, in which he advised that Congressmsan DOMENGEAUX
again complained to him regarding the false advertising by the Hadaoal
Company. The file reflected that on September 2, 1947, Congressman
DOMENGFAUX complained bitterly to W, J. TOllPKINS, attorney, regarding
failure of the Federal Trade Commission to take any affirmative actiom
against LE BLANC. On this occasion Congressman DOMENGEAUX furnished
recordings of the false advertising made by LE BLANC in cajun Freach oR
the radio, He stated that the broadcast of this false advertising =
farnished interstate to people of Texas, Louisiana and Mississippi.

The file reflected that en September 9, 1947, Congressmad
DOMINGEAUX again complained to the New Oriesms Fisld @ffice concersidf
this false advertising and requested thst the Commission immediately

initiate a full and complete mveauuucn mio tht u Blanc & Mm- -

A 1Y

The file reflected that on Sopt.c-bcr 10, 19u7, in a letter W
W, B. LOTT from JOSKPH W, POWERS, Chief Examimer, the _ommi-<-om had
ordered a complete investigation by the New Orleans Fi-li .wiovee 1AW
the false advertising by Lk BIANC. The file comtaincc el tar to
LOTT dated May 5, 1948, rum 1WWRRS requesting that thc \ow 7w ~shi
office inform the Commtzxzicn ax {v when their investigai v «r HAAS
matter would be completed, he file contained a lette  aav e
May 10, I‘)hﬂ. in whtoh LOTE adviaed Lhat the New uw oo L W »d
fininhed Lheiyr tnvestigation mud at whioh tyme he o 3omo ohan Wl
a complaini be issued and stated v alsu wayonried + L oamedati o
Qf lr. m’ .tw’ u ﬂllt tho r”ai““\!‘ﬂ\\(ﬂ WY e A \\”M w

10w
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privilege of entering into a stipulation, as such a stipulation would
merely be used by the respondent to unduly delay the Commnission in
disposing of this matter, This letter was addressed to JOSEPH W,
POWERS, Chief Examiner, Federal Trade Commission. In this letter

LOTT pointed out that the investigation had reflected several political
ramifications, inasmuch as it was apparent that all of the interest

by Congressman DOMENGEAUX had taken place prior to the election for
Covernor for the State of Louisiana, He stated that this election

had been held in the Fall of 1947 and that Congressman DOMENGEAUX

had supported SAM JONES and that DUDLEY LE BLANC had been a right-hand
man in the campaign of EARL LONG. He stated that afier the election

in which Mr, LONG was elected Congressman DOMENGZAUX had taken no
interest in the Federal Trade Commission's investigation of the Hadacol
Company, He pointed out that the same applied to the Louisiana Food
and Drug Administration, which administration had been stromg in taeir
desires for the Federal Trade Commission to force some action on DUDLEY
LE BLANC. He pointed out that after the election tne Food and Drug
Administration had made no further complaints regarding false advertising
by the Hadacol Companmy.

The file contained a letter dated May 25, 1950, to JAMES ¥.
MEAD, Chairman, Federal Trade Commission, from Senator J, W, FULBRIGET,
in which Semator FULBRICAT requested to be advised if the Federal Trad®
Comaission was investigating the Hadacol Company. Mre MRAD by letted
dated May 26, 1950, advised Senator FULBRIGHT that the Commission bad

completed a full investigation; however, no final determination had
been made in this case,

The file contained a lstter dated Jume 13, 1950, from Sematar
FULBRIGHT to Mre MEAD requesting that he (Semstor PULBRIGHT) be advised
when the Commission had completed its review of the facts in the H
case, By letter dated Augzust 22, 1950, Semater FULBRIGUT was advised
that the Comnission had accepted the signed agreememt tha: the unfaar
methods of competition of the lLe Blanc Corporation wouli e dr s cont wwed
with the understanding that such acceptance of this agreemcni hy W9
Commission was without prejuldice 1o the right of the “omm.=zvwe W0
reopen the case at any time, Thin letter was signed b . . MRTER, .
Secretary of the Commissiou.

The €lle contalnod muwsaroun Vettera white: ve vl et e
Le Blanc corporation did not abidw by the alvywe pty ey iad m
their false advertisinges The file cuntained numerous coamelatuis aghiwgt
the Hadaool Company and their false advoritaing ani \covimuitale feon A2
sections of the United States,
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Review of Federal Trade Commission files, their
number 1-20984-1 and 5925-4-1, entitled "Applicationufox
Complaint vs. Hapoy Day Comnsnp, et a%,® was made by Special
Apent WILLT2Y 4. HIGINS lovember 21, 1952. ‘

