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COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF
SECTION 6 OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER
26, 1914,

Docket No. 7.—July 14, 1917,
SYLLABUS.

Where a dealer in cleaning and sweeping devices—

(a) represented to the public that it was a vacuum cleaner special-
ist or expert and impartial adviser, and solicited inquiries from the
public concerning the merits of different types of cleaners, the fact
being that it was espeeially Interested in the sale of two such
cleaners, and that it Invariably recommended one of the cleaners
in which it was Interested and frequently disparaged competitive
devices;

(0) tampered with and knowingly used for demonstration purposes
improperly adjusted competitive cleaners, but properly adjusted the
cleaners in which it was interested;

(¢) made false and Injurious statements to prospective customers
concerning the materinl of which competitive cleaners were con-
structed and concerning the reliabillty and financlal condition of
manufacturers of competitive cleaners;

(d) so advertised annuad and speclal sales of clenners as to convey
the impression of an unusual or especinlly advantageous offer, the
fuct being that its prices during such siales were the same as those
obtaining at other tlmes;

(e) falsely represented its method of purchasing certaln nonrcecom-
mended cleaners and {ts consequent abllity to sell themn at very low
prices, for the purpose of securing the names of prospective pur-
chasers of cleaners, dlsparaging such nonrecommended cleaners, and
recommending cleaners in which it was especially interested ; and

(1) so advertised the cleuner especinlly made for it as to convey to
the public the false impression that It was being offered at less
than the regular price:

Held, That such acts constituted unfair methods of competition, In
violatlon of sectlon 5 of the act of September 26, 1914,
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COMPLAINT.

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to believe
from a preliminary investigation made by it that the Muen-
zen Specialty Co., hereinafter referred to as respondent, has
been during tlie two years last past and now is using unfair
methods of competition in interstate commerce in violation
of the provisions of section 5 of the act of Congress ap-
proved September 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 respect thereof would be to the interest of the public,
1ssues this complaint, stating its charges in that respect on
information and belief as follows:

Paraeraru 1. That the respondent, Muenzen Specialty
Co., is a corporation organized and existing under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York, having its prin-
cipal office and place of business at the city of New York, in
said State, and is now and was at all times hereinafter men-
tioned engaged in selling in interstate commerce hand and
electric vacuum and suction cleaners and sweepers and other
cleaning and sweeping devices.

Par. 2. That said devices are sold and distributed by
respondent in interstate commerce to many customers in
various States in direct competition with manufacturers and
dealers in such commerce in similar devices.

Par. 8. That the respondent, by extensive advertising in
publications circulated in interstate commerce and by corre-
spondence with numerous customers and prospective pur-
chasers in various States, holds itself out to the public as a
\'um}um-clenner specialist or expert and impartial adviser,
stating that it does not manufacture any vacuum cleaners
and 1s not especially interested in any one kind of cleaner,
and as such impartial adviser solicits inquiries from said
Prospective purchasers and the public concerning the merits
of various types of eleaners, and invariably recommends the
Imperial electric vacuum cleaner or the EFureka electric
vacuum cleaner, and frequently disparages competitive de-
Vvices, whereas in fact the respondent is not an impartial
adviser, but, on the contrary, is especially interested in the
sale of the said Imperial and Eureka cleaners by reason of
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the fact that the said Imperial cleaner is manufactured
especially for the Muenzen Specialty Co., and said company
is an agent for the sale of the said Eureka cleaner, and the
further fact that the amount of profit on said Imperial

cleaner is considerably greater than the profit made on the
sale of the majority of the other types of cleaners so adver-
tised by the respondent.

Par.4. That the respondent, by extensive advertising in
publications, circulated in interstate commerce, and by cor-
respondence with numerous customers and prospective cus-
tomers in various States, holds itself out as & vacuum-cleaner
specialist or expert and impartial adviser, and as such has
demonstrated to prospective customers vacuum sweepers and
cleaners produced by various manufacturers, for the purpose
of comparing the results obtained by such sweepers and
cleaners with the results obtained by cleaners in the sale of
which respondent is especially interested; and for the pur-
pose of making such demonstrations has tampered with and
failed to properly adjust such competitive cleaners, while
properly adjusting the cleaners in which it is interested,
thus giving prospective customers the impression that such
competitive cleaners are less eflicient than they are in fact, or
that they are not adapted for the use for which they are
intended to be put by such prospective purchasers, thus
facilitating the sale of the cleaners in which respondent is
especially interested.

Par.5. That the respondent has made false and injurious
statements to prospective customers concerning the material
of which certain competitive cleaners are constructed and
the cost of production of said cleaners, for the purpose of
facilitating the sale of cleaners in which respondent is espe-
cially interested.

Par.6. That the respondent, by advertisements exten-
sively circulated in interstate commerce, has advised prospec-
tive purchasers to consider the financial condition of manu-
facturers of vacuum cleaners before purchasing, impressing
upon them the difficulty or im, gssibility of securing repair
parts in the event of the failure of such manufacturers, and
has made statements to such prospective purchasers concern-
ing the reliability and financial condition of various manu-
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facturers, which statements were untrue in fact and calcu-
lated to prevent the sale of cleaners produced by said manu-
facturers, and to facilitate the sale of cleaners in which the
respondent is especially interested.

Par.7. That the respondent, in publications extensively
circulated in interstate commerce, has advertised annual and
special sales of vacuum and suction cleaners and sweepers in
such a manner as to convey to the public the impression of an
unusual or especially advantageous offer for a limited period,
whereas in fact the prices during such annual and special
sales were no different than the prices obtained before and
after such sales.

Par.8. That the respondent, by extensive advertising in
publications circulated in interstate comunerce, and by cor-
respondence with numerous customers and prospective cus-
tomers in various States, has conveyed the impression that
the reason for the low prices so advertised is the fact that
said respondent purchases in large quantities for cash and
sells directly to consumers; whereas in fact the large major-
ity of the sweepers and cleaners so advertised are not pur-.
chased in large quantities, but on the contrary are sold only
when custowiers insist upon purchasing them instead of
said Imperial or Eureka cleaners recommended by the ve-
spondent, and the true reason for advertising nonrecom-
mended cleaners at greatly reduced prices is not to supply
the demand thus created for such cleaners, but to secure the
names and addresses of prospective users of such cleaners,
and, as a vacuum-cleaner expert and alleged impartial ad-
viser, to disparage and express unfuvorable opinions of such
cleaners, and highly recommend the cleaners in the sale of
which the respondent is interested, and to thercby effect
the sale of said recommended cleaners.

Par.9. That the respondent, in publications extensively
circulated in interstate commerce, has continuously adver-
tised in such a manner as to convey to the public the im-
pression that the regular price of the said Imperial cleaner
is higher than the advertised price, whereas in fact the ad-
vertised price is no lower than that usually obtained by the
respondent, which controls the sale of said cleaner.

