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Complaint 313F. T. C. 

IN TilE MATIER OF 

SAl\IUEL H. l\IOSS, INC. 

COMPLAI!IiT, FI!IiDINGS, AND ORDER IN REGAHD TO Tim ALLEGED VIOLATION 
Ol•' SEC. 2(A) OF A!li ACT OF CONGHESS APPROVED OCT. 15, 1914, AS AME!IiDED 
flY ACT Olr JUNE 19, 19;)6 

Docket 4~0.}. Complaint, Drc. 6,19-VJ-Dccision, Ma111, 19~J 

Where a corpomtion, engaged In competitive Interstate sale and distribution 
of nwde-to-ordl'r stmight-Iine rubber stamps, sold by It to a large extent 
dlt·ectly to the consuming public-

(a) Discriminatell In price tlu·ough st>lling some customers rubber stamps 3 
Inches or lt>:-s In IPngth and %-Inch or less In height at 4 cents per line, 
while charging otlll'r cnlitomers for the same type of pt·ouncts 5 cents, 7 
cents, 8 <·euts, 15 cents, 20 cents, ot' 30 cents IK'r line, plus In eud1 lnstnuce 
an nuditional sum for each atluitioual line or fraction then•of; and 

(b) Dlscrhnlnnted In prlcp through selling nt npproximatPly the same time 
rnhhPI' stau1])!! of likP grade unll quality at price of 4 Cl'nts, 5 cPnts, and 
]3 cents per line 2 lndtPS ot' Jess In length and %-Inch or lPss In heigbt, 
plus an additional sum for endt alltll•u line ot' fl'llctlon; 

With result that tmid lowPt' pt·lc£'~ hucl a snhstnntlully Injurious efi'Pct upon 
eompptitlon in IJrouucts In qtwstlon; compPtltors in Nome lnstnnccl'l could 
not mi'Pt sueh unjnstlftPll lmvPr pt·lrPl'l and one comvetltor wus forcPd out 
of lmsinl'ss; nn<l with tPrHlt•m·y nn<l capnclty to luducP pUI'chnse of Its tmld 
products auu to divPrt trade to It from Its COlllfM'tltors: 

Ilcld, Thnt elTPct of rn·lce diiTl•rPneps coJH'Prued might he suhstnntlnlly to lessen. 
dP!!troy, or prPvPnt cOllliJI'titlon In sniP UtHl dltitrlhutlon of rubhPl' stumps; 
und that sulll nets nnll pruetlel'!l conl'tltntl'd dl~ct•itnlnatlons In price ]le­
twcE'n dltTt•t·ent purchasers of snid pt•odncts of like grade nnd quality, re­
sulted In substantial Injury to Its <·ompetltors, hlndPred null obstructed 
compPtltlon with it nnd ct·cute1l a motwpoly In It In sale n!Hl distribution 
of !mid pro<.\ucts Itt comnwn•1•, and constituted violation of suhHectlon (a) 
of sPctlon 2 •)f the Clayton Act us am!'nded. 

Defore .VI'. Lewi.8 0. Hu.~sell nml J/ r. Andrew Dut'all, trinl 
examin€'rs. 

Mr. Jokn T. lla.~lett for the Commission. 
lJrool.:lwrt & Sawyer, of W"u>-hington, D. C., :u11l LeU'i8, llfarks 

& /{ anter, of llrooklyn, N.Y., for rc:-;pon1lent. 

CO:MI'LAINT 

TlH' Fl•dPral Trude Conuni~:-;ion, Jun·ing l'<'ason to believe thnt the 
party 1'£':-;pon<lent nnnwu in the caption h£'reof, and ll£'reinafter more 
particularly tl£':-;ig-nnte<l and tlescrihl•(l. since June 19, 1D3G, has lll'1' 11 

and is now \'iolating the provisions of subs£'dion (n) of !il•ction 2 of 
the Clayton Act (U.S. C. title 15, sl'e. 13) ns umendl•d hy the Hohinsoll' 
I1ntman :\ct, nppronJ Jun£' 19, 193G, hl'r<"hy issu£'s its complaint stat· 
ing its charg£'s with l'P!'pect tlwr{'to as follows: 
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PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent, Samuel II. l\foss, Inc., is a corporation, 
organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State 
of New York, with its principal office and place of business located ut 
36 East Twenty-third Street, New York, N.Y. 

