
THE UNIVERSAL BATTI<;RY SERVICE CO. ET AL. 95 

88 Syllabus. 

going public motion-picture films under new names or titles 
which have been composed or made, in whole or in part, of 
films theretofore shown and exhibited to the public unless it 
is clearly, distinctly, definitely, and unmistakably shown to 
the purchasers, lessees, or exhibitors, and the motion-theater­
going public, both in the motion-picture films themselves 
and in tl~e advertising and publicity matter sold and used 
in connection therewith that such films have theretofore 
been shown, exhibited, and exploited, in whole or in part, 
under other names or titles. 

It is 'further ordered, That the respondent, Clara Main­
thau, of the city and State of New York, doing business 
under the registered trade name of The Mothers of Liberty 
Pictures Co., her agents, representatives, servants, and em­
ployees cease and desist from directly or indirectly accus­
ing or threatening to accuse of disloyalty to the Clovermnent 
of the United States motion-picture exhibitors who refuse to 
purchase or lease for exhibition from such respondent mo­
tion-picture films for the reason that the same han~ thereto­
fore been shown and exhibited to the public under other 
names or titles. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

"'· 
JAMES B. SCHAFER, TRADING UNDER THE NAME 

AND STYLE OF THE UNIVERSAL BATTERY 
SERVICE CO. AND UNIVERSAL BATTERY SERV-
ICE CO., INC. • 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE AJ,L};QED VIOLATION OF 

SECTION II OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26 1 

1914. 

Docket 256.-St'ptember 24, 1919. 
SYLLABUS, 

Where a corporation, engnged for years In the manufacture and sale 
of storage batteries for automobile Ignition and lighting purposes, 
first as the "Universal Storage Battery Co." and afterwards as 
the "Universal Battery Co.," acquired an extensive good w111 in 
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the uAe of the word "UnlvPrsal" as applied to such storage bat­
teries, and then'nfter two competitors, representing chiefly the 
same interest-

( a) u!loptt•d tile IIHIIH'S, respPctively, of "Univ!!r»nl Battery Service 
Co.'' a11d "CllivPrsal BnttPry Service Co., Inc.," with the result 
that the puhlk was mislt'<l Into belle,·ing that their butteries were 
th.o~e of the oldet· corpomtlon; and 

(b) advertised that the "Univer~al" battery sold by them would 
"lu;;t forPver "-the rest of thl' ndvet·tlsement disclosing that a 
form of spn·lcP was ofTPrPtl-n mislPurllrlg clnlm, enlculated and 
d!'sig:ul'd to iu,lu1·e the Universal Bnttt>ry Co., the original producer 
of " lTIIIVei'SUI " hattt>rit>s: 

Jleld, That such simulation of numes, and such false and mlsleudlng 
arlvertlslng, unflel' the clrcum,;tnnces set forth, constituted unfair 
mPthorls of coJnpPtltion, In violation of section 5 of the act of Sep­
telllhf'~ 26, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, lun·ing reason to believe 
from a pn•liminary inrestigation made by it that James B. 
Schnfer, trading under the name nntl style of the Unin>rsal 
llattt•ry Service Co., hereinafter referred to as respondent, 
hns ht-t>n and is using unfair methods of competition in inter­
state commerce, in violation of the provisions of section 5 of 
an net of Congr·pss approve1l September 26, 191-1, entitled 
"An act to erf'ate a Federal Tru(h~ Commission, to define its 
powers and dut it>s, and for other purposes," and it appearing 
that n proceeding by it in rt>spPct thereof would he to the 
intt>rt•st of the public, issues this complaint, stnting its 
charges in thnt respect, on information nnd belief, as fol­
lows: 

