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Complaint. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
v. 

V. VIVAUDOU, INC. 

COMPLAINT IN THE liATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SECTION 5 OF 

AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26, 1914. 

SYLLABUS. 
Docket 802--()ctober 30, 1923. 

Where a corporation engaged In the manufacture and sale of toilet preparations, 
in pursuance of a plan for the maintenance of resale prices on its products; 
In cooperation with its retailer and jobber customers 

(a) 1\Iade it generally known to the trade that it expected and required its 
vendees to maintain and enforce the resale prices, which it suggested; 

(b) Solicited and secured from its vendees names of price cutters, and urged 
and sought to secure by coercion the 'observance by them of such prices; 

(c) Threatened to, and did, refuse to sell to price-cutters; 
(d) Exacted promises and assurances from offenders as a condit:on of further 

supplying them with its products; 
(e) Promised dealers who reported names of price-cutters, that it would no 

longer supply them ; 
(f) Listed the names of price-cutters as dealers who would not be supplied 

pending the giving of satisfactory assurances o:l future observance of 
desired prices and delayed and held up their orders ; 

(g) Entered into and attempted to enter into informal arrangements with 
dealers for the maintenance by them of the desired resale prices, as a 
condition of 011ening accounts, and/or of continuing to fill orders; 

With the result that tlwse who would not so coopernte were prevented from 
securing Its products at less than at standard uniform prices, which wet·e 
substantially maintained, and with the capacity and tendency to constrain 
all dealers handling its products to sell the same uniformly at resale prices 
fixed by It, to prevent such dealers from securing the same at such lower 
prices as they might deem adequate or warranted by their respective selling 
costs and efficiency, and thereby to hinder and suppress all competition In 
the wholesaling and retailing thereof: 

lleld, That such a system of resale price maintenance, under the circumstances 
set forth, constituted an unfair method of competition. 

CO~IPLAINT. 

Acting in the public interest pursuant to the provisions of an Act 
of Congress, approved September 26, 1914, entitled, "An Act to 
Cr~;?ate a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for other purposes," the Federal Trade Commission charges that 
V. Vivaudou, Incorporated, hereinafter referred to as respondent, 
has been and is using unfair methods of competition in interstate 
commerce m violation of the provisions of Section 5 of said Act, 
and states its charges in that respect as follows: 

PARAG({APII 1. Respondent is a corporation organized under the 
laws of the State of Delaware with its main office and principal place 
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of business in the City of New York, State of New York. Re­
spondent at all times hereinafter mentioned has been and still is 
engaged in the manufacture of toilet articles and the .sale thereof to 
wholesale and retail dealers throughout the United States. It 
causes its said products when 'so sold to be transported from its said 
place of business in the City of New York to said purchasers at 
points in various States of the United States. In the course and 
conduct of its said business, respondent is in competition with other 
individuals, partnerships and corporations similarly engaged in the 
manufacture and/or sale of toilet articles in interstate commerce, 
and with the trade generally. 

PAR. 2. In the year 1921 respondent fixed certain specified stand­
ard prices at which its said products should be resold by the pur­
chasers thereof including jobbers, wholesalers and retailers, and 
adopted and employed and still employs a system for the mainte­
nance and enforcement of said resale prices wherein respondent 
secured and still secures the co-operation of aforesaid dealer-custom­
ers and other persons in the course whereof respondent has em­
ployed and still employs the following means, amongst others, by 
which it and those cooperating with it, as above set out, undertake 
to prevent other persons obtaining respondent's products at less than 
said standard uniform resale prices: 

(a) l\fakes it generally known to the trade by letters, personal 
interviews and by other means that it expects and requires said 
vendees to maintain and enforce said resale prices; 

(b) Solicits and secures from said vendees reports of the 
names of dealers who fail to observe and maintain said resale 
prices, and upon obtaining such reports urges the offenders to 
cease selling below said prices, and seeks to coerce said offenders 
into maintaining said resale prices by methods of intimidation 
ami coercion as hereinafter set out; 

(c) Threatens to refuse to sell and docs refuse to sell its 
products to dealers who fail to observe and maintain said resale 
prices or who sell to others who fail to maintain same; 

