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and special information intended only for bona fide customers 
and bona fide prospective customers; provided, that nothing 
herein contained shall be taken to prohibit such requests 
where di!'closures are made by the parties making them of 
their connection with or their acting for respondent. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION v. GEORGE 
MUENCH. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF 

SECTION 11, 01<' THE ACT OF CONGUESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 
26, 1{)14. 

Do<:ket No. 122.-1\farch 26, 1919. 
SYLLAilUS. 

Whe1·e an 1nd1vlduul engnged In the mnnufacture and repairing of 
machinery gave and otTered to give an employee of a customer, 
without the knowledge and consent of his employer, sums of 
moBl'y, as an Inducement for him to Influence his employer to 
purchase his goods or to refrain from dealing with his competitors: 

Held, That such payments and offers to pay, uuder the circumstances 
set forth, constituted an unfair method of competition in violation 
of se<:tlon 5 of the act of September 26, 1014. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation made by it, that George 
Muench, hereinafter referred to as respondent, has been for 
more than a year last past, using unfair wethods of compe­
tition in interstate commerce in violation of the provisions 
of section 5 of an act of Congress approved September 26, 
1914, entitled, "An act to create a Federal Trade Commis-· 
sian, 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 be­
lief as follows: 

PARAGRAPH 1. Thnt the respondent, George Muench, is a 
resident of the State of Connrcticut, having his principul 
factory, office, and place of business located at the city of 
Stamford, in said State, now and for more thnn one year 
lAst past engaged in manufacturing and sl'lling various kinds 
of mnchinery throughout the States and Territories of the 
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United States, and that at all times hereinafter mentioned, 
the re:;pondent has carried on and conducted such business 
in direct competition with other persons, firms, copartner­
ships and corporations manufacturing and selling like 
products. 

PAR. 2. That in the course of his business of manufac­
turning and selling machinery throughout the States of the 
United States and the Territories thereof, the respondent, 
for more than one year last past, has been systematically and 
on a large scale, giving and offering to give to employees of 
both his customers and prospectiYe customers, as an induce­
lll<>nt to influence their employers to purchase or contmct to 
purchase from the respondent machinery, without other 
consideration therefor, gratuities such as liquor, cigar:;, 
meals, theater tickets~ valuable presents and entertainment. 

PAR. 3. That in the course of his business of manufac­
turing nnd selling machinery throughout the States and 
Tenitories of the United States, the respondent, for more 
than one year la:;t past, has been systematically, on a large 
scale, secretly paying and offering to pay to employees of 
both his customers and prospective customers, and his com­
petitors' customers and prospective customers, without the 
know ledge and consent of their employers, and without other 
consideration therefor, large sums of money as an induce­
lllent to influence their said employers to purchase or con­
tract to pmchase from the respondent machinery or to in­
fluence such customers to refrain from dealing or contracting 
to deal with competitors of the respondent. 

PAR. 4. That in the course of his business of manufactur­
ing and se1ling machinery throughout the States and Terri­
tories of the United States, the respondent, for more than 
one year last past has been, systematically and on a large 
seale, secretly loaning and offering to loan to employees of 
both its customers and prospecti,·e customers, and his com­
petitors' customers and prospective customers, without the 
knowledge and consent of tlwir employc>rs, and without 
other consideration therefor. large sums of money as an in­
dueement to influence their said employers to purchase from 
the respondent nmchim'.ry, or to influence such cnstDJners to 
refrain from dealing or contraeting to deal with the com­
petitors of the re~poi1dent. 
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REPORT, FIXDIXGS AS TO THE FACT8, AND 
ORDER. 

The Fe<lPrul Tr:Hle Commission, having reason to heline 
that the a!Ju,·e-n;t!lll'tlresponclent, George .Jiuench, has been, 
"'ithin the t\YO years last pasL using unfair nwtlwds of com­
petition in interstate cmumerce, in Yiolation of the pro\'isions 
of section 5 of an act of Congress appro\'ed September 26, 
10H, entitlt••.l "An act to create a Federal Tratle Commission, 
to <lefine its powers and duties, a11Ll for othe1· pmposes," and 
that a proceeding hy it in that re:->pcct would he to the interrst 
of the puJ,lic, and fully stating its charges in that re~pPet. 
and the rrspondent haYing entered his aptwarance by X. C. 
Do\\"ns, his attonwy, and haYing filL·d his answer, admitting 
that certain of the !Hatters and things alh•gl•d in said com­
plaint are true in the lllanner and form tlll'rein st:>t forth. and 
denying otlt••rs therein contained, aml the Cmninission hav­
ing offt•n•d te:::.timony in support of its chargPs in said com­
plaint, nml the rrSJHIIltknt haYing wai\"1~11 thP right to oll'er 
testimony in his behalf, and the attornPys fm· the Commi:-;sion 
and respo111lPnt having snlnnittPd their briefs as to the Ia w 
and the facts; now, therefore, The Federal Tm,]c Conuuis­
sion makes and rntl•rs this. its report, stating it;-; finding;-; as 
to the facts and it;; condnsions. 

