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Complaint. 2 F.T.C. 

I•'EDERAL THADE COMMISSION 

v. 

ORIENT MUSIC ROLL CO. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEUBI> VIOLATION OF 

SECTION 5 Ot' AN ACT OF CONGHESS Al'l'HOVED HElyl'El\lll};H 26, 

1014. 

Doeket 304.-November 29, 191D. 

!-iYJ.J.ARUS. 

\Vhere 11 corporation engag-ed in the nl1tllnfaeturl~ of perforatt><l paper 
musle rolls for pl11ye1· pianos, pnrehu:;ed rolls mnnufaetU1'Ptl 11nd 
sold by competitors, from which it made 11nd sold tluplieates, thus 
llVoirled the greater p11rt of the eost of the production of 11 musical 
number in the fm•m of a perfumtetl pnper roll, nnmPiy, the cost of 
protluelng tlw original or "muster" 1·olls of the tlifferPnt numbers 
publishl•d, frrm whleh mm;ter rolls dupllentes in an~· qunntity nre 
1"\'adlly manufactured; und therPhy see\11'€'11 to itsPlf nn untlue ad­
VRntnge over competitors hy ll!llll'oprinting the n·sults of their in­
genuity, lnhor, nnd expense: 

ll clri, That sn<'h nets of npprop1·in tion, un<IPr the drenmstnnces set 
forth, eons tit nteo nn unfui1· nwthod of compPtition in \'iolntlon of 
section 5 of the net of Septemher 26, 1914. 

CO:\IPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having rl'nson to believe 
from a prl'liminary im·estigntion made by it that the Ori£'nt 
Music Roll Co., ht•rt>inaftrr rcfprred to as the r·espondent, 
has l)('cn and is using unfair mPthods of compt'tition in inter­
state commprc•e in Yiolntion of the provi!'iions of section 5 of 
an net of Congn'ss appron'd St>ptt'mher 2(), I!H-!, entitled 
"An act to creatP a Fedt•ral Trade Commission, to define its 
powers nncl d11ti<>s, nnd for other purpost's," and it apr)('aring 
that a proee£'ding by it in rl';-;p£'<'t tlwreof wottl1l he to the 
intPrest of the puhlie, isstws this complaint, stating its 
charges in that n'spe1-t, on information :\lid lwl it'f, as follows: 

PAHAilRAI'II 1. That tlw n•spontknt, Orient :\l11sic Roll Co., 
is a corporation organized and doing business under nnd !ly 
virtue of the laws of the State of Connecticut, having its 
principal offlee in the city of Bridgeport, in said State, and 
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is now and for more than one year lust past has been engaged 
in the manufacture of perforated paper music rolls for use 
in the operation of player pianos and in selling and shipping 
such music rolls to persons and corporations in other States 
of the United States and in the District of Columbia, in 
direct competition with other individuals, copartnerships, 
1U1d corporations similarly engaged, and that the business of 
manufacturing nn<l selling such perforated paper music rolls 
constitutes an important and large branch of commerce 
among the several States of the United States. 

PAnr 2. That the method employed generally in the manu­
facture of perforated paper music rolls invoh·es the produc­
tion first of an original or master roll for each musical 
selection published, from which any num~er of duplicates 
are readily manufactured and distributed through the trade 
to the public for use in player pianos; that the pt'o<luction 
of such master rolls requires great musical skill and in­
genuity, in\'olves the expenditure of much labor and money, 
and forms the greater part of the entire cost of the publica­
tion of a musicall'eleetion in the form of a JWrfomted paper 
roll. 

PAR. 3. That during a period of more than one year last 
past the respondent, in the conduct of its business of manu­
facturing and selling perforated-paper music rolls in inter­
state commerce, as aforesaid, has be<'n arHl is now engaged in 
the praetiee of purchasing the music rolls manufactured 
and sold by competitors, making duplieates thereof, and 
selling such duplicate music rolls in competition with those 
manufactured by competitors by the nwthod hereinbefore 
described; that the effect of sn id practice on the part of 
the r!'spondent has been and is to secure for itself an undue 
advantage over competitors by appropriating the results of 
competitors' ingenuity, lnhor. and expense. thus avoiding 
the cost of producing the aforesaid muster rolls and enabling 
it to sell such duplicate music rolls at lower pric·es than 
those which manufnctur!'rs of the original perforated-paper 
music rolls are obliged to charge. 

1S(i:J!Jj 0 -2{}--12 
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HEPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE F.\.CTS, .AND 
OHDER. 

A complaint having been issued by the Federal Trade 
Commission in the above-entitled proceeding, and the re­
spondent therein named having filed its answer herein, 
wherein the charges of the complaint are admitted to be 
true, and wherein it is said by the respondent that it is 
its intention to cease and desist the praetices' charged against 
it if the Federal Tmde Commission orders it to discontinue 
said p1·actices, and wherein it is said that it has !llrendy 
discontinued the praetices charged in the complaint in so 
far as such complaint charges the respondent with purchas­
ing l:ompetitors' music rolls and making dnplieates from the 
same, a!Hl the Commission having considered the complaint 
and the nnswl'r filed tlwreto, and now Leing fully aLlvised 
in the premises, reports and finds us follows: 

FINIJINOK AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGHAI'II 1. That the respondent, OriPnt Music Holl 
Co., is a ('Ol'pOl'Ution organizl'd anu doing business undei' 
and by virtue of the laws of the State of ConneC'tieut, hav­
ing its principal oftit-e and plnee of business in the city of 
Bridgeport, in said State, and is now nnd for more than 
one year last past has been engaged in the manufacture of 
pm·forated-paper music rolls for use in the operation of 
player pianos un<l in Sl'lling und shipping such music rolls 
from the city of manufacture in the Rtate of Connecticut 
to various persons and corporntions in other States of the 
lTnited States un<l in the District of Columbia, in direet 
competition with other individuals, copartiwrships. anrl eor­
pomtions similarly engaged: that the business of manufac­
turing and selling such 1wrfomted-pnper lllliSil~ rolls C'Oll­
stitntl•s an important nnd lai'gP hranrh of ('omnwrr·e among 
the se\'ernl States of the FnitPll States in the Statl'S in which 
respondent is en!!ag!!d in its snid lmsint>ss. 

PAR. 2. That the mf'thocl employe(l generally in the munu­
fnetnre of perfol'Utl'rl-paper music rolls in\'(>lves tlw produc­
tion first of an originnl or mnster roll for each musirnl 
selection published, from which nny number of duplicates 
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are readily manufactured and distrilmted through the trade 
to the publie for use in player pianos; that the produetion of 
sueh master rolls requires great musical skill and ingenuity, 
invohes the expenditure of mueh labor and mo1wy, and 
forms the greater part of the entire eost of the publieation 
of a musical selection in the form of a perforated-paper roll. 

PAn. 3. That the n·spondent, Orient Musie Holl Co., in 
April, 1918. pur<'hasecl the equipment and business of the 
Orient ~J usie Co., of Bristol, Conn.; that the said Orient 
Musie Co., of l3ristol, Conn., and the respowlent, Orient 
.Musie Roll Co., in the conduct of their business of manu­
facturing and selling perforated-paper musie rolls, in the 
course of commerce as aforesaid, purchased music rolls man­
ufadured and sold by eompetitoi's and made duplicates and 
eopies the1·eof and sold said tluplieate and eopied music rolls 
in conqwtition with wholesalers and retnilers of music rolls 
similar to those from whieh the said duplieat(•s nnd copies 
were mad(•: that the n•spowlent !'ompany on l\Iay 1, 1919, 
ceasetl manufaeturing music rolls in the manner uhove set 
forth and bq~an making its o\\'n mttsie rolls without (lupli­
eating or copying those of its competitors; that at present 
the rPspondent manufactures its own original music rolls 
and sells same to its eustonwrs; that the responclent also still· 
sells its old reproductions or duplicates made from music 
rolls originally pun·haspd from its competitors, ns aforesaid, 
Lut that flO pet· c·pnt of tlw music rolls it now st>lls and ships 
in intt-rstate eonmH•n·c han~ bct'n macle originally by the 
respondt•nt and \Wre not clupl icatt>s or eo piPs of roll& pnr­
ehased which wHe the prodtwt of a com1wting mnnufac­
tltrer; that the pfl'eet of the practice on the part of the re­
sponclent in making said cluplieatPcl or copic(l rolls from the 
original rolls of eompPting manufacturers and the sale of 
the same in interstate eomnwree in competition with eom­
peting manufnrttll'Prs or wholcsnlrrs or retailers of the prod­
ucts of competing manufadnrPrs is to sccnre to the r'rspond­
ent an nndne :uh-antagP oyer competitors by appropriating 
the t·esults of eompetitol's' ingcnuit~', lnhor. anrl expPnse, and 
thus aYoi1ling the cost of producing the aforesaid master 
rolls. 
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CONCLUSION, 

That the method of competition and the business practice 
set forth in the foregoing findings as to the facts is, under 
the circumstances set forth therein, an unfair method of 
competition in interstate commerce, in violation of the pro­
visions of section 5 of an act of Congress approved Sep­
tember 26, 1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal Trade 
Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other 
purposes." 

OUDEU TO CEASE AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having issued and served 
its complaint herein, wherein it alleged that it had reason 
to believe that the above-named respowlent, Orient Music 
Roll Co., has been using unfair methods of competition in 
interstate commerce in violation of the pro\'isions of section 
5 of an act of Congress appro,·ed Septt•mher 26, HH4, enti­
tled "An net to create a Federal Trade Commission, to 
define its powers and duties, awl for otlwr purposes," and 
that a proceeding by it in respect thPt'eof wonhl be to the 
interest of the public, and fully stating its charges in this 
respect, and the respondent having filed its answer, signed 
by its treasurer, admitting that the matters and things 
alleged in the said complaint arc substantially true und cor­
rect in the manner and form therein set forth, and the 
Commission having made and filed its report containing its 
findings as to the fncts and its conclusion that the respond­
ent has violated section 5 of an net of Congress approved 
September 26, 1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal 
Trnde Commission, to <lefine its powers and duties~ and for 
other purposes," which said report is hereby referred to and 
mnde a part hereof: Now, therefore, 

It is ordered, That the respondent, the Orient Music Roll 
Co., shall cease and clcsist from manufacturing perforated 
paper music rolls by making duplicates or copies of rolls 
made by competing manufacturers )n manner us more par­
ticularly set forth in the complaint herein, or any manner 
similar thereto, with a similar eff£•ct upon the business of 
competitors, and from offering for sale or selling in inter-
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state commerce any perforated paper music rolls made by it 
or its predecessor, the Orient Music Co., by duplicating or 
copying music rolls made by a competing manufacturer or 
made in any similar manner with a similar effect. 

FEDEHAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

CARTER PAINT CO. 

COl\fl'LAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGJ,:D VIOLATION OF SEC· 

TlON 5 OF AN ACT OF CONGRJo:SS APPHOVED SEP'l'El\IBER :!U, l!Jl·L 

Dueket 23G-Deet>JuheJ' 30, 1919. 

HYLLAIIUH, 

Wlwre a eorporution en~aged In the munufu<:ture uqll sale of roof 
and metnl paints, wutel'Jll'ooflng- prepurntions. and similar products, 
gave unll offerell to give to employees of CU!'ilomers, premiums con­
sisting of silveJ'WUI'C, suits, buts, traveling euses, wutelws, cloeks, 
tulklng machhws, und other urtleles of value as lmlu<:PUJent fo1· 
them to push tlle su le of its goods with the purdmsing public: 

Held, That such gifts und ofi'Prs to give, under the clreumstnuces set 
fortll, coustitutl'tl un unfulr method of eompetition ln violation of 
section 5 of the act of t-;eptemher 26, l!H4. 

OOMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trude Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation made by it that the Carter 
Paint Co. hereinafter referred to us respondent, has been for 
more than a year last past, using unfair mPthods of competi­
tion 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
sion, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," 
and it appearing thnt a proce·eding 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 Carter Paint Co., 
is a corporation, org-anized and existing and doing business 



182 :t'EilEHAL 'l'lt.\llE COMJIIIRSION DECIR!ONS, 

FiiHlin;..:~. 2F.T.C. 

under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Indiana, 
hn ving its principal oflice ami place of business at the city 
of Liberty in said State, and is now and for more than one 
year last past has been engaged in manufacturing and sell­
ing roof and metal paints, waterprooli ng preparations, aml 
similar pro(lucts throughout the State and Territories of 
the United States, and the District of Columbia, and that at 
all times hereinafter nwutioned, the n•spondent has carried 
on aJl(l condueted stwh lJIIsiness in din~et competition with 
other persons. firms, copartnerships, :wd eorporutions manu­
facturing and selling like products. 

PAn. 2. That. with tlw intt>nt, purpose, aml effect of stifling 
and sup)H'Pssing conqwtition in interstate eommerce in the 
manufactut·e and sale of roof and metal paints, waterproof­
ing prPJmrations, nnd simi Jar pro<lucts, the respondent, for 
more than Oile year last past has been g;,·ing and offPring to 
give premiums consisting of silverware. suits, hats, travel­
ing casps, wutclws, elocks. talking machines, and other per­
sonal propetty. to snlesmPn of johlwrs hnndling the products 
of the respmHlPnt and those of its conqwtitors, as an in<luce­
ment to push the sales of r('s'pondent's products in preference 
to the products of its competitors. 

HEPOHT, FINDINOS AR TO THE FACTS, AND 
OHDER. 

The FPdt>ral Trade Commission, having issue<! and sened 
its complaint herein, whl'r<>in it is nlil•ged thnt it h:ul reason 
to believe that the Carter Paint Co., lwreinu fter referred to 
as the respondent, has hPPn for more thun one yenr lnst past, 
using unfair methods of eom petition in interstate commerce. 
in violation of the provisions of st•etion 5 of "the net of 
Congress approved ScptPmber 2G, l!H4, entitled "An act to 
create a J<\•deml Trade Commission, to define its powet'f:' 
and duties, and for otlwr purposes," and it appearing that u 
proceeding by it in respt•C't thereto would be to the interest of 
the public, and fully stating its ehnrw~s in that respect. and 
the respondt>nt having entt>red its app<•urance by (iporgP \V. 
Pigman untl L. L. Bracken, its attorneys, and the respondent 



CAUTER PAINT CO. 183 

181 Uondu,:ion. 

having filed its answer admitting that certain mutters and 
things alleged in said complaint are true in the manner aml 
form therein !iet forth and denying others therein contained, 
and the Commission having offered testimony in support of 
its charges in said comphint und the respondt•nt having 
offered testimony in its he11alf, and the attorneys for the 
commission an(l the respondent having submitted their 
briefs as to the lnw ancl the facts, the Commission makes 
this report nnd findings us to tht• fads and eonelusion: 

FINDINGS AS TO TilE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, the Carter Paint Co., 
is n corporation, organized,_ existing, nnd doing business 
under and by virtu~ of the laws of the State of Indiana, 
having its principal otfiee nwl plaee of business at the town 
of Liberty, State of I n<liana, and is now and for more than. 
one yeur last pust has been engaged in manufaeturing an!l 
selling roof and nwtnl paints, waterproofing prepa mtions, 
and similar produets throughout the States and Territories 
of the United States and the District of Columbia. in direct 
competition with other persons, firms, copartnerships, and 
corporations manufacturing and selling like products. 

PAn. 2. That in the course of its business of manufacturing 
nnd selling roof and metnl paints, waterproofing prepara­
tions, nnd similar products in interstate commerce, the re­
spondent, the Carter Pnint Co., for more thnn a year last 
pnst hns given nnd offered to give employees and salesmen of ' 
dealers who handle and sell the products of the respondent 
and those of certain of its competitors, premiums consisting 
of silverware, suits, huts, tmveling cases, watches, clocks, 
talking machines, and other personal property, as an induce­
ment for them to give attention to und push the sale of the 
respondent's products. 

CONCLUSION. 

That the methods of competition set forth in the foregoing 
findings as to the facts, under the circumstances therein set 
forth are unfair methods of competition in interstate com-
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merce, in violation of section 5 of un act of Congress np­
proved September 26, 1914, entitled "An act to create a 
Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
nnd for other purposes." 

OllDEH TO CI~ASE AND DESIRT, 

The Ferlrrnl Trade Commission, having issue<l niHl served 
its complaint hrrein, and the respondent, the Carter Paint 
Co., having entered its appearance uy Ocorge ,V. Pigman 
and'L. L. Bradeen, its attonwys, and h:tving filed its answer 
admitting certain allegations of the complaint and denying 
certain otlwrs thereof, and the Commission having offered 
testimony in support of its chargt'R in said complaint, and 
the respondent having oil'Pt't>d tt•stimony in its behalf, and 
the attorneys for the eomm ission and the respondent having 
sulnnitterl tht>ir briefs as to the law all!! the facts, uwl the 
Commission lul\·ing made and filed its n·port containing its 
findings as to the facts und its <'OJH'lusion that the respond­
ent has violated section 5 of an ad of Congress approved 
St>pteml1er ~6, 1914, entitlt>d ".\n aet to erPate a FPdPJ'al 
Trude Commission, to dPiine its powers aiHl duties, and for· 
other purposps," whir·h said report is het·eby reft>ned to and 
made a part lu•reof: Now, therefore, 

It is orrll'rnl, That the I'l'SJHmdent, the Cartel' Paint Co., 
its ofiicm·s, d i t'Pr·tors, agents, representatives, SI:H'\'Hnts, and 
employees, eensP and dPsist from din•etly or indire<'tly giving 
or offering to give premi11ms or prizes of any kind what­
soever to employl:'es or salPsmen of dealers who handle the 
products of the respondent and of onl.'l or more of the re­
spoiHit>nt's <·ompPtitors, us an inducement to push the sule of 
the respondent's prod uds. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

THE UTAH BEDDING & MANUFACTURING CO., 

COMPLAINT IN THE 1\IAT'l'ER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SEC· 

TION 5 OF AN ACT 01!' CONGRESS APl'RUVED SEPTEl\11\ER 2!l, 

1914. 

Docket 348.-Dec('mber 30, 1!)19, 

SYLLABUS. 

Where u corporation engaged In the manufacture and sale of mat­
tresses, bedding, coul'hes, and similar products gave und oll'ered to 
give to employees of customers cush bonu,;es as an inducement to 
push the sale of its mattresses with the purchasing public: 

Held, That such gifts and ofl'ers to give, under the circumstances set 
fm'th, constituted an unfulr method of competition In violation of 
section 5 of the act of Heptemtwr 2G, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation mnJe by it that the Utah 
BeJding & Manu faduring Co., hereinafter referred to as re­
spondent, has been and is using unfair methods of compe­
tition in interstate commerce, in violation of the provisions 
of section 5 of an ad of Congress approved September 2G, 
HH4, entitled "An act to create a Federal Traue Commission, 
to define its powers and unties, and for other purposes," 
and it appearing that a pt·oeceding by it in respect tlwreof 
would be to the interest of the public, issues this complaint 
stating its charges in that l'l'spect on information and belief 
as follows: 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, Utah Bedding & 
.Manufacturing Co., is a corporation organized, existing, and 
doing business u'ncler and by virtue of the laws of the State 
of Utah, having its principal oflice and place of business at 
the city of Salt Lake, in said State, now and for more than 
one year last past engaged in manufacturing and selling 
mattresses, beds, couches, and similar products throughout 
the States and Territories of the United States and the Dis­
trict of Columbia, and that at all times hereinafter men-
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tioned the respondent has carried on and conducted such 
busirwss in eumpl'tition with other persons, firms, copart­
nerships~ and eorporations similarly engaged. 

P:ut. ~. That the respondent for more than one year last 
past, with the intent, purpose, and efl'ed of stifling and sup­
pressing conljwtition in the sale of mattresses, beds, couches: 
anti kindred products in interstate commerce, has given and 
offered to give a cash premium or bonus on the sale of cer­
tain mattresses to the salesmen of merchants handling the 
prududs of the responuent unu those of its competitor'S as an 
indur·ement to influence them to push the sales of respondent's 
products, to the exelusion of the products of its competitors. 

HEPORT, FINDINGS AS TO TilE FACTS, AXD 
OHDER. 