P.\H.VJRAPH 1. Thnt the respondent, .Janws n. Schafer, is 
now and was at all tinws hereinafter mt>ntioned opernting 
a business at 1 W2 .Jefferson AYcnue enst, in the city of De­
troit. in the State of Michigan, un1ler the tnule name and 
style of the lTnin•r·sul Battt>ry Sl'rvice Co.; that the bnsinf'ss 
so cotllllldl'd itwludt>s, among other things. the manu facture 
and sale in colllllH'I'CI' among tlw S!'\'l't'al :-::;tat!'s of the United 
Stnh•s of hntteries for automobile ignition and lighting; 
that in No\'emher, HHG, the elate on which said respondent 
begnn to operate under the name and st,vle of the Universal 
Battery Service Co., the Universal Battery Co., a corpora-
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tion organized under the laws of Illinois, with principal 
place of business in Chicngo, in said State, had an estab­
lished business in the State of Michigan and adjoining States 
in the manufacture and sale in interstate commerce of bat­
teries for automobile ignition and lighting. 

PAR. 2. That said respondent, with the intent, purpose, 
and effect of misleading the public and inducing the public 
to believe that the busint>ss which respondent wns establish­
ing was the business of the Universal Battery Co., adopted 
as his trade name the corporate name of said Universal 
Battery Co. with only the word " Service" added. 

PAR. 3. That the respondent, w!th the purpose, intent, and 
effect of imitating the Universal Battery Co. in his adver­
tisements in newspapers, trade journals, directories, and 
othe1 publications, has adopted a style and. color scheme 
resembling that previously adopted and then in use by the 
Universal Battery Co., which advertisements ·by respondent 
were calculated to and did cause confusion and have led 
the purchasing public who purchase batteries in interstate 
commerce to deal with the respondent upon the mistaken 
I.Je1ief thut they were dealing 'vith the Uni,·ersal Battery Co. 

PAn. 4. Thnt the said respowlent in his advertisement:-1 
makes the false claim that the batteries sold by him last 
forever, which claim is calculated and does injure and em­
barrass eompetitors oi respondent in the sale of their prod­
ucts in commerce among the several Rtates, and partieulnrly 
embarrasses and injures the Universal Battery Co., the 
original producer of'' Universal" batteries. · 

REPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having duly issued and 
served upon the above-named respondl'nts its complaint 
herein, wherein it alleged that it had reason to belie,·e that 
the above-named respondent, James B. Schafer, trading 
under the name and style of Universal B!tttery Service 
Co., has been and now is using unfair methods of ~ompe­
tition in interstate commerce in violation of the provisions 

I8a395"--20----7 
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of section 5 of an net of Congress approved September 2r,, 
1!1 1-!, entitled "An act to cn·ate a Federal Tracie Commis­
sion, to define its powers and duties, and for other pm­
post•s," and fully statin~ its chargPs in that respect, and 
the same hn,·ing been snbseqnPntly amended by making tlw 
Uni,·ersal Battery Service Co., Inc., a party respondent, 
nnd both awl each of said respondents having entered ap­
(Waran<'e and tilccl nnswl•r to said <"omplaint of said Com­
missiou, nnrl the said l'<'S()()llflt•nts ha ,-ing filed an ngreed 
statement of fa<"ts, when•in it wns stipulated and ngree<l that 
the facts stah•d thPrt>in should be treated as eviuence and 
with the same forec and t'fft>et as if tPstified to upon a formal 
!waring rt>gulnrly had in this prol'ecding, oral testimony 
ha ring \wen taken bt>fore an examiner of the Commission, 
and trnnseript of whieh has been filt>cl in said doekct, and 
said further tl'stimony lnn·ing hl'en taken nt n regular hear­
ing after due' noti<·e to the rPspondPnts, nnd both parties 
hnving wain•d filing of briefs nn<l pre~entation of argu­
ment before the Commission, now therefore the Fed era 1 
Trade Commission mnkrs nn<l entPrs this rt>port, stating its 
fiwlings as to tlw fuets nnd its conclusions. 

FINIH'SC:~ A~ TO TIU: FACTS. 