1t was noted that a final report submitted by
CHARLES J. CONNOLLY, Attorney, dated February l, 1947,
entitled "In the Matter YL
Corporation and ~Individuaily, bayeotte,
Louisiana, Advertisers - Vendors, "disclosed that the aprlicaat
in this complaint was L. WEINSTEIN, MD., Secretar,é- ‘Treasurer,
3t. Martin Parish Medical Associstion Breaux Bri i
Iouisiana, and that respondents were charged with illeqed
false and misleading advertising in connection wiﬁﬁ the sale
of the oreparation designated 'Hadacol.'"™ -

Under heading "Statement of Frcts" it was. noted
that this matter was referred to the Cormission by a
letter of complaint dsted January L, 1945, from Dr. -
WEINSTEIN who "...by implication objected to the advertising

by Happy Day Company as disseminated throughéﬂ&io ﬁtation
KVOL, Lafayette, Louisiana. :

> PR
n*\ . 5

This report furthgg %orxggcg 2 \”<,;by lettor
dateé Abgust 6, 1946, COngrdssmmn 8 DOﬂEKGEAU! (La.)
complained of the advertising practicea of the Happy nNay
Company, but stated in a conference with an attorney
Examiner JOHN B. WILSON, that he did not unnt to bLe named
as a complaintant...”

It was noted that under the caption "conalasion®
the report reflected "...it 1s concluded that tho ladp
Day Company and DUDLEY J. LEBLANC have ¢n
which are violative of the Federul Tr ;

N It was further noted*ﬁhﬁt :

. ®ghat the files in this may : ‘
¥ . Division of Stipulatioqa" for the nogp]iation o
*: appropriate stipulation. ,

By memo for the Ghief, Radi9 and Pod
m;uion, dated March 14, I9h7," . DM
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recommended suoplemental investigation and that he believed
that instant case was not yet ready for stipulation.

By memo for the Commissioner dated June 12, 1947, ’
D. B. GALTING, Chief, Radlo and: Pyifitical Division, recommende
the case be r&ferred to the Director, Division of Stipulations
for negotistion of stipulation after file was first referred

to the ¥Wood, Drug and Cosmetic Committee concerning advertising-
re Happy Day Headache Powders. .

It is to be noted that this memo reflects

"approved J.A.H." (This probably refers to JAMES A. HORTON,
Director, 0ffice of Legal Investigation).

By form letter dated August 13, 1947, - file 1-2098j
was assirned to Commissioner EDWIN L. DAVIS,

By memo for the Commissioner dated Aucust 19, 1947,
Commissioner DAVIS recommended "This file be referred to the
Division of Stipulations for the purpose of negotiating -

a stipulation with respondents. 1 recommend, however, that
the actual negotiation be held in abeyance by that Plvision
until the Commission has adopted a policy eon fhe affirmative

disclosures in cases involving prem&%ionl conta!ning %ugs
which may be potentlally injurious.” -

B o for the Chief Examiner dated. September b, R
19&7.' ;; l Director, Office of. Legal Investigatimé mu;FTc
advised thet "he forwarded a telegram from Congressman JAMES®7C %
DOMEN GEAUX of Lafayette, Louisiana, in which.he requests that
consideration be given to the allezed misrepresentations by

the Happy Day Company in the advertising and sale of 1its
Z00dS.es "

HORTON advised the Chief Examiner that he
Congressman DOMENGEAUX that the New: Orleans o{ftco
consider the matter and requested the Chief | K. .
this matter be immediately forwarded to Mr. LOPF' 3
- instructions to broaden the investigation- to 1nolud¢ tha
j@actices presented by Congress DONENGﬁ&ﬂX

-13 -
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| | Bv for the Commission dated September 8, 1947.

Director, Office of Legal Investigations, P& Per FIC
recommended "...file be wilthdrawn from Division of BiC & A
Stipulations and referred to this office far complete

field investigation and repcrted to the Commission.”
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It is to be noted that this memorandum showed the following approval:s %9/9/L7,
no objection. R. B. MOREHOUSE, Director, Division of Stipulations.®

On May 7, 139L8, CJO¥H B, WZL3ON, Astorney, New Orlsans, Louisiana,
filed a Supplemental Final Heport as an application for the issuance of a
complaint, charging false and misleading advertising of drugs in wviolation of
Sections 5 and 12 of the Federal Trade Commission Act. He further recommended
against giving respondents privilege of renegotiating a stipulation.

By memorandum for the Commission dated June 30, 1948, JOSEPH W.
POWERS, Chief Examiner, recommended that above complaint be issued. This
memorandum reflected the following: "Approved. JAH."