(d) Exacts promises and assurances from said offenders that 
they will thereafter maintain said resale prices as a condition of 
further supplying them with its said products; 

(e) Causes the names of such offenders or purported offenders 
to be enrolled on lists which it keeps for that purpose as pur­
chasers who are not to be supplied with its products until they 
give assurances or otherwise satisfy respondent that in the 
future they will maintain the same, and takes various measures 
to prevent all dealers thus enrolled from obtaining further ship­
ments of its products until it has received such assurances or 
satisfaction; · 
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(f) Enters and attempts to enter into informal arrangements, 
agreements and undertakings with dealers including said 
offenders for the maintenance by them of said resale prices 
as a condition of opening accounts with said dealers or of con­
tinuing to fill their orders for its products; 

(g) Urges dealers to enter into agreements amongst them­
selves to maintain said resale prices; 

(h) Seeks information concerning, and applies coercion as 
set out in the foregoing specifications to, dealers who sell to other 
dealers who fail to maintain said resale prices. 

PAR. 3. The above aUeged acts and things done by respondent 
had and still have the capacity and tendency to constrain all dealers 
handling respondent's products to uniformly sell the same at said 
prices fixed by respondent, to prevent said dealers from selling said 
products at such less prices as they might and may deem to be ade­
quate ·or warranted by their respective selling costs and efficiency 
and hence to hinder and suppress all competition in the wholesaling 
and retailing of said products. Respondent's said practices therefore 
tended and still tend to restrain the natural flow of commerce 'and 
the freedom of competition in the channels of interstate trade. 

PAR. 4. The above alleged acts and things done by respondent are 
all to the prejudice of the public and respondent's competitors and 
constitute unfair methods of competition in commerce within the 
intent and meaning of Section 5 of an Act of Congress, entitled, 
"An Act To create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers 
and duties, and for other purposes," approved September 26, 1!>14. 

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND ORDER. 

Pursuant to the provisions of an Act of Congress approved Sep­
tember 2G, l!H4, the Federal Trade Commission issued and served a 
complaint upon the respondent, V. Vivaudou, Inc., charging it with 
unfair methods of competition in commerce in violation of the provi­
sions of said act. 

The respondent having entered its appearance and filed its answer 
herein and having entered into a stipulation in writing as to the 
facts, in which stipulation it is admitted that certain of the matters 
and things alleged in said complaint are true in the manner and form 
therein set forth. Thereupon this proceeding came on for final hear­
ing; and the Commission being duly advised in the premises and 
upon consideration thereof, makes this its report stating its findings 
as to the facts and conclusion : 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent, V. Vivaudou, Inc., is a. corporation 
organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State 

• 
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of Delaware, with its main office and principal place of business in 
the City of New York, State of New York. Respondent at all times 
hereinafter mentioned has been and still is engaged in the manufac­
ture of toilet preparations and in the sale thereof to wholesale and 
retail dealers throughout the. United States. It causes its products, 
when so sold, to be transported from its said place of business in the 
City of New York to said purchasers at points in various different 
States in the United States. In the regular course and conduct of its 
said business, respondent is in competition with other individuals, 
partnerships and corporations similarly engaged in the manufacture 
andjor sale of toilet preparations in interstate commerce and with 
the trade generally. 

PAR. 2. In the regular course and conduct of its said business, and 
for several years last past, respondent from time to time has issued 
and still issues to the trade, lists wherein are set out the prices of the 
various toilet preparations manufactured by it, at which prices 
respondent desires its products to be sold to the ultimate users 
thereof. These lists are also used as the base prices from which dis­
counts are allowed by respondent to retail dealers and jobbers on 
their purchases from respondent. The said lists have been and are 
circulated by respondent throughout the entire trade. 