147430°—20——3
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REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND
ORDER. '

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served
its complaint herein, wherein it alleged that it had reason to
believe that the above-named respondent, Muenzen Specialty
Co., has been during the two years last past, and now is, using
unfair methods of competition in iInterstate commerce in
violation of the provisions of section 5 of the act of Congress
approved September 206, 1914, entitled “An act to create a
Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties,
and for other purposes,” and fully stating its charges in
that respect, and the said respondent having made and filed
its answer to said complaint, wherein it admitted all of the
charges therein set forth, now on this 14th day of July, 1917,
on said complaint and answer thercto, the Commission makes
its report and findings as to the facts and conclusions.

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS,

(1) That the respondent, Muenzen Specialty Co., is a
corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of New York, having its principal
office and place of business at the city of New York, in said
State, and 1s now and was at all times hercinafter mentioned
engaged in selling in interstate commerce hand and electric
vacuuim and suction cleaners and sweepers and other clean-
ing and sweeping devices,

(2) That said devices are sold and distributed by re-
spondent in interstate comunerce to many customers in vari-
ous States in direct competition with manufacturers and
dealers in such commeree in similar devices.

(3) That the respondent, by extensive advertising in pub-
lications circulated in interstate commerce and by corre-
spondence with numerous customers and prospective pur-
chasers in various States, holds itself out to the public as a
vacuum-cleaner specialist or expert and impartial adviser,
stating that it does not manufacture any vacuum cleaners
and is not especially interested in any one kind of cleaner,
and as such impartial adviser solicits inquiries from said
prospective purchasers and the public concerning the merits
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of various types of cleaners, and invariably recommends the
Imperial electric vacuum cleaner or the Eureka electric
vacuum cleaner and frequently disparages competitive de-
vices, whereas in fact the respondent is not an impartial
adviser, but, on the contrary, is especially interested in the
sale of the said Imperial and Eureka cleaners by reason of
the fact that the said Tmperial cleaner is manufactured es-
pecially for the Muenzen Specialty Co., and said company
is an agent for the sale of the said Iiureka cleaner, and the
further fact that the amount of profit on said Imperial
cleaner is considerably greater than the profit made on the
sale of the majority of the other types of cleaners so adver-
tised by the respondent.

(4) That the respondent, by extensive advertising in pub-
lications, circulated in interstate commerce, and by corre-
spondence with numerous customers and prospective custom-
ers in various States, holds itself out as a vacuum-cleaner
specialist or expert and impartial adviser, and as such has
demonstrated to prospective customers vacuum sweepers and
cleaners produced by various manufacturers, for the pur-
pose of comparing the results obtained by such sweepers
and cleaners with the results obtained by cleaners in the sale
of which respondent is especially interested ; and for the pur-
pose of making such demonstrations has tampered with and
failed to properly adjust such competitive cleancrs while
properly adjusting the cleaners in which it is interested,
thus giving prospective customers the impression that such
competitive cleaners are less efficient than they are in fact,
or that they are not adapted for the use for which they are
intended to be put by such prospective purchasers, thus facil-
itating the sale of the cleaners in which respondent is espe-
cially interested.

(5) That the respondent has made false and injurions
statements to prospective customers concerning the material
of which certain competitive cleaners are constructed and
the cost of production of said cleaners, for the purpose of
facilitating the sale of cleaners in which respondent is espe-
cially interested.

(6) That the respondent, by advertisements extensively
circulated in interstate commerce, has advised prospective
purchasers to consider the financial condition of manufac-
turers of vacuum cleaners before purchasing, impressing
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upon them the difficulty or impossibility of securing repair
parts in the event of the failure of such manufacturers and
has made statements to such prospective purchasers concern-
ing the reliability and financial condition of various manu-
facturers; which statements were untrue in fact and cal-
culated to prevent the sale of cleaners produced by said man-
ufacturers, and to facilitate the sale of cleaners in which the
respondent is specially interested.

(7) That the respondent, in publications extensively cir-
culated in interstate commerce, has advertised annual and
special sales of vacuum and suction cleaners and sweepers, in
such a manner as to convey to the public the impression of
an unusual or especially advantageous offer for a limited
period, whereas in fact the prices during such annual and
special sales were no different than the prices obtained be-
fore and after such sales,

(8) That the respondent, by extensive advertising in pub-
lications ecirculated in interstate commerce and by corre-
spondence with numerous customers and prospective custom-
ers in various States, has conveyed the impression that the
reason for the low prices so advertised is the fact that said
respondent purchases in large quantities for cash and sells
divectly to consumers; whereas in fact the large majority of
the sweepers and cleaners so advertised are not purchased in
lurge quantities, but, on the contrary, are sold only when
custoniers insist upon purchasing them instead of said Im-
perial or Eureka cleaners recommended by the respondent,
and the true reason for advertising nonrecommended clean-
ers at greatly reduced prices is not to supply the demand
thus created for such cleaners, but to secure the names and
addresses of prospective users of such cleaners, and as a
vacuum-cleaner expert and alleged impartial adviser to dis-
parage and express unfavorable opinions of such cleaners,
and highly recommend the cleaners in the sale of which the
respondent is interested, and to thereby effect the sale of said
recommended cleaners.

(9) That the respondent, in publications extensively circu-
lated in interstate commerce, has continuously advertised in
guch a manner as to convey to the public the impression that
the regular price of the said Imperial cleaner is higher than
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the advertised price, whereas in fact the advertised price is
no lower than that usually obtained by the respondent which
controls the sale of said cleaner.

CONCLUSIONS.

That the methods of competition set forth in the fore-
going findings as to the facts, and each and all of them, are,
under the circumstances therein set forth, unfair methods of
competition in interstate commerce, in violation of the pro-
visions of section 5 of the act of Congress approved Septem-
ber 26, 1914, entitled “An act to create a Federal Trade Com-

mission, to define its powers and duties, and for other pur-
poses.”

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST,

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served
its complaint herein, and the respondent, Muenzen Specialty
Co., having made and filed its answer to said complaint,
whervein it admitted all of the charges therein set forth, and
the Commission on the date hereof having made and filed a
report containing its findings as to the facts and its conclu-
sions that the respondent has violated section 5 of the act of
Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled “An act to
create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and
duties, and for other purposes,” which said report is hereby
referred to and made a part hereof: Therefore

1t is ordered, That the respondent, Muenzen Specialty Co.,
cease and desist from—

(1) Representing to the publie, directly or indirectly, that
it is an impartial adviser and not especially interested in any
one kind of cleaner, so long as it is especially interested in
the sale of the Imperial electric vacuum cleaner, the Eureka
electric vacuum cleaner, or any other sweeping or cleaning
device, by reason of the fact that any such devices are manu-
factured especially for respondent, or that it is an agent for
the sale of any such devices, unless special interest is fully
disclosed at the time such representations are made.

(2) Tampering with competitive cleaners used in demon-
strations or demonstrating with sweepers or cleaners not
properly adjusted.
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(3) Making false and injurious statements to prospective
customers concerning the material of which competitive
cleaners are constructed or concerning the cost of produc-
tion of such competitive cleaners.

