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ORDER TO CEASE AND DI!:SIST. 

It is ordered, That the respondents Clarence N. Yagle, 
Leroy H. Macaulay, and Mur·dock H. Smith, trading as 
the Circle Cilk Co., shall forthwith cease and desist, 
either personal1y or through their agents and employees, 
from using the word "cilk " in reference to any of their 
products other than silk, either in the sale thereof or on or in 
connection with any of their trade-marks, trade names, 
labels, or advertising matter. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
v. 

A. THEO. ABBOTT & CO. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SEO­

TION I OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26t 

19U, 

Docket No. 2.-0ctober 20, 1916. 
SYU.ABUI. 

Where the manufacturer of a textlle product containing no genuine 
silk, used In the labeling, advertising, and sale thereof, such de­
scriptive words as "silk" or "silks," "Kapock Silk " or " Kapock 
Silks," " Sun-fast Silk" and .. Tub-fast Silk," with the result that 
purchasers were misled into the belief that such goods were made 
entirely of silk, and that comiJ4'titors making genuine silk goods 
were Injured, although no Intention on the part of the manufac· 
turer to cause deception was shown: 

Held, That such labeling, adverth!lng, and sales, under the circum· 
stances set fot·th, constituted unfair methods of competition in vlo­
lntlon of section li of the act ot' September 26, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
that A. Theo. Abbott & Co. have been and nre using unfair 
methods of competition in commerce, in violation of the 
provisions of section 5 of the act of Congress, approved Sep­
tember 26, 1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal Trade 
Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other 
purposes," and it appearing that a proceeding by it in re· 
spect thereof would be to the interest of the public, isrmes 
this complaint, stating its charges in that respect as follows: 
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1. That the said A. Theo. Abbott & Co., hereinafter called 
the respondent, is a corporation, having its principal office 
and place of business in the city of Philadelphia, in the State 
of Pennsylvania, and engaged in commerce among the sev~ 
eral States in the manufacture, advertisement, sale, and dis­
tribution of textile goods used primarily for tapestries and 
interior decorations. 

2. That the said respondent has from time to time manu­
factured, advertised, sold, and distributed, and still is manu­
facturing, advertising, selling, and distributing, in interstate 
commerce, large quantities of a cotton product or material 
under a trade-mark or trade name substantially as follows: 

Guaranteed 
KAPOCK 

Sun Fust Silks 
Reg. Ser. No. 72567 
Is not a Worm Silk 

The words " Is not a worm silk " are printed in minute in­
conspicuous letters. 

3. That said trade-mark or trade name is printed on tiekets 
attached to said merchandise and there is printed matter on 
the back of said tickets in the following words: 

THE WHITE BASTING '1'1-IREAD 
on the reverse side of Kapock Silk is a 
patented trade-mark for your protection 
(which can be easily removed without 
damage to goods), and Is your 

GUARANTEI<J 
that we'll refund your money or replace 
the goods, if Kapock fHlks fade In either 
sun or water. Kapock Silks are sun-fast 
and tub-fast. 

A. THEO. ABBOTT & CO. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

4. That the word "silk," when applied to textile goodst 
both in the technical and popular usage, has a precise and 
~xact meaning, and is only accurately and properly used in 
ldentifying and describing materials derived from the cocoon 
of the silk wol'm, and that the said product and material 
Which is being so manufactured, advertised, sold, and dis-
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tributed by re,;pondcnt is neither composed of genuine silk 
nor contains any portion of genuine silk. 

5. That the ~rrid product is sold and distributed by re­
spondent in COllll1>erce as aforesaid to many customers in 
various States in direct competition with the goods of manu­
facturers unrl dealers in such commerce of genuine silk. 

