
CAHTER PAINT CO, 181 

li6 Complaint. 

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 
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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 
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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-


