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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 



178 FEDEll.\L TRADE COJ\Dl!SSION DECISIONS. 

Flmllugs, 2 F. 't\ C. 

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 