The F"erleral Tmde Conuuission hu,·ing reason to believe 
that the above-named rcsponr!Pnt, the Utah Bedding & Man­
ufaeturing Co.~ has been for more than one year last past 
using unfair methods of competitio11 in interstate commerce 
in Yiolation of the pro\·isions of sec·tion 5 of an act of Con­
gress approved September :26, 1914, e11titled "An act to create 
u Federnl Trnde Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for other pnrposps," and that n proceeding by it in that 
respt-ct would be to the interest of the public, and fully 
stating its charges in that respect; and the respondent having 
filer.l its answer nrlmiUing that certain of the matters and 
things allegNI in the said complaint are true in the manner 
and form tlwrrin set forth, and Jenying others thcn'in con. 
tainecl, unci thereafter having made and executed an agreed 
~tntt>ment of faets, whi('h hns been lwretofore filed, in which 
it is stipulated and agreed by the respondent that the Fed­
eral Trade Commission shall take such agreed statement of 
facts as evidence in this CflSe and in lieu of testimony. nnd 
shnll forthwith thereupon make its report stating its findings 
as to the facts, its conelusions, and its order disposing of this 
proceeding without the introduction of testimony or the 
presentation of argument; therefore, the FederRl Trade 
Commission nmv makes and enters this its report stating its 
findings as to the facts and its conclusion: 
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FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, 

PAHAGH.\PH 1. That the respondent, the Utah netlding & 
Manufacturing Co., is a eorporation organized, existing, and 
doing businesi::i under and by \'irtue of the lawi::i of the State 
of Utah, having its principal office and plaee of bnsiiwss 
located at the city of Salt Lake, in said State, and is now and 
for more than one year last past has been engaged in manu· 
faduring and selling mattn•i::ises, bedding, couches, anti simi· 
Jar products in interstate l'ommerce, in competition with 
other persons, firms. copartnerships, and eorporations simi­
larly engaged. 

P.\U. 2. That the respondent, ihe Utah Bedding & Manu­
fuduring Co., in the course of its business of manufaeturing 
and selling mattresses, bedding, couches, und similar prod­
lids in interstate conmwrce, has within the lnst three years 
sold and ofl:'et·ed to sell a patented mattress known ns the 
·· Snn 0 tuf" mattress to mPI'('hants in the towns and cities 
of Utah, Colorado, Idaho, and "ryoming, in or near its sell­
ing tetTitory SlllTOIIIHling the city of Salt Lake, an<l in order 
to stimulate the snle of such mattresses the respondent has 
gi\·en and otfpre<l to give to t'mployees and snlPsmPn of 
dealers who handle uml sell the" Snn 0 tuf" mattress and 
mattresi::ies of certuin of its competitors cash bonuses. 

CONCLUSION. 

Thnt the methods of competition set forth in the forPgoing 
findings as to the facts under the circumstanct>s therein set 
forth are unfair nwthods of competition in interstate com­
merce, in violation of tlw provisions of section 5 of an act o·f 
Congrt>ss nppr!l\·ed September 26, 1914, entitled "An act to 
create n FNleral Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, ami for other purposes." 

ORDER TO CEASE AND OEAIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having issued and served 
its complaint herein, and the respondent, the Utah Bedding 
& .Manufacturing Co., having filed its answer and thereafter 
having made, exeeuteJ, and filed an agreed statement of 
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facts in which it stipulated and agreed that the Federal 
Trade Commission should take such agreed statement of 
faets as the evidence in this case and in lieu of testimony, 
and proceed forthwith upon the same, and to make and 
enter its report stating its findings as to the facts, its con­
clusions, and its order without the introduction of testimony, 
and waiving therein any and all right to require the intro­
duction of testimony or the presentation of argument in 
support of the same, and the Fedeml Trade Commission 
having made and enter·ed its report stating its findings ns to 
the facts and its conclusion that the respondent has violated 
section 5 of an act of Congn~ss, approved September 2G, 
1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal Trade Commis­
sion, to define its powers and !lnties, and for other pur­
poses," which said report is hereby referred to and made a 
part hereof: Now, therefore, 

It is ordered, That the respondent, its offieers, agPnts, rep­
resentatives, servants, and employees cease nml desist from 
directly or indirectly giving or offering to give cash bonuses 
or prizes to employees or salesmen of merchnnts who handle 
and sell mattresses, be(hling, conehes, and similar products 
of the respondent and of one or more of the respondent's 
competitors, as an inducement to influence such employees 
or salesmen to stimulate or push the sale of the r·espondent's 
prodnets. .. 

FEDERAL TIL\DE COMMISSION 

v. 

J. ll. COilE~. TRADI~O UNDER THE NAME AND 
STYLE OF THE COLE-CONRAD CO. 

COMPLAINT TN THE MATTER OF TJIF. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SEC­

TION 6 OJ<' AN ACT OF CONGRESS Al'l'HO\'ED SEI'TJ<:l\llU.:R 20 1 

1914. 

Docket 349.-December 30, 1919. 

SYLLABUS, 

Where an Individual engaged in the sale of groceries by mall In 
"combination orders" only, the price of which did not Include cost 
ot transportation to the resideuce of the purchaser, and In which 
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orders the number of items and the quantity of euch, hut not always 
the quality and kind, were specified with certalnty-

(a) advertised different "combination orders" so assembled thut 
eaeh eontaliw!l one or nwt·e sta11le artid~s of well-known quality 
and price, and other artieles, constituting the greater part of tlw 
order, the quality and retail pric~s of which were not well known tu 
the gen~ral public, and set fot'th prices alleged to be charged for 
each item, which prices for the well-known and staple articles wer~ 
less than the cost thereof, but for the less familiar urticles were 
at snell increased amounts us to afford a satisfal'tory protlt on the 
sale as a whole; thereby mislending the purchasing puhllc into 
believing that each ami every Item of groceries wu~ sold at a cer­
tain definite price and that the less well-known articles were sold 
at propot·tlonately as low prices as the stuple und well-known 
urtlcles were represented to be sold; 

(b) overstated the pricP tllat would he chat·getl hy his com(wtitors for 
simllnr "combination onlet·s" nnd for the less familiat· articles 
making up said orders; 

(c) advertised that he wus selling hi!'! "combination ordet·s" und 
each item tlll'reof at priees eonsi,let·ahly iPss than thosP chnrgt>d 
hy his compt>titor~. when in fact sudt on!Pr~> un'l some individual 
items thPrPof could huvP IH'<'ll lllll'('lt:t~t'(l from his contpl'tltors at 
prices considt>t'ahly lPss th1111 tho,.:!' dtar~ell by him, inchtding the 
cost of tmnsportation to tl11• t't•sidl'lll'(' of the pnrchasPr: 

llclrl, 'l'hat sueh false nml mislt>adln~ udYc-rtb;ing constitutefl, unde-r 
the circutnstnttl'es set forth, unfair lllPthods of ('Ompetitiun in viola­
tion of section 5 of the net of Sl•ptemher 26, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation made by it, that J. B. 
Cohen, trading under the name and style of the Cole-Conrad 
Co., hereinafter referred to as the respondent, has been and 
is using 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 Tmde 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 respo1Hlent, ,J. B. Cohen, is a resi­
dent of the State of Illinois, having an offiee for the transac-
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tion of business in the city of Chicago, in said State, aml is 
now and for more than a year last past has been engaged 
under the tm<le name and style of the Cole-Conrad Co. in 
the sale of groceries by mail throughout the several States 
of the United States and the District of Columbia in direet 
competition with other perslms, copartnerships, and corpora­
tions similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. That during the year last past, in the conduct of 
his business in the sale of groceries in interstate commerce 
as aforesaid, the responclent has adopted the practice of sell­
ing its groceries in combination oruers consisting of one or 
more well-known and st1tple articles combined with others 
not so well known or familiar to the purchasing public, such 
eombination orders being sold at a fixed aggregate price; 
that said combimttion orders are extensively advertised by 
the respondent in newspapers, magazines, and catalogues. 
which ttdvertiioiements set forth the diff'erent items of the said 
c·omhi11ation ordt'l·s, togpther with the individual prices of 
said items, which for the well-known and staple articles are 
h•ss than cost, but for tlw less familiar 11rticles are at such 
increased prices as give the respondent a satisfadory profit 
upon the aggregate items of the said combination orders, and 
that the effect of said form of advertisement in connection 
with other false antl misleading statements contained in said 
advertisements is to deeei,·e and mislead the pulJlic into the 
belief that the other items of grol'erics composing respond­
ent's said cornbinntion orders are sold at the same pl'Opor­
tionately low prices as the st:tple and well-known groceries. 
and that groeeries in genc:i ai nrc solei by the respondent at 
prices very much less than those chttrgcd by conqwtitors. 

HEPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO TilE FACTS, AND 
OHDER. 

The Fed£'ral Trade Commission having issued and sen·pc] 
its complaint herein, wlwrPin it allt'W~d that it had 1·enson 
to believe that the above-named rl'SpondPnt, .J. n. Cohen, 
trading under the name and style of the Cole-C:mratl Co., 
had been and then was using unfair methods of competition 
in commerce in violation of the provisions of sel'tion 5 of 
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an ad of Congress appr<1ved September 2G, 1914, entitled 
';An act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, nnd for other purposes," and that a pro­
ceeding by it in respect thereof would be to the interest of 
the public, and fully stating its charges in that respect; and 
the respondent having filed his answer to said complaint, 
and the issues so raisetl having, pursuant to due notice given 
to said respondent, come on for hearing before the Com­
mission; and the Commission having appeared and intro­
duced its evidence in support of its charges, and the re­
spondent having fniletl to appear; nnd all testimony heard 
at said hearing having been reduced to writing and, to­
gether with the evidence introdueed thereat, having been 
filed in the office· of the Conunissi<m, the Commission being 
fully advised in the premises and upon consideration 
t.hereof, now makes this its report and findings as to the 
facts and its conclusions thereon: 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

P.\IL\Git.\1'11 1. The respondent, ,J. B. Cohen, is now Hn<l 
since Mardt 1, 1!H9, has been eo11':innously engaged in the 
husirwss of selling in ''combination orders" groceries by 
"mail order" in the manner hereinaftPr more particularly 
described as a sole tradl'r under the name of the Cole-Con­
rad Co., with ofilces in Chicago, IlL at whieh he transacts 
said lmsiness. For a short period of time since March 1, 
1919, rt>sporHlent also conducted sueh business under the 
names of the Bayard Grocery Co. and the Kello~g Grocery 
Co. Hespon<lent was also engag<>d in the same business 
during the year l!Hi, but was ordered by the United Stutes 
Food Administrator to discontinue it. This order was 
reseinde<l on March 1, 1919. 

Respondent carries on his business by soliciting the gen­
eral puhlie and spcnring from it purchasers for his groceries 
by means ancl as the result of representations contained in 
advertisements which he causes to be published in ent'llogues 
and \n nurnProus newspapers, magazines, and other periodi­
cals which are circulated and retHl throughout the States 
and Territories of the United States and the District of 
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respondent, as a result of this method of solicitation, secured 
approximately 15,000 "combination orders" for groceries 
from purchasers located throughout the United States. Re­
spondent filled these orders and caused the groceries therein 
des<'ribed to be transported to the respective States wherein 
such purchasers resided, receiving therefor an aggregate 
amount of $;i0,00U or $(i0,000. Hespondent is still engaged 
in filling orders received as a result of the ad ,·ertisements 
mentioned above and shipping the groceries therein de­
scribed in the manner stated. A portion of the ad \·ertising 
above refened to is still being circulated L,y respondent. In 
thus carrying on his business, and in thus selling gt'O<'t'ries 
to the general public, l'Cspondent is in direct competition 
with numerous persons, firms, and corporations who are 
also engaged in selling groceries to the general public by 
mail order and otlwnvise. 

P.\R. 2. HPsponch•nt adn•Jtises and sells his grcl<'m·ies only 
in "combination cll'<h•rs." ThPst• orders !'onsist of a c~omhi­
nation of anywhen• from:\ to 14 ditfpn•nt itPill'i of grol'eri<'s. 
The mnnhPr of itl•ms and the quantit.y of <'a!'h is specifi<'c1 
with certainty in <•ac·h order, hut the cpmlity and kind is not 
alwuys described with certainty. Hespondent advcrtisPs :\:\ 
dill'erent "combination orders" for which he chat·ges pril'l'!'> 
ranging fl'Om $1.\l!l up to ~:.!.i!l.l G. Each ordt•r is so made 
up with referPnce to the nature of the items of groceries 
in<'luded therein that it will contnin one or more staple 
articles, the quality and retail price of which ure more or 
less well known to the gpneral public aiHl other articles 
constituti11g the greater purt of the "combination orders," 
the quality all!l rl'tail price of which are not so well known. 
That in said a<l\'(•rtisenwnts publishe<l by the r('spondent us 
aforesaid the various itl•ms of the fli jfprent "combination 
orders" are set forth, together with the prices alleged to 
be chargl'd for each itPill: that thP pril't's set forth for the 
well-known and staple articiPs are h•ss than the cost thereof, 
but the pricPs set forth for the !Pss familiar artides nn• at 
such increasPcl umounts as to enable the respondent to muke 
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a l'Htisfnetory profit on the sale; alHl that su<:h advertise­
ments hn \'e the capncity to and do mislead the JHtrdlHsing 
public into the belief that each and every item of groceries 
is sold at a certain definite price, and that the less familiar 
articles are sold by the respondent at proportionately as 
low prices as the staple and well-known artides are repre­
sented to be sohl, whereas, in truth and in fact, respondent 
does not sell any separate article of the groceries so adver­
tised by him at a definite price, but sells only the said com­
plete a combination or<ler" at such a definite price for the 
whole thert>of as will allow him a satisfaetory profit on the 
sale unll will not sell separately any article mentioned in 
any of his orders or in any part of his advertisPments. 

PAt:. 3. Hespondent in said advertisements has been repre­
senting that the prices of his "combination orders" und of 
the items of the less familint· ·artides of groceries, enumer­
ated therein, are less thnn the priees at which similar articles 
or combinations of artides of groceries are sold by eom­
petitors, whereas in truth and in fnct such articles and ('Oill­

binations of urticles of grol'eries could have been purch:1sed 
from the respon<lent's com pet itor·s nt prices consiuerably 
less than those represPnted hy him as being charged by his 
:;aid competitors. 

PAR. 4. Respondent in said :uln1rtiseuwnts has been repre­
Slmting that he is selling his "combination orders," and each 
item thereof, at prices considerably less than those charged 
hy his competitors, when in fact nnd in truth sueh orders 
nnd inclividunl itt-ms of groceries coulu have been pnrchasPd 
from respondent's competitors at prices eonsi<lerably less 
than those ehargecl by respondent, including the cost of 
tmnsportation to tlw residence of the purchaser thereof, 
whereas purehasf'rs of rt'sponllent's grocrries are compelled 
to defray the cost of such transportation. 

CONCLf;SIONR. 

The Hl'ts nnd conduct of the respondent set forth in the 
foregoin~ findings as to the fads are unfair meth()(ls of com­
petition in commerce within the meaning and in violation of 

18U39G 0 --2o----13 
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the provisions of an aet of Congress approved September ~6, 
1914, entitled "An net to create a Federal Tr:ule Commission, 
to define its powers and dutit>s, and for other purposes." 

OH!Hm TO CEASE AND llEKIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission having issnP<l and served 
its complaint herein, wherein it alle:red that it hatl reason to 
believe that the above-named respondPnt, .T. B. Cohen, trad­
ing under the name and style of the Cole-Conmd Co., had 
het>n and then was using unfair methods of competition in 
conunerce in violation of the pro,·isions of section 5 of an 
act of Congress apprO\·ed September 26, Hll4, entitled "An 
act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its pow­
PI'S and dntics, an\l for other pur·poses," and that a proceed­
ing by it in respel't thereof would be to the interest of the 
puLlic, and fully statin:r its chargt>s in that n•spect, and the 
respondent ha \'ing filed his answer to said com plaint, ami 
the issues so raised having pursuant to due notice gi\'en to 
said respondent come on for hearing before the Commis­
sion; and the Commission having appeared and intro\lueed 
;ts evidenee in support of its charges and the responllent hav­
ing failed to appear; and all testimony lward at said !war­
ing having been reducecl to writing ntHl, together with the 
evidence introduced tht>reat, having been filed in tl11• office 
of the Commission, nnd the Commission being fully advised 
in the premises and upon consideration thereof having rnnue 
and filed its report containing its findings ns to the faets and 
its eondusions that the respondent has violated section 5 of 
an act of Congl'l'SS approved September 26, 1914, entitled 
"An act to create 1t Federal Tr:ule Commission, to define its 
powers ancl clnties, and for other purposes," which said re­
port. is hereby rl'fl'tTetl to and made a pnrt hereof: Now, 
t!H•rt>fore, 

It is ordered, That the respon< lent, J. B. Cohen, trading 
under the name and style of the Cole-Conratl Co., with offices 
at Chicago, Ill., cease and desist from selling m· offering to 
sell groeeries or any other artiele of m£>rchamlise or com­
modity of whatsoHer kind, character, or description in com­
merce among the seyeral Stutes or in any Territory of the 
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United States or the District of Columbia by means of ad­
verti;;ements for combination orders of groceries in which 
the individual items are set forth, together with the prices 
thereof, which for the well-known and staple groceries are 
ht or less than cost, but for the less familiar articles are at 
such increased nmounts as render a satisfnctory profit upon 
the aggregate items of such combination orders, or by means 
of any other false, misleading, decepti \·e, or unfair state­
ments or rcprescntations in magazines, newspapers, period­
icals, or catalogues, or made or put forth in any other manner 
howsoever, where snch statements or representations have a 
tendency or capacity to di;;ercdit competitors or their method 
of doing business, or are calculated or designed to mislead 
or deeei ve respondent's customers or prospective customers, 
or the customers or prospective customers of competitors or 
the public generally, as to the true character of the trans­
action, or to create a false impression to the efft>ct that re­
spondent is selling his groceries or other commodities or 
nny individual item of either tlwreof at prices as low as or 
lower than those charged by competitors. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

PLO.MO SPECL\.LTY MANUFACTURING CO. AND 
RIVERSIDE REFINING CO. 

COJ\Il'LAINT IN Tim l\IATTER OF THE ALUXlED VIOLA'l'ION OF 

s•~CTION II OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26, 

1014. 

DoeiH•t 448.--llt·l·t•llll!l'r 30, HlHl. 

::-iYI.I.ABUS. 

Where u corpomtion engagetl In the mnnufactnre niH! salt> of oils, 
turpPntine, ami kindred pr·oducts-

(rt) rept·eHPnted by menus of advertisements and hrnt>~ls thnt a 
protluct sold by It, C'OlllJlOsed of tm·penthw ntlultPrated with mineral 
oil. was "~l'eontl-rnn " hll"Jlf'ntlne, the f:wt lwlu:.:; til a r tilere is 110 
product commN·clally known as ·· Sl'contl-run" turpentine; 
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( 1J) l'f'[)reseute<l h~· IIWHliS of advet•tisl'llll'l\ ts 1\ no brands lhll t a 
pi'Oduct sold by It allll compos!'!l of llnsee<l oil, ndulterntell with 
miuPral oll, wns '' seeond-run" linseP<l oil, thP fact bl'ing that tlwre 
is 110 such product us •· se!'ol\(\-1'11\\" llmw<•!l oil; 

With the result of mlslea!liu!!: purdw~ers into believill!!: that the 
t11rpentlne IIIHI lins<:'P!I oil sold hy it were Jllll'e pt·oducts. notwith­
Htnnding the fnet that it stated In its <lllvertisPmPnts that ;;aid prod­
nets were not Jllll'f', nor reeommended for lllP<lidnal purposes: 

Held, That such adl'!'l'tisin;..:, nn<l sueh bru11din;..:, UtHh•r the circum­
stall('es set fol'tlt, eoHstltute<l an u11t'air Htdhod of eo\\\petition, in 
violation of sl'etion 5 of the net of ~eptembl't' :!G, l!H4. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Feclernl Trade Commission having reason to believe, 
from a preliminary inwstigation made by it, that the Plomo 
Specialty .Manufacturing Co. and Riverside Refining Co., 
hereinafter referred to as respondents, have been and are 
using unfair nwthods of competition in interstate commerce 
in violation of the provisions of section ;) of an act of Con­
gress npprove<l September 26, 1!)14, eutitled "An ttet to 
create a Federal Trude Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes," and it appt•ariug that n 
proceeding by it in respPet thereof would be to the interest 
of the public, issues this complaint, stating its ehar~Ps in this 
respPet on information and belief, as follows: 

P,\HAGRAI'H 1. That the respondent, Plomo Specialty 
.:\Ianufacturing Co., is a corporation doing businPss under the 
Ia ws of the State of Ohio, with its principal otiice and place 
of business loente<l at the city of CleYelancl, in said State; 
that the respondent, Hiverside Refining Co., is a subsidinry 
of the said Plomo Specialty 1\Jnnnfacturing Co. nnrl was 
orgnnized and exists for the sole purpose of marketing and 
selling the oil, turpentine, ancl kindred products of the 
Plmlw Spe1~ia lty Manufa1-turing Co.; that the said rt'spond­
ents are now and at all times hereinafter mt•ntioned have 
been engaged in the husinPss of mauufn('turing, purchasing, 
selling, and reselling certain oils and turpentine and kin­
dred pro<luc~ts in eompetition with other persons, firms, co­
partnerships. and corporations similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. Thnt in the conduct of their business the re­
spondents p11rehase the component ingredients used in the 
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manuf:J,.tnre of snid oils, turpentine, and kindred products 
in vnrious States and Territories of the United States and 
transport. the snme through other States and Territories 
in and to the city of Cle\'eland, State of Ohio, where they 
arc ma cle and manufnctured into the finished product and 
sold and shippetl to purehasers thereof; that ufter such prod­
uets are so mnnufactured tlwy nre continuously moved to, 
from, and among other Stntes of the United States, the 
Territori2s thereof, anti the District of Columbia; and there 
is continunlly and hHs been at all times herein mentioned a 
constant current of trade anti commerce in said produd;:; 
between and among the various States. and Territories of 
the Unitt'U States, the District of Columbia, and foreign 
countries, and more particulady from other States and Ter­
ritories of the PniteJ States and the District of Columbia 
to and through the City of Clen~land, State of Ohio, and 
from there to nnd tlmmgh otlwr States of the United 
~tates, Territorie>; thereof, the District of Columbia, and 
foreign countries. 