PAHAC:RAPH 1. That the rPspondt•nt, .Jumps n. Rchnfer, 
trading undt>r the name nnd .style of Universal Battery 
Service Co., for about two ypars prior to October, lUlS, was 
l'ngag<•d in the IHrsint•ss of ma1111fadllring, )pasing. and sell­
ing storage bnttt•rit>s for nutomohile ignition nn<l lightinJ,!. 
with his J·H·in<"ipnl ollie<' nod pla<'e of lmsinl'SS in the city of 
J)ptroit and ~tate of :Mi<'hignn; that in or nhont tlw month 
of Odoht>r, J!lJH, thP snid rPspondt>nt, .Tnnws B. ~!'hafei', 
cn11sed said illlsinf'ss to b(• iw·m·porntt>d 11nclPr tlw laws of tlw 
~tatp of Mic·higan undPr the name of lTninrsnl Battt>rv 
~pr·vi<'e Co .. lrl<' .. and that said cor·pomtion is prirwipal(v 
owrwd nnd controllecl hy the snid .Jnnu•s B. Sehnfer; that 
~n id rPspondPnt <"Orporat ion has cont in IIC< 1 nn<l is now con­
tinuing the fornwr husirwss eonchwtt><l hy the said .Tames n. 
Schafer and has continued to mannfnctnre, lease, and sell 
storage batteries for automobile ignition and lighting in 
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competition with other persons, firms, copartnerships, and 
corporations similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. That both and each of said respondents, in the 
course and conduct of business, lease and sell said storage 
butteries for automobile ignition and lighting purposes 
throughout the various Stat~s and Territories of the United 
State; by means of advertising in newspapers having inter­
state circulation and by means of circulars distributed 
throughout the various States, and that there has been at all 
times a constant current of trade and commerce in said stor­
age batteries in interstate commerce. 

PAR. 3. That the Universal Storage Battery Co. is a cor­
poration organized under the laws of the State of Illinois 
more than 10 years ago and prior to the date that the above­
named respondent engaged in said business; that more than 
six years ago and prior to the use of the name Universal 
Battery Service Co. by James B. Schafer in connection with 
his business in the manufacture, lease, and sale of storage 
batteries, the name of said Universal Storage Battery Co. 
was legally changed to Universal Battery Co., and that said 
last-named company did manufacture, lease, and sell storage 
batteries for automobile ignition and lighting purposes 
throughout the various States and Territories in the United 
States and did extensively advertise its product under said 
name through the various States and Territories, including 
t_he city of Detroit and State of Michigan, and did have and 
acquire an extensive good will in the use of the word "Uni­
versal" as applied to storage batteries for said purposes. 

PAR. 4. That about the month of November, 1916, the said 
respondent, James B. Schafer, began and has up to the pres­
ent time either individually or through the respondent, Uni­
versal Battery Service Co., Inc., a corporation, continued 
to sell said storage batteries for automobile ignition and 
lighting purposes in interstate commerce, as aforesaid, under 
the said trade nnme of Universal Battery Senice Co. and in 
competition with the Universnl Battery Co.; thnt by renson 
of the similarity of trade names certain confusion has arisen 
among purchasers buying storage batteries from both and 
each of said parties; that there has been con fusion in the 
delivery and sale of storage batteries; that the similarity in 
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said trade names is such· us to deceive and mislead prospec­
tive customers and has deceived and misled the trade and 
general public and caused persons to believe that the bat­
teries sold and delivered by each of the respondents were 
the batteries manufactured, sold, and leased by the said 
Universal Battery Co., a corporation organized under the 
laws of the State of Illinois. 