G. That t.he aforesaid trade-nmrk or trade name has been 
and is being used on and in reference to said cotton product 
or material with the intent anll pnrpose of confusing, de­
ceiving, and mislP:Hling the public into the belief that the 
said product or material is composerl wholly of genuine silk 
or contains some portion of grnnine silk, and the natural 
result of the use of said tradP-mark or trade name is to con­
fuse, mislead, or decei,·e purchasers thereof and the public 
into the belief that the said cotton product or material is 
gennine silk product or material, or contains some portion 
of genuine silk, or into buying saicl product or matet·ial as 
genuine silk material, or as containing some portion of silk, 
and the use of sai< l brand or trade name does deceive pur­
chasers thereof and the pnbl ic into the belief that the said 
cotton product or matPrial is genuine silk or contains some 
portion of silk. 

7. That beea11se of the aforesaid method of competition, 
to wit, the use of the aforesaid trade-mark or trade name 
and the resulting deception of purchasers and consumers, 
manufacturers or others engaged in the manufaet11re and sale 
or the sale of genuine silk material in interstate commerce 
have been or are injured in their trade and business. 

REPOHT, FINDIXGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER. 

At a meeting of the Commission on this date, it appear­
ing that thet·e is on file in the above cause a stipulation 
duly signed by counsel for the Commission and counsel 
for respondents, including proposed findings and consent 
order for the fimtl disposition of this case, the following 
proree<lings were had: 

On motion of Commissioner DaYies the Commission ap­
proved and made the following findings and order, and 
directed that the same be entered of record in said cause· 
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FI:'\IHNGS AS TO THE FACTS, 

Upon the complaint and answer, as amended by stipula­
tion in this case, the Commission finds as follows: 

1. That the respondents, A. Theo Abbott & Co., a copart­
nership composed of A. Theo Abbott, Alvina Abbott, Eu­
gene A. Abbott, and John Laycock, with their principal 
place of business at Philadelphia, Pa., manufacture under 
a valued secret process and sell extensively in interstate 
commerce throughout the United States a textile product, 
under' the registered name "Kapock "; that in connection 
with the labeling, advertising, and selling said produet, re­
spondents have used various descriptive words, among them 
the following: " Silk" or "Silks," "Kapock Silk" or "Ka­
pock Silks," "Sun-fast Silk," "Tub-fast Silk," usually with 
the legend" Not a worm silk." 

2. That said "Kapock" fabric or product, as now manu­
factured, contains no portion of silk made from the cocoon 
of the silk worm. 

3. That whenever used without any qualifying word, the 
word "silk," when applied to textile goods, both in technical 
and popular usage, has usually been considered to have a 
precise and exact meaning, and is accurately and properly 
used only in identifying or describing materials derived or 
made up entirely from the cocoon of the silkworm. That 
the terms "worm. silk," "cocoon silk," or "genuine silk" 
have been and are bPing used as synonymous with "silk." 

4. That a result of the use by respondents in connection 
with their labeling and advertising of their "Kapock" 
fabrics as now manufactured of the word "silk" or "silks" 
has been the improper use thereof by some retailers to de­
ceive some purchasers into the belief that they were buying 
and receiving goods made entirely of silk, when in fact 
they were not. 

5. That such confusion and deception may have resulted 
in damage to the trade and to manufacturers who deal 
in silk products-that is, products made entirely of silk 
derived from the cocoon of the silkworm. 

6, The Commission also finds that wh11tever possible con­
fusion, deception, and injury resulted were without any 
intent or personal knowledge on the part of the respondents; 
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and the Commission further finds that respondents have 
already taken substantial steps to corn•ct every possible con­
fusion and deception; and the Commission finds that by the 
stipulation herein filed, r<'spondents are ready and willing 
to rPmove all causes of possible confusion and deception. 

·wherefore, 

OIWER TO CEASE AND DESIST, 

It ~ ordered that the respondent, A. Theo. Abbott, 
Alvina Abbott, Eugene A. Abbott, and John Laycock, 
being a copartnership trading under the name of A. 
Theo. Abbott & Co., acting either as a partnership or per­
sonally, or through their agents and employees, shall forth­
with cease using the word "silk" or "silks" in reference 
to their "Kapock" fabrics as now manufactured, either in 
the sale thereof, or on, or in connection with, any of their 
trade-marl<s, trade names, labels, or advertising matter re­
ferring thereto, except that they may continue to use the 
legend " Not a worm silk." ., 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

tl. 