By memorandum for Attorney D. C. DANIEL dated August 10, 1943,
¥. M. XING, Assistant Chief Trial Counsel, advised DANIEL that case had
been assigned to him, '

By memorandum for the file dated September 15, 1948, JOHN B.
WILSON, Attorney, New Orleans, louisiana, advised that he had conferred
with D, C. DANIEL and others and that Attorney DANIEL believed there was
sufficient information to justify immediate issuance of a complaint and
trial but that Mr, DANIEL desired some additional information first and
that, upon receipt of this new information, Mr. DANIEL believed "he will
have an ironclad case,"

By memorandum for the Commission dated September 17, 1948,
DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief of Trial Division, advised that his office-
concurred in that a complaint be issued but that, inasmuch as the Happy
Day Company, Inc., changed its name to LeBlanc Laboratories, Inc., the
respondents named in the complaint should be appropriately amended.

By memorandum for the Chief Examiner dated September 27, 1948,
JOHN B. WILSON, Attorney, New Orleans, Louisiana, advised that it was his
opinion "the information which has been requested by Assistant Chief Trial
Counsel KING, and which was outlined in the Chief Examiner's letter, has
been obtained. . «" ™. . . It is recommended, therefore, that this material

be added to the file and referred to the Chief Trial Counsel for appropriate
consideration,.”
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By memorandum for the Commission dated September 30, 1948, EDWIN
L. DAVIS, Commissioner, considered it inadvisable to issue a complaint,
pending the receipt of a letter from LeBLANC, as previously agreed, advising

the Commission what he proposed to do regarding changing his advertising
practice and settling this matter.

By memorandum for the Cammissict. dated Novemoer 4, 1948, Commissioner
DAVIS state? tf.ex responoents had ™. . « employed a new advertising agent who .
state: tnat he took tne account with the definite understanding that respondents 3
would eliminate all objectionable features from the advertising."” '

Commissioner DAVIS further stated that respondents had “apparently fﬁ
employed a medical consultant, a| to advise them on advertising.® b6 Pe; FTC
Continuing, Commissioner DAVIS advised that respondents "request the Commissib7cC

not to issue a complaint because corrective action is being taken by the ’}
respondent.."

Cormmissioner DAVIS further stated that "the matter is sutmitted
to the Commission for consideration as to whether or not a complaint should
issue at this time or whether the matter should be held in abeyance for
approximately 90 days with the direction that at the end of such period the
Bureau of Legal Investigations ascertain whether or not respondents have
actually discontinued the false advertising heretofore used, and if so,
whether or not the new advertising contains false representation.®

By memorandum dated November 10, 1948, 0. B. JOENSON, Secretary
of the Commission, advised that the matter had been placed on the suspense
calendar for approximately 90 days by direction of the Commissiom,

By memorandum dated February L, 1949, DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief

of Trial Division, advised Attorney CHARLES S. COX that tnis case had been
reassigned to him,

By memorandum for the Chief Examiner dated February 9, 19.9,
JOSEPH W, SHEA, Attorney, had file removed from suspense in compliance
with Comnissioner's previous directive,

By memorandum for the Commission dated July 7, 1949, JOSEH W
POWERS, Chief Examiner, advised that "since respondents obviously intend

i
s
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to continue the use of false and misleading claims and representatiom in
connection with the sale of their product, it is recommended that a complaint

issue against proposed respondents charging them with violatiom of the
Federal Trade Comnission Act. . "

Tnis meaorandun reflecteds¢ PApproved, JAH,"

By memorandum for the Commission dated August 22, 1949, DANIEL
Jo MURPHY, Chief of Trial Division, advised that, based on a re-study of
the files and further consideration of the facts, the privilege of stipu-
lation should be extended respondents wherein they agree to cease and

desist from objectionable advertising rather than issuing a complaint
against them,

By memorandum for the Commission dated April 11, 1950, P. B,
MOREHOUSE, Director, Bureau of Stipulations, advised that the Commission
on August 23, 1949, had referred the case to him with instructions teo
negotiate for a stipulation and to report to the Commission.

He also advised, "On March 29, 1950, Mr. DUDLEY J. LeBLANC and
Mr, RICHARD L. BROWN, Executive Vice President of the Corporation, signed
an agreement which is sutmitted to the Commission herewith. At this time,

Mr. LeBLANC advised that the Corporation had retained Honorable ROBERT E.
FREER as counsel,.”

He further advised "the inhibitions hereimbefore recited eover
all of the claims in the new advertising which, in my opinion, are false
and misleading. The inhibitions are supported by recitals of fact, and
it is recomnended that this proposed agreement be spproved and that the file

be closed withthe privilege to the right of the Commission to reopen the
same if and when warranted by the facts."

By form letter dated April 13, 1950, this case was assigned to
Commissioner AYRES.