P,\n. 5. That the said respondents in their advertisements 
make the claim that the batteries sold by them last forever. 
That no storage battery has yet been manufactured which 
will not wear out; that it appears that the respondents indi· 
cate by their advertisements that the "Universal" batteries 
sold by tht~m "last forever"; that by rending the remainder 
of the advertisem~nt it is shown respondents offer a form 
of service in that the purchaser pays 50 cents per month and 
is entitled to a new buttery as soon as the old one is worn 
out; that the claim as made by respondents with reference 
to "Universal" batteries is misleading and caleulated and 
de~igned to injure the UniYersal Battery Co., the original 
producer of " Universal " batteries. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

That the said methods of competition set forth in the fore­
going fin<linl-!s as to facts and each and all thereof under the 
circumstances hert•in set forth constitute unfair methods of 
competition in interstate commerce in violation of the pro'­
visions of section 5 of the said act of Congress approved 
September 26, 1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal 
Trade Commission, 'to define its powers and other duties, and 
for other purposes." 

OHDER TO CEAI'lE ANll HES!ST. 

Tlw Fe1lrral Trade Commission, having duly issued and 
set·,·e,l upon the above-named respondent, .Tumt'S B. Schafer, 
trading undet' the name nnd style of Universal Rnttery Serv­
ice Co., its complaint herein on the 8th day of Mareh, 1919, 
wlwrein it alh,ged that it had reason to believe that said 
respondent has been and now is using unfair methods of 
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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," and fully stating its charges in that respect, and the 
said respondent and said co-respondent, Universal Battery 
bervice Co., a corporation organized under the laws of the 
State of Michigltn, having each duly entered appearance and 
filed answer to said complaint of the Commission, and ench 
of the said respondents thereafter being desirous of expedit­
ing the disposition of this matter, having entered into an 
agreed statement of facts wherein it is stipulated and agreed 
that the Commission shall forthwith use said statement of 
fact~ as evidence to make and enter its report, stating its 
findings as to the facts and its conclusions, and the Commis­
sion having referred said cause to one of its examiners for 
further hearing and tnking of evidence, and said further 
hearing having been held and evidence taken after due notice 
of such further hearing, and said Commission having made 
and filed its report, stating its findings ns to the facts 1md its 
conclusions, that the respondents, James B. Schafer, trading 
under the name of the Universal Battery Service Co. and 
Universal Battery Service Co., Inc., have violated 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, nnd for other pur­
poses," said report being hereby referred to and made a part 
hereof: Now, therefore, 

It i8 ordered, That the respondents, James B. Schafer, 
trading under the name nnd style of the Universal Battery 
Service Co. and Universal Battery Service Co., Inc., and 
respondents' agPnts, representatives, servants, and employees 
forever cease nncl desist from directly or indirectly-

(1) Using, employing, or readopting the word "Uni­
versnl" in the conduct of its business in the mnnufacture 
and sale of stornge batteries as a part of its corporate or 
trade name or in its advertising matter, circulars, billheads, 
or otherwise. 

(2) Reprrsenting by advertisement or otherwise that 
"Universal" batteries "lnst forever." 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

TWIN CITY PRINTERS' ROLLER CO. 

~Ol\lPLAINT IN TilE l\IATI'ER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF 

SEUTION li OF AN ACT OF CONGHESI:! APPROVED SEl"l'El\UH;R 26, 

1014. 

Doc]{et 25i.-Reptem!Jer 24, 1910. 

SYLLABUS, 

\\'here a corporation enga1wtl in the manufaf'ture mul sale of rollers 
for pl'intlng JH'!'SSPS-

( u.) g-n ve and offen'tl to 1,!;1 ve to emplo,rePs of cu,.;tonwrs llllll pt·os­
(lt>dl\·e custontet's g-mtuitiPs eonsistilt~ of liquor null dgurs, us an 
lndlll'l'lllent fot· tht•m to ln1lut>UI'P tiJPil' l'llljlio~·pt'H to JHII'I'hase Its 
goods or to rt-fl'llill from lll'aling with Its I'Oiltpt>lltor;;: 