PAR. 3. On or about January 1, 1921, respondent adopted and 
there·after employed a system for the maintenance and enforcement 
of said suggested resale prices, wherein respondent secured the co­
operation of its customers, both retail dealers and jobbers, and by 
which method and system, respondent and those cooperating with it, 
undextook to prevent and did prevent other persons from obtaining 
respondent's products at less than said standard uniform resale prices. 
In carrying out said method and system, respondent and those co­
operating with it as above set out employed, amongst others, the 
following means: 

(a) Made it generally known to the trade by letters, personal 
interviews and by other means that it expected and required said 
vendees to maintain and enforce said suggested resale prices; 

(b) Solicited and secured from said vendees, reports of the names 
of retail dealers who failed to observe and maintain said suggested 
resale prices, and upon obtaining such reports, urged the offenders to 
cease selling below said resale prices 'and sought to coerce said offend­
ers into maintaining said resale prices by methods as hereinafter set 
out; 

(c) Threatened to refuse to sell and did refuse to sell its products 
to dealers who failed to observe and maintain said r('sale prices and 
who were objectionable to respondent for other reasons; 
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(d) Exacted promises and assurances from said offenders that 
they would thereafter maintain said resale prices as a condition of 
further supplying them with its said products; 

(e) Gave assurances and promises to de·alers who reported names 
of said offenders that no further supplies would be sold to those 
dealers whose names were so reported; 

(/) Caused the names of such offenders to be enrolled on lists which 
it kept for that purpose as purchasers who were not to be supplied 
'\yith its products until they gave assurance or otherwise satisfied re­
spondent that they would there'after maintain the suggested prices. 
Orders from dealers whose names appeared on said lists were de­
layed or held up partly because they were selling below the suggested 
resale prices and partly for their credit and other business reasons; 

(g) Entered into and 'attempted to enter into informal arrange­
ments, agreements and undertakings with dealers for the main­
tenance by them, of said resale prices as a condition of opening 
accounts with said dealers or of continuing to fill their orders. 

PAn. 4. As a result of respondent's activities as described in para­
graph 3 above, the suggested prices on respondent's products were 
substantially maintained in some districts during the first six months 
of 1921. 

PAn. 5. On or about the first day of July, 1921, at a meeting of the 
board of directors of respondent, by informal action of the direc­
tors, it was decided that no effort to control resale prices should 
thereafter be made except that resale prices should be suggested to 
customers by price lists in the same manner as theretofore had been 
done. 

PAR. 6. The above acts and things done by respondent had the 
capacity and tendency to constrain all dealers handling respondent's 
products to sell same uniformly at said resale prices fixed by re­
spondent, to prevent said dealers from selling said products at such 
differeht prices as they might deem to be adequate or warranted by 
their respective selling costs and efficiency, and hence to hinder and 
suppress all possible competition in the wholesaling and retailing 
of said products. Respondent's said practices tended to restrain the 
natural flow of commerce and the freedom of competition in the 
channels of interstate trade. 

CONCLUSION. 

The above practices of saiJ respondent, under the conditions and 
circumstances described in the foregoing findings, are unfair meth­
ods of competition in interstate commerce and constitute a. violation 

36727° -25-VOL 6--33 
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of Section 5 of the Act of Congress, approved September 26, 1914, 
entitled, "An Act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define 
its powers and duties, and for other purposes." 

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST. 

This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trade Commis­
sion upon the complaint of the Commission, the answer of respond­
ent, and agreed statement of fact filed herein, and the Commission 
having made its findings as to the facts and its conclusion that the 
respondent has violated the provisions of an Act of Congress, en­
titled "An Act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its 
powers and duties, and for other purposes," 

It ia now ordered, That the respondent, V. Vivaudou, Inc., its of­
ficers, agents, representatives, servants, and employees, do cease and 
desist from adopting and employing, or attempting to employ, any 
cooperative system or method, whereby respondent or its officers, 
agents, representatives, servants, or employees, undertake to prevent 
others from obtaining respondent's products at less than the prices 
designated by it, and more particularly, from carrying out any said 
system or method by the following means: 

(a) Securing from its customers or others names of dealers who 
do not observe the resale prices fixed by respondent; 

(b) Enrolling the names of dealers so reported or who come to its 
attention otherwise, upon lists of undesirable purchasers, who are 
not to be supplied with its products until they furnish satisfactory 
assurances of their purpose to maintain such prices in the future; 

(c) Securing or attempting to secure assurances from other dealers 
that they will observe the resale prices on respondent's products as 
fixed by it; 

(d) Giving assurances to dealers that others who do not observe 
rspondent's fixd resale prices will be cut off from further supplies of 
respondent's goods, and requesting cooperation and support in such 
a course of action; . 

