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products and strictly pure products; that the Ohio State 
J>ure Food and Drug Commission had held that all linseed 
oil ttnd turpentine not suitable for medical pnrposes must 
be labeled "adulterated," and any other statement or repre­
sentntion of the same geneml import. 

It is further ordered, That the responclent make and file 
with the Commission, on or before .June 1, Hl20, his report 
stating in dctnil the manner and form in which this order 
has been conformed to, and attach to sni<l report copies of all 
circular letters and advertising matter used by him subse­
quent to the date of this order. 

FEDEHAL TRADE COM:\ITSSTON 

v. 

FEDER.\L ROPE CO., INC. 

COl\fPL.\lNT IN THJ<: MA'l'TER OF Tim AU.l<XH:D VIOLATION OF 

1'\ECTION 5 OF AN AG'T 0}' CONGT!t':SS API'Hon;n s\ol{frEMBt:R :!tl, 

1914. 
,. 

Docket HH.-1\Im·ch 4, Hl20. 

f-lYT.T.AilUS, 

WhPre u cnrporntlon en~n~t·rl lu the mnnufaetm·c nnd sale or ropP-­
(a) sold as new, rope restrnudcd from yarns of ohl lltltl wwd hawsers 

nu<l so closC'ly t·est>mbling hPW ro{J(! mnnufnetured from new nud 
uuust>tl tiber uucl therefore of superlot· quality, thnt 1t could only 
be tlh;tlnl-'ulsh••d b~· those sldllell In tlH' nrt of rope making; 

(b) so !<lmulatC'tl eert nlr1 mPthotls u:;etl In pad: lug urHl dlstrihnt i11g 
new rope fls to glvt• its prolltwt tlw RJl[lPUI'ance of new find nnnsetl 
ror1e; 

(c) falsely reiJI~stmb~d to purchasers and prospective purchasers that 
Its prmluet wus mulle fr·out new and unused fiber und was uot re­
strnntled fr·om yarn tflk\'n fr·om old HIHI u~<>tl rope; 

(d) u~•·<l the word "llllLililll" on Its ll'ttl'rlwnds, JII'i<·r l!sts, und ln­
volc!'s, and on its tngs, stendl><, untl [ll'lntt>cl mnlt0r uttnchPd nml 
applied to su\!l rope, or the wrappings nnd cov!'rln!~s thPt'POf, mul 
on otbf'r printed tnattPr, nnd by otht>r cm1l nutl written ;;.tnte­
mtmts characterlzPtl nntl dt•sct·llwtl the ropl' as "munlla," nltholll-:'h 
thP word "munilu" Is Jll'OPI!l'ly USPil ouly to dt>s<•rlh~.: ropp com­
JlO!"etl !'x<"lnsll·pfy of JHirl' mnnlln tlhPr nntl Is hy custom nne! n~TPt'­

lliPnt so ns••tl hy rope matmfnctureri', nntl ulthou:,:h n lurgP runt 
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of the ropP so branded, tuggo~d. or described was not compos('{i of 
pure mnnila tiber; and 

(e) so used letterheads, priC'e lists, tugs, stencils, and other printed 
mutter· distributed among deulen; and commmers of r011e or· at­
tached and applied to such rope or the wrappings or coverings 
thereof, as to deceive and mislead the public: 

Held, Thut such false nnd misleading stntPnwnts, simulation, nnd 
Hltles, unt!Pr th!' etr·cumHtnrH!eS set forth, constituted unfair methools 
of competition In vlohtlion of ~edlon 5 of the ucl of 8evtemi.Jet· :.!G, 
1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The Federal Tmde Commission having reason to believe 
from u preliminary invl•stigation mude hy it that the Fed­
eral Rope Co., Inc., lwreinafter referred to as the respond­
ent, has been anu is using unfair methods of competition in 
intl•rstnte commPI'ce in viol1ttion of the provisions of sedion 
5 of the aet of Congres.._, approved Septem"er ~fi, HI H, en­
titleu •• An act to crt~nte a FedPral Trnde Cornmis:'iion, to 
define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," nnd 
it appearing thnt a JH'oel~Pding hy it in respect thereof would 
he to the inten~st of the public, issues this complaint, stnting 
its chargPs in that rt•spect on information and belief, as 
follows: 