PAn. 3. That tlw respondents for more thnn a year ln.st 
past, in the sale of their products as aforesaid in interstate 
commerce, lun·e sold and are now srlling and offering for 
sale certain of their products which nre and have been 
adulternted and mixed with a low grnde mineml oil and 
other ingr('dient.s, and have represented by means of adver­
tisements and circulars nnrl held out and stated to the pur­
chasing public that the product so offered for sale was 
"sN·oncl run" turpentine; that such statements and repre­
sentations are false and misleading and cnlculated and de­
signed to and do deceive the trade and the general public into 
believing respondents' products to be pure and unadulter­
ated. 

PAR. 4. That the respondents for more than a year last 
past~ in the sale of oils, tmpentine, and kindred products 
in interstate commerce, have sold nnd are now selling and 
offering for snle a so-called "second run" linseed· oil, that 
in the tratle there is no sneh commodity known ns "second 
run" linseed oil, and that the oil sold by respondents as 
"second run" linseed oil is a mixture of low grade mineral 
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oils with pure linseed oil; that the representation ancl state­
ment by respondent in its advertising matter that its linseed 
oil is "second run" is false and misleading and .calculated 
and designed to and uoes deceive the tra<le and the general 
public into believing respondents' produds to be pure and 
unadulterated. 

HEPORT, FINDI.NCiS AS TO TIIE I~\\CTS, AND 
ORDER. 

The Ft•<leral Tm<le Commission having reason to hrlieve 
that the aLoYe-named rp:.;pondrnts, Plorno Spet:ialty .Manu­
facturing Co. and Hin•rside Hefining Co., have been for 
more than one year last past using unfair methods of compe­
tition in interstate commerce in Yiolation of the provisions 
of se<·tion 5 of an art of CongrPss ap]H'O\'l'<l Septembt>r 2G, 
1!>14, entitletl "An act to crt:>ate a F<•deml trade corumis­
sion, to ddine its powers an<l duti<•s, arHl for other pur­
posrs," and that a pro1·('eding by it in that respt>et would 
be to the intt>rest of the public and fully slaling its charges 
in that respect; and the rt•spowlents Jut ,·in~-r entt•retl their 
appearnnce by their attorney, duly authorizL•<l an1l empow­
ered to act in the lli'Ptllist>s. and having filed their answer 
admitting that certain of the matters and things nllege!l 
in the said com pia int a rP true in the manner and from 
therein set forth, and denying othct·s therein contained, and 
tht>rra ftt>t' having mn1h~ and rxeeuteLl an ngreorl statement 
of facts whieh has been heretofore filed in 'vhieh it is stipu­
lated !UH1 agrt>cd by the rPsponth•nt that the FeLleral Tnule 
Commission shall take such agreed statement of facts as 
evidence in this case and in lieu of tt>slimony, and shall 
forthwith thereupon make it.s report stating its findings as 
to the fads, its conelusions, and its order disposing of this 
proceeding without the introduction of testimony or the 
presentation of argumf'nt; tiH'I'<' fore, the Fe<lPt'al Trade 
Commission now makes and Pntrrs this its rPport stating 
its findiugs as to the fal'Ls and its conclusion. 
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FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAl'II 1. That the respondent, Plomo Specialty 
Manufacturing Co., is an Ohio corporation, with its princi­
pal place of business in the city of CleYeland, in said State. 
and the Riverside Refining Co. is a corporate trade name 
adopted by the Plomo Specialty l\Ianu fadnring Co. as a 
medium for marketing oils, ~reases, an1l paints, and exists 
for the sole purpose of marketin~ and selliug products of 
the Plomo Spe<'i,llty 1\Ianu faduring Co.; t.hnt the said 
P!omo Specialty l\L\llufaetming Co. is now :uul at all times 
hereinafter mentiom~1l has lwen en~a~ed in the lHLsinl'ss of 
manufacturing, pun·hasing, snlling, nnd reselling certain 
oils, turpentine, aJl(l kindred pr<Hhtets in competition with 
other persons, ii.rms, copartnerships, and corporations simi­
larly enga~ed. 

PAIL 2. That in the conduet of its lmsiness the sni1l re­
spondent has through its own name aml thl'Ou~h its corpo­
rate trade name, Riverside Refining Co., pnrehased the com­
ponent ingrcdit•nts used in the manufacture of said oils and 
turpentine in vnrions States of the United States nnd trans­
ported tlw same through other States io the city of Cleve­
land, State of Ohio, where they were nwnufactured into 
the finished procluct and sol1l and shipped to purehas£1rs 
thereof; that after sneh prod nets are so manufactured they 
are eontinuously move<l to, from, aiHl among the other States 
of tlw llnitt•d Stah•s, nml there is contimwnsly :11111 has been 
at all times lwrein mentioned a constant currl'nt of trade in 
commetTe of snid products Letween an<l amon~ the various 
Stntt•s of the United States, the District of Cohunhia, tlllll 
foreign countries. 

PAn. 3. That respontlent, th!'ough its splling me1lium, 
Hi verside Hefining Co., for more than a ytoar lnst past in the 
sale of its produets as afon~said in interstate comnwrce, has 
represl'nteJ. by means of advertisements ancl braiH1s, pl1tced 
on containers, to the purchasing puhlif' that turpt•ntine aml 
linstoetl oil soM lJy it are "second nm." Thnt linst~ed oil is 
pressed from the flaxseed. That there is no such product 
as "second run" linst'wl oil. That the product called 
"second run" linseed oil by n•spotHlent is linsecJ. oil adul-
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temted with mineral oil. That respondent's so-called 
"second run" is composed of 45 per cent linseed oil, 10 per 
cent turpentine, and 45 per cent mineral oil. That the use 
of the term "second run" misleads the purchasing public 
into believing that linseed oil sold und advertised as" second 
run " is a pure product. 

l,AR. 4. That the respondPnt, through its selling- merlinm~ 

Riverside Refining Co., for more than a year lust pnst rep­
resented by nwans of advertisements and brands to the pur­
chasing public that the turpPntine sold by it was "second 
run." That there is no such prOlluct commercially known as 
"second run" tuqwntine. That respondent's so-called 
"second run" turpentine is composed of ao to 40 per cent 
turpentine and 60 to 70 per cent low-grade minerul oil. 
That the use of the term "second run" as nppliell to tur­
pPntine misleads the purchasing pul,lic into believing tur­
pentine sold aJHl 1uhertised as "second run" is a pure 
prodnct. And, fnrthPr, the application of the term "second 
run" to a mixture which contains turpentine implies a prod­
uct which has been obtainP<l by a second running of pine 
trees from which commercial turpentine hns previously been 
taken. 

P.\R. 5. That rPspondent, through its selling me<lium, 
Ri Vl'rside Refining Co., has stated in its advertising matter 
that its so-en lled "second rnn" linsPed oil and "seeond rnn" 
turpentine are not pure pr<lllnds and nre not recommende1l 
for medicinal purposes, aiill respoiHlent's sall•smcn are ex­
pressly instructed to so nd vise purchasers. 

CONCLlJSION. 

That the mPthod of competition sPt forth in the foreg-oing 
findings, unller the cir('nmstances is an unfair method of 
competition in interstate commerce, in vioh1tion of the pro­
visions of se<"tion 5 of an act of Congress npproved Septem­
ber 26, 1914, entitled "An net to create a Ferleral Tralle Com­
mission, to deline its powers and duties, nnd for other 
purposes." 
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ORI>EU TO CEASE AND DESIST, 

The Fe1leral Trade Commission having issuer] and served 
its complaint lwrein, and the respomlent, Plomo Speei1tlty 
l\lanufacturing Co. aJHl I~in'rside Hefining Co., having 
enter·ed its nppetu·arH·e Ly Tolles, Hogsett, (iirm & ~lodey, 
its attorneys, duly authorized and empowered to aet in the 
premises, and luning filed his answer aiHl thereafter· ha vin~ 
made, exeeuted, and fibl an agrt~ed statenwnt of facts in 
which it stipulated and ngTeed that tlw Federal Trade 
Commis:-;ion shonld tuke su\'h agrt>l'd staterm'nt of facts as 
the e\·idence in this \'Use and in lieu of testimony, aml 
proceed forthwith upon the same, and to make unJ enter 
its rt'pOI't stnting its findings as to the fads, its l'onl'iusions, 
nnd its or1lcr without the introduction of h'stimony, and 
wniving therein any HlHl nll right to require the introduc­
tion of testimony or the pn'sentntion of argnment in sup­
port of the sanw. und the FPllPrnl Trade Commission havin)! 
made and pntPI'Pd its rPport statin~ its findings as to the 
!'nets and it~ conclusion that the rPspondPnt has violah'd 
spction 5 of an nd of Congt'Pss n pprovt•tl September ~()~ 
UH4, entitle1l "An u<"t to el'l'ate n Fedeml Trade Commis­
sion, to dPline its powers antl cluties, and for other purposes," 
whi('h said rPport is hereby refPrred to nnd made a part 
l!er<>of: Now, tlwrefore, 

It ·i11 ordl't'ed, That the respondent, its a~t'llts, reprt>senta­
ti ves, spn·unts, t'Ill ployf'Ps, and its selling HH•dimn, Hi n'rside 
Henning Co., censP uud desist from dirt'l'tly or indit·l'ctly 
holding out and rt'presPnting hy nwans of advertisements 
and brnnds! thnt n mixture of tuqwntine und low ~rad9 
mineral oil is "sP<'O!Hl run" tuqwntine, that n mixture of 
linsee1l oil nnd low gmde mirwral oil is '• ser·on1l run" lin­
seed oil. or using or npplyinf! ilw term "st>eond run" in nnv 
way whuh,ol'\'!'1' to ndultemt!'d tlll'JlPntine and linset'll oil 
which may tt'tHl to lend tlw pun·hasing puhlie to llP!iPve 
such ndulterutP<l products to which the term '' SP!'(~nd run" 
is applied ar·e pure and unadulterated. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

WINSTED HOSIEHY CO. 

CO:\II'LAINT IN TilE 1\L\TTEU OF TIH: ALLEm~D VIOLATION OF RF.C­

TWN 5 OF A~ ACT OF CONOHESS APPROVED SEP'l'El\IIJER 26 7 

1914. 

Doek~t No. 214.-January 2!), 1920. 

SYT.LAllUS. 

Wlwre u COI'JlOI'ntlon en~a~t'11 in th~ munufu('ture llllll sale of \Jntlel'­
wPar, shirts, IIIHI other wt>nring uppnrel, in eompPtition with manu­
facturers mn kin~ undenn•ar compos~() wholly of wool and by thl'm 
hrnn<lt!d and labeled as sul'h, brniHie•l. luhP!t•tl, atlvertisetl, nnd snit! 
ce•·tain knit g:oods as ":\!pn's nnturni m~rlno." "l\[pn's ~1·ny wool 
shirts," "l\!pn's nnturul-wool shirt!':," "!\len's nntural-worstp<l 
shh·ts," anti "Men's Auslt'nlinn wool liihirtl-1," ulthoug:h SU<'h goods 
were COillflOsPtl partly of t·ott.on: 

Jldrl, '.fhat stwh brantlln~. lahPiin~. udrei·ti,.;ing, tllld sniPs, muler lhP 
dreum!'IUlll'PS set forth, eonstltutetl un unfuit· IIJPihotl of ('OIIl]Wti­
tioll, In vlolntlon of St'l'tlon 5 of the act ot' ~t·ptPlllht>t' 20, l!H4. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having rPason to lwliPve 
from a preliminary investigation made by it that the Win­
sted Hosiery Co., hereinafter referred to as the responth>ut, 
has been and is using unfair methods of competition in 
interstate eomnwrce, in violation of the provisions of sec­
tion 5 of the al't of Congn•ss approved Septt•mber 26, 1914, 
entitled "An nf't to create a FPdHnl TrndP Commission, to 
define its powt•t·s and duties, and for other purposes," allll 
it appt•aring that a J>I'Ol'Bl'ding hy it in r·pspec·t thereof would 
be to the inten•st of the public, issues this compl11int stating 
its chnrges in that l't'SpPet on infonnntiop anJ. belief as 
follows: 

PAnAGR.\1'11 1. That tht• rPsponth•nt, \Vinstt>d Hosiery Co., 
is a corporation organizNI, existing, nncl doing- business 
untlPr IIJHl hy ,·irtue of tht• laws of the State of Connedicut, 
havitlg' its pr·inl'ipal fal'tory. ofJicP, ancl place of husi1wss 
]ocntPd at thP town of "'instt>~l, in said Statt', now and for 
morP thnn onP yP:tr lnst pnst Pngnge<l in mannfneturing 
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and ;;elling underwear throughout the States ancl Territories 
of the United Statl•s, and that at all tina's hereinafter men­
tioned respondent has carried on and eon<ltl<'tNl such busi­
ness in competition with other• persons, firms, copartner­
ships, und corporations similal'ly engaged. 

PAn. 2. That the rPspondent, \Vin;;te<l Hosiery Co., in the 
con<luet of its lmsim·:.;s, manufaeturt>s sueh tmdeJ'\n>ar so 
sold by it in its fa<"tory lm·ated at the town of Winsted, 
State of ConneC'ti<·ut, and purchases and entPrs into con­
tracts of ptlrl'hase for the ne('PSStH'Y componPnt materials 
needed tlwrefor in diffprent States nnd Territories of the 
United StatPs, transporting the same tht·ough other States 
of the United States in and to said tmm of Winsted, where 
they are made and mnnufnctured into the finished product 
aml sold and shippP<l to purchasnrs therpof; that after such 
pi'Oducts are so manufactured tlwy are continuously mm·ed 
to, from, an<l among otlwr StntPs and 1\,rritories of the 
Unittld States and tlw District of Columhin, and tlwre is 
continumtsly and has hPen at all timPs hereinafter mentioned 
a constant Clll'l't'nt of trade in <·onnnpn•e in said undPrwear 
lwbn~en and among the various StntPs of the Unitt><l States, 
the Territories thereof, and the District of C'olmnhia, and 
t'speciully to and through the town of 'Vinstt>d, State of 
Connecticut, nnd tlwrefrom to and throu~h other States of 
the United States, the Tt'ITitoriPs thereof, and the District 
of Columbia. 

PAR. :l. That for more than one year last past the respond­
ent, \YinstPd llosit'ry Co., with the purpose, intent, an1l 
('fft-ct of stifling and suppressing conqwtition in the mann­
f!tdlll'l' awl sale of underwear in intt-rsta te <·ommer<·e, has 
in tlw Pondud of its lmsinPss manufnl'tnn•J and sold in 
commerce afon'sai<l a11<l lal,Pit•d, atln•rtisPll, aiHl brunded 
eertain lines of underwear compost><! of hut a small amount 
of wool as" Mt•n's nutnml merino shirts."" Men's gray wool 
shirts."" Mt>n's natnml wool shirts,"" Men's natural worstt>tl 
shirts," "Australian wool shirts." That such athertisPments, 
hl'ltnds, nwl labPls are false nwl misk1uling anti ealculated 
arHl designed to, and do. <lt'l'ein~ tlw trac!P a11<l gPnt'ral public 
into the hPlief that such un<l<•rwl'nr is manufactured and 
made and composed wholly of wool. 
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REPOHT, FINDI~US AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER 

The Federal Trade Comtuission ha\·ing reason to hPlit.>ve 
that the nhove-name<l respondent, "'insted Ilusicry Co., has 
been for more than one .)'Pttl' last past using unfair methods 
of c~ompetition in intPrstate commen·e in violation of the 
provisions of se<"tion 5 of an act of Congress a ppr·ove(l Sep­
temlwr 2H, l!H4, entitled "An act to c·r·eatc a Fedeml Trude 
Commission, to ddine its powPt's all(l Juties, and for other 
purposes," and that a proc·peding by it in that n•spPet would 
ue to the interest of thP public and fully stating its chat-gt'S 
in that rt>spect; and the rPspondent having e11tere<l its ap­
J.WamncP by its nttomey, duly authorized and empo\Wl'Pd to 
aet in the premisPs, and having file<l its answer admitting 
that certain of the matters awl things ul!Pge<l in tlw said 
complaint an• tl'lw in tiH• lll!lllllPI' allC! form tht>n•in sPt forth 
nncl dPnying othPrs tlwr(·in <'OIItainecl, nnd then•after huvi11g 
made and PXceutPd an agr·eed statement of fn<'ts whi<'h has 
been lwretofon• fiiPd in whi<'h it is stipulated and agTt·ed 
hy the rt>spondent that the Fedt>ral Tmdc Commission shall 
take sueh ugrt>t•d statt>mPnt of facts :ts evident·e in this ease 
antl in lieu of tPstimony, und sltall forthwith thereupon make 
its rC>port statin'g its fin(lings as to tlw fa<'ts, its eonclusions, 
1tnd its order disposing of this proc·eeding without the intro­
dtwtion of tt>stimony or· thP JH'('SPiltntion of lll'l!lllllPllt; tht>re­
fore the 1•\•dPrul Trudt> Commission now rna kt>s n nd Ptlkt·s 
this its rqwrt stating its findings ns to the fat·ts and its 
eonelusion: 

}'INiliSC;I-I AS '1'0 TilE t'.\C'l'i-1. 

PAIL\Wl.\1'11 1. That thP n•spoudPnt, "'inst<>d Hosiery Co., 
is a ( 'ontw<'ti<·ut t·orpomtion, with its prinl'ipal phu·e of lntsi­
ness loeatt>d ut the tmm of "'insted, in said State, and hns 
for st>\'t>l'lll yt>ars hP<'Il en).!aged in tht> manltfacturt• and sale 
of untlt•rwt>ur, shirts, und otiH·r· wPa ring a ppn r·pJ t h roltglwut 
the various Statt>s of the United StatPs uud has <'otHiuderl it.-~ 

husint>ss in <·ompPiition with other }H'l'sons, finus, and eor­
porations si Ill i larl,y engaged. 
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PAn. 2. That the n•spondent., "'inste1l Hosiery Co., in the 
l'on<lud of its busi1wss maimfactures its products and sell!:! 
aiHl ships same to pllreha~eL's tlwreof located in dilferent 
States of tl~e Vnitl'd Sbtt•s; that after such pmducts are so 
manufal'tun•d they are continuously mo,·ed to, from, and 
among the ditfen•nt Statt•H of the Unih•<l Statt-s, and there 
is eontillunlly, nnd has lwt>n at all times hert"inaftt>r men­
tionrd, 11 eonstunt current of trade and commei't'e in said 
prmluets !)('tween and among the various Stutes of the 
United States. 

PAll. 3. That for more than n year last past the respondent 
in the sale and shipnll'nt of its produets in interstate com­
lli(•J'ce as hereinbefore described has labeled, ad n~rtised, and 
branded certain lincH of under\\'cnr as follows: "l\Ien's 
natuml merino,"" Men's gray wool shirts," "Mt>n's natural 
wool shirts," ":\It•n's natural IYorstL•(I sl1irts," ".\h·n's Aus­
t ml inn wool sh i Its." 