(e) Threatening to refuse to sell or refusing to sell dealers who 
sell to others who do not observe the resale prices fixed by re­
spondent; 

(f) Attempting to establish and enforce its resale prices by any 
other equivalent cooperative means. 

It ia further ordered, That respondent, V. Vivaudou, Inc., shall, 
within thirty (30) days after service of this order, file with the Com­
mission a statement showing in detail the manner and form of re· 
spondent's compliance with said order. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COl\fMISSION 
v. 

AJAX ROPE COMPANY, INC. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MA'l"I'ER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SECTION II 

OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPTEMBER 26, 1914, 

Docket 945-0ctober 30, 1923. 
SYLLABUS. 

Where a corporation engaged In the sole of rope, made for It under contract 
by another concern, falsely represented In Its advertising, letters, business 
cards, tags, stencils, and otherwise that 1t was the manufacturer of said 
rope; with the result that tbe trade and public were deceived and misled 
and purchasers were Induced to buy such rope in the belief that they were _ 
buying directly from the manufacturer thereof and thereby saving the 
profits of a middleman: 

Held, That such misrepresentation, under the circumstances set forth, consti­
tuted an unfair method of competition. 

COMPLAINT. 

Acting in the public interest pursuant to the provisions of an Act 
of Congress, approved September 26, 1914, entitled, "An Act to 
create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for other purposes," the Federal Trade Commission charges 
that the Ajax Rope Co., Inc., hereinafter referred to as respondent, 
has been and is using unfair methods of competition in interstate 
commerce in violation of the provisions of Section 5 of said Act, 
and states its charges in that respect as follows: 

PARAGRAPH 1. Said respondent is a corporation organized under 
the laws of the state of Delaware with its principal office and place 
of business in the city of New York in the state of New York. It 
is now and at all times hereinafter mentioned has been engaged in 
the business of buying and selling various kinds of rope, cable and 
twine, and in the course of said business sells said products to whole­
sale and retail dealers throughout the several states and causes said 
products when sold, to be transported from their place of. manufac­
ture in the city of Brooklyn, state of New York, to the purchasers . 
thereof at points in the various states of the United States. In the 
course and conduct of its said business said respondent is in competi­
tion with other individuals, partnerships and corporations engaged 
in the sale of said products in interstate commerce. 
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PAR. 2. Said respondent, in the course of its business as described 
in paragraph 1 hereof, causes said products sold by it to be manu­
factured by a manufacturer in Brooklyn, New York, according to 
said respondent's orders and specifications, and in the solicitation for 
purchasers of said products, said respondent advertiseg in prominent 
magazines and newspapers having interstate circulation, on letter­
heads, circular letters and business cards that said respondent is 
the ":Makers of Manila, Sisal, Wire and Marline covered rope," 
and also "Makers of W erwell Drilling Cables " and also causes to 
be inserted in certain daily papers Eil:atements to the effect that said 
respondent operates " mammoth rope factories " in Brooklyn, New 
York, and has laboratories and an engineering department in con­
nection with its said factories and uses other language to lead the 
reader to believe that said respondent is a manufacturer of said 
products when ag a matter of fact the said respondent does not own, 
operate or control any factory engaged in the manufacture of rope, 
cable or twine, but on the other hand buys from said manufacturer 
on order as hereinbefore set forth. 

PAR. 3. The words "Makers of Manila, Sisal, 1Vire and Marline 
Rope" and " Makers of ·werwell Drilling Cables'" signify and are 
understood by a substantial part of the trade and purchasing public 
to mean that said respondent is a manufacturer of said products and 
the use of said words and the other statements by said respondent, 
as described in paragraph 2 hereof, is calculated to and has the 
capacity and tendency to mislead and deceive many among the trade 
and the purchasing public and to induce them to purchase the said 
products of the said respondent in the belief that said respondent 
owns, controls or operates a factory in which it manufactures the 
products sold by it and that persons buying from said respondent are 
buying directly from the manufacturer of said products and thus 
saving the profits of the middlemen. 