P.\UAGUAPH 1. That the respoiHh•nt, FP<leral Rope Co., 
Inc., is, and nt nil times here inn fter mentioned wns, a 
corporation orgnniz~:>tl, existing, nnd doing business under 
mul hy virtue of the lnws of the State of Nt>w York, having 
its offiee and principnl place of husirwss in the c~ity of New 
York, State of New York, nnd is now, nlHl for more than 
two years last past, has been engaged in the mannfncture 
and sale of rope in and nmong the severn! States aiHl Ter­
ritories of the United States nnd the Dist.rict of Columbia 
in dirE>ct competition with otlwr persons, firms, nnd corpom­
tions pngngNl in inh•rstate eommE>r·ce in the mtmufndurc 
and snle of rope. 

PAR. 2. That the rPspondent in the conduct of its business 
mannfncturrs its rope in tlte city of NPw York, Stntl' of 
Nt•w Yodc, and purchnsl's niHl t•ntprs into (•ontmr·ts of pur­
chnse for the nec•pssnry matpr·ials lll'l'tlt><l tht>rdor, in otlwr 
Statt>s and 'J\•rritories of the lTnit<•tl States, eu using the 
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same to be transported to such faetory, where they are made 
into the finished product and sold and shipped to purchasers 
thereof; that after such products are so made into the fin­
ished product and sold and shipped to purehasers thereof 
they are continuously moved to, from, and among other 
States and Territories of the United States, and there is 
continuously, and has been at all times herPinafter men­
tioned, a constant current of tra1le and commerce in such 
rope between and among the various Stutes of the United 
States and Territories thereof and the District of Columbia. 

PAn. 3. That in the manufacture, sale, arHl use of rope, 
various names nre used and applied to them for the purpose 
of designating the various mntt•rials out of which said ropes 
are made, and that the word" manila" when applied to rope, 
both in the technical and popular usage, has a precise and ex­
net meaning, and is only aeeurat~ly :m1l properly used in 
identifying and rlP~cribing rope composed exdnsi vely of new 
manila tiber·s, and that by custom a!ld ugreement among 
rope manufacturers generally, the word "manila" is not 
nsPd in the brand, label, or any printed matter in connection 
with any rope containing less than 100 per cent pure manila 
fiLer, unless the suid word "manila" is qunlified by other 
words conspicuously and denrly showing the percentage of 
manila hemp in sai1l ropll. 

PAR. 4. 'l'hnt with tlw intent, pmpose, and etfect of stifling 
nnd suppressing competition in interstate commerce in the 
manufacture and sule of rope, the respowlent, hy the use of 
letterheads, price lists, and other printed matter containing 
the word "manila," distributed among dealers nnd consum­
ers of rope, and by the use of tags, stencils, aiHl other printed 
matter attached aml applied to said rope or the wrappings 
ancl coverings thereof containing the word "manila," has for 
more thun two years last past reprt•sented, and still continues 
to represent that the said rope man11 faetured hy respondent 
is composed entirely ami exclusively of UPW mtmila fiber, 
whieh represt>ntations nre false nnd misle1uling, nncl raleu­
lated nnd designerl to misknd und d£>rei\'l\ tlw p11hlie into the 
})(•lief thnt th<' said l'OJlt' munufuf'tllrt>tl hy rt>spmHlent is f'orn­
pose4l entin'ly uwl l'xelusiwly of new and HnllsNl rnnniht 
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fiber, while in fact it is remade from strands taken from old 
and used rope and contains other than pme manila fiber. 