PAn. 2. Respondent corporation is now and has been since June 19, 
1936, engaged in the business of processing~ manufacturing, offering 
for sale, selling, and distributing made to order straight-line stamps, 
hereinafter referred to as rubber stamps. Such commodities processed 
and manufactured. by the respondent are sold direct to the consuming 
public. Some cu;.;tomers of the respondent purchasing such products 
are located. in States other than the State in which responclent's busi­
ness is locatrd and some customers, although locatrd within the State 
in which the respondent's business is located, direct the shipment of 
their purchases be made by the respondent to their branch offices 
located. in States other than the State in which the respondent's busi­
ness is locatetl, and. in such cases respondent causes such products to 
he shipped and transported across State lines from responuent's place 
of business to such customers or to such branch offices of such customers. 
1'here is and has bt-t-n at all times mentioned a continuous cour~;e of 
trade and commerce in said products between respondent's factory and 
the purchast-rs of said products, some of which are located in States 
other than the Stute in which respondent's businl.'ss is located, as afore­
said. Said products nre sold and di!:itributed for use within the various 
States of the Unitl.'d States. 

PAn. 3. In the course•and conduct of its business in commerce as 
aforesaid, respondent is now and during the time herein mentioned 
?as been in substantial competition with other corporations and with 
Individuals, partnerships, and firms rngagt>d in the business of proc­
es!;ing, manufucturi11g, offering for salt>, sdling, and distributing 
ruLher stamps. 

PAn. 4. In tht' course nnd conduct of its business as aforesaid, 
respondent, since June 19, 193G, has Lt'en and is now discriminat.ing in 
Price lwtw£'en dill'en•nt purchasers buying such products of like grade 
an~ qull.lity hy s£>lling its products to some of its custom£>rs nt lower 
~rices than it sells its protluets of like grade and quality to other of 
Its customers. 
~rnong tlte g£'Jwrnl practices pursued by the rt>;.;pondent in dis­

Cttminatin" in price it is allegl•d that: 
1. To so1~e custonwrs the r£';.;ponJent has sold rub!Jer stamps 3 inches 

or less in l<:>n,Yth nnd 3s-inch or less in height at 4 crnts per line, plus 
4 cents for e:Ch IHMit{onalline or nny fruetion thereof, while to other 
cu~;toml.'rs J1Ur("hasin!! the same type of rubber stnmp of like gralle and 
qu 1· L' • • n tty, the r£>spontlent has ehargrtl for each protluct varymg prices 
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of 5 cents, 7 cents, 8 cents, 15 cents, 20 cents, or 30 cents per line 3 inches 
or less in length and %-inch or less in height plus in each instance an 
additional sum for each additional line or any fraction thereof. 

2. The respondent has sold at approximately the same time rubber 
stamps of like grade and quality at varying prices of 4 cents~ 5 cents, 
and 15 cents per line 2 inches or less in length and %-inch or less in 
height plus in each instance an additional sum for each additional 
line or any fraction thereof. 

P .AR. 5. The effect of the discriminations in price set forth in para­
graph 4 hereof has been and may be substantially to lessen competi­
tion and to injure, destroy, and prevent competition between respond­
ent and its competitors in the sale and distribution of rubber stamps 
in interstate commerce and has been and may be to tend to create a 
monopoly in respondent in said line of commerce. 

P .AR. 6. The foregoing acts and practices of said respondent are in 
violation of the provi~ions of subsection (a) of section 2 of the Clayton 
Act (U. S. C. title 15, sec. 13> as amended by the Robinson-Patman 
Act approved June 19, 1936. 