PAn. 4. There are a number of manufacturers of rope, cable and 
twine who are in competition with said respondent in the sale and 
distribution of said products in interstate commerce. There are also 
a number of wholesale distributors of said products who do not ad­
vertise or ·otherwise indicate to the public that they are manufac­
turers of said products. 

PAn. 5. The above alleged acts and things done by respondent are 
all to the prejudice of the public and respondent's competitors and 
constitute unfair methods of competition in commerce within the 
intent and meaning of Section 5 of an Act of Congress, entitled "An 
Act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes," approved September 26, 1914. 
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REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND ORDER. 

Pursuant to the provisions of an Act of Congress approved Sep­
tember 26, 1914, the Federal Trade Commission issued and served 
a complaint upon the respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., charg­
ing it with the use of unfair methods of competition in commerce, 
in violation of the provisions of said act. 

The respondent having entered its appearance by its attorney 
and filed its answer herein, hearings were had and evidence was 
thereupon introduced in support of the allegations of the said com­
plaint and on behalf of said respondent, before an examiner of the 
Federal Commission theretofore duly appointed. 

And thereupon this proceeding came on for final hearing, and the 
Commission, having heard argument of counsel and duly considered 
the record, and being now fully advised in the premises, makes this 
its findings as to the facts and conclusion: · 

FINDINGS .AS TO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. The respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., is a 
corporation organized, existing, and carrying on business since J anu­
ary 1, 1920, 1mder and by virtue of the laws of the State of Dela­
ware, with its principal office in the City of New York, State of 
New York. It is engaged in the purchase of rope and the sale 
thereof to jobbers and dealers, and the public generally throughout 
the several States of the United States. It causes the rope so sold 
to be shipped from its place of manufacture in the City of Brooklyn, 
State of New York, to said customers at various points in the 
several States of the United States. In the regular course and con­
duct of its business respondent is in competition with other persons, 
partnerships and corporations, similarly engaged in the sale of rope 
to jobbers, dealers, and the public generally. 

PAR. 2. On January 31, 1920, respondent entered into a contract 
with the \Vaterbury Company, a manufacturer of fiber and wire 
rope with its factories in Brooklyn,_ New York, whereby it was 
covenanted and agreed that the said 'Vaterbury Company was to 
manufacture rope for respondent out of hemp to be supplied by re­
spondent, and according to respondent's specifications, respondent 
agreed to pay the ·waterbury Company certain rates _[ler pound for 
all rope so manufactured. Respondent had and has no control over 
the said ·waterbury Company, its employees, methods of manu­
facture, or business policies, nor does respondent own or operate 
any plant or factory for the production of rope, but depends for its 
entire supply upon the rope manufactured by the Waterbury Com­
pany under the terms of the said contract. 
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PAR. 2. Said respondent, in the course of its business as described 
in paragraph 1 hereof, causes said products sold by it to be manu­
factured by a manufacturer in Brooklyn, New York, according to 
said respondent's orders and specifications, and in the solicitation for 
purchasers of said products, said respondent advertises in prominent 
magazines and newspapers having interstate circulation, on letter­
heads, circular letters and business cards that said respondent is 
the "Makers of Manila, Sisal, Wire and Marline covered rope," 
and also " Makers of W erwell Drilling Cables " and also causes to 
be inserted in certain daily papers statements to the effect that said 
respondent operates " mammoth rope factories " in Brooklyn, New 
York, and has laboratories and an engineering department in con­
nection with its said factories and uses other language to lead the 
reader to believe that said respondent is a manufacturer of said 
products when as a matter of fact the said respondent does not own, 
operate or control any factory engaged in the manufacture of rope, 
cable or twine, but on the other hand buys from said manufacturer 
on order as hereinbefore set forth. 

PAn. 3. The words "Makers of Manila, Sisal, Wire and Marline 
Rope" and " Makers of Werwell Drilling Cables." signify and are 
understood by a substantial part of the trade and purchasing public 
to mean that said respondent is a manufacturer of said products and 
the use of said words and the other statements by said respondent, 
as described in paragraph 2 hereof, is calculated to and has the 
capacity and tendency to mislead and deceive many among the trade 
and the purchasing public and to induce them to purchase the said 
products of the said respondent in the belief that said respondent 
owns, controls or operates a factory in which it manufactures the 
products sold by it and that persons buying from said respondent are 
buying directly from the manufacturer of said products and thus 
saving the profits of the middlemen. 