P,ul. 5. That it is the common belief and impression among 
dealers and consumers of rope and the purchasing public 
generally that rope having the appearance of and sold as new 
aml unuseJ rope is manufactureJ entirely from new and 
UIIII~ell fiber and not from such as was previously taken from 
old and used rope; that for more than two years last past, 
with the intent, purpose, and eJfect of stifling and suppress­
ing competition in interstate commerce in the manufacture 
und sule of rope, the respondent has used f:mch methods and 
devices as letterheads, price lists, tags, stencils, and other 
printed matter distrihutcd among dealers and consumers of 
rope~ or attaclwd and applictl to such rope or the wrappings 
and coverings thereof, antl lms used certain methods, up­
petu·anees, and simulations in packing uncl <li~tributing suitl 
rope to the trnde mHl among consumers generally, so as to 
!~ive said rope the appearance of new an<l unused rope, which 
methods and devices have conveyed and do convey, and ure 
calculated and designed to convey, the belief and impression 
that the said rope manufactured by the respondent is com­
posed of new and umtsed fibers, and that the respondent has 
at all times herein mentioneJ concealed aml wholly fnilerl 
to disclose that the rope so manufactured by the respondent 
i!' in fact composed of fiber taken from old and used rope. 

REPOHT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND 
ORDER 

The Federal Trnde Commission having issued and served 
its complaint hetein, in which it alleged that it had reason 
to believe that the above-named respon(h~nt, Federal Rope 
Co., Inc., was using unfair methods of competition in 
interstate commerce in violation of scetion 5 of an act of 
Congress approved ~eptember 2G, 1914, entitled "An act to 
cr<~ute a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, nnd for other purposes," nncl that a proceeding by it 
in respcet thereof would be to the interest of the puhlie and 
fully stating its charges in that respect, and the rt-spmlllent 
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having entered its appearance by its attorneys and having 
duly filed its answer, and the Commi!:lsion having introduced 
testimony in support of the charges in said complaint, and 
the respondent having introduced testimony in support of 
its answer to said complaint, and briefs having been filed, 
and the Commission having heard the arguments of counsel 
on the merits of the case, and having July considered the 
record and being fully advised in the premises, now makes 
this report and findings as to the facts and its conclusion: 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. That the respondent, Federal Rope Co., 
Inc., is and at all times hereinafter mentioned wns a corpo­
ration organized, existing, nnd doing business unJer and hy 
virtue of the laws of the State of New York, huving its office 
and principal place of business in the city of New York, 
State of New York, and is now and for more than two years 
last past hns been eng:tged in the manufacture and sale of 

. rope and in the shipment of said rope from its said place of 
business to purchust•rs thereof in other Stutes und Territories 
of the United Stutes and the District of Columbia in direct 
competition with other persons, firms, and corporations en­
gaged in interstate commerce in the manufacture n.nd sale 
of rope. 

PAR. 2. That the nature of respondent's product and the 
method of its manufacture are as follows: Respondent pur­
chases old and used hn.wsers and sele<'ts therefrom suC'h of 
its component yarns as it deems fit for further use in the 
manufacture of rope, and restnmds tlwm again into rope. 
Such restranded rope is sold hy the respontleut in interstate 
commerce in direct competition with rope manufaetured 
from new and unused fiber, which i.t so closely resPmbles in 
nppenmnce that it can only he distinguishl~d by those skilleJ 
in the art of ropl.' making. 

PAR. 3. That the word "maniln " when applied to ropt>, 
both in the technical and populnr usuge, has a preeise and 
exact meaning, nnd is only aC'cnrately and properly used in 
identifying and describing rope composed exclusively of new 
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manila fibers, and that by custom and agreement among rope 
mannfaeturers generally the word "manila" is not used in 
the uranu, label: or any printed matter in connection with 
any rope coutaining less than 100 per cent pure manila fiber, 
unless the said word "manila" is qualified by other words 
conspicuously and elearly showing the percentage of manila 
lwrnp in suid rope; thnt manila fiber surpasses iu quality all 
other fibers used for the manufacture of rope. 