Fl:\'IH:\OS AS TO TilE FACTS, 

P,\JHC:Il.\PH 1. That said rcspm11lt>nt, GPorgc :\furnch, is n 
residt·nt of the State of Conn•·ctient, and has a machine shop 
nnd ollice in the city of :-:;binford. in said State. and is no~· 
nn<l at all tin1es hP;·,•inaft\'l' mentioned, was engag,·t! in the 
lnisin(';-;s of n•pairing- maehinl•r,v nnd manufact11ring to order 
antl Hillier contract, s]wcial m:ichinery, including shaftings 
for ll'iP on hmnze pow• let· lllachin••s, :1!Hl that s:t id respowlent. 
CJen!·ge ~ltteJwh, is not ,!!l'IIPr:dly en~agcd in intl't'stnte com­
merct', not In ,·in" I!l<lllllfacturell anv machinPrv or donl' nnY 
repair work to llc':Itipped out of the .S.tate of (',;nneetic11t into 
any othrr State of Tenitory of the UnitPd St:ttes except one 
shiplllL'Ilt into the State of l\•nnsyh·aniu in the ,Vl':tl' l!H6~ 
but said respondent, (jt'orgc ~1lH'JtCh, is now·anrl nt :til tin.H'S 
hereinafter mentioned has been engaged in competition w1th 



FEDERAL TRADE COM.'.l!SSION DECISIO~.;s, 373 

other perr-;ons, firms, copartnerships, aml corporations, which 
last named. were and. are engaged in the manufacture and sale 
of like products in interstate commerce. 

PAn. 2. That said. respondent, George l\Iuench, in the 
course of his business, for more than two years last past has 
Lcen systematically and on a large scale secretly paying to 
one Maximillian J. Fuchs, an employee of the firm of Baer 
Bros., of i\ew York City. a customer of said respondent, 
without the knowleLlge and consent of said Baer Bros., and 
without any other consideration therefor, large sums of 
money as an inducement to influence the said customer, Baer 
Bros., to purchase certain machinery and shafting from the 
said respondent, or to influence said customer, Baer Bros., 
to refrnin from dealing or contmcting to deal with the com­
petitors of said respondent, and that said l\Jaximillinn J. 
Fuchs was the Pmployee dt>legated Qy said Tiner Bros. to 
decide upon and select the machinery and shafting to be pnr­
chas<>d for said Bucr Bros., and also was dclegatcd to select 
the party from whom said machinery and shafting should be 
purchased. 

PAR. 3. That the said sums of money given as aforesaid 
caused the said customer, Bner Bros., to refrain from dealing 
or contracting to deal with a competitor or competitors of 
said respondent. 

CONCLUSIONS, 

That the methods set forth in the foregoing findings of 
fact, under the circumstances therein set forth, are unfair 
methods of competition, in violation of the pro,·isions of 
section 5 of an art of Congress approved September 26, 1914, 
entitlt'd "An art to cn·ate a Federal Trade Commission, to 
defhte its powers and duties, and for other purposes." 

ORIJFfl TO CF.ASE A:ND DESIST. 

Tht' F<>deral Trnde Commission, having issued and served 
its C<Hllplaint herein, and the respondent, George Muench, 
having entered his nppParance by N. C. Downs, Esq., his 
nttomcy, awl thert'nfler the Commisc.;ion having offered 
testimony in support of its chargPs in said complaint, and 
respond(•nt having "·ain'd all right to offer testimony in his 
behalf, and the attorneys for the Commission and the re-
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spondent having submitted briefs as to the law and facts 
in said proceeding, and the Commission having made and 
entered its report stating its findings as to the facts and 
its conclusions, that the respondent has violated section 5 
of an act of Congress approYed Septemhel' 26, 1914:, entitled 
"An act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, and for other pul'po>ies," which said re­
lJOrt is hereby referred to and made a part hereof: Now, 
therefore, 

It is ordered: That the respondent~ George Muench, and 
his agrnts. representatives, sernnts. and employees, cease 
and dPsist from dirPetly or indil'retly-

(1) Oi,·in,g or offering to give to the employees of his 
customers or prospPctive customet·s, or those of his com­
petitors' customel's or prospective customers, as an induce­
ment to influence theil' employers to purchase or to contract 
to purchase from the respondent, George Muench, ma­
chinery and machine parts and shafting without other con­
sideration thet·efor. gratuities, such as money, cash bonuses, 
commissions, cigars, meals, valuable presents, and other per­
sonal property. 