PAn. 4. There are a number of manufacturers of rope, cable and 
twine who are in competition with said respondent in the sale and 
distribution of said products in interstate commerce. There are also 
a number of wholesale distributors of said products who do not ad­
vertise or •otherwise indicate to the public that they are manufac­
turers of said products. 

PAR. 5. The above alleged acts and things done by respondent are 
all to the prejudice of the public and respondent's competitors and 
constitute unfair methods of competition in commerce within the 
intent and meaning of Section 5 of an Act of Congress, entitled "An 
Act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes," approved September 26, 1914. 
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REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND ORDER. 

Pursuant to the provisions of an Act of Congress approved Sep­
tember 26, 1914, the Federal Trade Commission issued and served 
a complaint upon the respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., charg­
ing it with the use of unfair methods of competition in commerce, 
in violation of the provisions of suid act. 

The respondent having entered its appearance by its attorney 
and filed its answer herein, hearings were had and evidence was 
thereupon introduced in support of the allegations of the said com­
plaint and on behalf of said respondent, before an examiner of the 
Federal Commission theretofore duly appointed. 

And thereupon this proceeding came on for final hearing, and the 
Commission, having heard argument of counsel and duly considered 
the record, and being now fully advised in the premises, makes this 
its findings as to the facts and conclusion: · 

FINDINGS AS '.fO THE FACTS. 

PARAGRAPH 1. The respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., is a 
corporation organized, existing, and carrying on business since J anu­
ary 1, 1920, tmder and by virtue of the laws of the State of Dela­
ware, with its principal office in the City of New York, State of 
New York. It is engaged in the purchase of rope and the sale 
thereof to jobbers and dealers, and the public generally throughout 
the several States of the United States. It causes the rope so sold 
to be shipped from its place of manufacture in the City of Brooklyn, 
State of New York, to said customers at various points in the 
several States of the United States. In the regular course and con­
duct of its business respondent is in competition with other persons, 
partnerships and corporations, similarly engaged in the sale of rope 
to jobbers, dealers, and the public generally. 

PAR. 2. On January 31, 1920, respondent entered into a contract 
with the ·waterbury Company, a manufacturer of fiber and wire 
rope with its factories in Brooklyn, New York, whereby it was 
covenanted and agreed that the said Waterbury Company was to 
manufacture rope for respondent out of hemp to be supplied by re­
spondent, and according to respondent's specifications, respondent 
agreed to pay the ·waterbury Company certain rates rer pound for 
all rope so manufactured. Respondent had and has no control over 
the said 1Vaterbury Company, its employees, methods of manu­
facture, or business policies, nor does respondent own or operate 
any plant or factory for the production of rope, but depends for its 
entire supply upon the rope manufactured by the 1Vaterbury Com­
pany under the terms of the said contract. 
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PAR. 3. Respondent procures its supply of hemp through an in­
dividual broker, John C. Waterbury, who is also secretary and 
treasurer of the said Waterbury Company, and who buys all the 
hemp that is used by the sa~d Waterbury Company in the manu­
facture of rope for all its trade, including respondent. The hemp 
purchased for respondent is delivered to the factory of the ·water­
bury Company and stored with other hemp, and only such hemp as 
is actually used in the rope delivered to respondent is paid for by 
it. Said 'Vaterbury makes no charge for such services as purchaser 
of hemp. Respondent sends its orders for rope direct to the super­
intendent of the "\Vaterbury factory, and he thereupon causes such 
rope to be manufactured and placed at the disposal of respondent. 

PAR. 4. In the regular course and conduct of its business, re­
spondent has represented and caused to be represented by means of 
advertisements, in publications having an interstate circulation, by 
letters, business cards, tags, ~tencil marks, and otherwise, that it was 
and is the manufacturer or maker of the rope sold and offered for 
sale by it. As a result of said representations, purchasers are led to 
believe and do believe that respondent is the maker or manufacturer 
of the rope which it sells, and are induced to purchase rope from re­
spondent under the belief that they are purchasing direct from the 
manufacturer thereof, who is responsible for its actual construction, 
and also that they are therefore saving the profits of a middleman. 