PAn. 4. That in the manufacture and sale of rope in inter­
state commerce the respondent, by the use of letterheads, 
price lists, uml other printecl matter containing the word 
'; manila " distributPd among dt•alers and consumers of rope, 
and by the use of tags, stencils, and otlwr printed matter 
attached uud applil1d to said rope or the wrnppiugs awl c·ov­
erings tht•rt>of eontn in iug the wonl " manila," tuul by means 
of in\'oiees accompanying the sale of said rope, wherein such 
rope is eharader·i;.~e<l and described, awl by means of dir·ect 
oral and \Hitten statt>ments made by the respmlllent's oflieers 
llllU agents, for a pPriod of lllOl'l' thnn two years immediately 
prior to tlw issuance of tlw eompluint herein, rtJ)lt'esented· 
to the pm·l'hasi ng publie thut the said rope m:uHt factnt•etl by 
respondent. wns cumposecl entirely and exclusively of new 
manila filJl't', which representations we1·e false and mislmtd­
ing, and did mislmtu and dN·Pi ve the public into the belief 
that the sttiu rope manufnetun•<l by respondent was com­
po&•tl entin•ly anu exelusively of new and unused manila 
fiLer, while in fnet it was remade from yarns taken from old 
and usell rope as nforl'said, and a large part of it was re­
made from sueh yarns that contaitwd other than pure manila 
fiber. 

P.ul. 5. That it is the common belief and impression among 
denl(~rs and t·omm.mers of rope and the purclmsing public 
genemlly that rope having the appearance of and sold as 
new ttn<lllttllsc>tlrope is man11fadurm1 entirely from new and 
unus!!d filwr ll!Hlnot fi-.JIII sueh us was previously takt\ll from 
old and used rope, nrul that the grt>ater proportion of rope 
soltl in comnwree is manufndlll'l'd from new fiber, and that 
the existl'Ul'e of the praetice of l'('lllllking rope from old a1ul 
use1l !'ope is not g<'nPrully known to. dealers and eonsunwrs 
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of rope, and that snch remade rope is much inferior in 
quality to rope made from new and unused fiber. 

PAn. 6. That the respondent for a JWriod of more than 
two years last past, with intent, purpose, and effeet of mis­
le:Hling and decPi Yi ng the public in intHstate c-ommerce i11 
the mnnufacture and sale of rope, has use<l such methods and 
de,·ic.:('S as lett<'rlwn<ls, price lists, tags, sh•neils, and other 
printe<l matter distrihuh•<l among clealers and consumers of 
r·ope or attached aJI(I applied to such rope or the wrappings 
and coverings thereof, nnd has used certain methods and 
appearances an(l simulations in packing and distributing 
said rope to the trade all!l among consumers generally, so 
as to give said rope the appearance of new and unused rope~ 
which nwthods and devices have conveyed and do convey). 
aiHl nrc calc·ulated and designe<l to convey, the belief and 
impression that the said rope m:u111fncturcd by the respond­
Pnt is identieal with and made in the same way as the greater 
proportion of rope which is manufaeturcd from new an<i 
nnnsecl filwrs, awl that the respondl•nt has during the times 
her·ein mentioned fuiled to disclose that the rope so manufac­
tured by the respowlt'nt is in fact composed of fiber taken 
from old and used rope. 

PAn. 7. That for a period of more than two years last 
past the respondent on various occasions hy means of direct 
:statpments macle by its oflicprs and agents has falsely repre­
sented to pnr.·hasers and prospective purchasers of its rope 
that its said product was made from new and unused fiber, 
and that it was not restramled from yarn taken from old and 
used rope as aforesaid. 

CONCLUSION, 

Tltat the nwthoch; of <'Ompctition srt forth in the fore­
~oing findings as to the facts arl.', undt•r the eireumstnnces 
set fmth in the above findings us to the fncts, unfair 
Inethocls of competition in interstate commerce in violation 
of the provisions of sedion 5 of an aet of Congress approved 
September 2G, 1914, entitled "An uct to create a Federal 
Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes." 
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ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST. 