( IJ) m:ule lonn,.;, which wt>re not eXJH'rtPil to Ill'. nntl WPJ'e not, repaid, 
to entployees of Its cu;;tontPrs ami of Its ('Otllpetltor,.;' •·ustomers atHI 
pro:<pectlve cuHtouters, without the kuowlt-d;:;t~ ntH! consent of their 
!'IIIJIIoyers, as 1111 induccuwnt for thl'm to lntluencc thdr employers 
to pm-el111se lts goods or to refrulu from deuling with Its com­
{l('titors: 

1/e/d, That such gifts nnd loans, under the elrrmnstmH·es sPt forth, 
constituted an unfair mPthod of com[JPtltlon In violution of section 
5 of the act of Heptember 26, ]!)14. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, hnving reason to believe 
from a preliminary invl•stig-ation matle by it that the Twin 
City Printers' Roller Co., hereinafter referred to as re­
spondent, has been for mon• than a year last past, using un­
fair methods of competition in intt•rstate commerce in viola­
tion of the prm·isions of St>l'tion 5 of 1m act of Congress ap­
proved September 2G, 1914, entitled "An act to create a 
Fe<IPml Trade Commission, to <h•fine its powl'rs and <lutics, 
and for other purposes," allll it nppearing- that 11 )JI'ocee!ling 
by it in respeet thereof would be to the intHPst of the public, 
issuPs this complaint, stntin:T its charg-es in that respect on 
in formation and belief as follows: 

PAnAGRAPII 1. That the rPspondPnt, the Twin City Print­
ers' Holler Co., is a eorporution organized and existing and 
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doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the 
State of Minnesota, having its principal oflice and place 
of business at the city of Minneapolis, in said State of 
Minnesota, and is now and for more than one year last past 
has been en<Ya<red in manufacturin<Y and sellin!r rollers for 

0 ~ b L> 

printing presses and similar products throughout the States 
and Territories of the United States. and that at all times 
hereinafter mentioned the responde~t has carried on and 
conducted such business in direct com petition with other 
persons, firms, copartnerships, and corporations manufactur­
ing and selling like products. 

PAn. 2. That in the course of its business of manufacturing 
and selling rollers for printing presses and similar products 
throu~hout the States and Territories of the Unitetl States 
the respondent for more than one year last past has been 
giving and offering to give to employees of both its custom­
ers and prospective customers, as an inducement to influence 
their employers to purchase or contract to purchnse from the 
respondent rollers for printing presses and similar products, 
w1thout other consideration therefor, gratuities such as 
liquors, cigars, meals, thenter tickets, valuable presents, and 
entertainment. 

PAR. 3. That in the course of its business of manufacturing 
and selling rollers for printing presses and similar products 
throughout the States and Territories of the·United b""tates 
the respondent for more than one year last past has been 
secretly paying antl ofl'ering to pay to employees of both its 
customers and prospedi ve customers, and its competitors' 
customers and prospective customers, without the knowledge 
nnd consent of their employers, sums of money as an mtluce­
ment to influence their said employers to purchase or con­
tract to purchase from the respondent rollers for printing 
presses and similar products or to influence such customers 
to refrain from dealing or contracting to deal with competi­
tors of the respondent. 

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER. 

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served 
its complaint herein, wherein it is alleged that it had reason 
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to believe that the above-named respondent, the Twin City 
Printers' Roller Co., has been and now is using unfair 
methods of competition in inter~tate commerce in violation 
of the provisions of ~eetion 5 of an act of Congress approved 
Beptemher 2G, 1914, entitled ''An act to create a Federal 
Trade Commission, to define it~ powers and duties, and for 
other purposes," ami that a proceeLling by it in that respect 
would Le to the interest of the p11blic, and fully stating its 
ehargcs in this respect, and the respondent h:nring entered 
its appearance by A. M. Breding, duly nuthorized to act in 
the premises, and having file1l its answer a1lmitting certain 
allegations of said complaint and denyii1g certain others 
thereof, and the Commission lun·ing ofl'l•t·etl testimony in 
support of its ehargt>s in said complaint, and the respon(lent 
having offereJ testimony in denial of said charges m said· 
complaint, and the attorneys for the Commission and the 
respondent having waived the pn•sl•ntation of brief aml 
argument as to the l:m nwl the facts in snid proceeding, und 
the Commission having duly considered the record and being 
fully advised in the premises, now makes this report aml 
findings us to the fuets and submits its conclusions: 

FllliDI!IIGS AS TO THE t'ACTS. 