PAR. 5. Many large consumers of rope prefer to buy, and do buy, 
their supplies of rope directly from manufacturers, and several such 
consumers have purchased respondent's rope, under the belief that 
they were buying from the manufacturer thereof. There are a num­
ber of concerns which actually make the rope which they sell, and 
which compete with respondent. 

PAR. G. The said representations that respondent is the manu­
facturer of the rope which it sells and offers for sale are false and 
are calculated to, and do, mislead and deceive the trade and the public 
generally. 

CONCLUSION, 

The above practices of said respondent under the conditions and 
circumstances as set forth in the foregoing findings of fact, are un­
fair methods of competition in commerce and constitute a violation 
of the Act of Congress approved September 26, 1914, entitled "An 
Act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes." 

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST, 

This proceeding having been heard upon the complaint of the 
Commission, the answer of respondent, the testimony and evidence, 
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and the argument of counsel, and the Commission having made its 
findings as to the facts with its conclusion that respondent, Ajax 
Rope Company, Inc., has violated the provision of an Act of Con­
gress approved September 26, 1914, entitled "An Act to create a 
Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes," 

It ia now ordered, That respondent, its officers, agents, representa­
tives and employees, cease and desist from representing or causing 
to be represented, by advertisements, labels, tags, stencil marks, cir­
culars, verbal statements, or in any other manner-

1. That the respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., is the 
maker or manufacturer of the rope which it sells and offers for 
sale, unless and until said respondent shall engage in the manu­
facture of such rope; or 

2. That the respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., is the 
maker or manufacturer of the rope which is made for it by the 
Waterbury Company of the City of Brooklyn, State of New 
York, either by virtue of contract obligations or in any other 
manner. 

It ia further ordered, That respondent, Ajax Rope Company, Inc., 
shall within sixty (60) days from the date of service of this order 
upon it, file with the Commission a report setting forth in detail 
the manner and form in which it has complied with the order of 
the Commission herein set forth. 

• 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
v. 

BRO,VN-PHELPS HOSIERY COMPANY. 

COMPLAINT IN THE MATTER OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SECTION II 

OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APrROVED SEPTEMBER 26, 1914. 

Docket 10G3- October 30, l!l23. 
SYLLABUS. 

Where a corporation engaged ln the manufacture and sale to wholesale and 
retail dealers of hosiery, in competition with concerns which correctly 
branded, labeled, and advertised their products In respect of composltlon, 
sold hosiery composed of silk and vegetable fibre, branded, labeled and ad­
vertised as " Special Thread Silk Iloslcry," " Silk," " Special Sllk," 
" Ladles' Plated Silk nose": with the capacity and tendency thereby to 
mislead and deceive the trade and the purchasing public with reference 
to tile composition of said goods and to induce the purchase thereof: 

Held, That the sale of goods branded, labeled and advertised as above set 
forth constituted an unfair mP.thod or competition. 

COMPLAINT. 

Acting in the public interest pursuant to the provisiOns of an 
Act of Congress, approved September 26, 1914, entitled, "An Act to 
create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for other purposes," the Federal Trade Commission char~s that 
the Brown-Phelps Hosiery Company, hereinafter referred to as re­
spondent, has been and is using unfair methods of com~tition in 
interstate commerce in violation of the provisions of Section 5 of 
said Act, and states its charges in that respect as follows: 

P ARAGRArn 1. Respondent is a corporation organized under the 
laws of the State of Pennsylvania with its principal place of business 
in the City of Philadelphia in said State. It is engaged in the manu­
facture of hosiery and the sale thereof to wholesale and retail deal­
ers located at points in various States of the United States. It 
causes said hosiery when so sold to b<4 transported from its said 
principal place of business at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, into and 
through other States of the United States to said purchasers at their 
respective points of location. In the course and conduct of its said 
business respondent is in competition with other individuals, part­
nerships and corporations similarly engaged in the manufacture 
and/or sale of hosiery in interstate commerce and with the trade 
generally. 