PAn. 4. That the aforc•saicl artides of \H'aring apparel 
are not C<llllposl'd wholly of \Yoot part of the material in 
the said articlt•s h('ing wool awl part lwing eotton, the per­
l'CiltngP of wool in tl.tc !-aid artieles Yllryin~ fi'Om :.!0 to 80 
per ('Pnt; that tlw afon•:-.ai<l UI'HIHls ancl l:dlels do not show 
m· indi('ate the tnw eomposition and constittH•nt parts of the 
matPrials USPll in tlu• munufa('ture of the said articles of 
WPariitg apparel: that the brnnds and lnJ,ds llse<l to mnrk 
the said artieles named in paragTaph a indieatP same nre 
compos<>d wholly of wool, un<l tlwreby thP purchasing public 
is h>d to hl'lit•\'C the said artit'les hran<kd an1l lahele<l as 
afon~said an• com]WSP<l wholly of wooL 

PAn. ii. That for tlw past ~0 )Pars it has ht•Pn a gt-Ill'ral 
CURtom and pm('ti<'e in the mHlenn~a r busi llt'ss to lalwl nnd 
brand und('l'\\'<'111' as "natural nwrino," "wool," "natural 
Wool," "natural worstt•d,'' ar1<l "Austmlinn wool,'' wiH•n in 
fact such undt•rwt'ar so <h'~·wrihecl is not ('omposc•d wholly 
of wool: that this r11stom an<l pradi!'e is ~Pneral in the 
undt>rwen I' tr:ule throughout t hP P nitt>d StatPs: that there 
nre n ft•\v mnnnfnrtul'e!'s of undt>r\Year whosl:' JH'0(1uds nre 
rompo!-it•d wholly of wool and are Lralllh·J and labeled by 
them as such, 
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CONCLUS!O~. 

From the fon'going findings, the Commission concludes 
that the method of competition set forth is, under the cir­
cumsta nees set forth, in violation of the provisions of sec­
tion 5 of an ad of Congress appro\"ed September 2G, 1914, 
entitled "An ad to create a Federal Trade Commission, to 
define its powers and dutie:::;, and for other purposes." 

OiliER '1'0 CEASJ<; AND Ot:SlST. 

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served 
its complaint herein, awl the respondent, Winsted Hosiery 
Co., ha ,·ing entered its appearance by \Vood, Molby & 
France, its attorneys, duly authorized and empowered to 
aet in the premises, and having filed its answer and there­
u.fter ha \"i ng made, executed, and filed an agreed statement 
of facts in wh i('h it stipulated and agreed that the Federal 
'f rade Commission should take such agreed stat<'ment of 
fads as the evidence in this case and in lieu of testimony 
and proceed forthwith upon the same, and to make and 
enter its report stating its findings as .to the faets, its con­
clusions, and its order without the introduction of testi­
mony, and wttiving therein any and all right to requit't' the 
introdudion of testimony or the pr(•sentation of 1trgument 
in support of the snme, aiHl the Federal Trade Commission 
having made and Pntered its report stating its findings as 
to the facts and its conclusion that the respondent has vio­
lated section ;; of an net of Congress approved September 
26, 1914, entith·d "An net to create a Federal Trade Com­
mission, to ddine its powers and duties, and for other pur­
poses~~' which said report is hN·I'by rcft~rre1l to and made a 
part hereof: Now, therefore, 

It is orderrtl, That tlw rcspoiHlent, Winsted Hosiery Co., 
its officers, agPnts, reprPsPntatives, servants, nnd employees, 
<'Nt~£' and O!'sist from direetly or indireetly employing or 
using the lahPis and brands "wool," "nwrino,'' and 
''worsted," or uny simihtr dPst'riptive brands or labels. on 
un1lerwear. socks, or otlwr knit goods composed partly of 
wool, except either (1) when a knit. fabric is made entirely 
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of wool yarns of a kind specified, or (2) when the term 
de!:ivriuing the \HJOl stock is joined with the name of other 
staple or staples eontained in the knitted fu!Jric (e. g., wool­
and-cotton; worsted-and-cotton; wool wor!:iteli-mPrinu and 
wtton; wurstetl, ('Otton and artificial silk). 

Hespondcnt is further ordered to file a report, in writing, 
with the C01nmission three months from notice hereof stat­
ing in detail the manner in which this order has ueen 
complied wit,h and conformed to. 

Fl.:DElL\L TIL\DE COMMISSION 

v. 

TIH: II. E. BIL\DFOHD CO., INC. 

CO:\Il'LAINT JN THE :\1.\TTEH !H' Tin; ALLE<a:D VIOLATION ()F 

SEC"!' ION 5 0.1-' AN AC"l' OF CUNGRE8S API'I!Il\"EI> SEl"l'EM III'U 2!1, 

1014. 

Do!"h:d :1-IG.-.Janunry :.!fl, lfl:.!U. 

::lYI.I.AUI'S. 

Whert' u coi"IWI'Htion eJigii~Pd in the mnunfaeture nntl snle of untlf•r­
Wl'Hl", sh!J·ts, 111111 otlwr WL•aring HI•Jlarcl, in eonlpPtition with munu­
fal'tun•rs nl,ddng UlillL•nvPar composPtl wholly of wool and by tiJelll 
IH"UJHIL'll IIIHI labeled as stwh, hrnntle!l, labeled, mlvertisetl. nntl sold 
eeJ"tain knit g-oods us "!\len's me1·1no shirts," "!\l<'B's natural wool 
union suits," HI though sud! g-oods W<'l"e compo;;ed partly of cotton: 

HI'/ !I, That ,..udl hrnwllng, Ia hPilng, allvt>rllsing-, 1111tl sniP>:, under the 
drt'llll!SIIl!Wt'S Ht't forth, constitutPtl uu unfuir lllPthotl of competi· 
tlou in \"lolaliou of sPdlnn l:i of the net of Hl•ptellllll'r :.!0, 1014. 

CO~IPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade l'orumission, h:n·ing reason to heliHe 
from a pt·eliminary inn•stigntion m:.tle hy it thnt The II. E. 
Bradford Co., Inc., lwreinafter referred to us the rt>spond­
ent, has bt>ert and is using unfair methods of competition in 
inter·statc~ commerce in Yiolation of the prodsions of section 
5 of an ttct of ( 'ongr,.ss nppro\'eu Heptt>mber 2G~ 1914, en­
titled. u.An :tf"t to create a Federal Tr·ade Co111mission. to 
define it:'! powers and dnties, and for other purposeH," :md 
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it uppearing that a proceelling by it in rl'speet thereof would 
bt~ to the intere::;t of the public issues this cornpluint, stating 
its charges in that respect, on informution and IJelief as 
follows: 

P,\H.\GIL\l'H 1. That the reHponclent, The H. E. Bradford 
Co., Inc., is a corporation organized, existing, and doing !nisi­
ness under and by \'irtue of the laws of the State of Ver­
mollt, having its prin('ipal oflice and place of business in the 
city of Bennington, in said Stnte, now and for more than 
two years last past engaged in the manufacture and sale of 
underwear in and among the Yal'ions St:.tes of the United 
Stntes and the Distrid of Columbia, in direct competition 
with other persons, eopnrtrwrsl.ips, and corporations simi­
larly engaged. 

P,\n. 2. That tlw respon~lent in the conduct of its businPss 
mannfaetures sneh underwear so sold by it at its factory in 
the city of Bermington, State of Vermont, and purchases 
an<l enters into contracts for tlw purchase of the necessary 
comporwnt materials nPedetl t!tt>rdor in tile dilfer(•nt Statrs 
of the lbited Statrs, transporting the same through other 
~tates of the United States in and to said city of Benning­
ton, wlw! e they are made ancl ma1111 facture< 1 into the finished 
produet and sold nnd shipped to purchasers thereof; thnt 
after such produets are so manufactured they nrP contm­
uously moving to, from, and among the otlH'r States of the 
Umted ~tates :mel the District of Columbin, and there is 
contimtmtsly and hns been at all times hereinafter meu· 
tioned a constant current of trade in comnwn•e in s:ti(l llll­

denYear bd.wcen an<l nmong the various StatPs of the ITnite<l 
~tates, and Pstweially to nnd throu~h the city of BPnnington, 
State of \T ermont, and therefrom to and through the other 
States of the Pnite<l States and tlte Distriet of Culumhia. 

P,\R. 3. That for more th:m two yean; last past the re­
spondent. with the ('ffPet of stifling :mel snppn'ssing compe­
tition in the manufaetme and sale of unclerwenr in inter­
state eommerc<> .. has in the cmHln<'t of its lmsitH:'SS labeled, 
advertisP<l, and brniHled rertnin lines of nnclerwenr mnnn­
faetured by it nntl composed bnt partly of wool, ns "Mcn':J 
merino shirts," "l\fen's natural wool union snits." 
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That !-iUch ath·ertisenwnts, Lrands, aiHllaLels are false and 
m isleatling and ca leulate<l and tll•signed to anti tlo Jecei ,.c 
the trade and general public into the Lelief that such untler­
wear is mnnufa.cture<l and composed wholly of wool. 

REPOHT, FIX DINGS AS TO THE F.\.CTS, AXD 
ORDER. 

The Federal Trade Commission ha ,·ing reason to LeliPYe 
that the aLo,·e-named respondent, The H. E. Bradford Co., 
Inc., has Lecn for more than one year last past using un­
fair methods of competition in interstate commerce in Yio­
lation of the pro,·isions of section ii of an net of Congn•ss 
a pprovcd Sept('mber ~G, lD 1-!, entitled "An aet to create a 
Federal trade commission, to dt'fine its powers anti unties. 
and for other purposes," and that a proceeding hy it in that 
respeet would he to the inter·f'st of the pnblie and fully stat­
ing its charges in that n•sped; and the respondent having 
entered its uppt•at·ance by its attorney, duly authoriJ~:ed 11nd 
empowered to act in thf' premises, and having filc<l its an­
swPr admitting that Cl'ttain of the matters and things allegetl 
in the said complaint arc true in the manner and form 
therein set forth, and denying others therein eontaine<l, 
and thereafter hnving made and execute<! an agt·<:ed state-

' ment of facts which has been hel'<'toforc filed. in which it 
is stipulated and agreed by the respondent that the Fed­
eral Trade Commission shall take such agr'eed statement of 
fnets as evitlen("e in this ease nnd in lieu of testimony, aiHl 
shall forthwith thereupon make its report stating its find­
ings as to the fuets, its condusions, and its order disposing 
of this proceeding without the introduction of testimony 
or the presentation of argument; therefore the Federal 
Trade Commission now makes and enters this its report 
stating its findings as to the facts and its conclusion: 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, The H. E. Bradford 
Co., Inc., is a VE!rmont corporation, with its principal 

186895"--2Q----14 
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plaee of business ·located in the city of Bennington, in 
said State, and has for sen'rnl years been engaged in the 
mauufacture and sale of underwear, shirts, and other wear­
ing- apparel throughout the various Stutes- of the United 
Stat<'s, and has conducted its business in cornpelition with 
other persons, firms, and corporations similarly engaged. 

PAn. 2. That the respondent, The H. E. Bradford Co., 
Inc., in the conduct of its business manufactures its prod­
ucts and sells and ships same to purchasers thereof located 
in different ~tates of the United States; that after such 
products are so manufactured they are continuously moved 
to, from, and among the different States of the United States, 
and there is continually, and has been at all times herein­
after mentioned, a eonstant current of trade and commerce 
in said produets between nnd among the various States of 
the Fnited ~tates. 

P,\U. 3. That for more than n year last past the respondent, 
in the sale nncl shipment of its produ('ts in interstate com­
merce, as heremhefore described, has labele<l, athertisNl, and 
lmm<led certain lines of underwear as follows: "Men's 
merino shirts,"" Men's natural wool union suits." 

PAil. 4. That the aforesaid articles of wearing apparel are 
not composed wholly of wool, part of the material in the 
snid nrtides lJeing wool and part being cotton, the pcrcentngP 
of wool in the said articles varying from 20 to SO per cent; 
that the aforPsnid brands and labels do not show or indicate 
the true composition and constituent parts of the materials 
used in the manufactu1·e of the said articles of wearing up­
pare!; thnt the brands an<llaht>ls usecl to mark the said arti­
elcs named in paragraph 3 indicate same arc eomposecl 
wholly of wool, and therPhy the purchasing public is led to 
belie\·e the said articles branded and labeled as aforesaid are 
composed wholly of wool. 

PAn. 5. That for the past 20 years it, has been n general 
custom and pn~ctice in the underwear business to lahel and 
brand undenn•nr as" Natuml merino," "\Yool," "Natural 
wool." "Natural worsted," aml "Australian wool,'' when in 
fact such underwear so described is not composed wholly of 
wool; that this custom and practice is general in the under-
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wear trade throughout the Unitetl States; that there are a 
few manufacturers of unden\'L'ar whose products are com­
posed wholly of wool and are branded and labeled by them 
as such. 

CONCLUSION. 

From the forrg-oing findings the Commission concludes 
that the method of ~onqwtition set forth is~ under the cir­
cumstanees set forth, m violation of the provisions of section 
,j of an aet of Congress approved September 26, Hl14, en­
titled "An act to create a Federal Trude Commission, to de­
fine its powers and duties~ and for other purposes." 

OIU>EU TO Ct:AsE AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trade C()lmnission having issued and served 
its complaint herein~ and the respondent, The H. E. Brad­
ford Co.~ Inc., having- entered its appearanee by ·wood, 
~Iolloy & France, its attomeys, tluly authorizeJ ·and em­
powered to act in the premises, and having filed its answer 
and thereafter having made, ewc-uted, and filed lUI agr·eed 
statement of facts, in which it stipulated and ugr·eed that 
the Federal Trade Commission. should take sneh agreed 
statement of facts as the evidence in this ease and in lieu of 
testimony and proceed forthwith upon the same, and to make 
nnd enter its report stating its findings as to the facts, its 
eondusions, and its order without the intro<1uetion of tPsti­
mony, and waiving therein any and all right to require the 
introduction of testimony or the presrntation of u rgument 
in support of the same~ and the Federal Tmde Commission 
having ronde and entere<l its report stating its findings as 
to the facts and its conelusion that the responch•nt has vio­
lated section 5 of an net of Congress approved :-;eptember 26, 
1914, entitled "An act to create n. Federal Trade Commission, 
to define its powers and cluties~ and for other purposes," 
which said report is hereby referTed to and made a part 
hereof: Now, therefore, 

It is ordered, That the respondent, The H. E. Bradford 
Co., Inc., its offieers. agents, representatives, servants, and 
employees, cease and desist from directly or indirectly em-
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ployi ng or using the la!Jcls and bmnds .. 1\Ierino ·~ and .. ~at­
ural wool," or any similar descriptive brands or laue!:; on 
underwear, sod,s, or other knit ~oods eompuHed partly of 
wool, except either (1) when a knit fabt·ic is made entirely 
of wool yarns of u kind specified, or (~) when the term 
describing tlw ,-;ool stock is joilleLl with thename of other 
staple or staplt•s contained in tlH' l;nitted fabri<.: (e. g., 
'Vool and cotton; 'Vorsted alit! cotton; Wool worsted me­
rino and cotton; WorHtecl, cotton, and artificial silk). 

Respondent is furtlH•t· ordered to Hie a report in writing 
with the Commission three months from notice hereof, stat­
ing in detail tlw m:wner in whi<'h this order has Lce11 com­
plied with and eon formed to. 

FEDEHAL TRADE C0:\11\H~SION 

v. 

E. I. FIRKS. DOING Bt'~I~ESS UNDEU THE FTIOl 
NA:\JE AND STYLE OF TilE SPONGEABLE Ll~EN 
COLL~\R CO. 

COl\IPLAINT IN TilE 1\IATTEi{ OF THE ALLEGED \'!OLA'l'ION OF 

Sl·~CTION 5 OF AN ACT OF CON<HIJ<~SS APPRO\'El> Sfcl''n~:um;u :!U, 

1014. 

Dor·ket 354.-.Tnnuur~- 29, Hl20. 

SYLLAUIJS, 

Wht>rt> nn ln.lividunl pngaged In the !':HlP ol' l'ollar>-~ compnsP<l ehll'fl_y 
of cPllulold, hut with a <"Pil!Pl' lnye1· of eotton lllwr, ntloJltPd and 
usee! the trade-niHI'k "~ponc;Pnhle linen" to dt'serlhP ~nl<l c·ol!arO!, 
and ll<lvertlsed, Ill'!< I out, all! I sol<! the same ns "~pongPahle linen": 

1! cld, Thnt such lahPilng, ndvert islnr,-, nnd snIPs, under t!w l'ircum­
stnnl'Pt:~ set forth, constltntP<l an unfair nl!'thnd of <"Olnpl'tition in 
vlolatiou of :-;et:Oon 5 of thP :wt of ~<'ptl'llilH'l' 2G. HJ14. 

C< >l\IPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission~,_ having reason to helieve~ 
from a preliminary investigation made by it, that E. I. Firks, 
doing business under the firm name an<l style of the Sponge­
able Linen Collnr Co .. hereinafter r~>ff'rrE>d to as the re­
spondent~ has been and is using unfair methods of <'ornpeti-
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tion in inti:'I'state commerce in violation of the provisions of 
section i) ot an ad of Cougrl'ss approveJ September :w, 1914, 
entitled "An aet to create a FcJeral Trade Commission, to 
define its powers and dutil's, and for other purposes," and 
it appearing that u proceeding hy it in respert thereof would 
be to the interest of the publie, issues this complaint, stating 
its charges in that respect, on information aml belief as 
follows: 

P.\HAI:JL\l'H 1. That the respondent, E. I. Firks, doing 
business under the firm name and. style of The Spongeable 
Li1wn Collar Co., has his principal offke aiHl place of 
lmsiness in the eity of Cincinnati, State of Ohio, and is now 
and for more than four years last past has been engage1l in 
the sale of collars in uwl among the several States of the 
Onitcd States a!Hl the District of Columbia, in direct com­
petition with other persons: firms, eopartnersltips, and cor­
porations similarly engaged. 

P,\It. 2. Tl1:1t the collars sold by the respondent are com­
posed principally of celluloid, having a cpntpr layer of cot­
ton fabric !Jt•tween two outer layers of cl'ilnloid, and are 
manufadnrcd fot· the respond1•nt in the State of New York, 
whence the respondt•nt en liSt'S them to he transported to his 
place of business in the city of Cincinnati, in the State of 
Ohio, where they are sold and shippe'l to dt>nlers in different 
StntPs of the UnitPrl Stutes and the District of Columbia for 
resale to the public; and that thPre is mntinnously and has 
been at all times hereinafter meutimwd a constant current 
of tmde und commerce in said collars betwtien and among the 
various· StntPs of the United States and the District of 
Columbia. 

PAn. :~. Tlwt in connection with the snle of such collars 
as aforesaid respondent for more than four years last past 
has adopted and used the trade-mark "Spongeable linen" 
to dPseribe said collars, nnd has nd\·ertised, held out, and 
soltl his product ns such for the purpose of securing for his 
collars nn undue preference over the collnrs nHumfacturPd 
by competitors, nnd with the effect of deceiving and mis­
leading the public and causing them to believe that respond­
ent's collars are composed of linen. 
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REPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER. 

The Federal TraJe Commission, having reason to believe 
that the above-nameJ respondent, E. I. Firks, doing busi­
ness under the firm name and style of The Spongeable Linen 
Collar Co., has been for more than one year last past using 
unfn:ir 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 Jefine 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 aml fully stat­
ing its charges in that respect; and the respondent having 
entered his appearance by his attorney, duly authorized anJ 
empowered to act in the premir;es, and having filed hir; an­
sweJ· admitting that certain of the matters and things alleged 
in the said complaint are true in the manner and form therein 
set forth and denying others therein contained, and there­
after having made and executeJ an agreed statement of 
facts which has been heretofore filed, in which it is stipu­
lated and agreed by the respondent that the Federal Trade 
Commission shall take such agreed statement of facts as 
evidence in this case, and in lieu of testimony, and shall 
fcrthwith thereupon make its report, stating its findings as 
to the facts, its conclusions, and its order disposing of this 
proceeding without the introduction of testimony or the 
prtlsentation of argument; therefore the Federal Trade Com­
mission now makes and enters this its report st!~ting its 
findings as to the facts and its conclusion. 