(2) Giving or offering to give to employees of his cus­
tomers or prospective customers, or those of his competitors' 
customers or prospective customers, as an inducement to in­
fluence their employers to purchnse or to contract to purchase 
from the respondent machinery and machine parts and 
shafting, etc., without other consideration therefor, entertain­
ment, consisting of amusements or diversions of any kind 
whatsoever. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION v. THE LASSO 
PICTURES CO. 

COl\lPLAI~T IN THE l\IA1'Tt;R OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF 

SECTION 6 OF .\N ACT OE' CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 

26, 1014. 

Doclcet No. 2::!2.-Murch 20, 1919. 
BYI.L\BUS. 

Wlwre a concern Png-n~Pd in producing, lensing, nnd &'('lllng motion· 
picture films acquired eertnln films previously displayed to the 
puollc by othet·s, und, with Intent and e!Tect of deceiving and mis-
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leading the public and of Injuring competitors, changed the names 
and titles of the films so outnlned, and sold, leased, and ot'l'ered the 
same for sale un<lt>r new names and titles, for exhibition as new 
und original films: 

Held, That the relabeling and sale of old films, under the circumstances 
set forth, constituted an unfah· method of competition In violation 
of section 5 of the act of September :!13, 1914. 

CO~IPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe, 
from a preliminary investigation made by it, that the Lasso 
Pictures Co., hereinafter referred to as respondent, has been 
and is using unfair methods of competition in interstate 
commerce in violation of the provisions of Sl'ction 5 of an 
act of Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled ".An 
act to create a Federal Trude 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 on information and belief as follows: 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, The Lasso Pictures 
Co., is a corporation organized, existing, and doing business 
under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New York, 
with its principal offices and pl!tce of business located at the 
city of New York, in said State, now and at all times herein­
after mentioned engnged in the business of producing, leas­
ing, and st>lling motion pictures gPnerally in commerce 
throughout the various States of the United States, the 
Territories thereof, and the District of Columbia, in com­
petition with other persons, firms, c.opartnerships, and cor­
porations similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. That the respondent, The Lasso Pictures Co., with 
its office and principal place of business located at the city 
of ~ew York, State of New York, in the conduct of its busi­
ness purchases and enters into contracts of purchase for cer­
tain motion-picture films in the different States and Terri­
tories of the United StatPs, transporting the same through 
other States of the United States in and to the city of New 
York, State of New York, the same being continuously 
ll1Med to, from, and among other States and Territories of 
tlw United States and the District of Columbia, and there is 
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continuously and has been at all times hereinafter mentionetl 
a constant current of trade and commerce in said motion-pic­
ture films between and among the various States of the 
United States, the Territories thereof, and the District of 
Columbia, and especially to and through the city of New 
York, State of New York, and therefrom to and through the 
othct· States of the Unitell States, the Territories thereof, and 
the District of Columbia. 

P.\H. 3. That within the year last past the respondent, the 
Lasso Pictures Co., with the purpose, intent, and effect of 
stifling and suppressing competition in the motion-picture 
industry in interstate commerce, has secur('d certain motion­
picture films which ha\'c bc('n exhil,itl•d all<l displayetl to the 
public Ly motion-picture exhibitors prior to the date re­
spondent secured same, and that respondent changes the title 
and names of said motion-picture films, sells, leases, and 
offers for sale such old films for exhibition under new names 
and titles as new nnd original motion-picture films; that 
the exhibiting of sueh rt>named and retitled pictures 11s 
aforesaid is calculated and designed to unci Joe..,; defraud 
11ml deceive the exhibitors and general public, and mislead 
them int{) the belief that said picture films are new and 
original and were never before exhibited or produced. 

HEPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO TilE FACT~, AND 
OI:DER. 