(4) Making false statements to prospective customers con-
cerning the reliability or financial condition of manufac-
turers of vacuum cleaners caleulated to prevent the sale of
cleaners produced by said manufacturers.

(5) Advertising annual or special sales of vacuum and
suction sweepers and cleaners in such a manner as to convey
to the public the impression of an unusual or especially ad-
vantageous offer for a limited period, when in fact the prices
during such sales are no different than the prices obtmned
before or after such sales.

(6) Falsely representing ov conveying the false impres-
sion that respondent purchases vacumm sweepers and clean-
ers in large quantities for cash and is thercby enabled to
sell them at the prices at which they are offered.

(7) Representing or conveying to the public the impres-
sion that the regnlar price of the Imperial electric vacnum
cleaner is higher than the advertised price, when in fact the
advertised price is no lower than that usually obtained by
the respondents for said cleaner.

Provided, That the respondent, the Muenzen Specialty
Co., is hereby granted not to exceed 60 days from the date
hereof within which to make such changes in its advertising
as will enable it to fully comply with this order.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
V.

BUREAU OF STATISTICS OF THE BOOK PAPER
MANUFACTURERS, CHARLES F. MOORE, SEC-
RETARY OF THE BUREAU OF STATISTICS,
ET AL. -

COMPLAINT IN TIIE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF
SECTION § OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26,
1914,

Docket No, 17.—November 8, 1917,

SYLLABUS.

Where the members of an unincorporated association engaged in the
manufacture and sale of by far the greater portion of the book-
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print paper manufactured, sold, and used in the United States,
enguged in a concerted movement for the purpose of (1) enhancing
the prices of bouk-print paper, (2) maintaining such enhanced
prices, (3) bringing about substantial uniformity in such prices:

Ordered, That the voluntary dissolution of said assoctation be ap-
proved, that satd association and the secretary and members thereof
cease and desist from maintaining such organization and from car-
rying out the purposes thereof, and that the secretary of sald asso-
cintion eease and desist from continuing the same or from creating,
managing, conducting, working for, or becoming connected in any
cupitcity with any other bureau or organization having similar
objects,

COMPLAINT.

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to helieve,
from a preliminary investigation made by it. that the bureau
of statistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers; Chas. F.,
Moore, secretary of the Bureau of Statistics; American Writ-
ing Paper Co.; Dill & Collins Co.; Diana Paper Co.; New
York & Pennsylvania Co.; M. & W. H. Nixon Paper Co.;
Oxford Paper Co.; Ticonderoga Pulp & Paper Co.; Tileston
& Iollingsworth Co.; Wanaque River Paper Co.; S. D. War-
ren & Co.; West Virginia Pulp & Paper Co.; Bardeen Paper
Co.; Bergestrom Paper Co.; Bryant Paper Co.; Champion
Coated Paper Co.; Everett Pulp & Paper Co.; Kimberly-
Clark Co.; King Paper Co.; Lakeside Paper Co.; Mead Pulp
& Paper Co.; Miami Paper Co.; Monarch Paper Co.; and
Rex Paper Co., all of whom are hereinafter referred to as
respondents, have been and are using unfair methods of com-
petition in interstate commerce, in violation of the provisions
of section 5 of the act of Congress approved September 26,
1914, entitled “An act to create a Federal Trade Commission,
to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes,” and
1t appearing that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would
be to the interest of the public issues this complaint, stating
its charges in that respect, on information and belief, as
follows:

1. That all of the said respondents, except the Bureau of
Statistics, Charles F. Moore, secretary of the Bureau of Sta-
tistics, and S. D. Warren & Co., are corporations organized
and existing under and by virtue of the laws of their respec-
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tive States and having their principal offices and places of
business as hereinafter designated:

Name,

Orgamized under
the laws of—

Principal office at—

Amertcan Writing Paper Co......
Dt & Colllns Co. Lo iilaele....
Diana PaperCo...... . ... .....
New York & Pennsylvania Co...
M. & W. H. Nixon i’nper Co.....
Oxford PaperCo. ..., ...........
Ticonderogn Pulp & Paper Co...
Tileston & Hollingsworth Co.....
Wanaque River Paper (o........
Wost Virania Pulp & Paper Co..
Bardeen Paper Co.,.............
Beruestrom Paper Co.

BRryant Paper Co,................ A

Champion Coated Paper Co......
Everett Pul{) & Paper Co........
Kimberly-Clark Co........

King Paper Co.......
Lakeride Paper Co. ..
Mead Pulp & Poaper Co.

Massachusetts, ..., ..
Pennsylvani
New York..

Washineton
Wisconsui. .
Michhean. ..
Wisconsin

Holyoke, Mass,

..{ Philadelphia, Pa.
...} Harrlsville, NUY.
.. 200 Fifth Avenue, New York City.
..| Manayunk, Philadelphis, Pa.

.| 200 Fifth Avenue, New

York City.
Do

..| Boston, Mass.

..] Wanaque N. J.

.. 200 Fifth Avenue, New York City.

..] Otsego, Mich.

..| Neenah, Wis.

..| Ralamazoo, Mich,

..| Hamilton, Ohio.

..] Everatt, Wash,

.| Neenah, Wis.

..| Kualamazoo, Mich,
.| Neenah, Wis.

Dayfon, Otuo.

West Carroliton, Ohjo,
Kalamazoo, Mich.

Da.
Boston, Mass,

Miami Paper Co
Monarch {’u er
Rex Paper Co....
8. D. Warren & Co., 3
composed of Samuel D,
ren, Roger D. Smyth, Herbert
Mason, and — Nye, do-
ing business under the firm
nngm and style of 8. D, Warren
>0.

2. That respondent, Charles I'. Moore, is secretary of an
unincorporated association, without capital stock, organized
for the profit of its members, known as the Bureau of Sta-
tistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers, composed of the
various corporations and partnership respondents, and hav-
ing its principal office at the Vanderbilt Iotel, New York
City. .

3. That the scveral corporations and partnership re-
spondents, members of said Bureau of Statistics, are now and
at all times hercinafter mentioned have been engaged gen-
erally “in manufacturing and sclling book-print paper in
commerce among the several States and Territories of the
United States. That the book-print paper industry is a
large and important one, with annual sales in excess of $70,-
000,000 per annum.

4. That in the aggregate said respondents manufacture,
sell, and control by far the greater portion of the entive
book-print paper manufactured, sold, and used in the United
States.
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5. That said respondents throngh said Bureau of Statistics
and particularly through its secretary, Charles F. Moore, are
now and for about two years last past have been engaged in
a concerted movement unduly to enhanee the prices of book-
print paper and to maintain said enhanced prices and to
Lring about a substantial uniformity of such prices, due
allowance being made for grades, brands, ete.  As a result
of such activities prices of book-print paper in the United
States have been unduly enhanced, and such enhanced prices
are heing maintained. Such enhancement and substantial
uniformity of prices have been effected and are being main-
tained through the medium of telephone communications, by
correspondence, and by personal meetings between the sec-
retary and various respondent menmibers of said Bureau of
Statistics, and by like communications between various mem-
bers thereof, and by such comniunications between members
and others engaged in the book-print paper industry.