FINDINGS AS '1'0 THE FAC'rS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, E. I. Firks, does busi­
ness under the firm name and r;tyle of the SpongeaLle Linen 
Collar Co. and has his principal oflice and place of business 
in the city of Cincinnati, State of Ohio, nnd is now and for 
more than four years has engaged in the sale of collars in 
and among the several States of the United States in direct 
competition with other perr;ons, fit'lns, and corporations simi­
larly engageJ. 
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P AU. 2. That the collars sold by the respondent are com. 
posed chiefly of celluloid, having- a center layer of cotton 
fabric between two outer layers of cellnloill, anll are manu­
factured for the respondent in the State of New York, 
whence the respondent causes them to be transported to his 
place of business in Cincinnati, State of Ohio, from where 
they are sold and shipped to dealers in different States of 
the United States for resale to the public; and there is con­
tinuously and has been at all times herein mentioned a con­
stant current of trade and commerce in said eollars between 
and among- the various St:ttes of the United States. 

PAn. 3. That in the sale of said collars responllent for 
more than four yt>ars last past has adopted and used the 
trnde-mark "Spong-eable linen" to describe said collars and 
has advertised, lwld out, and solll the said collars as sueh; 
that the trade-mark '' Spongeable linen" used to describe 
und advertise the said collars deceives and misleads the pur­
dmsing public into believing that responJent'i::i collars u.re 
eomposed of linen. 

CONCLUSION. 

That the method of eompetition set forth in the foregoing 
findings, unJer the circumstances, is an unfnir method of 
eompetition in interstate commerce in violation of the pro­
visions of section 5 of an act of Congress approved Septt>m­
ber 26,1914, entitled "An act to create a.Federal Trade Com­
mis~ion, to define its powers and dnties, and for other pur­
poses." 

ORDF.R TO CEASF. AND DESIST, 

The Federal Trade Commission having issued and served 
its complaint herein, and the responJent, E. I. Firks, doing 
busines~ under the firm name and style of the Spongeable 
Lineu Collar Co., having entered his appearance by Francis 
B. James, his attorney, duly authorized and empowered to 
act in the premises, and having filed h,is answer and there­
after having made, executed, and filed an agreed statement 
of faets in which he stipulated and agreed that the Federal 
Trade Commission should take such agreed statement of 
facts us the eviJenee in this case and in lieu of testimony, 
and proceed forthwith upon the same, and to make anrl enter 
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its report stating its findings as to the facts, its condu,.;ions, 
awl its order without the introdudion of testimony, and 
wniYing therein any and all right to require the introduction 
of testimony or the pn•sPHtation of argument in support of 
the same, and the FPdPral Trade Commission having made 
and entered its report stating its findings as to the facts and 
its conclusion thnt the respondent hns \'iolate<l seetion 5 of 
an net of Con_!!:ress appro,·e<l SPptember 26, 1914, entitled 
"An act to crt>ate 11 Fed(•ral Trn<le Comruission, to define its 
pow<•rs and duties, and for oth<'r pur·poses," \Yhich said re­
port is hereby ref£·rre<l to a11d mnde n part hPt't•of: Now, 
thPrPI'ore, 

li i8 ordatd, Tlmt thP 1\'spondent, his agPnts, representu­
ti n's. sl'r,·nnts, and employees cease and d(•sist from direetly 
or indir·ectly applying or usin;.r in any nwtllll'l' whntsoe,·er 
the \Yord "Liuen" to eo liars eonrposed <·hielly of <'elluloid; 
and fr11'lher, from aclvPrti,.;ing or rPprPsPnting in nny manner 
wha t~;oP\'Pr to the pnrelrasing pull! ic tlu1t collars nmnn fnc­
tur<'d <'iril·fly from cellnloicl arP eompos(•<l of" LiJH•n." 

It is furl/iN o!'deretl, That tire n•spondent make and file 
\\'it.lr tlw Collllllission 11ot lntl'l' than the :2Htlr day of ~lay~ 
A. D. 1!)20, a repot'l in dl'tail of tlrt> mamwr and form in 
\\'h idr this ordl·r has lll't'll !'Oil t'o!'llll'd tn. 

FEDEIL\L TH.\J>E C<nDIJ:4~ION 
1l, 

I 
~OPIIIE COil.N, ~Al\IOEL l\1. ClL\.Z.\NOFF, AND 

B. COUNSEL B.\ £1M, COP.\HTX EHS, I>OJ NU BUSI­
NESS U:\I>EH TilE FJIC'\l X.UIE AND STYLE OF 
TilE GOOD \YEAH TIHE & TlTBE CO. 

CO:'III'I..\lNT 1::\ TJH: :\L\'J•rr:n OF THE .\LLE<:EO \'IOL.\1'10"' OF 

SECTION li <W .\:-.; ACT Ot' Cu)l;t;J:I-;,.;,.; .\l'l'l:OV!o:ll SEI'TE:\113ER :!!1, 

I !114. 

Hvu .. 111t:s. 

\\'111'1'1' II p:tl'lllt'I'Sidp f'li;.!IWI'd ill !liP h11.~illt'SS of l'l'lllf'lllill;.! /lilt) Sl'\\'· 

In;.: to;.:t>tht>l' t:-<Ptl arul ,;<••·uutl-hand til'(~,;-

(tt) n<II'Pl'lil>'Pd tl11• ,;alllt' l'~lt'll,;lvPI~· ns '' Dc.uhlt• tJ·o•a•l" til't'"· 111111 
sold them tu the puhlle thJ•ou;.:hnut the l.!uite•l :-;tales without 
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ch~ar·ly indkating that Hnill tires wer·e made of seeond hand nnd 
unsenil"eniJlt> ti1·es; and 

(b) adopted the uame Gootl Wenr '!'ire & Tube Co. as 11 trad!' uame, 
with full knowlt,dgL' of thl' fnet that thP <iood~·em· Tire & Huhher 
Co. was theu, alit! had IH•t•u for u nuutlwr· of years, enga:!;!'d In the 
busilli'S~ of m:wufac·tur·iug and SPlling uew automobile tin's :nul 
tulws, and had, hy mPans of exll•usive advPrtlslng, familinrir.ed the 
public with its name mal the quality of its products; the elrect of 
the adoption b~· said partnership of n similar name heing to cause 
confusion: 

Ileld, That SIH'h fnlsp and mislP:tcliug <·our·se of husinPss aud nrht>l'· 
tisiug, and SIH'h simulation, umler· the ciJ·c·nmstnncPs set forth. c·on­
stltutP•l unt'nit· llllo'thods of <"Olllpetitlon In violation of i·l!'t:tiou 5 of 
the ad of ~eptemher· 2G. 1!)14. 

COMPL\INT. 

TIH• Fed era I Tratle Cornm ission~ having reason to lwlie,·e 
from a pn·liminary inYPstigation made by it that Lt>o 
Cohen and B. Counsp]haum, cloing bnsin£'ss under· th£' firm 
name nnd •tyle of The <lood \\'par Tire & Tube Co., herein­
nftt•J· rPfPrred to as n•spowh•nts~ h:l\·e hPen, and a!·e, nsin,g 
unfair m<'thods of com]wtition in intPrstate commr>r<'e in 
Yiolation of th£' pro\·isions of SC'ction 5 of nn act of Con­
gr<'ss apJH'o\·C'tl ~(·ptPmbC'r 2n. 1!!14, entitled "An act to cre­
ate a l•'etleral Trade Commission, to ddine its powe1·s and 
dutit•s, nn<l for othPr pnrposC's." and it appearing that a 
JWO<'l'Pclin,g hy it in rPspel't th<'l't•of would he to the interPst 
of th£' public, issnt•s this eomplaint, stating its <·h:n·,gps m 
that l'l'S]W<·t on information and hPliPf, as follows: 

P.\IlAUHAPn 1. That the re,.;poncl<'nts, Lt•o Cohen an<l n. 
('ollnsellmmn. are now and since Mar('h, 191!>, han' been 
eopartners doing husint•ss mHl<'r the firm name :lllcl style of 
the noo<l "'<•ar Tire & Tuhe Co., h:l\·ing tlwir principal 
ottit·e an<l placp of IJIIsin<'ss l<wat<'<l in t!JP eity of Chiea,go, 
Stat<' of Illinois, aJHJ are nmY aJHl han• h(•pn sinn• tlw month 
of Mardl. lfll9, <'ngagl'<l in the Lusin,Pss of selling nuhmo­
hile ti n•s ancl tuht•s throughout thP ~tates of the U n itNl 
Stutes, thP Territoril•s th<'rPof, tlw District of Colnrnhia, 
nntl forC'ig-n countriPs, in <I i rt>ct conqwtition with ot hPJ' pPr­
sons. firms, copnrtlwrships, nnd ,corpoi'Utions similarly 
engage< I. 
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PAR. 2. That in the co!Hluct of their business, respondents 
purchase seeo!Hl hand or used automobile tires in the various 
8tutes and Territories of the United States and transport 
the same through other Stutes aJHl Territories of the United 
States in and to the eity of Chicago, State of Illinois, where 
the respon\lents manufacture automobile tires so sold by 
tlwm by cementing two of sueh used or secondhand auto­
mobile tires together, and tlwn, by sewing two such tires 
togetl1er, when sueh tires are sol\l by means of catalogues, 
circulars, and ad\'ertisements, antl without such catalogues, 
circulars, or a\hertisenwnts, stating that sneh tires ure man­
ufal'tured from used or· seeondh:11Hl tires; but su<'h cata­
logues, circulars, and nd\'ertisements are wordt><l in stwh 
manner as to lead th(• purchasing pul1lic to lwlie\'e that sudt 
tin•s, sold by respondents, un• new and tlllHSe<l til'PS, with 
till' pfl'eet of SPeHring to tl1e respomlents an unfair ad\'antage 
over tht>ir <"ompditors, who are engaged in the manufa\·tHre 
and snle of JH'W and unHsl'd tin>s, an\1 with the dft•f't of St'\'111'­
ing to the l'<'spondcnts an unfair ndvantage O\'Cl' thei1· com­
petitors eng-agPd in the business of selling l'C\~onstJ·ude<l 
seeondhand o1· ust•d tires. 

PAn. 3. That the OoodyPar Tire & Huhher Co. is now and 
has been for more thnn one year last past a corpomtion 
organized, existing, and doing business under and by virtue 
of the laws of tlH' State of Ohio, with its prinC'ipal factor·y 
and place of h11sinPss locatt'd in tlw city of Akron, in said 
State, and with a lm111ch olliee in the ,·ity of Chi<'ago. and 
with braJH·h oflices in other l'itics of the UnitPJ States, arHl 
engagnd in the busint>ss of lll:lllll factu ring rww automobile 
tirt'S aud tubes and selling tlw sanw throug-l10ut the various 
StutPs and Territories of the Pnitc<l Stntes allll the Distriet 
of Columbia and forPigu C'Olllltries; that ~ni\l Ooo<lyear Tire 
& Hnhbcr Co.~ by means of pxtensive !H.ln•rtising in eata­
loguPs, cireulnrs, nPwspapPrs, awl magazint>s, has ca\lst>d its 
pro\hll'ts to !Jp well known in the tradP and to be of n certain 

qunlity. 
P.\1!. 4. That the respondcnts, LP~l CohPn anrl n. Counsel­

baum, wdl knowing that the automobile tires nn<l tubes 
manufactm·t><l hy thP Goodyear TirP & Hul>l1PI' Co. had lwt~n 
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for years extensively advertised throu~hout the United 
States, and well knowing that such products of the Good­
year Tire & Huhber Co. had acquired a cet·tain reputation 
for quality, and well knowinfr that the said Goodyear Tire 
& Rubber Co. hncl a branch oflice located in the said city of 
Chien go, adopted as their trade name Good Wear Tire & 
Tube Co., whi(:h trade name so closely resembles and simu­
lates the w1me Goodyear Tire & Hubber Co. as to induce 
and lead the public into lwlieving that in doing business 
with the Uood Wear Tire & Tube Co. tlwy are dealing with 
the Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co.; that the respondents, 
trading as the Good ·wear Tire & Tube Co., adopted in their 
advertisenwnts a style anJ general scheme of the advertise­
ments extensively used by the Goodyear Tire & Hubber Co. 
for many year:;, with the effect of ca11sing the public to 
lwlieve that the automobile tires and tubes adn'rtised for 
sule in such adn•rtisemPnts were the products of the Good­
year Tire & Hubbet· Co., und with the furtlwr effect of secur­
iitg to themsel n~s the berw!it and advantage of extl'nsi VI-\ 

ll(h-ertising previously done by the Goodyear Tire & Hubber 
Co., and with tl1e furthPr eH't-ct, among otlwrs, of causing 
confusion ltlld embarrassment to the Goodyear Tire & Hub­
lwr Co. in the operntion of its u11sint>ss. 

HEPOHT, FINDI~O:S AS TO TilE F:\CTS, AND 
OBDEH. 

The Fedeml Tra(le Commission having is,·ued and served 
its eomplnint, in which it is nllt-:re(l that the above-nanw•l 
respondents have been awl now are using unfair method.; 
of compl'tition in violation of the provisions of se ·tion 5 
of an act of Congress approved September ~G, 1914, entitled 
"An act to create a Federal Tmde Commission, to define 
its powers and duties, and for other purposes," and it ap­
pearing that a procee(ling by it in respect thet'l'of would he 
to the interest of the public, and fully stating its.. chargi'S iu 
this respect, un<l the respondent, B. Connselbanm, having 
enter!'d his appearance, and Sophie Cohn allll Sanwel M. 
Chazunoff, lun·ing also entl'red their ap]WlU"aiH'P as rPspond­
ents herein, and having filctl thf'ir answer tulmitting cer-
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tnin allegations ht>rein t'ontaint><l anrl dPnying- others. and 
tht>n•a fter hn ving made and e.\eL·uterl an ag-reed st:itement 
of fat"ts, whieh has lwen filt>d lwn•in, and in which it is 
stipulated and ngrm•d by thP rL•spondPnts that the Federal 
Tradt~ Commission shall take sueh ag-reeLl statement of fu(ts 
ns Pvidenee in this case in lieu of tL•stimony aml shall forth­
with proceed. upon sud1 agrPed statement of fads to make 
its l't:>port, findings as to the fa('ts and eondusion, aiHI such 
order or orders as it may <lt>em proper to cuter thereon, the 
r<•spoiHicnts ht>t'Pby fot'l'\'t'r waiving awl n~linquishing any 
and all rig-ht to the introdnl'tion of other and further· testi­
nwny, the Fedt>ral Trade Commission now makes and t>nten; 
this its report. stating- its finding-s as to the faet~:; ami its con­
<"lusions, as follows: 

l•'l;o.;lli};CS .\S '1'1' THE F.\l'TS, 

PAnMmAI'II 1. That thL• n•spotHIPnts. LPo Cohn nntl B. 
Counselhaum, during- tin• pPrioti het\n'L'll thl' months of 
March and .July, l!ll!l, \\'('!'(~ eop:trtnPrs doing- husinP~~ 
under the firm nallH' and style of The Ciood Wear Tire & 
Tulw Co.; that in thL• month of .July, lHW, the said Leo 
Cohn retin•d from ~aid part ;wrsh i p and was stii'L'Cedcd hy 
~ophit> Cohn nnd Samuel ~1. Clmzanotf. since whieh tinw 
tlwy. togt>tlwr with tlw n·:-:pondent, B. ( 'ounst•IlHtllllL havt• 
t'Ot1tinut>d to do IH1silwss as n. I'OpartnPI':-illip tmding- nndPI 
thl' said lir111 ll:tlllt' :!lld style of 'l'ht' (;oo<l "'t>ar Tire & 
Tul,p Co., ha rin:.r tiH·ir priucipai oflitl' awl pla<'e of husi­
llPss loeat<·d at ~:;o'j-~;\0!1 South Indiana .\wnue. in tlw eity 
of Chieago, State of Illinois, an1l l'Ilg':lg'<'d in the husines.,; 
of manufacturing- and st>lling- remade or r·t•t•onstt'th-ted auto­
mobile tires and in tlw shipnwnt thl'J'eof from thPir plaee of 
husinPss in Chi,·ago. i:1 tlw State of Illinois, to Jllll't'h:tsers 
tlwr<>of in otlwr StatPs and TPITitoriPs of tl1e UnitL•d St:tte~. 
in din~t-t t·ompPtition with other pPrsons, fir·ms, copartner­
ships, niHI eorporations t•ngag:•cl in the mnmlfn<'ture of sim­
ilar automobile tin•s nnd of ntltomol,ilt• tin•s made from 
tww· and IIIHISPtl matt-rials. 

P,\1:. 2. That in thr <'ondud of thPir business t.lw rt>spond­
ents, Sophie Cohn, San:uPI M. Chazunoff, ami B. Counsel-
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baum, pun·ha:-;e second-halltl awl unscniceaule automobile 
tires in various States of the United ::-;tates, :111<1 transptllt 
the :-;ame thr·oug-h other States and to the city of Chieal!o, 
State of Illinois, where the n•spondents manu fadut·e llllt<;­

molJile tires hy eementing- and sewing- tog-ether two of :-uch 
usetl nwl second-h:ind tires, which the respondents then 
designate us "Double tread" tires, Ly which name they are 
extensiHiy :ulvertised and sold to the public throughout the 
lTnitell States without other words of descr·iption which 
would eh•arly :-;et forth the nature of the matPrials of which 
they are composed, or that tht>y are made out of seeond­
hand and unserviceable tin•s, as afon•saitl; that the effect 
of the use of su!'h desig-nation without further words of 
description tends to Ill ish• ad the purchasing pub! ic to believe 
that such tires are new and unused tires awl manufaduretl 
t'I'Om new and unused matt•rinl. 

PAu. :3. That the <ioodyeat· Tire & Huhher Co. is now, 
awl has 11een for mot·e than one yt•ar last pa;;t, a ccu·pora­
tion organized, existing, awl doing business under and by 
virtue of the laws of the State of Ohio, with its principal 
fac·tory and place of lmsint•ss lol'ated in the city of Akron, 
in said State. and with a brandt ofliee ut 154-l--15;-,4 South 
Indiana A venue, in the eity of Chicago, State of Illinois, 
and with branch oflices in other cities of the United States, 
and engag-ed in the Lusitwss of mnnufaeturing new automo­
bile tin•s niltl tubes and selling the same thmughout the 
mrious States and Tt>tTitories of the United States and the 
Distri('t of Columbia nnd in for<'ign eountrit-s; that the snid 
<Ioodyt•ar Tire & Rubber Co., by Ill<'ans of extensive adver­
tising in eatalogues, circulars, newspnpers, and magazines, 
hns ea used its pr·othwts to be well known in the tradt>. and 
to he of n certain quality. 

PAil. 4. That the rPsponclents Sophie Cohn, Samuel M. 
Chazanoff, IHHl B. Counsl'lhuum. with full knowledge of the 
facts set forth in pumgrnph a hert>of, lul\·e at~ nil times 

hert•in mentionetl continued to use as their tra<le name" The 
Good \Year Tire & Tube Co.," whi(~h trnde name so closely 
rest•111hh•s tlw name of the Goodyear Tire & Hnhlwr Co. 
tltUt the effect thereof has been und is to eause confusion und 
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emhttrrastiment to the Goodyear Tire & Hubuer Co. in the 
conduct and operation of its lmsiness. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

That the methods of t·ompetition set forth in the foregoing 
findings aH to the fncts, under the circumstances therein set 
forth, are unfair methods of competition in commerce in 
violation of the prod!:>ions of seetion 5 of an act of Congres!:l 
appt·o,·ed St'ptt>mhcr 21i, 1!!14, entitled "An net to ereate a 
Federal Trade Con:mission, to define it!:> powm·s awl duties, 
and for other purposes." 

OHDEH 1'0 CEAst: AND m:SIS'l', 

The Federal Tnule Commission ha,·ing issued and ser\·ed 
its com pia int herein upon Leo Cohn nnd B. Counsellmum as 
copartners, doing businl'ss under the firm name and !:ltyle of 
The (iood "'par Tin• & Tube ( 'o., and Sophie Cohn, Samuel 
M. Clwzanoff, and B. Cmmsellmum ha,·ing entHe<l their ap­
pcnrance ns respoJl(IPHts herein and filt~d their answer, and 
thereafter ha ,·ing mtule, ext>euteu~ and filed an agr<'ed state­
ment of factH in whieh it wns stipulated that the Fedt>ral 
Trade Commission should take sueh agreNl statement of 
facts as the evidence in this ease and in lien of testimony, 
and should further tlwreupon make and enter its report~ 
findings as to the faets, and eonelusions and such order or 
orders ns it might <kern proper to enter themon, the re­
spondents waiving any and all right to the intt·oduetion of 
other and further tt•stimony, and the F'l'dPI'al Trade Com­
mission hadng made and ent<•re<l its report. stating its find­
ings us to the fads nn<i its conclusions, and that the abO\·e­
nanwd responde11ts had violated section 5 of nn uct of Con­
gref;s approved Septemb<•r :w, 1914, entitlP<l ';.\n act to ert>at.e 
11 Fedeml Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for otlwr put·posl•s," which said report is hereby referred 
to and made a part lwreof; all<l the Fetkrnl Trade Commis­
sion having entered its order amending the complaint herein 
hy the substitution of Sophie Cohn and Sumuel ~1. Chazanotf 
ns r<'sponclents in the place and stead of Leo Cohn: .Now, 
therefore, 
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It is ordered, That the respondl'Bts and each of them cease 
and desist from designating and dPseribing the automobile 
Lres manufadured by them by eementing and sewing to­
gether two used and semnd-hand tires, and which are adver­
tised and sold by them in interstate eommerce~ by the words 
;; Double tread," without. the use of other words which will 
c·leurly and unmistakably show thnt said tires are not made 
from new and unused materials, hut arc rema<le and recon­
struetPd tires. 