The Fedrml Tradt~ Commi~sion, having reason to beliHe 
that the abo\'e-nauwd respondent-;.;, .Jacob 'Veinhcrg nn<l 
,Joseph M. Goldst('in, copnrtnl'r:-> doin~ busirwss under the 
trade n!uue and style of Lasso Film:->, have been, within the 
two years last past u~ing unfair methods of compl'tition in 
interstate cOIIJIJICl'Ce in \' iolntion of the pro\· isions of sect ion 
5 of an net of Con~rcss, approved Septembt•r 2G, lDI-1, en­
titled "An net to create a Federal Trade Commission, to 
define its poWI'I'S n nd dnt ies and for oth<•r purposes," and 
that lL proceeding by it in tlmt rPspeet would be to the in­
terest of the public and fully stating its charges in that 
resp<'ct; nnd the resporH!Pnts ha\'ing entrrPcl their appear­
ance Ly llcl'llHlll J. Hubenstcin, tlwir attorney July author-
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ized and empowered to act in the premises. and having filed 
tlwir answer admitting that certain of the matters and 
thinp-s allegrd in >mid complaint arc true in the manner and 
fomt therein set forth. antltlenying others therein contained, 
and thereafter having made and executed an agreed state­
ment of facts. which has lwcn heretofore filed in which it is 
stipulated and agret•d by the respomlrnts that the Federal 
Tradt• Commission shall take such agreed statement of facts 
as evidence in this case antl in lieu of testimony, and shall 
forthwith tlwreupon make its rc·port stating its findings as to 
the facts, it..o conelu,;ions, and its order disposing of this 
proceeding, without the introduction of testimony or the 
pn•<,pntation of argument; therefore, the Federal 'l'mde 
Commission now makes nn!l <>ntPrs this its report stating its 
findings as to the facts and its conclusions. 

FINJ>l~GS AS TO TilE l'ACTS. 

PAnAGRAPH 1. That the respondents, Jacob Wcinherg and 
.Tos<>ph M. Goldstein, are copartners doing lm~incss undm· 
the trade name and style of Las~o Films with their principal 
office and place of lmsiiH'ss located in the city of New York 
in sa itl State, and nrc now and at all tin1c!" hereinafter men­
tioHed engag<·<l in the business of producing, leasing, and 
selling motion-picture films gcrwrally in conuuerce through­
out the various States of the United States, the Territori<'S 
thereof, and the District of Columbia in cmllpetition with 
other p<•rsons, firms, copartnerships, und corporations simi­
ln l'ly engaged. 

P.\U, 2. That the r<>>-poml<>nb, ,Jacob Weinberg und Joseph 
M. Ooldstcin, in the eondnct of th<•ir business purchased and 
~'ntt•J·ed into contmcts of purchase for certain motion-picture 
films in the clifl't•n:nt Stall's of the Fniletl States, transporting 
the same throngh nrious StatP;; of the United States in antl 
to thl' (·ity of Kcw York, Stnte of Xcw York; the same being 
<'outinnally moved to, from, and umong other Stall's and 
T<·nitories of the l:nit<•tl Stnt<•s and the District of Co­
huulJia, and thPre is continuoti:·dv antl has been at all times 
h<'rl'ina fter Illt·ntionetl, a con:,! ant current of trade and com­
lnf~rr_·e in said motion-picture films between and among the 
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various States of the United States, the Territories thereof, 
and the District of Columbia, and especially to and through 
the city of New York, Stnte of New York and therefrom to 
and through the other States of the United States, the Terri­
tories thereof, and the District of Columbia. 

PAR. 3. That within the year last past prior to the issuance 
of the complaint herein, the respondents Jacob Weinberg 
and Joseph M. Gold~tein, copartners doing business under 
the trade name and style of Lasso Films, secured certain mo­
tion-picture films which had been exhibited and displayed 
to the public by motion-picture exhibitors previous to the 
date respondents secured same, and that respondents after 
obtaining the said film~ changed the title and names of the 
said films, sold, lensed, und ofl'ered for sale such old films for 
exhibition under new names and titles as new and original 
motion-picture films; that the suhstitution of new names and 
new titles for old motion-picture films was done with the 
intent, purpose, and effect of stifling and suppressing com­
petition in the motion-picture industry, and furthermore 
such substitution of new nnmes and new titles for old motion­
picture films is calculated and designed to and does deceive 
the general public, and mislead them into the belief that the 
said motion-picture films so renamed and retitled are new 
and original and have never been exhibited or produced. 

CONCLUSION. 