REPORT, STIPULATIONS, AND ORDER.

Pursnant to adjonrnment, on this 8th day of November,
1917. the above cause canmie on before the Commission for
further proceedings. at which William T. Chantland, trial
counsel for the Commission, presented to the Commission
identical stipulations of each of the several respondents duly
signed under proper authority of record by the counsel for
cach of the several respondents or by the several respondents
in person.

STIPULATIONS,

The identical stipulation signed and agreed to by each of
the remaining respondents, to wit, Bureau of Statistics of the
Book Paper Mannfacturers, Charles F. Moore, secretary of
the Bureau of Statistics, American Writing Paper Co., Dill
& Collins Co.. Diana Paper Co., New York & Pennsylvania
Co., Martin & Wm. IL. Nixon Paper Co., Oxford Paper Co.,
Ticonderoga Pulp & Paper Co., Tileston & IHollingsworth
Co., Wanaque River Paper Co., S. D. Warren & Co., West
Virginia Pulp & Paper Co., Bergestrom Paper Co., Bryant
Paper (‘o., Champion Coated Paper Co., Everett Pulp- &
Paper Co., Kimberly-Clark Co., King Paper Co., Lakeside
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Puper Co.. Mead Pulp & Paper Co., Miami Paper Co., Mon-
arch Paper Co., Rex Paper-Co., is in language as follows:

It is hereby stipulated and agreed, subject to the approval of the
Federal Trade Commission, by and between the trial counsel repre-
senting the Federal Trade Commission and the several respondents
represented by their counsel of record signatory hereto, that the
Federal Trade Commission shall enter the following order disposing
of this complaint

“ It i8 herchy ordered by the Federal Trade Commission

“(1) That the dissolution of the Bureau of Statistics of the Book
Puper Manufacturers, as set forth in the answers and amended
answers in this complaint, be and the same is hereby approved ;

“(II) That each and all of the respondents signatory hereto [here
insert in the order itself the numes of the stipulating respondents in
the formal order when made and entered of record] shall forever
cense and desist from continuing their respective memberships in
the said Bureau of Statistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers, or
from reorganizing the sald bureau, and shall not create or join or
become members of any such bureau or similar organization having
for its purpose the objects, or any of them, charged in the complaint
of this case as having heen the object of the said Bureau of Statistics,
and shall forever cease and desist from carrying on such activitics as
are charged in the complaint to have been carried on by the sald
burenu, and from engaging in any concerted movement (1) to
enhance prices of book-print paper, or (2) to malntuin such en-
hanced prices, or (3) to bring ubout substantial uniformity of such
prices, or (4) to effect or maintain such enhancement or such uniform-
ity of prices through the medium of telephone communication, or by
correspondence, or by personal meetings, or through other communica-
tions, or in any other manner whatsoever.

“(III) That the respondent Charles F. Moore be, and is herehy,
ordered to forever cease and deslst from continuing raid Bureau of
Statistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers, or from reorganizing
such bureau, or from creating, managing, conducting, working for
or becoming connected In any ecapacity with any other burean or
similar organization having for its purpose the objects charged in the
complaint as having been the objects of suid Burenu of Statlstices, or
simllar objects, and from belng connected with or assisting in any
concerted movement to enhunee prices of hook print puper or maintanin
such enhanced prices or to bring about substantial uniformity of
such prices or from niding and assisting in any eapacity In effecting
or malntaining such enhuncement or such uniformity of prices through
the medium of telephone communication or by correspondence or by
personal meetings or through other communications or In any other
manner whatsoever.”

Whercupon, upon the pleadings and the stipulations agreed
to and signed by the several respondents, on motion duly made
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and carried the stipulations were approved and the follow-
ing order disposing of said complaint as to each of said
stipulating respondents was made and entered :

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST.

1t is hereby ordered by the Federal Trade Commission—

(I) That the dissolution of the Bureau of Statistics of the
Book Paper Manufacturers, as set forth in the answers and
amended answers in this complaint, be, and the same is
hereby, approved.

(IT) That each and all of the respondents signatory
hereto, to wit, Bureau of Statistics of the Book Paper Manu-
facturers, Charles I. Moore, secretary of the Bureau of Sta-
tistics, American Writing Paper Co., Dill & Collins Co.,
Diana Paper Co., New York & Pennsylvania Co., Martin &
Wm. H. Nixon Paper Co., Oxford Paper Co., Ticonderoga
Pulp & Paper Co., Tileston & Hollingsworth Co., Wanaque
River Paper Co., S. D. Warren & Co., West Virginia Pulp
& Paper Co., Bergestrom Paper Co., Bryant Paper Co.,
Champion Coated Paper Co., Everctt Pulp & Paper Co.,
Kimberly-Clark Co., King Paper Co., Lakeside Paper Co.,
Mead Pulp & Paper Co., Miami Paper Co., Monarch Paper
Co., Rex Paper Co., shall forever cease and desist from con-
tinuing their respective memberships in the said Bureau of
Statistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers, or from reor-
ganizing the said bureau, and shall not create or join or
become members of any such bureau or similar organization
having for its purpose the objects, or any of them, charged
in the complaint of this case as having been the object of
the said Bureau of Statistics, and shall forever cease and
desist from carrying on such activities as are charged in
the complaint to have been carried on by the said bureau,
and from engaging in any concerted movement (1) to en-
hance prices of book-print paper, or (2) to maintain such
enhanced prices, or (3) to bring about substantial uni-
formity of such prices, or (4) to effect or maintain such
enhancement or such uniformity of prices through the
medium of telephone communication, or by correspondence,
or by personal mectings, or through other communications,
or in any other manner whatsoever.

(III)‘ That the respondent, Charles F. Moore, be, 'nm? is
hereby, ordered to forever cchse and desist from continuing
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said Burcau of Statistics of the Book Paper Manufacturers,
or from reorganizing such bureau, or from creating, manag-
ing, conducting, working for or becoming connected in any
capacity with any other bureau or similar organization hav-
ing for its purpose the objects charged in the complaint as
Laving been the objects of said Bureau of Statistics, or simi-
Iar objects, and from being connected with or assisting in
any concerted movement to enhance prices of boolk-print
paper, or maintain such enhanced prices, or to bring about
substantial uniformity of such prices, or from aiding and
assisting in any capacity in effecting or maintaining such
enhancement, or such uniformity of prices through the me-
dium of telephone communications, or by correspondence, or
by personal meetings, or through other communications, or
in any other manner whatsoever.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION » NATIONAL
BINDING MACHINE CO.

COMPLAINT IN TIIE MATTER OF TIHHE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF BEC-
TION § OF TIE ACT OF CONGRISS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 286, 1914,
AND OI TIIE VIOLATION OF SLCTION 3 OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS
APPROVED OCTOBER 15, 1914,

Docket No. 10.—December 31, 1917.
SyrLasvus.