And it ·U; fudlzer ordered, That the respondents and each 
of tlwm cease and desist from doing business in interstatP 

• commerce under the firm name and style of The Uood ·wear 
Tire & Tube Co., or any similar name designed and calcu­
lated to simulate the corporate name of the Goodyear Tire & 
Rubber Co. 

FEDERAL TRADE CO.Ml\llSSION 

v. 

MOORE & TIEH~EY. 

COl\li'I •. \INT IN THE :.\lATTEH 0~' THE ALLJ,;GEI> YIOLATION 0}' 

SECTWN G 0}' AN ACT 01:' CONGitESS Al'l'UUH;D S.t:l'l'El\11\EU :.!U: 

1914. 

Doeket 4Uu.-Januury :.!9, 19:.!0. 

SYLLAIH:S. 

\\'here ll ecH'l'oratlon engagl'd in lhl' 111anufadure all(] sale of unde1·· 
went·, shirts, aud otlwr Wl'aring apparel, in c·ouipetitlou with muuu­
faeturers maklllg uutlerwtoar eolllposecl wliully of wool ami by 
them bruitdt>d uml luhelPcl as sudt, brall!led, lalwl<!cl, advertised, 
and sold certain knit goods as "plll·e wool," •• uatnral mlxell wuul," 
altlwugh :sueh goods Wl'l'e eoluposl'd partly of cotton: 

llcld, '!'hat :such hrauc.l!n~. luheliug, Jllh·ertb:illg. ami ~all's, nuder thl' 
cireumslllliC.:l'S Hl'l forth, eoustituted an unfair IIJ<•thotl of c.:olli(Wtitiou 
In vlolatiou of sed ion 5 of the net of Hl'fltl'lllher :!6, 1!.11 4. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commi~:;sion, having re1tson to believe 
from a preliminary imestigation made by it that Moore & 
Tierney, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, has been· 
and is using unfair methods of competition in interstate 
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eommercc in dolation of the provisions of section 5 of an act 
of Cougre:ss approved September :du, 1914, entitletl ''-\n act 
to create a Fedeml Trade Commissi011, to define its powers 
nllll duties, and for other purposPs," and it appearing that 
a proL·eeding by it in respect thereof would be to the inter­
t•st of the public, issues thi:s complaint, stating its charges 
in that respect, on in formation and belief as follows: 

P.\H.\GIUPIIl. That the respoudent, Moore & Tierney, is a 
corporation organized, existing, and doing business undct· 
nnd by virtue of the In ws of the State of New York, ha ,·ing 
its principal otliee and place of business in the city of Cohoes. 
in sai<l State, and is now and for more than two years last 
past, has been engaged in the manufaeture and sale of under­
wear in nnd among the ntrious States of tlw United States 
and the Distriet of Columbia, in direet competition with 
other persons, copartnerships, and corporations similarly 
engaged. 

PAr:. 2. That the respondent, in the eond uct of its business 
purchases and enters into contracts for tt.e purehase of tlw 
necessary component materials needed therefor in the di f­
ferent States of the United States, transporting the same 
through other Stntes of the United States in and to said 
city of Cohoes, where they are made and manufactured into 
the finished products and sold and shipped to purdmset·s 
thereof; tlHLt after such products are so mann fac·tured they 
are continuously moved to, from, and among the other 
States of the United States und the District of Columbia, 
and there is eontinnously aJHl has been at all times herein­
after· mentioned a constnllt current of tmde in" commerce 
in said underwear between und amon,:.:- the various States 
of the United States, and especially to and through the city 
of Cohoes, State of New York, and therefrom to and 
through other States of the United States and the District of 
Columbia. 

PAR. 3. That for more than two years last past the re­
sponJent, with the effect of stifling and suppressing competi­
tion in the manufacture and sale of underwear in inter·state 

· commeree, hns in the conduct of its business labeled, acln'r­
tised, and branded certain lines of underwear manufactured 
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by it and composed hut partly of wool as " Pure wool," 
"Natural mixed wool"; that such ad \·ertisements, brands, 
and labels are false and mislending and calculated and de­
signed to and do clt>cei ve the trade and general public into 
the belief that such underwear is m:tnufactureJ and com­
posed wholly of wool. 

REPORT, FINDINOS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER 

The Federa.l Trade Commission having reason to believe 
that the nbo\'e-named respondent, ~lO(H'e & Tierney, has been 
for more than one year lust past using unfair methods of 
competition in interstate commerce in Yiolution of the pro­
visions of sedion 5 of an act of Congress appro\'eu Septem­
ber 2G, 1914, entitled "An aet to create a Federal Trade 
Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other 
purposes," and that 1t proceeding by it in that respect would 
be to the interest of the public, and fully stating its charges 
in that respect; and the respondent tun·ing entered its ap­
pearnnee by its attorney, duly authot·i~ed and empowered 
to act in the premises, and haYing filet! 1ts answer admitting 
that certain of the matters and thing-s alleged in the said 
complaint are true in the manner and form therein set 
forth and denying others therein contained, and thereafter 
having made and executetl an agreed statement of facts, 
which has been heretofore filed, in which it is stipulated and 
ugreed by the respondent that the Federal Trade Commis­
sion shall take sueh agreed statement of facts as e\'idence in 
this case and in lieu of testimony, and shall forthwith there­
upon make its report stating its findings as to the facts, its 
conclusions, and its order disposing of this proceeding with­
out the introduction of testimony or the presentation of 
argument; therefore, the Federnl Trade Commission now 
makes awl enters this its report stating its findings as to the 
facts and its eonclusion. 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAOHAI'H 1. Thnt the respondent, Moore & Tierney, is a 
New York corpomt.ion, with its principal place of business 

Hl!l395 ° --2{}-15 
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located at the city of Cohoes, in said State, and has for sev­
eral years been engaged in the manufacture and sale of 
underwear, shirts, and other wearing apparel throughout the 
various States of the United States and has conducted its 
business in competition with other persons, firms, and cor­
porations similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. That the respondent, Moore & Tierney, in the con­
duct of its business manufactures its products and sells and 
ships same to purchasers thereof located in different States 
of the United States; that after such products are so 
manufactured they are continuously moved to, from, and 
among the different States of the United States, and there 
is continually and has been at all times here inn fter men­
tioned a constant current of trade and commerce in said 
products between and among the various States of the 
United Strttes. 

PAR. 3. That for more than a year last past the responrlent 
in the sale and shipment of its products in interstate com­
merce as hereinbefore described has labeled, arlvertise1l, and 
branded certain lines of un1lerwear as follows: "Pure wool," 
"Natural mixed wool." 

PAR. 4. That the aforesaid articles of wearing apparel are 
not composed wholly of wool, part of the material in the 
said articles being wool and part being cotton, the percent­
age of wool in the said artieles varying from 20 to 80 per 
cent. That the bmnds and labels used to mark the said 
articles named in paragraph 3 indicate same are composed 
wholly of wool, and thereby the purchasing public is led to 
believe the said articles branded and labeled as aforPsaid are 
composed wholly of wool. That the aforesaid. brands and 
labels do not show or indicate the true composition and con­
stituent parts of the materials used in the manufacture of 
the said articles of wearing apparel. 

PAR. 5. That for the past 20 years it has been a general 
custom and practice in the underwear business to label and 
brand underwear as "Natural merino," "'\V ool," "Natural 
wool," "Nat ural worsted," and "Australian wool," when in 
:fact such underwear so described is not composed wholly of 
wool; that this custom and practice is g_eneral in the under-
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wear trade throughout the United States; that there are a 
few manufacturers of underwear whose products are com·· 
posed wholly of wool and are branded and labeled by them 
as suel1. 

CONCLUSION, 

From the foregoing findings the Commission condtHles 
that the method of competition set forth is, under the cir­
curustanees ~et forth, in violation of the provisions of sec­
tion 5 of an act of Congress approve(! September 2G, 1914, 
entitled "An net to create a l•'ederal Trade Commission, to 
detine its powers and duties, and for other purposes." 

OHOEit TO CEASE ANO OESfST. 

The Federal Trude Commission having issued and sen·e(l 
its complaint herein, awl the respondent, Moore & Tierney, 
hnving entered its appearance by "'oml, Molloy & Franee, 
its attorneys, duly authorized and empowered to net in the 
premises, and having filed its answer and thereafter having 
made, executed, and filed an agreed statement of facts in 
whieh it stipulated and agreed that the Federnl Trade Com­
mission shoultl take such agreed statement of facts as the 
evidence in this case and in lieu of testimony, aml proceed 
forthwith upon the same, and to make and enter its report 
stating its findings as to the facts, its conclusions, and its 
order without the introduction of testimony, and waiving 
therein any and all right to require the introduction of testi­
mony or the presentution 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 con­
clusion that the respondent hns violated section 5 of an act 
of Congress approved September 26, Hll4, entitled "An act 
to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers 
and duties, and for other p"urposes," which said report is 
herehy referred to and made a part hereof: Now, therefore, 

It is ordered, That the respondent, Moore & Tierney, its 
offieers, agents, representatives, servants, and employees cease 
and desist from directly or indi twtly employing or using 
the labels and brands " Pure wool " and " Natural mixed 
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wool" or any similar deseriptive brands or labels on under­
wear, sodu;, or other knit goods composed partly of wool, 
except either ( 1) when a knit fabric is made entirely of wool 
yarns of a ltind specified, or (2) when the term describing the 
wool stock is joined with the name of other staple or staples 
eontained in the knitted fabric (e. g., wool and cotton; wor­
sted and cotton; wool, worsted, merino, and cotton; worsted, 
cotton, and artificial silk). 

Hespondent is further ordered to file a report in writing 
with the Commission three months from notice hereof stat­
ing in detnil the manner in which this order hns been com­
plied with aJHl conformed to. 

FEDEHAL THADE COMMISSION 

v. 

G. H. McDOWELL, THADING UNDER THE FIHM 
NAME AND STYLE OF G. H. McDO\VELL & CO. 

COMPLAINT IN 'l'llf.: 1\IATTEH OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATioN OF 

SECTION r; !H' AN ACT 0}' CONOHESS Al'l'RO\'t;]) SJ<:l''l'Ei\li\ER :lu, 
1014. 

Doel\et 107.-Januat·y 29, 19:!0. 

SYL.I.AUUS. 

\Vhet·e un lnrllvldual rn~al{ell In the mannfudut·e nnrl sui<' of uncler­
Wl'Ul', shirts, and othl'l' W<'urlng nppart>l, In competition with mnnu­
fudut·ers making- nndenveur compo!;ed wholly of wool an<l by them 
hmndt><l and laht•h•<l as sueh, hmnde<l, lnheiNI, advertised, and sol<! 
c<>rtaln knit goods as ''Austmlian wool druwet·s," "Austrulian wool 
l'<hirts," "l•'ine wool shirts," "l•'ine nulurul wool shlrb;," ·• Finl' 
natural wool vests," althou~h sueh goods w<>t·e comr1ose<l partly or 
eotton: 

1/dd, That sueh ht·amlitlg', lah<>llng, advPt'tlslng, and Hules, un<ler tlw 
dreumstnnel's sl't fm·th, eonstitutl•!l 1111 unfair methotl of eompetl­
tion in violation of se('tlon 5 of the uct of St>ptember 26, HlH. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trnde Commission, having renson to helieve 
from a preliminary investigation mnJe by it that U. H. Me-
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Do\\lell, trading u11<ler the firm name and style of G. H. Mc­
Dowell & Co., hereinafter refm-i-ed to as the n•spondent, has 
betm and is using unfair methods of competition in interstate 
eomnterce in Yiolation of the provisions of section 5 of an 
act of Congress approved SeptemlJer 26, 1!)14, entitled "An 
act to create a Federal Tra<le Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, ami for other purposes," anrl it appearing 
that a proceeding Ly 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: 

PARA<lH.\PH 1. That the responuent, G. H. McDowell, trad­
ing un<lcr the firm name and style of G. H. :McDowell & Co., 
has his principnl office and place of business in the city of 
Cohoes, State of New York, and is now an<l for more than 
two years last past has Leen engaged in the manufacture 
nnu sale of underwear in and among the various Stutes of 
the United States and the District of Columbia, in direct 
competition with other persons, copartnerships, uwl corpo­
rations similarly engaged. 

I>AR. 2. That the respondent, in the conduct of his busi­
ness, purchases and enters into contracts for the purchase of 
the necessary component materials needed therefor in the <li f­
ferent States of the United States, transporting tlw snme 
tlmmgh other Stutes of the United States in an1l to sai!l city 
of Cohoes, where they are made and manufuettll'ed into the 
finished product and sold and shipped to purchasers thereof; 
that after such products are so manufactured tlwy are con­
tinuously moved to, from, and among other States of the 
United States and the District of Columbia, and there is con­
tinuously and has been at all times hereinafter mentioned a 
consttmt current of trade in commerce in said underwear 
between und among the various States of the United States, 
and especially to and through the city of Cohoes: State of 
New York, and therefrom to and through the other States 
of the United Sttttes and the District of Columbia. 

PAn. 3. That for more than two years last past the re­
spondent, with the effect of stifling and suppressing com­
petition in the manufacture and sale of underwear in inter­
state commerce, has in the conduct of his business labeled, 
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a(h·ertised, and branded certain lines of underwear manu­
fuetnred by it and composed but partly of wool us "Aus­
tralian wool drawers," "Australian wool shirts,"" Fine wool 
shirts," "Fine natural wool shirts," "Fine natural wool 
vests"; that such advertisements, brands, and labels are 
false and misleading, and calculated and designed to nnd 
do deceive the trade and general public into the belief that 
such underwear is manufnctured and composed wholly of 
wool. 

HEPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
OHDER 

The Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe 
that the above-named responuent, G. H. McDowell, trading 
under the firme name and style of G. H. McDowell & Co., 
has been for more than one year last past using unfair 
methods of competition in interstate commerce in violation 
of the provisions of seetiou 5 of an act of Congress approved 
1:-lepternber :w, 1914, entitled "An act to create a Federal 
Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and 
for other purposes," and that a proceeding by it in that 
respcet would be to the interest of the public and fully 
stating its charges in that respf'd; and the respondent hav­
ing entered his appeamn('e by his attorney, duly authorized 
and empow!'red to aet in the premises, and having filed his 
answer admitting that certain of the mattet·s and things 
alleged in the said complaint are true in the manner and 
form therein set forth, and denying others therein con­
tained, UJI(l thereafter having made and executed an agreed 
statement of facts, which has hPen heretofore filed, in which 
it is !>tipulatP(l and ~tgreed by the respondent that the Fed­
eral Trade Commission shall take such agreed statement of 
facts us evidPnce in this case and in lieu of testimony, and 
shall forthwith thereupon make its report, stating its find­
ings as to the facts, its conclusions, and its order disposing 
of this proepeding without the introduction of testimony or 
the presentation of argument; therefore, the Federal Trade 
Commission now makes and enters this its report, stating 
its fimlings as to the facts and its conclusion. 
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FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, G. H. McDowell, trad­
ing under the tlrm name and style of G. H. McDowell & 
Co., has his principal place of business in the city of Cohoes, 
State of New York, and has for several years been engaged 
in the manufacture and sale of underwear, shirts, and other 
wearing apparel throughout the various States of the United 
States, and has conducted his lmsiness in competition with 
other persons, firms, and corporations similarly engaged. 

PAR. 2. That the respondent, G. H. McDowell & Co., in 
the conduct of its business manufactures its products and 
sells and ships snme to purchasers thereof located in differ­
ent Stutes of the United States; that after such products are 
SQ manufactured they are continuously moved to, from, and 
among the differ·ent States of the UniteLl States, and there 
is continually and has lwen ut nll times hereinafter mentioned 
a constant curnmt of trade and eommerce in sttid products 
between and among the various States of the United States. 

P AU. 3. That for more than 11 year lust past the r·espondent 
in the sale and shipment of its products in interstate com­
merce us hereinbefore described has labeled, advertised, and 
br·unded certttin lines of umh~rwear as follows: "Aust1·al i:m 
wool dmwers," ''.Austrnlian wool shirts," "Fine wool shirts," 
"Fine nntural wool shirts,"" Fine natural wool vests." 

PAH. 4. That the aforesaid articles of wearing apparel are 
not composed wholly of wool, pnrt of the material in the sttid 
nrticles being wool and part being cotton, the percentage of 
wool in the said articles varying from 20 to 80 per cent. That 
the brands and labels used to mark the sttid articles named in 
parugmph 3 indicate same are composed wholly of wooL and 
thereby the purchasing public is led to believe the said ar­
ticles branded and labeled tts uforesaid are composed wholly 
of wool; that the aforesaid brands and labels do not show 
or indicate the true composition and constituent parts of 
the materittls used in the manufacture of the said articles 
of wearing a ppurel. 

PAR. 5. That for the past 20 years it has been a general 
custom and practice in the undenvear business to label and 
brand underwear as " Natural merino," "Wool," " Nat ural 
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wool," "Nat ural worsted," and "Australian wool," w lwn. in 
fact, such underweat so deseribeJ is not com posecl wholly 
of \Yool; that this custom and practice is general in the 
underwear trade throughout the United States; that then~ 
are a few manufaeturers of underwear whose products are 
composed wholly of wool and are brandcJ :111d laueled by 
them as such. 

CONCLUSION. 

From the foregoing findings the Commission condwles 
that the method of competition set forth is, under the cir­
eumstances set forth, in violation of the provisions of sec­
tion 5 of au aet of Congress :tpproved SeptPmber 2G, 1914, 
l'ntitleJ "An ad to crente u FeJera1 Tratle Commission, to 
define its powers and Jutics, and for other purposes." 

OlllH:n TO CEASE AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission having issue<l and served 
its complaint herein and the respondent, G. II. l\JeDowell, 
trading under the firm name and style of G. H. McDowell 
& Co., having entered his appearance by Wood, Molloy & 
France, his attorneys, duly authorized and empowered to 
act in the prem isos, und having file< I his answer and there­
after having made, executed, un<1 filed an agreed statement 
of facts, in whieh he stipulated and agreed that the Federal 
Trnde Commission should take such agreeJ statement of 
faets as the evidence in this case and in lien of testimony 
and proceeJ forthwith upon the same, uml to make and enter 
its report stating its findings us to the facts, its conclusions, 
and its or(~er without the introduction of teHtimony, and 
waiving therein any and all right to require the introduc­
tion of testimony or the presentation of argument in sup­
port of the same, and the Federal Tmde Commis.'iion having 
made and entered its report stating its findings as to the facts 
and its condusion that the respondent hns violated section 5 
of an act of Congress approved Septembflr 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: Now, 
therefore, 
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it is ordered, That the respondent, G. H. MeDowell, trad­
ing Imuer the firm name and style of G. H. McDowell & Co., 
his olHI'ers, agents, representnti ,·es, servants, and employees 
cease and desist from llirectly or indireetly employing or 
using the labels and Lrunds "Australian wool," "Fine wool," 
and "Fine natural wool," or any similar descriptive Lrands 
or labels on underwca r, socks, or other knit goods com­
posed partly of wool, except either (1) when a knit fabric 
is mn<le entirely of wool yarns of a kind specified, or (2) 
wlwn the term describing the wool stock is joined with the 
name of other staple or staples contained in the knitted 
fabric (e. g., wool and cot ton; worsted and cotton; wool­
worsted merino nnd cotton; worsted, cotton, and artificial 
silk). 

Respondent is furtllf•!' orlkr<'ll to file a report in writing 
with the Commission tlu·ee months from notice hereof stat­
ing in detail the mannPr in which this order has ueen com­
plied with un<l cohfornwd to. 