REPonT, FINDixos As To TIIE FAcTs, AND OnDER 

Pursuant to the provisions of an act of Congress approved October 
15, 1914, entitled, "An Act to supplement existing laws against un­
lawful restraints and monopolies, aml for other purposes," approved 
October 15, 1914 (Clayton Act), as aml'nded by an act of Congrl'SS 
approved June 19, 1936 (Robinson-Patman Act), and by virtue of the 
authority vested in the Federal Trade Commission by the aforesaid 
act, the Federal Trade Commission on December 6, 19-10, issued and 
subsequently sened its complaint upon the respondent, Samuel II. 
:Moss, Inc., a corporation, charging it with violating the provisions 
of subsection (a) of section 2 of the Clayton Act as amended by the 
Uobinson-Patman Act. After the issuance of said complaint and the 
filing of respondent's answer thereto, testimony and other evidence 
in support of and in opposition to the allegations of ~aid complaint 
were introduced before trial examiners of the Commission theretofore 
duly designated by it, including n stipulation entered into between 
W. T. KellE'y, chief counsel for the Federal Trade Commission, and 
the respondent, whereby it was stipulated and agreed that a statement 
of facts set out therein may be made a part of the record, subject to 
the approval of tho Federal Trade Commission. Said testimony awl 
other evidence were duly recorded and filed in the office of the Com­
mis!>ion. Thereafter, this proceeding regularly came on for final 
hearing before the Commission upon said complaint; answer thereto; 
te~timony and other evidence, including stipulation entered into be-
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tween W. T. Kelley, chief counsel, and the respondent herein, said 
stipulation having been approved, accepted, and filed; report of the 
trial examiners upon the evidence; and briefs filed in support of the 
complaint and in opposition thereto (oral argument having been re­
quested by the respondent and subsequently canceled), and the Com­
mission, having duly considered. the matter and being now fully ad­
vised in the premises, finds that this procee<ling is in the interest of 
the public and makes this its findings as to the facts and its conclusion 
drawn therefrom: 

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS 

PARAGRAPH 1. The respondent, Samuel H. Moss, Inc., is a corpo­
ration, organized and existing under an<l by virtue of the laws of the 
State of New York, with its principal office antl place of business 
located at 3G East Twenty-third Street, New York, N. Y. 

PAn. 2. Respondent is now, and since June 19, 1936, has been, en­
gaged in the business of processing, manufacturing, offering for sale, 
selling, tllld distributing mru.le-to-order straight-line rubber stamps, 
hereinafter referred to as "rubber stamps." The rubber stamps manu­
factured and proeessell by the respondent are, to a large extent, sold 
direct to the consuming public. Some of the customers of the re­
spondent who purchase ruLber stamps from the rc~pondent are located 
in the State of New York, and other customers are located in States 
other than the State of New York, in 'vhich respon<lent's business is 
located; an<l some of said customers, although located within the 
State within which respondent's business is locateJ, Jirect that ship­
Inents of their purchnses be made by respon<lent to their branch 
oflicps located. in States other than the State in which respondent's 
business is located, anJ, in such cases, respon<lent causes and has 
c.uused such rubber !::tamps toLe shipped and transported across State 
hnes from rPspondent's place of business to customers or to such branch 
offices of such eustomers. Hespondent maintains, and at all times 
lllentionc<l herein has maintained., a course of tra<le in said rubber , 
stamps in commerce between respondent's factory an<l the purchasers 
of said products, some of which are located in States other thnn the 
State in which respon<lent's bu~iness is located. Said pro<lucts are 
sold antl J.b.tributed for use within the Yarious Stat('s of the United. 
States. 