By memorandum for Commissioner AYRES dated May 9, 1950, from
JOSEPH W. POWERS, Chief Examiner, and by memorandum from Commissiomér AYRES
dated May 18, 1950, recommendations were advanced not. to accept and approve
the contemplated stipulation,
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Ey memorandum dated May 19, 1950, D. C. DANIEL, Commission
Secretary, advised the stipulation executed by responcents was not
approved by the Commission and that the case was to be referred to the
Director of the Bureau of Stipulations for further negotiations

By memoraniur for tne Concission dated July 11, 1950, WILLIAM
H. SliOW, Jre, Chief, Division of Stipulations (amnd approved by JAMES A,
HORTON, Director, Bureau of Industry Cooperation), recommended that the
amended stipulation should be approved and file closed without prejudice

to ithe right of the Commission to reopen the same if and when warranted
by the factse

By memorandum for the Commission catec August 7, 1550, Commis-

sioner AYRES recommended stipulation be aporoved and file closed without
prejudices

It was noted that the file contained a copy of the stipulation
entitled "Stipulation as to the Facts and Agreement to Cease and Desist,"

Noe 803k, which was signed on July 7, 1950, by DUDLEY LE BIANC and
approved by the Federal Trade Commission on August 17, 1950,

By memorandum dated August 17, 1550, Commission Secretary
De Ce DANIEL advised that Stipulation Noe 8034 had been approved and
accepted and that this case was closed without prejudice to the right
of the Commission to reopen the same if and when warranted by the factse

By memorandum for the Commission dated July 20,-1951, WILLIAM
Bs SNOk, Jre, Chief, Division of Stipaulations, recomnended issuance of _
formal complaint inasmuch as respondent had not revised his advertising

in full conformity with the stipulations ”,v”’f

By memorandum for the Commission dated July 20, 1951, Je. fwm'r
VENDEL, Attorney-Conferee, Division of Stipulations, advised that he
believed respondents were complying with the stipulations

This memorandum also reflected that JAKES HORTON concurred im
VENDEL's conclusion but that iILLIAM Be SNOW, Jre, disagreed,

By form letter dated August 17, 1951, case was assigned to
Commissioner STEPHEN J, SPINGARNe By memorandum for the Cosmission o
-dated August 29, 1951, Commissioner SPINGARN recommended, "I move that. .

daiis
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this matter be referred to the Director, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practice,
for drafting of an approrriate complaint covering the practices dierein
from 1945 to date, and that such draft of complaint be submitted
expeditiously and within one weeke o o"

By memorandum dated August 31, 1551, DANTEL J. #7i95X, Crded,

Division of Litigaticn, e wiset Attorney JOSEPH CALLAWAY case was reassi. ne*
Vo nime

It was noted that the last page of instant file contained a
nctation reflecting that a complaint had been issued on September 28,
1551, Docket Nos 5925, and vearing the initials "HeBeK."
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One copy of this report is being sent to the New Orleans Office
for information, inaemuch as additional investigation may be requested
in the New Orleans ares,

WASHINGTCON FIELD OFFICE

AT WASHINGTON, D, C.

Will await coverage of leads preesently outstanding in
auxiliary offices,

Report of Special Agent LAWRENCE J., FRANK, JR.,
dated November 14k, 1952, at New Orleans, Louisiana.
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Oﬂ’ice Memorzmdum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO : Mr. Tolgon DATE:
FROM Le Pe iichols X

SUBJECT: }/\

For record purposes, ir. James Il ﬁﬁ.d Chairman,
Federal Trcde Commission, at 4:15 p.m. yesterda called and
talked to Mr. sick in my office. He made reference to his
November 7, 1952, conversation witrh (rcsty In my office
roncerring "sertuin aspects of the "Hadacol" bankruptcy case,
Mr, James A, Horton, Director of the Bureau of Industry B
Cooperation of ithe Federal Trade Commission, is involvedyfd//";

i
By way of background, all fgcts in the case involving, sl
the Federcl Trade Commission employee, were forwarded )bs kee EIC

to the Att &ney General by memorandum ateq.l(?@)ber 28, ] b7C
captioned eYBlanc Corporation, Dudley J. lanc; -
ét:i;;::] Unknown Subject - Brtbery." The Attorney Genercl was
0

zgt we were instituting investigation into the possible payment
T

Le Blanc to
de Commission.

and other unnamed officials of the Ffederal

#r. Mead's purpose in calling yesterday was to state
that Special Agent William C. Higgins (A) of the ¥ashington
¥Field O0ffice, had been to see him. Mead had furnished Htggtns
with, he said, considerable material and he now finds he has

other data which he believes should be made a matter of record
in this case,.

ACTION TAKEN:

Arrangements were made by Vick through ASAC Fletcher
of the Washington Field zce Sfor Special Acent Higgins to
contact Mr., Mead at the 3@ Trade Commission ct 2:50 p. m.
today., <r, Mecd was so advis q’d erxpressed his appreciation,

CC - Ur, fiosen

RL# ;ptm
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