That the method of competition set forth in the forrgoing 
findings as to the facts under the circumstances therein set 
forth, are unfair methods of competition in interstate com­
merce in violation of the provisions of section 5 of an act of 
Congress, approved September 26, 1914, entitled "An act to 
create a Federal Trude Commission, to defil)e its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes." 

OHOER TO CEASE AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trude Commission having issued and served 
its complaint herein and the respondent~, Jacob Weinberg 
and Jos£'ph M. Goldstein, copn1tners doing business uncler 
the trade name und style of Lasso Films, _having entered 
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their appearance by Herman J. Rubenstein, Esq., their at­
torney duly authorized and empowered to act in the prem­
ises, and having filed their answer and thereafter having 
made, executed, and filed an agreed statement of facts in 
which they stipulated and agreed that the Federal Tra.dc 
Commission should take such agreed statement of facts as 
the evidence in this case and in lieu of testimony and pro­
ceed forthwith upon the same, and to make and enter its re­
port stating its findings as to the facts, its conclusions 
and its order without the introduction of restimony, and 
waiving therein any and all right to require the introduction 
of testimony or the presentation of argument in support of 
the same, and the Federal Trade Commission having made 
and entered its report stating its findings as to the facts 
and its conclusions that the respondents have violated 
section 5 of an act of Congress, approved September 26, 
1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal Trude Commission, 
to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," 
which said repot·t is hereby referred to and made a part 
hereof: Now, therefore, 

It i8 ordered: That the respondents, Jacob Weinberg and 
Joseph M. Goldstein, copartners doing business under 
the trade name and style of Lasso Films, their agents, 
representatives, sernmts, and employacs cease and dt•sist 
from direet.ly or indirectly changing the titles and n:mu>.~ 
of old motion picture films which have been exhibited 
prior to the date respondent secured same and substituting 
new names and titles unless it is clearly, definitely, distinctly, 
and unmistakably shown to purchasers and lessees of motion 
picture films, and the motion picture the~Lter going public 
that the motion picture films so renamed and retitled are old 
motion picture films llJld are reissued under new names and 
new titles. 

• 
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FEDEHAL TRADE CO.~DIISSION v. E. P. JANES, 
S. A. PAUL, IRONCLAD TIRE CO. (INC.), QUEEN 
RUBBER CO. (INC.), OVERO.AD TIRE CO. (INC.), 
AND WORTH-~IORE TII~E CO. (INC.). 

CO~IPLAI::-iT IN THE ::\lATTER OF THE ALLEGED \"TOLATION OF SEC­

TION Ci OF AN ACT OF CONGIU.::;s, Al'PHO\"ED SEPTEMBER 26, 

1Ul4, 

Docket No. 243.-March 26, 1919. 

SYLLAllUS. 

Where a person owning a majority of the capital stock of various cor­
porations anu acting for himself or one or more of such corpora­
tions--

(a) ad vertlsetl a 11 tomolJIIe tires rebu lit or reconstructed from partially 
worn and dlscar<lf'd tires from which the name and brand or mark 
of the original maker hud been obliterated, In such manner as to 
convey the Impression that the goods were new and made of there­
tofore unused materials; 

(b) fulled In his allvet·tblng mutter clearly to disclose to purchasers 
that tlw goods were thus relJullt or reconstructed; and 

(c) sold such tires without advising purchasers that they were not 
new anll that they were composed in part of used or reelalmell 
materials: 

Held, That such sales and aun•rt!sements, under the circumstances 
set forth, constituted unfair methods of competition In commerce, 
In violation of section 5 of the act o! Sl'ptemlJer 26, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation mude by it that E. P. 
J ru1es, S. A. Pa..ul, Ironclad Tire Co. (I ne.), Queen Rubber 
Co. (Inc.), Overoud Tire Co. (Inc.), and Worth-More Tire 
Co. (Inc.), hereinafter referred to as respondents, have been 
and are using unfair nwthods of competition in interstate 
commerce in viohttion of the provisions of section 5 of an 
act of Congress, approved September 26, 1Dl4, entitled "An 
act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, and for other purposes," and, it appear­
ing that a proceeding by it in respect tlwreto would be to the 
interest of the public, issues this complaint stating its 
chn.rgcs in that respect on information and belief I1S follows: 

PARAOHAPH 1. That the respondents, Ironclad Tire. Co. 
(Inc.), Queen Rubber Co. (Inc.), 0\'eroad Tire Co. (Inc.), 

• 