PAn. 3. In the course an<l conduct of its business in commerce as 
aforesaid, respondent is now, an<l since June 19, 1936, has be<'n, in 
Substantial competition with other corporations and with indiYidunls, 
Partnerships, and firms engaged in the sale and distribution of ruLb<'r 
stamps in commerce among and Letwt·en the various Stat<'s of the 
tinited States. 
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PAR. 4. Since June 19, 1936, while engaged in commerce as afore· 
said, the respondent in the course of such commerce has discriminated 
in price, and is now discriminating in price, between different pur­
chasers buying such products of like grade and quality for use within 
the United States by selling its products of the same grade and quality 
to some of its customers at lower prices than it sells its products of like 
grade and quality to other of its customers. Among the general prac­
tices pursued by the responuent in discriminating in price are the 
following: 

1. Respondent has sold to some of its customers rubber stamps 3 
inches or less in length and %-inch or less in height at 4 cents per 
line, plus 4 cents for each additional line or any fraction ther·eof, while 
at the same time respondent has charged other customers purchasing 
the same type of rubber stamps of like grade and quality varying 
prices of 5 cents, 7 cents, 8 cents, 15 cents, 20 cents, or 30 cents per line 
of 3 inches or less in length and %-inch or less in height, plus, in each 
instance, an additional sum for each additional line or fraction thereof. 

2. Respondent has sold at approximately the same time rubber 
stamps of like grade and qnnlity at varying prices of 4 cents, 5 cents, 
and 15 cents per line 2 inches or less in length and % inch or less in 
height, plus, in each in~tance, an additional sum for each additional 
line or fraction thereof. 

PAR. 5. Among and typicul of the sales at different prices made by 
the respondent since June 19, 1936, are the following: 

1. From October 1939 and subsequent thereto the respondent sold 
its made-to-or<ler stamps to the Am£>rican AirlinPs, Inc .. of New York, 
N.Y., and Chicago, Ill., at 8 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 2 inches 
in l£>ngth and% of an inch in height, and 8 cents for each additional 
line thereafter; and 13 eents for a one-line rubber ~tamp 3 inches in 
length and% of an inch in height, and 13 cents for each additional 
line thereafter; and 18 cents for a one-line ruLbPr ~;tamp 4 inches in 
length an<l % of an inch in height, and 18 cents for £'ach aduitional 
line thereafter; and 25 cE-nts for a one-line rulJLer stamp 5 indws in 
length an<l % of nn in('h in height, and 25 <'<'nts for a one-line ruhber 
stamp G inclw; in knl,rth nnd% of an inch in hE-ight, and 28 cents for 
<'ach additional line thf'reafter; and 33 cents for a one-line rubber 
stump 7 inches in kngth and% of nn inch in height, nn<l33 cents for 
(•ach additional line thereafter. At the same time, r<'spondf'nt was 
s<'lling mnde-to-ord<'r ~tamps of the ~:>nnw grade, quality, and size to 
other of its cu~to111ers at higher prices tlum those charg£'<1 by the re· 
spondent to Anwrican Aidines, Inc. The main office, including the 
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purchasing department, of the American Airlines, Inc., in October 
1939 and prior thereto was locateu in Chicago, Ill. Prior to purchas­
ing the above-described rubber stamps from the responuent, the .Amer­
ican Airlines, Inc., purchased its supplies of rubber stamps from 
Martin & Company, 227 West Madison Street, Chicago, Ill., a competi­
tor of the respondent. The prices at which respondent offered for 
sale and sold its rubber stamps to the American Airlines, Inc., were 
substantially lower than the prices previously charged and quoted by 
Martin & Co., and constituted the inducement to the American Air­
lines, Inc., to purchase its supply of rubber stamps from the 
respondent. 