Where a manufacturer of gummed-tape nolstening machines, also
dealing in gummed zealing tape for use in such machines,

) L

(a) purchased gummed secaling tape from manufacturers thereof,
upon the conditlon, agreement, or understanding that they should
not sell the same to any of its competitors;

(b) proposed to other manufacturers of gummed sealing tape to enter
into similar agreements, understandings, or contracts;

(¢) Interfered with customers of its competitors and endeavored to
coerce them Into ceasing to purchase such tape from its competitors
and into purchasing the same exclusively from it, by threatening
to institute and prosecute against them suits for the alleged in-
fringement of cortain patents clahmed to be owned by it, such
threats not being made fn good faith, Intending to bring such suits,
but for the purpuse of injuring competitors, by intimidating, co-
ercing, and driving awnay thelr customers;

(d) exacted, signed, and entered into, “license agreements” with
owners and users of competing tape-noistening machines, whereby
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such owners were permitted to continue the use thereof only upon
the condition that they purchased their supply of gummed sealing
tape exclusively from it;-

{e) advertised that it would institute suit for infringement of its
putents against all who applied gnmmed sealing tape by means of
its competitors’ machines, such threats not being made in good
faith, intending to bring such suits, but for the purpose of injuring
competitors by intimidating, coercing, and driving away their cus-
tomers:

Held, That the acts described constituted unfair methods of competi-
tion in violation of section 5 of the act of Septemnber 26, 1914

I1.

(7) leased gummed-tape moistening machines on the condition, ngree-
ment, or understanding that the lessees should use said machines
only with its gummed sealing tape and not with the tape of its
cumpetitors, and required the performance of such conditions, agree-
ments, or understandings by the lessees, with the effect that com-
petition in the manufacture and suale of gummed sealing tape bad
been and might be substantially lessened: )

Held, That such leases, under the circumstances set forth, constituted
violations of section 3 of the act of October 15, 1914.

COMPLAINT.

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to believe,
from a preliminary investigation miade, that the National
" Binding Machine Co., hereinafter referred to as the re-
spondent, has been and is using unfair methods of competi-
tion in interstate commerce in violation of the provisions of
section 5 of the act of Congress approved September 26,
1014, entitled “An act to create a I'ederal Trade Commis-
sion. to define its powers and duties. and for other purposes,”
and it appearing that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be to the interest of the public, issues this complaint,
stating its charges in that respect, on information and belief,
as follows:

I

Taragrarm 1. That the respondent, the National Binding
M:chine Co., is a corporation organized and existing under
and by virtue of the laws of the State of New York, having
its principal office and place of business at the city of New
York, in said State, and is now, and was at all the times here-
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inafter mentioned, engaged in manufacturing, selling, and
leasing, in interstate commerce, a patented gummed-tape
moistening machine called a “strip serving” or “binding”
machine, known to the trade as “the National DBinding
Machine,” and hereinafter so called, devised and used for
moistening gummed sealing tape for use in sealing pack-
ages of goods, wares, and merchandise; also in buying and
selling, in interstate commerce, large quantities of gummed
gealing tape.

Par. 2. That the Nashua Gummed & Coated Paper Co.,
of Nashua, N. H., and the Ideal Coated Paper Co., of Brook-
field, Mass., are large manufacturers of gummed sealing tape,
and that respondent, with the cffect of stifling and suppress-
ing competition in interstate commerce in the sale and dis-
tribution of such tape, is now purchasing, and for some time
past has purchased, gumimned sealing tape from said manu-
facturers in large quantities, upon the agreement, under-
standing, or condition that the said manufacturers shall not
sell gummed scaling tape to any competitor or competitors of
respondent; and that with the intent and purpose of stifling
and suppressing compctition in interstate commerce said
respondent has at numerous times and places proposed to
other manufacturers of gummed sealing tape to enter into
similar agreenients, understandings, or contracts with it.

Par. 3. That said respondent has, from time to time, inter-
fered, and still continues to interfere, with customers of its
competitors who use sealing-tape moistening machines other
than National Binding Machine, and has endeavored, and
continues to endeavor, to coerce them into ceasing to pur-
chase their supply of gummed sealing tape from its com-
petitors and into purchasing the same exclusively from it,
by threatening, in case of their failure to do so, and because
of such failure, to institute and prosecute suits against them
for the alleged infringement of certain patents on said
National Binding Machine claimed to be owned by it, and
that such threats are not made in good faith, for the purpose
of protecting respondent’s rights under said patents, but for
the purpose of intimidating the customers of competing
manufacturers and of injuring competitors by unfairly in-
timidating, coercing, and driving away their customers,
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Par. 4. That respondent has, from time to time, exacted,
signed, and entered into, and still continues to exact, sign,
and enter into so-called * license agreements” with the own-
ers and users of tape-moistening machines other than the
National Binding Machine, by the terms of which * license
agreements ” said owners and users of tape-moistening ma-
chines other than the National Binding Machine are permit-
ted to continue their use only upon the condition that they
shall purchase their supply of gummed sealing tape from the
respondents. ’

Par. 5. That with the purpose and intent of preventing
users of gummed tape from buying it from respondent’s com-
petitors, respondent has, from time to time, widely adver-
tised, and still continues so to advertise, by means of circu-
lars to the trade and otherwise, that it will institute suits for
infringement of its patents on the National Binding Ma-
chine, against all users of gummed sealing tape who apply
the same by means of some tape-moistening machine other
than the National Binding Machine; and that such threats
are not made in good faith, for the purpose of protecting
respondent’s rights under its patents, but for the purpose of
intimidating the customers of competing manufacturers and
of injuring competitors by unfairly intimidating, coercing,
and driving away their custoniers.

Par. 6. That by reason of the unfair methods of competi-
tion in commnierce above set forth other manufacturers of,
and dealers in, gummed sealing tape have been, and are be-
ing, injured in their business.

11.

And the Federal Trade Conimission, having reason to be-
lieve, from a preliminary investigation made, that the Na-
tional Binding Machine Co., hereinafter referred to as the
respondent, has violated, and is violating, the provisions of
section 8 of the act of Congress approved October 15, 1914,
entitled “ An act to supplement existing laws against unlaw-
ful restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes,” fur-
ther complains against respordent, stating its charges in
that respect, on information and belief, as follows:

Paracrarm 1. That the respondent, the National Binding
Muchine Co., is a corporation organized and existing under
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and by virtue of the laws of the State of New York, having
its principal office and place of business at the city of New
York, in said State, and is now, and was at all the times here-
inafter mentioned, engaged in manufacturing, selling, and
leasing, in interstate commerce, a patented gummed-tape
moistening machine, called a “strip serving” or “binding”
machine, known to the trade as the “ National Birding Ma-
chine,” and lereinafter so called, devised and used for mois-
tening gummed sealing tape for use in sealing package of
goods, wares, and merchandise; also in buying and selling,
in interstate commerce, large quantities of gummed sealing
tape.