A. B. DICK CO. OF NEW JERSEY, A. B. DICK CO. 
OF ILLINOIS, AND THE NEOSTYLE CO. 

COI\IPI.AINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEOJ-:D VIOLATION OF 

!Uo:CTION 3 OF TilE ACT 0}" CONGRESS API'ROVED OCTOBER 111, 

19U, 

Docket No. 4.-Mny 25, 1917. 
SYLr.ARU8. 

Wh•~re corporations under common ownership enguged In the manu­
facture uml sale of dupli<'Htlng mnchlnes and supplies, and together 
controlling upproxlma tely 85 11er cPnt of the duplleu ting mnchhws, 
88 per cent of the stPncll paper, nnd 80 per cent of the stencil dupll­
cntlng lulc sold In the United Stutes, 

(a) lliUtle sales and contructs for sales of their pntPnted stl'ncll 
du(llkutlug machlncH und stPncll pnper to URPrs thPrPof on the con­
•lltlou, agret'llll'nt, ot• uutlet·stuudlug, by notlee couspleuously dis· 
I•luyed on I:HII'h mtu•hlrws und puper, tbut tht> purehast>rs thPrt>of 
~;hould not UNI' In conm•!'tlon thl'rewlth uuy stt>JH"II tlupllcutiug 
runchlues or suppllt>s of competitors of such corporntlous; 
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(b) maue sales and contracts for sales of their stencil dupllcatlng 
machines and stencil puper to deuler>~ on the condition that such 
dealers would not sell uny supplies for use on Its machines except 
those mud!c' by It; nnd 

(c) enforced such contlltlons, restrictions, or requirements, and In­
sisted upon the observation of the same, with the effect that com­
petition in the sale of duplkutin~ machines and supplies had beeu 
uml mi~ht be substantially lessened: 

Held, Thut such sah•s and contracts of snle, under the clrcumstanres 
set forth, constitutetl a violation of sPctlon 3 of the uct of Octoi.Jel' 
15, Hl14. 

CO~IPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to believe 
that the A. B. Dick Co. of New Jersey, the A. B. Dick Co. 
of Illinois, and the N eostyle Co., hereinafter referred to as 
respondents, ha \'e violated and are violating the provisions 
of section 3 of the act of Congrcs.<; npprovcll October 15, 
lDH, entitled "An act to supplement existing laws against 
unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes," 
issues this complaint, stating its charges in that respect as 
follows: 

1. The A. B. Dick Co., of New Jersey, is a corporation 
organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 
the State of New Jersey and having an office for the tmns­
action of business at Chicago, Ill.; the A. B. Dick Co., of 
Illinois, is a corporation organized and existing under and 
by virtue of the laws of the Sta,te of Illinois and hn.ving a 
principal oflice and place of business in the city of Chicago, 
Ill.; the Neostyle Co. is a corporation existing under and by 
virtue of the laws of the Stnte of New Jersey and hnving 
a principal otlice and place of business in New York City, 
N.Y. 

2. The tmde in stPncil-duplieating machines, stencil paper, 
ink, and otlwr supplies ordinnrily usPd with such duplicating 
machines constitutes a substantial and increasing volume of 
interstate commerce. 

3. Such trade for several years last past has been and now 
is b<'ing- carried on by a number of concerns, including the 
respondents, nil of which are competitors, either actual or 
potPntial-except in so far as they may be either self­
l'cstmined or otherwise restrained from competing • 