FEDERAL TR.\DE CO.Ml\fiSSION 

v. 

TJI E FAITH KNITTING CO. 

COMI'I.ATNT IN TIH: .\L\TTt:H OF THE ALU:mm \'IOLAT!ON OF 

SECTION 5 Ot' AN ACT OJ<' CON(lRESS APPHOV.Im st:J 'I'E:\IIIEII 26, 

.1 () .14. 

DockPt No. 4tlS.-.Tanuary 29, 1920. 

SYLLABUS. 

WherP u cor·po1·ation PllJ.!Il!-:Pd in tlw munufncturP and sale of undt>r­
wear, shirt~, and otlier wt>arlnJ.! apparel, In competition with munu­
fuetut·ers makht~o: und!'rweui· comvosed wholly of wool nnd by tlwm 
branded, uud laueled as SUC'h, braruled, labeled, advertised, and sold 
certain knit good~; ns "Mt'n's wool union suits," "Men's wool ribbed 
shil·ts," "\Vool," "Natural henvy rlhhPd wool," although such goods 
were composPd ruu·tly of cotton : 

llclcl, 'fhat such hrnnding, labeling, advertiRing, and Sllles, under the 
circumstances set forth, constltutNl un unfair ruetltod of compe­
tition in violation of section 5 u~ the net of September 26, 1914. 
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COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Tra<le Commission, having reason to believe 
from a preliminary investigation made by it that the Faith 
Knitting Co., hereinafter referred to as the respondent, has 
been and is using unfair methods of competition in inter­
state commerce in violation of the provisions of section 5 of 
an act of Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled 
"An act to t-reate a Federal Trade Commission, te define its 
powers and duties, and for other purposes," and it appearing 
t.hat 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 fol­
lows: 

PAHAUUAPII 1. Thut the respondPnt, the Faith Knitting 
Co., is a corporation organized, existing, and doing business 
under and by ·virtue of the lu ws of the State of New York, 
having its principal oflice and pln('e of business in the city 
of A \'erill Park, in said State, an(l is now and for two years 
last past has been engaged in the tmtnu facture nnd sale of 
shirts and underwear in and among the various States of the 
United States and the Distriet of Colmnbin, in direct com­
petition with other per·soHs, copartmm;hips, and corporations 
simi Ia rly engnged. 

PAn. 2. That the n•spondent, in tlw conduct of its busir1ess, 
purchases aJl(l rntt•rs into contracts for the purehuse of the 
necessary component mntrrials nreded then•for in the differ­
ent States of tlw UnitP(l Statt's, transpot'ting the same 
through otl1er StatPs of the United StatPs in and to said 
city of Averill Park, wlwre tlwy are made and mnnufaeturcd 
into the finished product and sold and shipped to pur­
chasers thereof; that uft(•r such products are so manufac­
tured they are continuously mm·erl to, from, and among the 
other States of the United States niJ(l the District of Colum­
bia, and there is continuously, nnd has been at all times here­
inafter mentioned, a eonstant current of trarle in commerce 
in said underwear between and among the various Stntes of 
the United States, and esper.inlly to and throngh the city of 
A n~rill Park, State of New York, and therefrom to and 
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through the other Stutes of the United States and the Dis­
trict of Columbia. 

PAn. 3. That· for more than two years last past the re­
spondent, with the effect of stifling and suppressing competi­
tion in the manufacture and sale of underwear in interstate 
commerce, has in the conduct of its business labeled, adver­
tised, and branded certain lines of underwear manufactured 
by it and composed partly of wool as "Men's wool union 
suits," "Men's wool ribbed shirts," "·wool/' "Nat ural heavy 
ribbed wool"; that such advertisements, brands, and. labels 
are false and misleading and calculated and designed to nnd 
do deceive the trade and gcneml public into the belief that 
such underwear is mun,ufactured and composed wholly of 
wool. 

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER.. 

The Federal Trade Commission having reason to believe 
that the above-named respondent, the Faith Knitting Co., 
has been for more than one year lust past using unfair 
methods of competition in interstate commerce, in violation 
of the provisions of section 5 of an act of Congress u.ppro,·ed 
September 26, 1914, entitled "An net to create a Federal 
Trnde Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes," and that a proceeding by it in that rt>Hpect 
would be to the iuterest of the public, and fully stating its 
charges in that respcd; and the respondent having entered 
its appeanmce by its attorney, duly authorized und empow­
ered to act in the premises, antl having filed its answer, ad­
mitting that certain of the matters and things alleged in the 
said complaint are true in the manner and for·m U1erein set 
forth and denying others therein contained, and theJ·pafter 
having made and executed an agreed statement of facts~ 
which has been heretofore filed, in which it is stipnlated and 
agreed by the respondent that the Federal Trade Commis­
sion shall take such agreed statement of facts as evidence 
in this case and in lieu of testimony and shall forthwith 
thereupon make its report, stating its findings as to the facts, 
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its conelusions, aJHl its order disposing of this proceeding 
without the introduction of testimony or the presentation of 
nr"llillt-nt tlwrefore the Federal Tmde Co1mnission now 

,..., ' 
makPs uwl enters this its report stating its finllings as to the 
facts and its condusion. 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FAC'TS. 

PARAOIL\Pil 1. That the respondent, the Faith Knitting 
Co., is a Xt>w York corporation, with its prineipal place of 
business in the city of Averill Park, in said State, and has 
for several yeni'S been engagP<l in thP lltanufacturc and sale 
of underwear, shirts, nnd otlwr Wl'a ring apparel throughout 
the Vltrions States of the United States, nnd hns c•oJHiuded 
its lmsint>ss in eonqwtition with other persons, firms, lllHl 

corpomtions similnrJ~r PngagPd. 
PAR. 2. Thnt the r<'SJHllld<'nt, the Faith Knitting Co .. in 

tile conduct. of its husinl·~s mnnufadHn·s its prodtl<'ts nn<l 
sPIIs and ships same to J>lll'('hn~·wrs tlH•n•of lo('atell in dilfl'f'('llt 
States of the Unitt•cl Statl's: that n ftpr s\ll·h prOllncts art• so 
lllllllllftletUrl~d tlwy are continuously mon~tl to, from, nnd 
among the diffl•n•nt St1tlt•s of the 'United Statt>s, and thPre 
is continually nnd has hPen at nil timt>s lwrPinafter nwn­
tioned a <'OHsttmt currt•nt of trntlP niHl comnwr<'e in sn irl 
J>I'Othwts bt>twt>t•n nntl nmong tlw v:11·ious Stntl'S of the 
Unitl•d Statl's. 

PAn. :~. That for more than a y<"ar last past tlw rt•spondf'nt 
in the sale and shipnwnt of its prothwts in intl'rstate l'om­
meree ns ht•rPilllwfore dt•scrill('d hns laheh•<l, ad\'c•rtised, and 
branded certain I ines of mHh'rwear as follows: " ~ft>n's wool 
union suits,"" Men's woolrihhed shirts,"" 'Vool," "Natuml 
henvy ribbed wool.'' 

PAn. 4. That the aforl'saitl nrticiPs of wenrin::r apparel are 
not composed wholly of wool, part of tltt• mat1·rinl in the s1tid 
nrtieles ht•ing wool and part lwing- cotton. the percentngl' of 
wool in the Stl.itl articles varying from 20 to 80 per cr.nt; 
that the hran<ls and lnbcls used to marie the said artides 
named in parn,!!rnph ::l in1lieatt- snme> art• composed wholly 
of wool, and tbt•r(•by the purchasing- public is led to helien• 
the said articles hranr1Pd and htht'lt>d as afort>saicl are corn-



THE Jo'AITII 1\Nl'l•f!NU CO. 237 

Order. 

posed wholly of wool; that the aforesaid braHI1s and labels 
do not show or iuJicate the true composition and constituent 
parts of the materials used in the manufacture of the said 
articles of wearing apparel. 

PAn. 5. That for lhe past 20 years it has been a general 
eust••m nnd practice in the un<ler\\·ear lmsiiH'f'S to label and 
branu underwear 1ts "~atural nwrino,'' "'Vool," "Natural 
wool," "Natural worsted," and ''Australian "·ool," when in 
fact such underwear so desl'rilJl'll is not composed wholly of 
wool; that this custom and pra<"tiee is getwral in the und~:>r­
wear tmde throughout the Cnitt~•l States; thnt tlwre nre a 
few manufacturers of undl'l'Wl'Hr whost• produl'ts are com­
pos('d wholly of wool and are brtHHled anu labeled by them 
as such. 

CONCLUHoN, 

I~'rom the fot'<'going findings the Commission condttd~:>s 
thnt the method of l'OillJ>Ptition set forth is. tmder the cir­
·~mnstatH'l'S ~wt forth. in ,·iolation of thl' prm·isio11s of sPdiol! 
5 of nn net of CongT•'Ss nppro\'l'd SPptPIIlhl'l' :W, 1!!11, en­
title•! "An ne-t to ITPa te a FedPJ'a I Tr:\(ll' Commission, to 
ddine its powl'rs and dutiPs, and fot· otltt•r purposes." 

OIUJEH TO C'E.\SE .\Nil LIESIST. 

Tht> FPdl'l'lll Tradl' Commission ha \'ing isstll'll an1l sl'rved 
its COiuplaint hl'rPin. and the I't>spowh·nt, thP Faith Knitting­
( 'o., ha ,. i ug Pntt•rt>d its a ppearaw·e hy 'Yo()( I, :\lollo,v & Fmnel'. 
its uttot'lll',VS, duly :lllthorizl'd an•l t'lllpO\\'l'l'l'd to aet in thP 
prcm is..•s, 11 nd lul\· i ng fi ktl its answer, and then• a ftt•r h a vi 11g 
nutde, eXP•·utl'd, and filed 1111 agl'l'l'd statl'llll'llt of facts iu 
whif•h it stipu\ntl'llnn1l agrcc•l that thc Feth•rul Trade Com­
tuission should tnkl' Stll'h agrN•d statNJll'llt of fads as th•• 
evidell('e in this easP, and in li<•u of tPstimony, and }H'OI'Ped 
fotthwith upon tlw sanw, nnd to mak(• and (•ntt•r· its n•port 
stating its findings ns to the fact:-;, its eondusions, and its 
Ot'dt•r without the introductio11 of tl'stimony, ltll<l waiving 
tht•rein ll!IV 111111 all t·iorht to r<'IJIIit·e the intr1uluction of . ,... 

h•stilllony or tht• pt't'Sl'lltntion of argull1l'Jlt in suppot't of 
the same, 1111d till' Fedt•rul Tm1le Commission having ma<lt• 
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and entered its report stating its findings as to the facts, 
and its conclusion that the rcspondt•tlt has violated sPdion 
f1 of an act of Congrt>ss approvetl ~t·ptPmher :w, 191-1-, enti­
tled ''.\n net to create u Fedeml Trade Commission. to 
defim• its pO\rt•rs and dutit•s, ami for other purpost>s.'' \rhich 
said rPport is ilt'rehy refcrn•d to anti made a part hereof: 
Xow, therefore, 

It i.s orlhrl'd, That the rt>spolldt>Ht. the Faith K11itting Co., 
its ot!it·t•rs, agPnts, rq>restmtativPs, St'l"\'llllts, and employees. 
t'east• and dPsist from dirPdly or· mdirectly employing or 
using the lal,eJs and brands ":\fen's wool union suits," 
"Ml'n's wool r·ihht•d shirts," "~atural lwnvy-ribbed wool," 
and" \Yool,'' or any similar tksl'riptive brands or lalwls on 
Hlldt>rwr:rr. sOI'ks. or otlu•r !mit goods •·omposPd partly of 
wool, t>Xl't>pt Pitht•r ( 1) wlwn a knit fahrie is madt> Plltirelv 
of wool yarns of a kirHl spt•t·ifit•d ot· (2) wlwn the tt•r·m <le­
S<Til,ing tlw wool stock is joiHPd with tlw nnme of otht>r· 
staplt• or· staplt•,..; l'olltained in thP lmitiPd fnhric (e. g., wool 
nnd l'ottou; worstt-d nnd eott<•ll: wool-worstt•d merino nnd 
··otton: worstt·d. •~otton. and nr-tifi('inl Hilk). 

l:t>spoudt>nt is furt.lu•r onll'l'l'd to lilt• 11 I'Ppor·t in \\Titin~ 

with the Comrui,..;sioll thr·t•t• mouths from notit•t• lu•reof stat­
ing in tlt•tail thP mnnnt>r in whidt this order has been com­
pliPd with and l'llllfo111wd to. 

FEOEH.\ L TIL\ I>E CO~I M I~SIO~ 

v. 

HL.\CI\ C.\T TEXTILES CO. 

l'll:\II'!.ArNT llli Tilt: !\L\'I.l'EI! ot· THY. AI.L~:<:t:ll \'101..\TIOS Ot' 

i'Wl"I'ION II OF AN .\("1' Ot' ('0!1/(;l!t:ss AI'I'I!O\'Eil SEI~I'E!\IB~:R :!tl, 

1 () 14. 

:-;YI.I.,\JII'll. 

\\'ht'rt• II t·orJtol'aliou l'll~ll.l.!l'd ill tht' lllllllllfllf'llll't• HIHI snit• or llllth•r· 

\\'1'111', shJrt!i. lllltf othl'r \I'I'UI'llll.! IIJIJIIIrPJ, Itt t'OIIIJtdftllllt wilh UIUIIU­

fllt'IUrPnl IIIHkllll.! llllth•rWt•llr f'Olll(lUSt'd WIJoJI~· of \\'tHt) HIIIJ IJ~· 
tlwm hrnTttlt'<l n tHl Itt hi' II'< I ns sudt, hmntlt•cl, lnht•h>tl. ntl\•c•rt l!>~l'fl, 

• 
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un<l sold certuln knit gonl!s ns "\\'hit!' wnrstl'll," "~~.lnrul worsted," 
"\Vhite wool," "Natural wool," "Grny worslP<l," rtlthough such 
gootls w1~re compose<! portly of cotton: 

lldd, That su<'lr hrurullng, htht•liug, nd\'ertislug, und suh•s, umlPr the 
l'in:umstaucp;; set forth, l'OII:<tltutPII un nnfulr method of eompetl­
tiuu In violation of St·etiou 5 of the net of Sl'ph•rnher· :!(), lDl-1. 

CO~IPLAINT. 

The Fedl't'nl Trndc Commission, ha vi n:,r reason to he I icve 
from a prPiiminary investi~ation ma<Joc hy it that the Black 
Cut 'fpxtilcs Co., lwr·einafter mft>ITell to as the respondent, 
has hel'n and is using unfair nwtho<ls of comJwtition in in­
terstate comnwn·e in violation of the provisions uf section ii 
of an net of Con:,rn'ss appro\·ed St·ptPmher 20, UH-!, entitle<! 
"An net to et'l•nte a Fedeml Trn1le Commission, to tlPii nc its 
po\H'I's and duties, and for othPr pur·post>s," and it appearing 
that a proct•Pdin:,r by it in l'l'SJ>L't't thPn•of would be to the 
iutt>J't'st of the public, issuPs U1is complaint, stating its 
t'hnr:,rt•s in tl111t J'l'S))('l't, on information and ht>lit>f, as follows: 

PAtL\IHL\1'11 1. That tlw n·spondt•nt, Black Cat 'l'l•xtiles 
Co., is a I'OI'}Hll'Ht ion organ izt•d, l'X ist in g. und doing business 
under· nnd by virtue of the laws of the State of Ddaware, 
having its principal oflin~ aud place of business in the city of 
Kenosha, State of \Yisconsin, and is now aiHl for more than 
two )'l'Hrs last pust hns !,Pen t>nga:,red in the manufactm·t• and 
s1de of UJHh•rweur in and among tlw various States of the 
Unit<~d States unu the District of Columbia, in dired com­
J)(•tition with ot ht>r pPrsolls, cop a rtrwrsh ips, awl corpot·a­
tions similady engaged. 

PAu. 2. That the rPspondent in tlw eo11duct of its business 
P•u·ehustls und entt•rs into eontr;tcts for the purehase of the 
lltl<'t~s..:.;ary compont•nt matt•rinls neede1l thl•rt•for in the differ­
ent StatL•s of the Hnitt>1l State8, transporting the same 
thr·ou~h othl'r Statt~s of the l'nitl•d States in and to said city 
of Kenosha, wht•re they n1·e sold and shippE'd to purchnsers 
thert•of; that nftt•r such products are so manufactured tlwy 
are contillllouslv l110n>d to. from, nnd nmon:,r tlw other States 
of the Fnitt•d ~tatt>s and the District of Columbia, nnd there 
i~ '-'ontinuously nnd hns }wen .lt all times hereirulfter men­
tioned a eonstnnt rliJTt'llt of trn1h• in commerce in slli<lnncler-
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wear between and amnn~ the \'arious States of the United 
States, and e;,pPeially to and through the city of Kenosha, 
State of Wisconsin, and there from to and throu~h the other 
State!> of the United States unci the Distriet of Columbia. 

PAu. 3. That for more than t\\'o years lust past the re­
spollllent, with the etfeet of stitli1!g and suppressing compe­
tition in the IIHlltUf:u-tme and sale of its IllHlcrwear in in­
terstate commt•rcc, has in the l'Oilliud of its business lubeleu, 
ad vertisecl, awl branded ecrtain lines of underwear manu fac­
tured by it and I'Oillposcd hut partly of wool as "White 
worsted,'' ;, \Vhite wool," "Blue wool,'' "Xatural worsted/' 
"Natural wool,"" (iruy worsted"; that sucl1 u<lnrtisPments, 
Ul'llnds, und luuels are false nnJ misleudi11g and cnlculnted 
awl desigued to and d0 dl'l'Pi \'e the trade a11d gencml public 
mto •!tc bel id that such Hllderwear is lllallllfnctured and 
composed wholly of wool. 

HEPOI~T, FINDI~o:.;" AS TO THE F.\CTS, ANI> 
OHDER 

The Fed era I Tmde ('om mission hn ving reason to belie\'e 
thnt the nlto\'e-nanH•<l n•spondl·Ht, Illndc Cut Textiles Co., 
hns ht~Pn for mot·e than one yent• last past using unfait· 
methods of c·ompetition in intm·stute collJ!lll'J'<'e in violation 
of the pro\'isions of sedion ii of an net of Congi't>ss nppro\·ed 
Septt>mhPr ~G. 1!114, t•utit.IPd "An nd to crt>lltll u Fedt•rnl 
Tmdl' Commission, to dt>filll' its powPrs and dutil\.<.; 1 and for 
otht>I' plii'J>OSl'S," HllCJ that ll )li'OI't't>ding by it in that I'PSped 
would ht> to the intl'l·est of tlw puhli<· and fully stating its 
chnrgPs Ill that n•sJll'd; and tho rPspmHIPnt ha \'i ng l'llt.l'l'ed 
its appPa!'i\IH'f' by its attortwy, July authorized and t~mpow­
erNl to uct in the )ll'Pmises, nnd having filt>d its Hnswot· nd­
mitting that certain of the mattl•r·s nnd things allPgPd in the 
said <'omplaint ai'«l true in tlw mumwr· and form therein st•t 
forth 1\Jl<l dt>nying others tl.erein eontnined, nnd tlwn•tdtl'l' 
hn vmg utnd«> and ex<'C'Iltecl nn ngr·<•NI stu tement of fuets 
which hns lu•en ht>rt>tofoJ't> fi)p,f in whieh it is stiplllated 
nn<l ugT«'t•.l h,\' th<' rt•!'pond!•nt that tlw Fndeml Trade Colli· 
mission shall take such ngr1•ed stat<•nwnt of fncts ns t>vi­
d£>rwe in ttJis f'IISP nnd in lit>U of tPstirnony, nnd sind! forth· 
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with thereupon mnke its report stating its findings ns to the 
facts, its couclu~ions, and its ·.>rdet· disposing of this pro­
l'eeding without the introdul'tion of testimony or the pre::;en­
tation of url!umcnt; therefore the l<'edentl Trade Couuu i::;­
sion now makes nllll enters this it::; report sLtLing ib lill!ling~ 
a::; to the facts and it::; eondn::;ion: 

FI:SlllNt;::; .\8 TO TilE i''At."l'S. 

l,Al!Mllt.\PII 1. That the n•spondent, Black Cat Tl'xtih•s Co., 
is a DPla ware corporation with its prinei pal plnee of lmsi nes::; 
in the city of Kcnosha, State of Wi>iconsin, atHl has fot' scY­
eral yt-ars lwen l'llgaged in the manufacture and sale of nn­
derwenr, shi1ts, and other wt-aring nppnrel tht·o~tglwut tlw 
\'ttrious :-itutcs of the {;nited :-itates, nnd has cowhidt•d its 
busine::;s in eompditwn with othN· persons, linus, and cor­
porations similarly e10gaged. 