2. From about March Hl38 and subsequent thereto, the respondent 
sold made-to-order rubber stamps to the Linde Air Products Co. of 
Chicago, Ill., at 10 cents. for one-line rubber stamps 3 inches in length 
anu % of an inch in height, and 7 cents for each additional line there­
after. At the same time, the respondent was selling made-to-order 
rubber stamps of like grade, quality, and size to other of its customers 
at higher prices than those chargeu by respondent to the Linde Air 
Products Co. of Chicago, Ill. Prior to purchasing the above-described 
rubber stamps from the respondent, the Linde Air Products Co. of 
Chicago, Ill., purchased its supply of rubber stamps from l\Iartin & 
Co., 227 'Vest l\Iauison Street, Chicago, Ill., a competitor of the 
respondent. The prices at which respondent offered for sale and sold 
its rubber stamps to Linde Air Prouucts Co. of Chicago were sub­
stantially lower than the prices previously charged and quoted by 
Martin & Co. to Linde Air Products Co. of Chicago and constituted 
~he inducement to the Linde Air Products Co. of Chicago to purchase 
lts supply of rubber stamps from the respondent. 

3. From January Hl38 and subst'quent thereto respondent sold its 
lllacle-to-order rubber stamps to Limle Air Prouurts Co. of San Fran­
cisco, Calif., at 10 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 3 inches in length 
and % of an inch in height anJ. 7 cents for each additional line there­
after. At the same time, the respotHlt'nt was selling made-to-order 
rubber stamps of the same grade, quality, and size to other of its cus­
tonl('rs at higher prict's than those charged by the responclt>nt to the 
Linde Air Products Co. of San Fraucisco. Prior to purchasing the 
above-described rubber stamps from the re~pondl'nt, the Linde Air 
Products Co. of San Francisco, Calif., purchased its supply of rubber 
stamps from A. F. Cordray Co., 3-13 Kearney Street, San Francisco, 
Calif., a competitor of responJent. The prices at which the respond­
ent offered for sale and sold its rubber stamps to Lincle Air Products 
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Co. of San Francisco were substantially lower than the prices previ­
ously quoted and charged by A. F. Cordray Co. to Linde Air Products 
Co. of San Francisco and constituted the inducement to Linde Air 
Products Co. of San Francisco to purchase its supply of rubber stamps 
from the respondent. 

4. From April 1037 and subsequent thereto respondent sold made~ 
to-order rubber stamps to Oxweld Acetylene Co. of Newark, N.J., at 
10 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 3 inches in length and % of an 
inch in height, and 7 cents for each additional line thereafter; and 12 
cents for a one-line rubber stamp 4 inches in length and% of an inch 
in height, and 9 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 5 inches in length 
nnd % of an inch in height, and 11 cents for each additional line there­
after; and lG cents for a one-line rubber stamp 6 inches in length 
and % of an inch in height, and 13 cents for each additional line there­
after; and 18 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 7 inches in length and 
% of an inch in height, and 15 cents for each additional line there­
after. At the same time, respondent was selling made-to-order rub­
ber stamps of the same grade, quality, and size to other of its custom­
ers at higher prices than those charged by the respondent to the Ox­
weld Acetylene Co. of Newnrk, N.J. Prior to purchasing the nbove­
described rubber stamps from the respondent, the Oxweld Acetylene 
Co. purchased its supplit>s of rubber stumps from Uninrsal Stamp&. 
Stationery Co., Inc., of :!85 l\farket Stt·eet, Newark, N .• J., a competi­
tor of the respondent. The prices quoted by the reRpondent were sub­
stantially lowet· than the prices quoted by the Vnin•rsal Stamp & 
Stationery Co., Inc., to the Oxweld Acetylene Co. 

5. From December 21, 10:30, and subsequent thereto, the rt-spondent 
sold its made-to-order ruLL(lr stamps to the PnH.lential Insurutice Co. 
of America locute1l at Newark, N. ,J., at G cents for u one-line rubber 
stamp 3 inclws in length aud% of an inch in height, anu 2 ct•nts for 
each auJitionul line thereafter. .At the same time, respondent was 
Rt>lling m:.ule-to-or1lf'r rubber stamps of the same gratle, quality, nnd 
size to other of its customers at higher prices than those charged by 
the respondent to the Prudential Insurance Co. of America of Newark. 
N.J. 