• 
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4. For several years next prior to October 15, 1914, the 
respondents had been continuously engaged in interstate 
commerce and had been engaged generally in the practice 
in the course of such commerce of selling. by and through 
the A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, and the Neostyle Co. for use, 
consumption, or resale within the United States, their stencil 
duplicating machines on the condition as set forth in what 
is designated as a "license restriction" attached to each 
machine, which provided that such machine should be u~ed 
only with stencil paper and sheets, ink, and other supplies 
(ordinarily used with stencil duplicating machines) made 
and sold by the respondents, the A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, or 
the Neostyle Co., nnd the said A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, and 
the Neostyle Co. likewise had been continuously engtlged 
in the practice of selling their stencil paper on the condi­
tion that it be used only on the machines and with inks made 
by the said respective companies, thus providing that any 
purchaser of each of respondent's machines should not use 
therewith any supplies of any competitor of these respond­
ents, and that each purchaser of certain of respondents' 
supplies should neither use them on any machine made by 
any competitor nor with certain other designated supplies 
of any competitor of these respondents, and these conditions 
have been continuously and are now being enforced by these 
respondents, with the effect of substantially lessening com­
petition and tending to create a monopoly in interstate com­
merce in such articles. 

5. Since October 15, 1914, the said respondents have con­
tinued and are now continuing the practice of selling their 
stencil duplicating machines, ink, paper, and other supplies 
ordinarily used with such machines in the same manner and 
under the same conditions and restrictions as arc fully set 
out above in paragraph 4, and the effect of these practices 
or methods is or may be to substantially lessen competition 
in interstate commerce in such articles or to tend to create a 
monopoly in interstate commerce in such articles. 
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REPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER. 

The above-entitled proceeding coming on for hearing be­
fore the Commission on the complaint. answer, and proofs 
taken the 27th day of April, 1917, and the respondents hav­
ing appeared on said day by their counsel of record herein, 
S. 0. Edmonds, anc.l. by A. B. Dick, prE'"ident of the re­
spondent, A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois. al1ll said counsel for 
respondents having announced in open st>ssion of the Com­
mission that the respondents wonltl not take any further tes­
timony in this proceeding, and said respondents having filed 
a statement herein to that effect~ and the Commission having 
taking the proceeding under advisement for final determina­
tion, now, on this, the 25th day of Muy, 1917, on the plead­
ings and testimony, the Commission makes its report and 
findings as to the facts nnd conclusions. 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, 

(1) That at the time of the filing of the complaint and 
down to December, 1916, the respondent, the A. B. Dick Co., 
of New Jerst>y, owned or controlle(l the stock of the respond­
ents, the A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, 1md the Neostyle Co., of 
New Jersey; that prior to said date the said A. B. Dick Co., 
of Illinois, and the said Neostyle Co. had been directly en­
gaged, and the said A. B. Dick Co., of :New Jersey, had been, 
through said other respondents, engaged in the manufacture 
of stencil duplicating mnchines, stencil paper, stencil ink, 
and other duplicating-machine supplies in certain States and 
in the shipment and sale of each of such commodities to per­
sons in other States and Territories of the United States and 
in the Di:-;trict of Columbia. That since said date the said 
A. B. Dick Co., of New JerEey, and the snid Neostyle Co. 
have b~n dissolved nnd their assets tnken oYer by said A. B. 
Dick Co., of Illinois, whieh has alone continurd and is now 
prosecuting the business above described. 

(2) That the trade and commerce in stencil duplicating 
machines, in stencil duplicating pnpt>r, and in stencil dupli­
cating ink each constitutes a suhst:mtinl and increasing vol­
ume of trade between persons in different States in interstate 
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commerce, which has been for seYeral years last past and is 
now being carried on by these respondents, and also by a 
number of other concerns, each of which other concerns is a 
competitor with the others and with these respondents. 

(3) That from a time long prior to October 15, 1914, until 
December, 191Gl all of the respondents have, and since said 
last-mentioned date the respondent A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, 
has alone continuously sold their stencil-duplicating ma­
chines in interstate commerce for use or resale on conditions 
and with restrictions as set forth in what is designated by 
respontlents, both in the answer and in the testimony herein, 
variously as" license ngreemPnt," "license restriction," "lim­
ited license," '"'license plan' of marketing," "sale upon con­
dition"; that as a part of their system of sale, respondents 
caused to be inscribed upon each of their stencil-duplicating 
machines sold by them a legend, notice, warning, or pur­
ported agreement in words substantially as follows: 

On the rotary mimeograph-

LICE:'I!SE RESTH.ICTJON. 