PAnMmAPII 1. Thn.t the respon!lPnt, the Twin City Print­
ers' Holler Co., is a corporation organi;,cd, e.xisting, and 
doing business undPr and by virtue of the Ia ws of the State 
of Minm•sota, }un·ing its principal oflicc and place of husi­
nt-ss at the city of Minneapolis, State of ~Iinnpsota, and is 
now nnd for more than one year lust past has !wen engaged 
in manufacturing and SPliing rollers for printing prPsses in 
various ~tates of the United f-ltatt'S in eonqwtition with 
other p(•rs<ms, firms, partnpr·ships, and corporations manu­
facturing nwl sPlling like prodw-ts. 

PAIL 2. That for more than one year lnst past the re­
spondent has givPn and ofl'erP<l to give employt>es of both 
its customers and prospel'tive crrstomers, llS an inducement 
to inflrwnce their Pmploycrs to purchase or to contract to 
purchnse from the l'I'SJHliHlent rollers for printing presses 
and similar products or to influpncc stwh Pmployers to re-
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frain from dealing or contracting to deal with competitors 
of the responJent, without other consideration therefor, 
gratuities consisting of liquor and cigars. 

PAR. 3. That for more than one year last past the re­
spondent has made loans of money to employees of its cus­
tomers and to employees of its competitors' customers and 
prospective customers, without the knowledge and consent 
of their employers, which were not expected to be repaid 
and were not repaid, but in truth and fact were gifts as 
an inducement to influence their employers to purchase or 
to contract to purchase from the respondent rollers for 
printing presses and similar productt::. or to influence such 
employers to refrain from dealing or contracting to deal 
with competitors of the respondent. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

That the methods of competition set forth in the foregoing 
findings as to faets in paragru phs 2, 3, and en,ch and all of 
them, are under the circumstances therein set forth unfair 
methods of competition in interstate commerce, in violation 
of the provisions of section 5 of an 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." 

ORDER TO CEASJ<; AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having issned and servP~l 
its complaint herein, wherein it alleged that it had reason to 
believe that the above-named respondent, the Twin City 
Printers Roller Co., has been and now is using unfair 
methods of competition 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 Commission, to define its powers and duties, nnd for 
other purposes," and that a proceeding by it in respect to 
such alleged violation of section 5 of the act of September 
26, 1914, would be to the interest of the public, and fully 
stating its charges in that respect, and the respondent hav­
ing entered its appearance by A. M. Breding, its attorney. 
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and having duly filetl its answer admitting certain allega· 
tions of said compluillt and denying certain others thereof, 
and the Commission having ofl"ered testimony in support of 
its charges in said complaint, and respondent having offered 
testimony in denial of said charges in said complaint, and the 
attorneys for the Commission aiHl the responJent having 
'Vaived the presentation of briefs and arguments us to the 
law and the facts in saiJ proceeding, and the Commission 
having made and fileJ its report containing its finJings ns 
to the facts and its conelusions that tl:e respondent has vio­
lateJ section 5 of an ad of Congress approved Septemller 
2G, 191-l, entitled "An act to create a Fcdeml Trade Com­
mission, to dl'line its powers and duties, and for other pur­
posps," which said rP(H>rt is hereuy t·efcrreJ to aml made a 
part ,hereof: Now, tlwrefore, 

It is ordaed vy tlte (/ommis.Yion, That the respondent, the 
Twin City Printers Holler Co., awl its olli<'ers, din•('tor·s, 
ugt•nts, st•nants, awl employees <·t•ase and th·sist from di­
rPctly or indir<•ctly-