6. During the year 1!):3!) respondent sold its made-to-order rubbcl' 
stamps to the New York, New Haven & Hartfor·d Railroad Co. of 
New Haven, Conn., at 4 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 3 inches ill 
length and % of an inch in height, nnd 4 cents for each additional line 
thereafter. At the same time, the r<>spondent was selling made-to­
order rubher stamps of the same grade, quality, und size to others of 
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its customers at higher prices than those charged by the respondent 
to the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Co. Ji'or several 
years prior to 1939, the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
Co. purchased its supply of rubber stamps from Spencer Stamp Works 
of Springfield, l\fass. The substantially lower prices quoted by the 
respondent for stamps of similar grade, quality, and size constituted 
the inducement which caused the New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co. to purchase its supplies of rubber stamps from the 
respondent during the year 1939 instead of from the Spencer Stamp 
Works. 

7. From June 19, 1936, until the end of the year 1938 or the early 
part of 1939, respondent sold its made-to-order rubber stamps to 
the New Britain National Bank of New Britain, Conn., at 15 cents for 
a one-line rubber stamp. 3 inches in length and % of an inch in height~ 
and. 10 cents for each additional line thereafter. .At the same time, it 
Was selling made-to-order rubber stamps of the same grade, quality, 
and size to other of its customers at higher prices than those chargeu 
by the respondent to the New Britain National Bank of New Britain, 
Conn. From 1933 until June 19, 1936, the National Bank of New 
Britain purchased its supplies of rubber stamps from the Hartford 
Rubber Stamp 'Vorks of Hartford, Conn., a competitor of the re­
spondent. The prices at wl1ich respondent sold its rubber stamps to 
the New Britain National Bank were substantially lower than the 
Prices previously quoted and charged by Hartford Rubber Stamp 
Works to the New Britain National Bank, and constituted the induce­
ment to the New Britain National Bank to purchase its supply of 
rubber stamps from the respondent. 

8. From l\fay 1938 and subsequent thereto the respondent sold its 
rnade-to-order rubber stamps to the General Electric Co. of Schenec­
tady, N. Y., at 4 cents for a one-line rubber stamp 3 inches in length 
and % of an inch in height and one cent for each additional line there­
after. At the same time, the respondent was selling made-to-order 
rubbl.'~ stamps of the same grade, quality, nnd size to other of its 
customers at higher prices than those charged. by the rc:::pondent to the 
General Electri.c Co. of Schenectady. From February 19, 19:28, until 
May 1938 the General Electric Co. purchased supplies of rubber 
starnps from P. E. l\fassey &. Co. at prices substantially higher than 
those quoted nnd charged to the General Electric Co. by the respond­
ent. The sales of rubber stamps to the General Electric Co. consti­
tuted approximately 90 perc('nt of the business of P. E. l\Iassey & Co. 
In September 1940, P. E. Masst>y & Co. attempted to meet respondent's 
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price of 4 cents a line for 3-inch rubbl'r stamps and continued to sell 
rubber stamps to the General Electric Co. until about March 1941, 
but sales at this price were below cost of manufacture and P. E. 
Massey & Co. was forced to discontinue the rubber-stamp business. 

PAR. G. Typical of the varying prices charged by the respondent for 
its rubber stamps of like grade and quality were the varying prices · 
charged by the respondl'nt for its 3-inch rubber stamps % of an inch 
or less in height. During the times that respondent was selling such 
3-inch rubber stamps to the General Electric Co. of Schenectady, N.Y., 
at the price of 4 cents per line and 1 cent for each additional line, it 
was concurrently Sl'lling such 3-inch rubber stamps of like grade and 
quality to the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Co. at 4 
cents per line and 4 cents for each additional line; to Prudential 
Insurance Co. of America at G cents per line and 2 cents for each ' 
additional line; to Oxweld Acetylene Co. of Newark, N. J., at 10 
cents per line und 7 ct>nts for each additional line; to Linde Air 
Products Co. of New York and San Francisco at 10 cents per line and 
7 cents for each additional line; and to American Airlines, Inc., at 13 
cents per line and 13 cents for each additional line. Dul'ing the same 
period, the respondent has eoncurrrntly sold to other purchasers 3-inch 
rubber stamps of like grade and quality at Yurying prices of 5 cents, 
7 cents, 8 cents, 15 cents, 20 cents, and 30 cl'nts an<l in each instance an 
additional sum for each uddidonal line. The Commission concludes 
anti finds as a fact that the price differences, f;UCh as those herein de· 
scribeu, are, in the cireumstnncPs of this cttse, material in that the effect 
thereof upon competition with the respondent 'vas and may be sub­
stantially to lt>ssen competition with the respondent in the sale and 
distribution of ruLLPr ~tamps urHl to otherwise, injure, dt>stroy, or 
prevpnt ~uch comp~:>tition. 