This machine Is sold hy the A. B. Dick Company with the llcf'n!';e 
restriction that it mny be USl'fl only with the stencil pupet·, ink and 
other suppliPs, made by A. B. Diek Company, Chleago, U. S. A. 

On the rotary neostyle-

LICK\'SE AGREEMENT. 

This muchlne Is sold by the Neostyle Company and purcha!';ed by 
tlw user, with the expn•ss UIHIPrstundlng that it is llceused to be used 
only with stPncll paper nnd Ink (hoth of which at·e patents) mnde by 
the Neostyle Company, New York City. 

( 4) That with each of the various dealers who bought 
such stencil-duplicating machines from respon(lcnts for re­
sale, the respondents have made, and the respondent A. B. 
Dick Co., of Illinois, is still making, agreements, a.part of 
each of which is as follows as to the respective machines 
named therein: 

As to mimeographs: 
2. 'l.'be right to use mimeographs purchnsed under the terms o't 

this agreement ls detJendent upon the full performance of the 
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conditions of the license restl·ictlon attuebed to each of said mlmeo­
grur)hs. 

3. 'l'he party of the second part covenants and agrees not to sell 
any of said mimeographs or minwogruph supplies outside of (here Is 
Inserted the territory), nor to sell any SUPllliPs for use with mimeo­
graphs exet·pt those mnt!P by and procured from the party of the 
first part; nor to sell or otherwise dispose of any mimeograph sup­
plies to any tlealet· or ngPnt, but only to usPrs of said mimeographs; 
not· to sell or otherwise 1lispose of any mimPograph or mimeograph 
supplies, eitlwr directly or intllreetly, to any persons or concerns not 
entitle!! to purehase the ;:ame. 

4. The party of tlw sfc'cond part covenants and ngrPes • • • 
to pay for such mim1•og•·uphs n111l supplies ns hereinnuove specified, 
and to report In detail montllly to the party of tlw tlrf;t part as to 
the names and mldressfc's of pt>rson!'; or concerns to whom such mimeo­
graphs have been sold, including the consecutive numbers by which 
the mimeographs are rccor1led. . 

As to the neostyle: 

1. 'fhe right to usP neostyles purchased unrler the terms of this 
agreement is tlepen<lfc'nt upon the full JWrfonnance of the coiulltions 
of the llcense restrletions attached to eaeh of said neO+;tyles. 

2. 'l'he part~· of the second pa1·t covenants and agrees * • • to 
report in detail mo11thly to the party of the first part as to the 
names and addressPs of persons or concerns to whom said rota•·y 
neo::;tyles han• been f;Oltl, inl'lntling the serial numbers by which suit! 
rotary neost~·Ies are reconle(J. 

3. 'l'he party of the second part covenants and agrees not to ~ell 
any rotary neostyles or rotary neostyle suppl!Ps outside of (here 
Is Inserted the tet·rltory) ; nor to sell any supplifc's for use with 
rota•·y neostyles exc>ept those made by and pl'Ocuretl from the party 
of the first part; nor to sell or otherwise dispose of any of said 
rotary neostyle supplies to any dealer, but only to users of rotary 
nt-m<tyles; nor to sell OI' otherwise dispose of any rotary neostyles 
or rotary neostyle snppliPR, either dii·ectly or Indirectly, to any per­
son not entit!Pd to purchM!e thP same. 

( 5) That from a time prior to October 15, 1914, until 
December, 1916, all of the re:;pondents have, and since said 
last-mentioned date the r<'spondent A. B. Dick Co., of IJli­
nois, has alone continuously sold in interstate commerce their 
stencil duplicating papers with restrictions or conditions in­
scribed tlwreon substantially in one of the following forms­
either-

This composite stencil sheet ls sold by the A. B. Dick Company 
With the license restriction that lt may be used only on Edison's 
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rotary mimeograph No. 75, and only with ink made by said com· 
puny. • • • ('l'hls stub ls llceused for use only once.) 

or-

This composite stencil sheet ls sold by the Neostyle Company with 
tlw lieL•nsr; restriction that lt may be u>:t>tl only on rotary neostyles 
und oulr with ink rnaue by sal(! company. The stub is llcensed for· use 
only once. 