Par. 2. That the respondent, for several years last past,
in the course of interstate commerce, hias sold and made con-
tracts for sale, and is now selling and making contracts for
sule, of large quantities of gmnmed sealing tape for use, con-
sumption, or resale within the United States, and has fixed,
and is now fixing, a price charged therefor, on the condition,
agreement, or understanding that the purchasers thereof
shall not use or deal in the gummed sealing tape, or other
commodities, of a competitor or competitors of respondent;
and that the effect of such sales or contracts for sale, condi-
tions, agreements, or understandings, may be, and is, to sub-
staniially lessen competition and to tend to create a monopoly
in the gummed sealing tape industry.

Par. 8. That for several years immediately prior to Octo-
ber 15, 1914, respondent, in the course of interstate commerce,
generally engaged in the practice of leasing, for use within
the United States, large numbers of said National Binding
Machines, and fixed a price charged therefor, on the condi-
tion, agreement, or understanding that the lessce might use
said machine only with the gummed sealing tape of respond-
ent, or purchased of the respondent, and that the lessee
should not use with or upon said machines the gummed seal-
ing tape of a competitor or competitors of respondent; that
ever since the leasing of said machines, as aforesaid, respond-
ent has been, and now is, requiring the performance by the
lessee of the condition, agreement, or understanding on
which said leases were so made; and that the effect of such
leases and of such conditions, agreements, or understandings,
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and of the enforcement thereof, may be, and is, to substan-
tially lessen competition and to tend to create a monopoly
in the gumined sealing tape industry.

Par. 4. That ever since the 15th day of October, 1914, the
sald respondent has continued, and still continues, the prac-
tice of leasing its National Binding Machines in the same
manner and on the same condition, agreement, or understand-
ing as set forth in the foregoing paragraph 3, and is now and
ever since the leasing of said machines, as aforesaid, has been
requiring the performance on the part of the lessees of the
said conditions, agreements, or understandings on which said
leases were made; and that the effect of such leases and of
such conditions, agreements, or understandings and of the
enforcement thercof may be, and is, to substantially lessen
competition and to tend to create a monopoly in the gummed
sealing tape industry.

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND
ORDER.

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served
its complaint herein, wherein it alleged that it had reason
to believe that the above-named respondent, the National
Binding Machine Co., has been and now is using unfair
methods of competition in interstate commerce in violation
of the provisions of section 5 of the act of Congress approved
September 26, 1914, entitled “ An act to create a Federal
Trade Cominission, to define its powers and duties, and for
other purposes,” and that a proceeding by it in that respect
would be to the interest of the public, and further alleged
that it had reason to believe that said respondent, the Na-
tional Binding Machine Co., has violated and is violating
the provisions of section 3 of the act of Congress approved
October 15, 1914, entitled, “ An act to supplement existing
laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for
other purposes,” and fully stating its charges in those re-
spects, and the respondent having entered its appearance by
Lucius E. Varney, Esq., its attorney, and having stipulated
of record that the Commission might forthwith proceed to
make its findings and order disposing of this proceeding,

147430°—20—4
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the Commission makes its report and findings as to the facts
and conclusions.

FINDINGS A8 TO THE FACTS,

(1) That the respondent, the National Binding Machine
Co., is a corporation organized and existing under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York, having its
principal office and place of business at the city of New
York, in said State, and is now, and was at all the times
hercinafter mentioned, engaged in manufacturing, selling,
and leasing, in interstate commmerce, a patented gummed-
tape moistening machine called a “strip serving” or “ bind-
ing” machine, known to the trade as the “ National Bind-
ing Machine” devised and used for moistening gummed
sealing tape for use in sealing packages of goods, wares, and
merchandise; also in buying and selling, in interstate com-
merce. large quantities of gummed sealing tape.

(2) That said gummed scaling tape is bought, sold and
distributed, and said gummed-tape moistening machines are
leased and distributed, by respondent in interstate com-
merce, to many customers in various States, in direct com-
petition with manufacturers and dealers in such commerce
in similar commoditiés.

(3) That respondent is now purchasing, and for some
time past has purchased, gummed sealing tape from the
Nashua Gummed & Coated Paper Co., of Nashua, N. H., and
the Ideal Coated Paper Co., of Brookfield, Mass., in large
quantities, upon the agreement, understanding or condition
that said manufacturers shall not sell gummed sealing tape
to any competitor or competitors of respondent; and that
said respondent has at numerous times and places proposed
to other manufacturers of gummed sealing tape to enter into
similar agreements, understandings, or contracts with it.

(4) That respondent has, from time to time, interfered,
and continues to interfere, with customers of its competi-
tors who use sealing tape-moistening machines other than
National Binding Machines, and has endeavored, and con-
tinues to endeavor, to coerce them into ceasing to purchase
their supply of gummed sealing tape from its competitors
and into purchasing the same exclusively from it, by threat-
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ening, in case of their failure so to do, and because of such
failure, to institute and prosecute suits against them for the
alleged infringement of certain patents on said National
Binding Machine claimed to be owned by it, which threats
were and are not made in good faith for the purpose of
protecting respondent’s rights under said patents, but for
the purpose of intimidating the customers of competing
manufacturers and of injuring competitors by unfairly in-
timidating, cocrcing, and driving away their customers.

(5) That respondent has, from time to time exacted,
signed, and entered into, and still continues to exact, sign,
and enter into so-called *license agreements” with the
owners and users of tape-moistening machines other than the
National Binding Machine, by the terms of which “license
agreements ” said owners and users of tape-moistening ma-
chines other than the National Binding Machine are per-
mitted to continue their use only upon the condition that
they shall purchase their supply of gummed sealing tape
from respondent.

(6) That with the purpose and intent of preventing users
of gummed tape from buying it from respondent’s competi-
tors, respondent has, from time to time, widely advertised,
and still continues so to advertise, by means of circulars to
the trade and otherwise, that it will institute suits for in-
fringement of its patents on the National Binding Machine,
against all users of gummed sealing tape who apply the same
by means of tape-moistening machines other than the Na-
tional Binding Machine; and that such threats are not made
in good faith, for the purpose of protecting respondent’s
rights under its patents, but for the purpose of intimidating
the customers of competing manufacturers and of injuring
competitors by unfairly intimidating, coercing, and driving
away their customers.

(7) That the conditions or restrictions imposed by re-
spondent in the sale of its gummed sealing tape and its plan
of marketing such tape, herein found to be generally used
by respondent (a) have compelled and may compel pur-
chasers and users of such gummed sealing tape to purchase
their supply of same from respondent exclusively, and at
Prices substantially higher than prices at which gummed
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sealing tape of competitors of respondent may be purchased;
and (b) do prevent and may prevent competing manufac-
turers from selling their gumimed sealing tape for use with
respondent’s binding machines.