PAn. 7. The nets arHl practiees of the respondent ns hereinaboYe 
described constitute<l discriminations in price lJt•tween different pur·· 
chasrrs of rubber !itnmps of like grade und quality, nwl the lower 
prices so chargrtl by the n'spondent wrre not made in gootl faith to 
meet an equally low price of a competitor. There is no evidence th:lt 
sueh di ffen•rtct>s in price were basl'tl upon di tft•renees in cost of m:lltll· 
faetur·e, sale, 01" tll'iivery l'PStilting from the Jiffl'l'ing methods Ol" 

quantities in which !-iueh ruLht>r stamps were sold or dl'li\·ered to 
vurious purehast>rs thereof. 

Such nds alltl practices of the l'('spontlent have the capacity and 
terHh•ncy to in«lnce the purchase of respoiHlt•nt's rulJbC>r stamps hy 
various ust-rs t!IC'reof allll ha\·c tended to, and do, <livl'rt tmue to the 
respondent from its competitors. The lower prices at which rPsponJ­
<>nt oii"N·('(l for sale and sold its ruLher stamps to ust>rs tlwr<>of to 
induce the purehnse of respondent's ruLbcr &tnlnps in preference to 
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those of its competitors had a substantially injurious effect upon com­
petition in the sale and distribution of rubber stamps in fOmmerce 
between and among the various States of the United States, and in 
some instances respondent's prices were such that competitors could 
not meet such prices without suffering a loss on such business and in 
one instance a competitor was forced out of business as the result of 
such acts and practices of the respondent. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes that the discriminations in price as here­
inabove set forth have resulted, and do result, in substantial injury 
to respondent's competitors, hinder, obstruct, and tend to suppress 
competition with respondent and tend to create a monopoly in the 
respondl:'nt in the sale and distribution of rubber stamps in commerce 
as "commerce" is defined in the Clayton Act, and violate subsection 
(a) of section 2 of an act of Congress entitled, "An Act to supplement 
existing laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for 
other purposes," approved October 15, 1914 (Clayton .Act), as amended 

. by the act of J nne 19, 193G (Hobinson-Patman Act). 

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST 

This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trade Commis­
sion upon the complaint of the Commission, answer of the respondent, 
testimony and other evidence in support of the allegations of said com­
plaint and in opposition thereto t:l.ken before a trial examiner of the 
Commis~"ion theretofore duly designated by it, including stipulation as 
to certain facts entered into betwe<'n W. T. Kelley, chief counsel for 
the Federal Trade Commission, and the respondent, which provides, 
nmong other things, that the facts set out therein may be made part of 
the record, report of the trial examiner upon the evidenc<', and briefs 
filed in support of the complaint nnd in opposition thereto; and the 
Commission having made its findings as to the facts and its conclusion 
that rt-spondent has violated subsection (a) of section 2 of ''An Act 
t? supplement existing laws againl"t unlawful restraints and monopo­
hes, and for other purpos<'s," approved October 15, 1914 (Clayton 
Act), as amended by net of June 19, 193() (Robinson-Patman Act) . 
. It is ordered, That respondent Samuel H. :\loss, Inc., a corporation, 
lts officers, directors, repres<'ntati ves, ng<'nts, and employPes, dir<'ctly or 
through any corporate or other device in the sale of rubber stamps in 
commerce as "commerce" is defined in the aforesaid Clayton Act, do 
fotthwith cease and desist from: 
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1. D,iscriminating directly or indirectly in the price of rubber 
stamps of comparable size and like grade and quality by selling such 
rubber stamps to any purchaser at a price or prices materially different 
from those at which sales are made to any other purchaser: Provided, 
however, That this prohibition shall not be construed as prohibiting 
differentials permitted by section 2 of the Clayton Act. 