( 6) That the respondents, on each of their cans of stencil 
ink solLl, caused to be inscribed one of the following notices: 

Notiee to mlnwograph users: Every mlmeogrnph ls sold with a 
proper liccm:e restriction covering the use of stencil paper, ink, und 
other suppJi(>S, and ls so marked. 

Notice to rotary neostyle u~ers: The rotary neostyle ls sold with a 
proper llcense rPstrlction covering the use of stencil paper, luk, uud 
other supplies, and Is so marked. 

(7) That certain parts of certain of respondents' stencil 
duplicating machines and certain parts of their stencil papers 
were and are covered by letters patent.. 

(8) That the respondents' stencil duplicating machine 
supplies have been and are now being sold at a large profit 
and at prices substantially higher thttn the prices at which 
supplies of their competitors, of a character and quality 
satisfactory to users of mimeographs and neostyles, could 
ha,·e been and can at this time be purchased. 

(9) That the conditions or restrictions imposed by the 
respondents in the sale of their sl 0ncil duplicating machines, 
or their plttn of markPting such machines, herein found to 
be generally used by the respondents, (a) have CO!npelled, 
and do comJwl, purchasers and lb0l'S of sueh machines to pur­
chase stencil duplicating paper, stencil duplicating ink, and 
other stencil duplicating supplies exclusinly front the re­
spondents, and at pric0s suLstant ially higher than prices at 
which supplies of competitors of these respondents, satis­
factory to many of such purchasers and u;;ers, could have 
Leen and can now be pmchased; (b) have prevente<l, and 
do pre\·ent, com pct.i ng manufacturers from selling tlwir 
stencil duplicttting pape1·, stencil duplicating ink, and othet· 
stencil <luplieating suppliPs for u~e >vith st(•ncil duplicating 
machines solll by r<•spmH1Pnts; and (c) have prewnt0d, nnd 
do prevent, dealers from sel!ing stencil duplicating paper, 
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stencil duplicating ink, and other stencil duplicating sup­
plies of competitors of these respondents, and in particultu· 
have prevented, and do prevent, dealers from selling such 
supplies of competitors of respondents for use with re­
spondents' stencil duplicating machines. 

(10) That the conditions or restrictions imposed by the 
respondents in the sale of their stencil paper :tnd the plan of 
marketing such paper (a) have compelled, and may compel, 
purehasers or users of such paper to purchase their stencil 
duplicating machines, stencil ink, and other stencil duplicat­
ing machine supplies from the respondents exclusively, and 
at prices substantially higher than prices at which stencil 
duplicating ink and other stencil duplicating machine sup­
plies of competitors of these respondent.'J may be pnrchnsed; 
and (b) do and may prevent con1peting manufacturers from 
selling their :machines, ink, and supplies for use with re­
spondl·nts' stencil paper. 

( 11) That for the year 1915 the respondents controlled in 
money value of sales approximately 85.1 per cent of the com­
merce in the United States in stencil duplicating machines, 
approximately 88.2 per cent of such commerce in stencil 
duplicating paper, and approximately 79.9 per cent of such 
commerce in stencil duplicating ink, and that such per­
centages represent substantially. the present ratio of respond­
ents' business to the total business and commerce done in the 
United States in these articles. 

(12) That the respondent, A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, is 
~nd has been aggressively seeking further to increase its 
mteJ·statc tr:tcle and commerce in stencil duplicating ma­
chines, stencil paper, ink, and other supplies for such lila­

chines. 

CON CI.USIONS. 