(8) That for several years immediately prior to October
15, 1914, respondent, in the course of interstate commerce,
generally engaged in the practice of leasing, for use within
the United States, large numbers of said National Binding
Machines, on the condition, agreement, or understanding
that the lessee might use said machine only with the gummed
sealing tape of respondent, or purchased of the respondent,
and that the lessee should not use with or upon said ma-
chine the gummed sealing tape of a competitor or competi-
tors of respondent; that ever since the leasing of said ma-
chines, as aforesaid, respondent has been, and now is, re-
quiring the performance by the lessecs of the condition,
agreement, or understanding on which said leases were so
made,

(9) That the conditions or restrictions imposed by re-
spondent in the leasing of its binding machines, herein found
to be generally used by respondent, () have compelled and
do compel lessees and users of such binding machine to pur-
chase gummed sealing tape exclusively from respondent, and
at prices substantially higher than prices at which gummed
sealing tape of competitors of respondent, satisfactory to
many of such purchasers and users, could have been and can
now be purchased; (b) have prevented and do prevent com-
peting manufacturers from seclling their gummed sealing
tape for use with National Binding Machines leased by re-
spondent; and (c¢) have prevented and do prevent dealers
from selling gummed sealing tape of competitors of respond-
ent, and in particular, have prevented and do prevent dealers
from selling such gummed sealing tape of competitors of
respondent for use with respondent’s binding machines.

(10) That in December, 1915, respondent had under lease
in the United States approximately 15,000 National Binding
Machines; that in the year 1915 it controlled, in money value
of sales, approximately 38 per cent of the commerce in the
United States in gummed sealing tape; and that such num-
ber of machines represents substantially the present number
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of its binding machines now under lease, and such percent-
age represents substantially the present ratio of respondent’s
business in gummed sealing tape to the total business and
commerce done in the United States in such commodity.

CONCLUSIONS.

(1) That the methods of competition set forth in para-
graphs 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the foregoing findings as to the facts,
and each and all of them, are under the circumstances therein
set forth, unfair methods of competition in interstate com-
merce in violation of the provisions of section 5 of the act of
Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled “ An act to
create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and
duties, and for other purposes.”

(2) That the acts and practices set forth in paragraphs 7,
8,9, and 10 of the foregoing findings as to the facts, and each
and all of them are, under the circumstances therein set
forth, violations of section 3 of the act of Congress approved
October 15, 1914, entitled “ An act to supplement existing
laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for
other purposes,” in that their effect has been, is, and may be
to substantially lessen competition and tend to create a
monopoly in interstate commerce in the manufacture and
sale of such gummed sealing tape.

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST,

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served
its complaint herein, and the respondent having entered its
appearance by Lucius E. Varney, Esq., its attorney, and hav-
ing stipulated of record that the Commission might forth-
with proceed to make its findings and order disposing of this
canse, and the Commission on the date hereof having made
and filed a report containing its findings as to the facts and
its conclusions that the respondent has violated section 5 of
the act of Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled
“ An act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its
powers and dutles, and for other purposes,” and section 8 of
the act of Congress approved October 15, 1914, entitled * An
act to supplement existing laws against unlawful re-traints
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and monopolies, and for other purposes,” which said report
is hereby referred to and made a part hereof: Therefore

1t is ordered, That the respondent, the National Binding
Machine Co., forthwith cease and desist from—

(1) Purchasing gummed sealing tape from the Nashua
Gummed & Coated Paper Co., of Nashua, N. H,, and the
Ideal Coated Paper Co., of Brookfield, Mass., upon the
agreement, condition, or understanding that said manufac-
turers shall not sell gummed sealing tape to any competitor
or competitors of respondent; and from proposing to other
manufacturers of gummed sealing tape to enter into similar
agrecments, understandings, or contracts with it;

(2) from interfering with the customers of its competitors
who use sealing tape-moistening machines other than Na-
tional Binding Machines, and from endeavoring to coerce
them into ceasing to purchase their supply of gummed seal-
ing tape from its competitors and into purchasing the same
exclusively from it, by threatening, in case of their failure so
to do, and because of such failure, to institute and prosecute
suits against them for the alleged infringement of certain
patents on said National Binding Machine claimed to be
owned by it, such threats not being made in good faith for
the purpose of protecting respondent’s rights under said
patents, but for the purpose of intimidating the customers of
competing manufacturers and of injuring competitors by
unfairly intimidating, coercing, and driving away their
customers;

(8) from exacting, signing, or entering into so-called
“license agreements” with the owners and users of tape-
moistening machines other than the National Binding Ma-
chine, by the terms of which “license agreements” said
owners and users of tape-moistening machines other than the
National Binding Machine are permitted to continue their
use only upon the condition that they shall purchase their
supply of gummed sealing tape from respondent;

(4) from advertising, by means of circulars to the trade
or otherwise, that it will institute suits for infringement of
its patents on the National Binding Machine against all
users of gummed sealing tape who apply the same by means
of some tape-moistening machine other than the National
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Binding Machine, such threats not being made in good faith
for the purpose of protecting respondent’s rights under its
patents, but for the purpose of intimidating the customers of
competing manufacturers and of injuring competitors by
unfairly intimidating, coercing, and driving away their cus-
tomers.

(5) from leasing said National Binding Machine and
fixing a price charged therefor, on the condition, agreement,
or understanding that the lessee is to use said machine only
with the gummed sealing tape of respondent or purchased of
respondent, and that the lessee shall not use with or upon
said machine the gummed sealing tape of a competitor or
competitors of respondent, and from requiring the perform-
ance by the lessees of the conditions, agreements, or under-
standings on which such leases have been heretofore made.

Provided, That with respect to paragraph 5 only of this
order, the respondent, the National Binding Machine Co., is
hereby granted not to exceed 60 days from the date hereof
within which to readjust and make such changes in its
methods of leasing, selling, handling and dealing in said
National Binding Machine as will make its conduct and prac-
tices in that behalf conform to the requirements of this order.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
V.

ASSOCIATION OF FLAG MANUFACTURERS OF
AMERICA, HAROLD M. TURNER, CHAIRMAN OF
THE ASSOCIATION OF FLAG MANUFACTURERS
OF AMERICA, ET AL.

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SEC-

TION 5 OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS, APPROVED SBEPTEMBER 26,
1914,

Docket No. 18.—3nnuury 20, 1018.
SYLLABUS.

Where certaln  corporations, partnerships, and individuals engaged
in the manufacture and sale of American flags formed a voluntary
unincorporated association, of which another individual, not a flag
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manufacturer, was the chairman and principal organizer, one of
the objects of said assoclation being to engage in a concerted move-
ment to enhance the prices of American flags and to maintaln such
enhanced prices and bring about a general uniformity therein:

Ordered, (1) That said corporations, partnerships, and individuals,
manufacturers of flags and members of sald association, cease and
degist from continuing their membership therein, or from creating,
Joining, or becoming members of any organization having similar
purposes, or from carrying on activitles similar to those charged
to have been carried on by sald association, or to engage in any
concerted movenient to enhance or maintain the prices of flags or to
bring about a general uniformity thereln; and (2) that said indi-
vidual chairman and principal organizer cease and desist from any
connection with sald association and from creating, managing, work-
ing for, or becoming connected with that or any other organization
baving similar objects.

COMPLAINT.