2. Otherwise discriminating in price, either directly or indirectly, 
among different purchasers of rubber stamps of like grade and quality 
in any manner prohibited by section 2 (a) of the said Clayton Act as 
amended. ' 

It ia fwrther ordered, That the respondent shall, within 60 days after 
service upon it of this order, file with the Commission a report in 
writing, setting forth in detail the manner and form in which it has 
complied with this order. 



STETSON FELT NULLS 651 

Syllabus 

IN THE MA 'ITER OF 

MEYER DORFMAN AND ARTHUR COHLER, TRADING 
UNDER THE NAME OF STETSON FELT MILLS 

COJIIPLAINT, FINDINGS, AND ORDER I:S REGARD TO TilE ALLEGED VIOLATION 
OF SEC. 5 OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPT. 26, 1914 

Docket 4231,. Complaint, Aug.14, 1940-Dccision, May 5,191,3 

Where two individuals, engaged in the manufacture and interstate sale of felt 
rugs; In carrying on said business under a sales plan consisting of false 
representations and fraudulent schemes-

(a) Represented, directly and through their salesmen, that they were connected 
with John n. Stetson Co. of Philadelphia, and that the felt used in their 
rugs was obtained from trimmings of felt hats made by said company; 

1'he facts being they had no connection with said company, had never purchased 
any material directly from it, and made no use of any such material except 
Incidentally where some of it might possibly have come into the hands of 
dealers who bought hat remnants and resold to them, possibility of which 
did not warrant any such rept·esentatlon as aforesaid; and 

(b) Mode use directly and through their salesmen of practice of padding orders, 
by placing upon order blanks quantities of goods greatly in excess of those 
actually contracted for by the particular purchaser, and shipping to such 
purchaser merchandise gt·eatly in excess of that actually ordered by him; 
and In carrying out such prnctlce-

(1) Made use directly and through their salesmen of confusing order blanks and, 
In addition, neglected to extend the totals of the various purchases thereon 
~;o that purchaser co1,1ld Immediately determine the amount which he was 
buying; 

(2) l'lacf'd notations, In some instances, upon orders Indicating additional pur­
chas(•s or the purchase of more ex}wnslve merchandise, which were confusing 
and not readily recognizable ns such upon preliminary examination of the 
order by the customer upon signing ; 

(3) Through such means indured customers on numet·ous occasions to sign orders 
Without realizing that the items thus enumerated were greatly in excess of 
those desired by the purchaser and greatly In excess of tile amount which he 
hud Instructed the snlcsman to place thet·eon; 

( 4) Inmrlably r£>fUfOPd, H ymrchasrr upon later Pxnm!natlon of the order blank 
or ntter receipt of sblpmrnt attempted to cancel order, to acc£>pt such can­
celation or r£>turn of mPrchnndlse unless purc·ha~";er would pay their desig­
nated cost of handling, usually specified by them as 19 percent of the total 
amount of the order; and 

Hi) Attempted to and did collect from such purchasers larger sums than they 
originally agreed or expected to pay, and In many Instances collected dam­
ages for cnncPlatlon of such orders by threats to su~ and other forms of 
lntlruldation · 

'With etTect, tbrm;gh snch deceptive and misleading acts and practices, of causing 
a substantial portion of the purchasing public erroneously to believe that said 
representations were true, and to purchase !laid rugs because of such belief, 
and to pay larger sums of money to sold Individuals than they originally 
agr('(>d or pxpected to pay: 