(1) That (a) the sale by the respondents of stencil dupli­
cating machine's, stencil paper, or other stencil duplicating 
~lachine supplies upon conditions as set forth in the so-called 
hcense restriction nnd in the contracts herein found to be 
used by respondents, or under the "plan of marketing" 
herein <lcscribed an<l found to be used by them, constitutes a 
sale upon condition, agreement, and understanding that the 
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purchaser if a user shall not use the machines or suppli<'s of 
a competitor or competitors of these respondents, and, if the 
purchaser be a dealer, that he shall not use nor sell for use 
with the respondents' machines or supplies the machines or 
supplies of a competitor or competitors of these respondents; 
and (b) that the elfl•ct of the condition, agreement, and 
understnnding is such that it has substantially lessrn<'d, and 
does and may substantially lessen, competition in interstate 
comlllerce in such stencil duplicating machines nnd supplies 
therefor. 

(2) That the sale by the respondents of their stencil dupli­
cating machines and stencil paper upon the condition, agree­
ment, or understanding herein described and found to be 
used by the respondents, and the plan of marketing such 
machines, paper, and other supplies, is in violation of section 
3 of the act entitled "An act to supplement existing laws 
against unla wfnl rPstraints and monopolies, and for other 
purposes," approved October 15, 191-l, in that the effect 
thereof has been, is, and may be to substantially lessen com­
petition and tend to create a monopoly in interstate com­
merce in the manufacture and ~ale of snch stNwil uuplicnt­
ing machines, stencil paper, stencil ink, nnd other supplies. 

OHI>ER TO CEAS•: AND DESIST, 

The above entitled procee1ling being at issue upon the 
complaint of the Commission and the answer of the re­
sponuents, and the testimony haYing been re1luced to writ­
ing and filed, and the Commission on the date hereof having 
made and filed a report containing its findings ns to the 
facts and its conclusions that the respondents hu ve violated, 
and are now violating, seetion 3 of the act of Congress 
approved October 15, 1914, entitled "An act to supplement 
existing In ws against unln wful restraints and monopolies, 
and for other purposes," whieh saiclrPport is hereby referred 
to n111l macle a part hereof: Tlwrefore 

I I i.~ onlerPd, That the rPspolHlPnt, the A. n. Dick Co., of 
Illinois. its ollil'<'rs IHHl agents, rPase an1l clf'sist from directly 
or inclil'l'l'tly making- any sall' or contract for sale in inter­
state commeJ"Ce of its stencil 1luplieating maehincs or stencil 
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paper on the condition, agreement, or understanding, whether 
embodied in contract, license restriction, notice, or in 
whatever manner imposed, that the purchaser or purchasers 
thereof shall not use therewith, or when the purchaser be a 
dealer, shall not use or sell for use in connection therewith, 
the stencil duplicating machines, stencil paper, stencil ink, 
or other stencil duplicating machine supplies of competitors 
of the respondent. 

It is {u1•ther ordr'red, That the respondent, the A. B. Dick 
Co., of Illinois, its officers and agents, cease and desist from 
enforcing any condition, restriction, or requirement hereto­
fore imposed in connection with the sale, or embodied in a 
contract for sale, of its stencil duplicating machines or 
stencil duplicating paper, that the purchaser shall not usc or 
sell for use, with such stencil duplicating machines or stencil 
paper, the stencil duplicating machines, stencil duplicating 
ink, stencil paper, or other stencil duplicating supplies of 
competitors of these respondents: 

Provided, That respondent, A. B. Dick Co., of Illinois, is 
hereby granted not to exceed 90 clays from the date hereof 
within which to make such changes in its business methods 
as will enable it to fully comply with this ot"der. 

RESOLUTION. 

Whereas on the 25th day of May, 1917, the Comml~~lon lllmled an 
onlt>r lllr!'ctlng tlle A. B. Dick Co., of Illlnnls, to cease anrl de~lst 
from selling- Its stencil duplleatlng maclllnes and stPndl rmper 
upon the corulltlun, agreenwnt, or understanding that the purchuser 
or u,.;er llhould not use tllerewlth machines or supplies of com­
petltol·s of the snld A. B. Dick Co.; and 

Wher<>tls a period of 90 days wns given the A. B. Dick Co. In which 
to mnke such changes In Its uwtllml of doing business as to con­
form to the or<l<'r; and 