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to believe,
from a preliminary investigation made by it, that the Asso-
ciation of Flag Manufacturers of America; Harold M. Tur-
ner, chairman of the Association of Flag Manufacturers of
America; American Flag Co.; Annin & Co.; De Grauw,
Aymar & Co.; C. D. Durkee & Co.; Andrew Mills & Sons;
Rehm & Co.; H. Channon Co.; Chicago Flag & Decorating
Co.; M. G. Copeland Co.; John C. Dettra & Co.; Emerson
Manufacturing Co.; Wm. H. Horstmann Co.; National Flag
Co.; R. J. Patton Co.; U. S. Flag Co.; J. E. Scott Co.; Sigs-
bee & Co. ; Collegeville Flag Co.; American Flag Manufactur-
ing Co.; and H. O. Stansbury & Co., all of whom are herein-
after referred to as respondents, have been, and are using
unfair methods of competition in interstate commerce in viola-
tion of the provisions of section 5 of the act of Congress ap-
proved Scptember 26, 1914, entitled “An act to create a Fed-
eral Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and
for other purposes,” and it appearing that a proceeding by it
in respect thereof would be to the interest of the public, issues
this complaint, stating its charges in that respect as follows:

1. That all of the said respondents, except the Association
of Flag Manufacturers of America, American Flag Manu-
facturing Co., Collegeville Flag Co., Rehm & Co., U. S. Flag
Co., and Harold M. Turner, chairman of the Association of
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Flag Manufacturers of America, are corporations organized
and existing, under and by virtue of the laws of their respec-
tive States, and having their principal offices and places of
business as hereinafter designated:

Organired under
Name. the laws of— Principal office at—
Amerfcan Flag Co................ New York.......... New York City,
Amnin & Co....oiviiiiiiinnnnncelonen. [ 7 YN Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Chieago, Il.
Do.
‘Washington, D. O,
John O, Dettra& Co_............ Pennsylvania.......] Osks, Pa.
Emaerson Manufacturing Co...... California...........}] 8an Francisco.
Wm. H. Horstmann Co.,.. Pennsylvani .] Philadelphia.
§ational Flag Co Ohfo... Cincinnatl, Ohfo.
. J. Patton Co. ....do. Do.
Y. F. Seott Co... Michigan, .| Detroit, Mich,
Blgsbee & Co........... ...| Massachusetts, ..| Ayer, Mass.
H. O, Stansbury & Co. ... ... Pennsylvania....... Philadelphia, Pa.

That the Association of Flag Manufacturers of America is
an unincorporated association composed of the various re-
spondent concerns, . partnerships, and corporations named,
and has its principal oflice at 62 Leonard Street, New York
City.

That Harold M. Turner is chairman of the Association of
Flag Manufacturers of America, and has his principal of-
fice at 62 Leonard Street, New York City.

That the remaining respondents are described as follows:

American Flag Manufacturing Co. is a private concern,
owned by W. J. Heller, doing business under the name and
style of American Flag Manufacturing Co., Easton, Pa.

Collegeville Flag Co. is a private concern, owned by S. D.
Qomish, doing business under the name and style of College-
ville Flag Co., Collegeville, Pa.

Rehm & Co. is a partnership, composed of Carl Rehm and
Geo. E. Koch, doing business under the firm name and style
of Rehm & Co,, New York City.

U. 8. Flag Co. is a partnership, composed of A. J. Buerger
and Jos. Knecht, doing business under the name U. S. Flag
Co., Cincinnati, Ohio.

2. That the several respondent concerns are now, and were
at all times hereinafter mentioned, engaged generally and
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extensively in manufacturing and selling American flags in
commerce among the several States and Territories of the
United States.

3. That the respondents, members and ex-members of the
Association of Flag Manufacturers, manufacture and sell by
far the greater portion of the entire output of American flags
made and sold within the United States. That the said in-
dustry represents an aggregate business of approximately
two and one-half million dollars sales annually.

4. That the respondents, either as individuals or as mem-
bers of said association, have for more than three years last
past, both individually and as members of said association,
been and now are engaged in a concerted movement to un-
duly enhance the prices of American flags and to maintain
such enhanced prices, and to bring about a general uniform-
ity of such prices. Such enhancement and general uniform-
ity has been effected by meetings, correspondence, and other
means of intercommunication between respondents, members
and ex-members of said association, among themselves, and
between such respondents and the said association and its
chairman, Harold M. Turner.

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND
ORDER.

It appearing from the complaint and answers on file that
the respondent Association of Flug Manufacturers of Ainer-
ica was a voluntary association composed of the several com-
mercial respondents, and that the respondent Harold M.
Turner acted as chairman, and it appearing further that
such association has ceased its activities; therefore, the Com-
mission finds as a fact that the Association of Flag Manu-
fucturers of America has ceased to exist and it is dissolved:

Wherefore, the cause of complaint as to said respondent is
abated.

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESINT,

It is hereby ordcred by the Federal Trade Commission—
That each and all of the respondents signatory hersto, to
wit, American Flag Co., Annin & Co., Degrauw, Aymar &
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Co., C. D. Durkee & Co., Andrew Mills & Sons, Rehm & Co.,
H. Channon Company, Chicago Flag & Decorating Co., M.
G. Copeland Co., John C. Dettra & Co., Emerson Manu-
facturing Co., Wm. H. Horstmann Co., U. S. Flag Co., J. E.
Scott Co., Sigsbee & Co., Collegeville Flag Co., American
Flag Manufacturing Co., and H. O. Stansbury & Co., shall
forever cease and desist from continuing their respective
memberships in the said Association of Flag Manufacturers
of America or from reorganizing said association or from
creating or joining or becoming member of any such associa-
tion or similar organization having for its purpose the ob-
jects or any of them charged in the complaint in this case
as having been the objects of the said Association of Flag
Manufacturers of America, or carrying on such activities as
are charged in the complaint to have been carried on by the
said Association of Flag Manufacturers of America, and
shall not engage in any concerted movement (a) to enhance
prices of American flags, or (0) to maintain such enhanced
prices, or (c) to bring about a general uniformity of such
prices, and (d) from effecting or maintaining such enhance-
ments or such uniformity of prices through the medium of
telephonic communication or telegraphic communication or
by correspondence or by personal meetings or through other
communications or in any other manner whatsoever.
) And it appearing that the respondent Harold M. Turner
18 not a flag manufacturer, and that his connection with said
Association of Flag Manufacturers of America was as chair-
man thereof, gnd substantially under the circumstances as
set forth in his answer herein

1t is, therefore, further ordered that said respondent
Harold M. Turner be, and he hereby is, ordered to forever
cease and desist from any connection with said Association
?f Flag Manufacturers of America or from creating, manag-
ing, conducting, working for or becoming connected in any
capacity with any other association or similar organization
having for itg purpose the objects charged in the complaint
as having been the objects of the said Association of Flag
Manufacturers of America or any similar objects, or from
being connected with or assisting in any acts of a similar
nature or having identical or similar objects.
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