(1) Giving m· otft•t·ing to give gratuities of any ldn<l, in­
cluding cigars a11<l liquor, to t•mployecs of ·its customers or 
prosJH'cti ve customPrs or· to employees of its couqwtitms' 
custoiiH.•rs or prospccti ve eustollll'I'S, as un iiHhH·ement to 
inflll<'ll<'P tlll'ir <'lllplo,v<'I'S to put·chase or to <'Oiltr·aet to pur­
chase from t lw r·pspondPnt pri ntPrs' rolll'rs and otht•r· a rtides 
Rold by n•:;pondt>nt or to inflm•rH·e sll!'h Pmployl'I'S to re­
fmin from dPalin~ or <·ontml'tin~ to dt>al with eor11petitors 
of the rPspon<h•nt. 

(~) Giving or offpr·ing to ~i,·e or loaning or· offl't'ing to 
lonn, without otll<'r' consid<·mtion tht>n•for, lllOllf'J' to <'m­
ploy<'es of its eustompr·s or prosprctive customrrs nnd to 
pm ployrt>s of its <"OIIl(wtitors' custom<>rs or prosprcti ve rus­
tonwrs as nn indu<·Pm<'nt to infltwnre tlwir t>mployPrs to pnr­
ehns<' or to rontrnct to Jllll'<'hnsP print<•rs' roJJpr·s nnd otlwr 
pro<lnds fr·om thr rrspnn<!Pnt or to inflnf'nrr such Pmplo_\'f'I'S 
to rPfmin from <!Paling or contrading to <lt•al with competi­
tors of the rrspondent. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 
ARNE MEYER, DOING BUSINESS UNDER THE 

NAME AND STYLE OF MARINE SUPPLY CO. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALI.lcGED VIOLATION OF 

SECTION ~ OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEl'TEMllER 26, 

1914, 

Docket 301.-September 24, 1919. 

SYLT.ABUB. 

Where a concern ~>ngaged in the sale of lift>IJOnt~. JifPrnft~. motor 
boats, gus engines, machinery, and other SUJl]llit>s for ~hips-

(a) pnid to employees of custonwr~. without the know!Pll~.:e and ~on­
sent of tlwlr employers, sums of mo11ey as all imllH'Pllll'llt for them 
to lnfluPnce tlwlr employt>rs to ]l\IJ'ciutse Its goods or to l'Pfr·nln fr·om 
den ling with its com pet! tors; 

\ IJ) g11ve to employpes of custompr·s nHd of <'ompetltors' custnmprs un<l 
prospeetlve customers. gratuities su~h as liquor, elgnrs, meals, un<l 
entertalmnent, us an ln<luePment for tl~t•m to inllu~>l.lce theiJ· em­
ployers to purchase Its goods: 

/fcld, 'J'hat such payurt•nts UJI(l gifts, mrd<>r the eir·eumstanet•s set 
forth, constituterl an unfnir method of competition in violation of 
section 5 of the act of SeptPmber 26, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having- reason to believe 
from a preliminary inwstigation mfHle by it th:tt Arne 
Meyer, doing business UIHler the name and style of Marine 
Supply Co., hereinafter referred to as respondent, hns been 
for more thnn a year last past using unfair methods of 
competition in interstate commerce in violation of the pro­
visiuns of section 5 of an net of Congress approved Septem­
ber 2G, 1914, entitled ".\n act to create a Federal Trade 
C(:nunission, to defiue its powers and duties, and for othe.r 
pnrpm;es," and it appettring tlutt a procet.•ding by it in re­
spel't thert>of woultl be to the interest of the public, issues 
this complaint, stating its charges in that respect on infor­
mation nn<l lwl icf ns follows: 

PARMH!APII 1. That the respondent, Arne Meyer, doing 
business un1ler the name antl style of Marine Supply Co., 