WherPns It Is tle,.;lruhle thnt the Commission know whnt changes 
the snltl company makes In It!! plan of marketing Its mn<·hlnes null 
suppll<'s us a result of this order: Now, thPreforP, he It 

Rcsolred, Thnt unr!Pr tiH' authority conferred on the commission by 
Pnrng-rnph (h) of SP<'tlon 6 of "An nf't to crPnte a Federal Trn<le 
Commission, to define Its powprs nnd dutiPs. anrl for other purposes," 
approved RPptPmhPr ~0. 1!H4, thl' snlrl A. n. Did< Co., of Illinois, be, 
an<! the same Is hPrPhy, rPQulre<l within 30 <lnys nft<'r such changes 
In the conduct of Its business have b!'en mnrlp to make a SJl<'l'lnl 
report to the Federal Trade Commi!'Sion fully setting forth the nature 
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of such chang-es and setting forth in complete Mtall the plan or 
plnns adopted fot· the future sale of such machinPs and supplies, 
together with any contracts, agreements, or un<lerstandings, uy' war­
rnnty or otherwise, propo~ed to be attuche<l to the future sale or 
contmct for sale by respondent of its machines and supplies, either 
for resale or use of such machines or supplies. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION v. MUENZEN 
SPECIALTY COMPANY. 

COi\lPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF TilE ALLEGED VIOLATIO~ OF 

AECTION II OF THE AC'T OF CONGIU:SS APPHOn:o SEPTE.\lnER 

2G, 1914, 

Docket No. 7.-July 14, 1917. 

SYLI.ARUS. 

Where a dt>aler In eii'Rnlng- und swl'eping devlces-
(a) represented to the puhli<' that It was a vacuum cle11ner special­

ist or expert aud impurthtl adviser, an<l solicited inquiries from the 
puhlic concern lug the met·lts of <li !1'Nent types of cleuners, the fact 
being that it wns especially llltl'l'l!Stl'd In the sule of two sueh 
cleaners, nnd that it lnvurhtbly recomnH•nde<l one of the clt•anet'>l 
in whleh lt wns interested an<l ft'N[Uently dispnmged competitive 
devices; 

(b) tampPre<l with nnd knowiugly used for demonstt·ntlon put·poses 
improperly adjusted collll.lPtltive denners, but propl'J'Iy a<ljusle<l the 
cleaners in which it was interestPd ; 

(c) made false untl injurious stn tenwnts to prosp<'etl ve cu~:~tomers 

concerning the materinl of which compPtitlve r!Puners were con­
stnwtcd nnd concerning the rellnhlllty nud finaurlul rorulltlon of 
munu l'ndurPrs of comJwtltlvl' ciPnners; 

(d) so ntlwrtls<•<i annual un!l spPdRI sniP~ of clemwr!l as to <:onv<•y 
the impresH!on of an uuusunl ot· e~pechtlly a<lnmtRg;!'ous oft'Pr, thf' 
fuct hdng thut its prft·ps during such snles w<'re the snme as thos.~ 
ohtnhting at othPr t IHH•s; 

(e) fnlsely re()l'esente<l Its mtothod of purchuslng <'ertnln nont'!'('Olll­
mentlPd clPUiters and its cunst•quPnt uhlllty to st-11 tlwm nt ver~· low 
prices, fot· the purpose of securing the! nnmes of pro!'lpPrtlve pur­
chnsers of eletuwt·s, <llspnmglng tm<'h IIOill'l'CommPnded clellnet·s, and 
recommendlm: clPnncJ·s In which It was esp<•rlnlly lntere!'lt<>tl; nne! 

(f) so udvertiHed the cll'nner espeelully IllUde for It n!l to eonvt!y to 
tlw public the fnlse tmpt·esslon thut It wns belug ofl'Pred nt !PHS 
thnn the rl:'gulur prl<·e: 

Jlrld, Thut such nets coustltuted unfnlr methods ot competition, in 
vlolutlon of section 5 of tbe act of September 26, 101·t 