PAll.~- Th11t the J't•spondt>Jlt, Black Cat Tt>xtih•s Co., in the 
l'Oilthwt of its lwsinl·~s manul'ad.lil"l's its prodn<'ts and sl'lls 
awl ship~ samt• to [llll'('hasl'I'S tht•t'Pof locatt·d in ditl"Prent 
~tate~ of the (!nitPtl Statl's; that nftt•r swh produds at"l' 
so manufadlll"t'd tlu·~· !ll"t' <"Oiltinuonsly lllon·d to, from, and 
among the difl't•rPnt :-itat<'s ,,f thP l'nitPd :--tatl•s. and then• 
is eontinnally an<l has bt•t•n at all times lwn·iuaftcr nwn­
tiOJwtl ll t•tmstnilt <'lllTl'llt of t.r·ndt• and t·omnu•J"<'t~ in said 
produd..; hl't wt•tm 1111<1 among thP \'nriou:-.· ~ta tPs of tlu· 
l'nite<l :-:tatt•s. 

PAn. :1. Tllltt. for mon~ than n y<':lr lust past tltP t'!'spondt•nt 
in th<' snl<' and ~hiptnPnt of its prodnds in intt•t·stnte <'om­
rn<'t"<'<' as hen•inlJt•foJ'l~ dPS<'I'ihPd has lubPit•<l. a<l\'Pitis<'tl. and 
brand<•d <'l't'tn in lint's of lllldt•rw('a r. as follows: '· \Vh ite 
worsh•d," ")l"ntuml worst<'rl," """hitP \\"<~ol," "~nturnl 
wool." "(i ray wr11·stl•rl." 

PAn. 4. Thnt tlw afon':·mid nrti,·lt•s of Wl':tring apparei1U'l' 
not compost•tl wholly of wool. pnrt of the matt•ri1ll in tlw 
sai<l nrtil"lt>s !wing Wo)ol nnd part lwing r·otton, the JWr­
eentngl' of wool in tltl' said articles varying from 20 to 80 
pet• t'Pnt; that tlw n fon•said brnJlds nll<l lnhPls do 110t show 
or indil'alt• tht> tJ"Ilt' c·omposition !liHl,·onstitllt'llt purts of the 
mutt)rials IISI.'ll in the manufacture of the said arti<'les of 

18G:l!l5.-:,!(}--16 
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wearing apparel; that the brands and labels used to nuu·k 
the said article!-; named in paragraph 3 indicate same are 
composed wholly of wool, aud thereby the purchasing pul>lie 
is led to belie\'e the said articles branded uml labeled as 
aforesaid are f'omposed wholly of wool. 

PAn. 5. That for the past ~0 years it has been a general 
custom and pmetH·c in the undcrwenr busin<'ss to label !UHJ 

brand undenvea r as •· X at ural merino," " \Vool," '' Natural 
wool," ''Natural worsted,'' and "Australian wool," when in 
fact such underwear so dt•st·ribed is not eomposed wholly 
of wool; that this eustom and praetiee is general in the 
un<lerwear tmde throughout the United State:->; that thet•e 
are a few mnnufadUI'Pl'S of underwear whose produets are 
composed wholly of wool and are branded aiHI lnbeletl by 
them us sueh. 

CIJNCLt:AION, 

From tlH• for·pgoing fiwlings, tht> Commission condudcs 
that tlw lllPthod of ('Olll}Wtition sPt forth is, ulldPt' the l"i''· 
t'llllbt:tlH"Ps sPt fortl1, iu vi11lation of thP pt'o\·isions of sev­
tion IJ of an :t<"t of Colll!l't•ss approvetl St>ptPmlwr :!ti, l!H4: 
entith•d '' .\ n at'l to c:reatc• a Federal Trade l'onuuis:->iou, to 
define its powers and dutil's, aiHl for other purposes." 

UIWEH TO Ct:A:·H: AND llE"IS'l'. 

The Fed<•t·a I Tt·adt\ Colli Ill issiou h:l\·ing issut>tl and st•ned 
its complaint lwreiu, and the respondent, Blac~k Cat Textiles 
Co., having entt•rPcl its appearance by Millor, Ma<"k & Fair­
child, its attorriP,YS duly authori;.o;ed nnd t'IIIJIOWered to aet 
in the pn•ru ist•s, ntH I htt ving fi!t•d its ttllswer and t lwrea fter 
ha v iug Ill a de, l'X<'C'IIU•d, n nd fi lt~d an agn•ed st atenwnt of 
fads in whi<"h it stip11latt•cl nnd a~fr<•t•.d that the Fl'dt•ral 
Trnde Coruruission should talw stwh ngTPPd statenwnt of 
fads as the t>\·idc•tH·e in this <'IISI' nne! in Iie11 of tc•stimony, 
anJ prot'PPd forthwith upon the sanw, and to make und 
enter· its r·ppm't stating its findings ns to thP fac·ts, its <'Oil­

elusions, and its orclt•r without tlw intr·od11ct.ion of tt•stimony. 
IUHl Wlti\'ing tlwt·~>in ltn~· and nil right to J'f'']llit·e th£' intt·o­

duetion of tt•stimony, or the pt'I'S('Jttntion of argument in sup-
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port of the same, and the Federal Trade Commission having 
made and entered its report stating its findings us to the 
facts nnd its C'onclusion that the respondent has violated 
section 5 of an act of Congress approved September 26, 
1914, entitled "An act to crente a Federal Trade Commission, 
to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," 
which said report is hereby referred to awl made a part 
hereof : Now, therefore, 

It i..'J orde,red, That the n•spondt•nt, Bl!H"k Cat Textiles 
Co., its officers, agents, representatives, ~:>en'ants, and em­
ployees eease and desist from directly or indirectly employ­
ing or using the labels nnd brunds" White worste<l,"" White 
wool,'' "Natural worsted," "Nntural wool," and "Gray 
worsted," or any similar des<'l'iptive brands ot· lal,els on un­
derwear, sol'ks, or other knit goods eomposPd partly of wool, 
except either ( 1) when a knit fabric is In1t<le entirely of wool 
yurns of n kind specified, or (2) wlwn the term describing 
tlw wool sto(·k is joinl'tl with the name of other staple or 
stnplt•s contained in the knittt.>d faln·ie (e. g., wool and cot­
ton; worsted and cotton; wool-worsted-merino and cotton; 
worstPd, eotton, und nrtilicinl silk). 

Hespontlent is further ortlered to tile a report in writing 
with the Commission three months from notiee her·eof, stal.­
ing in detail the mumwr in which this ordet· has been com­
plied with and eonformed to. • 

FEDERAL THADE CO~lMISSION 

v. 

WILLIAM MOOHE KNITTINO CO. 

COl\fJ>LAlNT IN Tlrt: 1\f.\TTEII OF TIH: AJ.I,(•;m:D \'IOT,,\TTON OF 

SJocCl'ION II OF AN ACT <W COXIJin;ss .\l'l'UOV.cl) S,l,:l~n:!\11\J.:R 26, 

1014. 

DoekPt 410.- -.Tnnunl')' ~fl. lfl:!O. 

SYU.AIIlJR, 

\Vh('l'(\ 11 I'Orporn tlon f'llj!ll !.!1'<1 In tilt' 111:11111 flll'tlll'l' ll!Hl Rll ]p nr llll<ler­

\\'('lll', "hil·t,;;, 111111 nlht>I' wPnrlnl! IIJlTllll't'l, In <'OIIlpPtltiou with mnnn­

fueturers mnld ng u1ulerwt•n I' romtln~t·d whnlly of wool nnd hy them 
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brunded and labeled as such, hrnn<le!l, lnbeled, advertised, and 
solll ce1"tnln kuit goods us "AnHtrnllnn wool," "l'm·e natural wool," 
"White wool," " Fine nnturni wool," nlthon~h sueh goods wf're com­
post>d !IHI'tly of cotton : 

Held, Thnt surh brun!llng, lnill'lln~, ndYertising, llll(J sales. lllHirr the 
clrcumstaneP!l set forth, constituted an unfah· nwtlwd of competi­
tion in violation of t:;ection 5 of the net of H•_•ptemlwl' :w, 1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having- renson to helieve 
from a preliminary inn•stig-ation made by it that the vVm. 
Moore Knitting Co., lwreinnfter rt>ferred to us the n•spond­
ent, has bePn nnd is using unfair methods of competition in 
interstah• coumwrce in violation of the provisions of S<'<·tion !) 

of un net of Cong-ress, npprovetl SeptPmher 2{), 1!114, entitled 
".\n :l('t to create a Fedeml Tmde Commission, to define its 
powers and dntit•s, nncl for other· purposps," and it appearing 
that a pro<·t•eding hy it in n•spPet then•of would be to the 
int<•n•st of the pnlllie, issii<'S this coiiiJllaint, stntin:-r, its 
dwrg-es in that n•spPd, 011 information and lwlid, ns fol­
lows: 

P.\II.\1:11.\I'II l. That the respmlll(•llt, Wm. Moore Knitting­
Co., is u <~orporation or:-r,uuized, existin:-r,, and doin:-r, business 
1111der and hy virtue of the laws of the State of ~ew Y01·k, 
having its prinripnl otlic~(~ and plael~ of husitwss in thP eity of 
CohoPs, in said Statl', awi is now and for more than two 
)'l'III's last pnst has hPI'IIPHI-',HI-',<'<1 in the mnnufadnn• and sale 
of uudPnYt'ar in and among- the vario11s Statt>:-t of tlw ITnitl'd 
Statl•s and tlw Distriet of Colurnhia, in di1·ec·t colll(lt'tition 
with otlwr Jll'I"sons, eoparhlf'rships, nnd C<H'porations simi­
Indy eng-n:-r,ed. 

P,\Jl. 2. Thnt the rPspondl'nt. in the conduct of its husint>ss, 
p11rchas1'S ntHl rntN·s into contrnds for tlw purclutS(~ of the 
nel"essar~· cornporwnt matE•ri~tls llPPilNI th('refor in the dif­
fpJ"('nt ~tntc•s of tlw rnit('<l Stntt'S, transporting- the same 
throug-h other Stntf's of tiH• l'nited Statl's in awl to snid rit_v 
of ('t1hnPs, wlwi'l' thPy nrf' m:11l1' n11<l mnnufudm·f'(l into the 
finislwd pro<hll'ts nnd sol1l nnd shippPd to purchasers tlwrpof; 
that nfter such proclnds nrf' so mnnnfnctnrPcl tlwy nr(' ron­
tinnonsly moved to, from, nn1l nmong the other St!ltl•s of the 
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United States and the District of Columbia, and there is con­
tinuously nnd has Lcen at all times hereinafter mentioned 
a constant current of trade in commerce in said underwear 
between ami among the various Stutes of the U nitetl States, 
and especially to and through the city of Cohoes, State of 
New York, and therefrom to and through the other States 
of the United States and the District of Columbia. 

PAn. 3. That for more thnn two years ln::;t past the rc­
:-;pondent, with the efl't•ct of stifling and suppressing competi­
tion in the munufacture nnd snle of its undcnn•ar in inter­
state commerce, hns iu the eondu("t of its Lusincss labeled, 
ad\'ert.ised, and brurHiell certain lirws of und!•nvear manu­
fn<"tm·cd hy it and ("OtrllHised hut partly of wool as "Aus­
trnlian wool," "Pur:c uatuml wool," ""'bite wool," "Firw 
nutuml wool"; that such udn•r·tiscmPnts, bmnds, and labels 
nrc false and mislcnding and calculated ancl cll•sigrwd to anol 
do decci\"e the tmdc and gt>rwr·al public into the belief that 
such undt•rwl•ar is mauuful-tun~cl and composcll wholly of 
wool. 

HEPOH'I', FINI>IN<iS AS TO THE FACT8, AND 
OHI>EH. 

Tlw FetlPml TmdP Commission having l"t'Hl-lon to lwlie\'1~ 
that the nbon~-nauwd responcleut, Moore Knitting Co., has 
ht~Pn for mor·e than one _rPar last past using unfair methods 
of competition in iutprstnte comuwrcc, in violation of the 
provisions of sPl"tion i'i of llll act of Congress app1·oved Sep-

. h•mbcr ~G, HH-1, entitle() "Au act to create a Federal Trade 
Commission, to ddinl• its powers and duties, and fot' other 
purposes," ant) thut a proePeding hy it in that respeet would 
ht~ to the intl'l·est of the public, and fully stating its charges 
in that respect; and the respondent hn ving entcr·ed its ap­
peurunee by its nttor·twy, duly authorized uncl empowered to 
uet in the premist>s, nnd having filed its answer admitting 
that C(.~rtain of the matters and things alleged in the said 
complaint are true in the manner and form therein set forth, 
und denying othet-s thflrt>in contained, and thereafter having 
rnade nnd ex<>cutctl un agreecl statement of fuets whi<'h hn3 
been heretofore fill•tl in whid1 it is ~;tipulntcd and agreed by. 
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the respondent that the Fmleral Trade Commission sludl take 
such agreeu stutPment of facts as evidt'nce in this case and in 
lieu of testimony, nnu shall forthwith thereupon rnnke its 
report stating its findings 11s to the fads, its conclusions~ and 
it~; order disposing of this proceeding without the introduc­
tion of tPstimony or the prest-ntation of argumPnt; tlwrefore, 
the Federal Trade Commission now makes and enters this 
its report stating its findings liS to the facts llllU itli eon­
elusion. 

Jo'INDINGS AS TO THE 1-'ACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, Moore Knitting Co., is 
a Nl'W York corporation, with its principal place of business 
in the city of Colwl's, in said State, and has for sen•ral years 
been engaged in the manufacture and ·sale of underweai'. 
shirts, UllU ot lwr Wl'aring ll Jl)lllre} throughout the Various 
Statt•s of the lJnitl'd Stutes, and has eonducted its business 
in (•ompditioll with other pl•t·~;<ms, firms, and corpomtions 
sirnilady engal!ecl. 

P.\11. 2. That the reSJHHHINlt, Moore 1\nittitig Co., in tlw 
f'owluet of its business mnnufnctures its pwduets and sells 
and ships same to purehnsers thereof lol·att>d in the different 
Htatt>s of the lJ n ited Stutes; that after such products are so 
mun11 fadlli'Ni they nre continuously mo\'ecl to, from, and 
111110ng tlw diffpn•nt StntPs of the tJnitPd States, an<l there is 
continually, and has hPI'n at nil tilllPi; hPt'<•in:lfter mentionml, 
a ('OilStunt <'lll'l'l'lll of trade and eomnll'l'l't' in sn id procl\ll~ts 
lwtween and among the \'llrious Statl's of tlu~ Unrtt•d Stah's. 

PAR. 3. 'fhnt for more than a ye;u· lnst pnst the respon1lent 
in the sale and shipnwnt of its prod11ets in i11tt•rstate f'om­
merce hereinhdorc desc·,·ihl•<l has lahPIPd, ndv1'rtised. and 
branded eertain lint's of undl't'Wt'ar as follows: "A ustrulian 
wool," "Pure natural wool," "\\'hite wool," " Fine mttul'lll 
wool." 

PAR. 4. Thnt the aforesnid artides of wrarin~ apparel are 
not composed wholly of wool, part of the material in the 
said articles h1•ing wool and part being cotton, the per­
CE'ntage of \Vool in the said nrtiele.s varying from 20 to 80 
pet· c"Nlt; thnt the hran<is and lahf>ls nseo to mark the sa icl 
&.!'tides namt~d in parngrnph 3 inclieate same are composed 
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wholly of wool, and thereby the purclutsing puhlie is led 
to believe the said articles br·andl•d and labeled as aforesaid 
are eomposcd wholly of wool; that the afort>said brands 
and labels do not show or indi('atc the true composition and 
('(Jllst ituent parts of the materials used in the m:11111 fadure of 
the said artieles of wearing apparel. 

PAH. 5. 'J:hnt for tlw past 20 yt>nrs it hns hi'Pn a gt•Iwral 
<'Ustom and prnetiee in the undei'WPar busirwss to label and 
brand undt'rWPar as ":Xatuml merino~" '• \Yool," "Natural 
wool," "Nutuml worsted," and "Austr:tlinn wool," when in 
fact such underwear so <1l'S<'l'ibed is not composed wholly of 
wool; th:tt this eustom and pmctiee is geneml in the under­
wear trade thr·ougiH;IIt tlw l'niterl States; that there nrt' a 
few manufncturl'l'!-:i of underwear whose products are eom 
postld wholly of wool and ure bmndeu am! lalJp]eJ by them 
as su<'h. 

CONCLUSION. 

From the fon•going findings the Commission concludes 
thut thP nwthod of compt>tition set forth is. under tlw eir­
<'UIIlstanel'S Sl't forth, in \'iolntion of the pt'o\·isions of St>etion 
5 of 1111 aet of Congrt>ss approved Septcmh<'l' ~(), 191-1, en­
titlt'd "An ad to crt>att• a Ft>dPI'al Trude Commis!-:ion, to 
ddine its powl'rs lllltl tlutit>s, and for othl't' JHII'JIOSt's." 

PIII>EII TO CEASE ANI> llESIS'l', 

The Fedeml Trade Commission having issnt><l nnu sel'\'ed 
its eom plaint lwn·in, and thl' l'l'Spondt>ut, \\'ill iam ~loore 
Knitting Co., lul\·ing entered its appeamnce by ·wood, Mol­
loy & France, its attorneys, dnly authorized und emp<n\'l•red 
to nd in the premises, nnd lun·ing filed its answer, and 
the1·enfter having made, exel'Utt>d, atHI filt~d nn agreed state­
ment of fncts in whi<'h it stipulated and H~t·et~tl thnt the Fed­
eral Trude Commission should take such agrt•t>d stattmrwnt of 
facts as the evidence in this <·ase and in lieu of testimony, 
nnd proceed forthwith upon tlw same and to nutke and t~uter 
its report stating its findinf..,rs liS to the facts, its eondusions, 
and its order without the introduction of tt>stimony, and 
waiving therein nny and nll right tD reqnire the introduction 
of tt•stiruony or tilt' prt·st>ntation of argtlllll'llt in support of 
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the snme, and the Federal TraJe Commission hn ving made 
and entered its report stating its findings as to the facts and 
its conclusion that the respondent has \'iolated section 5 of 
an n<"t of Congress approYed September 2G, 1914, entitled 
"An net to l'l'ente a Federal Trade Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, and for other purposes," which said re­
port is hpr·pf>y referred to nnd made u. l>IU't hereof: Now, 
thert'fore, 

It is ordl.'1'erl, That the respondent, William Moore Knit­
ting Co., its oflieers, agents, reprl:'sentati \'l'S, servants, nnd 
employees, eense and uesist from directly or indirectly em­
ploying or using the labels und hrands "Australian wool," 
"Pm·e natuml wool," "·white wool," nnd "Fine natural 
wool," or any similar descriptive brnnds or laLeis on under­
wear, soc·ks, or· other knit goods f'omposed partly of wool, 
exePpt citlwr ( 1) when a knit fabric is made entirely of 
wool yarns of a kind specified, or (2) when the term de­
scribing tl1e \\'ool stoC'k is joilll~d with the nnme of other 
stnple oJ' stapiPs <·ontnined in the knitted fabric (e. g., wool 
and cotton; worsted unu cotton; wool-wor·sted-merino and 
cotton; worsh•d, cotton, and nrtifi<"ial silk). 

Hespondent is further ordered to file a report in writing 
with the Comrn ission tlll't~e months from notiC'e hereof stat­
ing in detail the manner· in which this order has Utlen com­
pi ied with tm<l conformer] to. 

FEDERAL THADE COMMISSION 

v. 

W. E~ TILLOTSON MANUFACTURING CO. 

COMPLAINT IN THE M.\'l"l'ER OF TH.Jo-: AIJ,EOED VIOLATION OF 

SECTION II U.Jo' AN ACT at' CONOHESS AI'PUOVED SEI''l'Jo;JIIUER 261 
1!114. 

Docket 411.-Janunry 29, 1920. 

SYLJ.AilUS. 

Where a corpol'lltion engaged In the manufachll'e uud sale of under­
wear, shirts, and other wearing appurel, In comtwtltlon with munu­
fnctui-crs mnkiu~ underwear composed wholly of wool and h)" 
them bl'tlnded und labeled as such, branded, labeled, advertlsE'd, 