The Federal Trade Commission, having issued and served 
its complaint herein, and the above-named respondent, Fed­
eral Rope Co., Inc., having- entered its appearanee by its 
attorneys and having duly filed its answer to the Commis­
sion's complaint, and the Commission having introduced tes­
timony in support o£ the charges in said complaint, and the 
respondent having introcluced testimony in support of its 
answer, and the Commission having made and filed its report, 
stating its findings as to the faets and its conclusion that the 
respondent has violated section 5 of an net of Congress, ap­
proved September 26, 1914, entitled, "An act to create a Fed­
eral Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and 
for other purposes," which n•port is herehy referred to and 
macle a pu rt hereof: Now, therefore, 

It t8 ordered, That the nhove-named respondent, Federal 
Rope Co., Inc., cease und desist from using the word 
"manila" in any way to designate and describe rope manu­
factured by it which is not wholly composed of manila fiber, 
without the use of such qunlifying words us will plainly and 
unmistakably show the percentage of manila fibers contained 
therein. 

And it is furtller orderrd, That the respoiHlent cease and 
desist from in any murmer tHh·ertising, holding out, repre­
senting, nnd selling as new or unused rope any rope not com­
posecl of new unclunused fibers . 

.1'}1(/ it is further ordered, Thn.t the responclent mnke and 
t'ile with the Commission, not later than 60 days from the 
12th dny of April, A. D. 1920, tt report in cletail of the 
mamwT' and form in which this order has been con­
formed to. 
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FEDEHAL TRADE COMMISSION 

v. 

THE ELECTIUC APPLIANCE CO., OF BURLING­
TON, KANSAS. 

COMPLAINT IN THE 1\IATTEH OF THE ALU:GED VIOLATION OF 

Sl!:CTION :; 0}' AN ACT OF CONURF.i-l8 APl'ROVBll SEP1'EM11t:R :!li, 

1014. 

Doeket 340.-l\ltu·ch 19, 1!J20. 

SYLLABUS. 

Wlwrt~ an Illinoi;; corpomtion, Joeatell Rt Chiengo, hn!l en;!nge<l for 
some yenrs In the mnnufneture urul sale of electric appllanee;;, llllll 

had widely advertist~ll Its prodtwts throughout the countt·y, with 
, the result that Its corporate nnml' hall hPeome well known to the 

general public, arul u Knnsus corporation of identical name, located 
at Burlington, Kan., and engaged in the manufacture of such 
electrle IIJIIllhtm·Ps ns lwlts, im;oiPs, uml other similur devices-

( a) fni!Pd, In using Its name In IHivPrtlsPIIIPnts, pnmphlet!'i, booklets, 
etc., and on certuin of Its npplinnces, to lndiente Rlso the place of 
manufHcture, with the reRult thnt In !'lome lnstnm·e!'l the geupral 
puhllc was misled Into lwllevlng said cnrpomtlon to be the Illinois 
COill'Pl"ll ; 1\ntl 

(h) clrculah•ll ct•rtaln falsi' and misl!'uding atlvPrtisements In book· 
lets. nnd C"ireulurs nntl through agent~ to the efTect that its eiPctrlc 
belts were prN!CrlbPd ntul t·eeomnwrHied by the leolllng doetor~ ot 
the United States; that such he its would preserve tile health; thut 
Its electric insoles would J.;:epp the feet ut u mod(•rate tempNat.ure, 
hoth summer and winter; that they would rpvltallze the blood; 
nntl thnt Its electric buttery wns "N'uturt>'s vitalizer", and that It 
would snve doctor's hills: 

HeM, That such conduct nnd ~nch false and rnlsleHdlng advertl~lng 
constituted, under the circumstances set forth, unfnlr methods of 
compPtltion, in violation of !'lectlon 5 of the uct of September 26, 
1914. 

COMPLAINT. 

The FedPra I Trade Commission hn ,·ing- rrnson to ht•l iHe 
from a preliminury investigation mndc by it that The Elec­
tric A ppliunce Co., hereinaftPr referred to as respondent, 
has been nnd is using unf:tir methods of competition in inter­
state t·omuwree in violation of the provisions of seetion 5 
of 1m uct of Congress appro\'ed September 26, 1914, entitled 


