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Where eighteen corporations which were engaged in the manufacture, sale, and
distribution to wholesalers, dealers, and consumers, including the United
States Government, of substantially all the welded chain, weldless chain,
including sash and kindred chain, and tire chains produced in the United
States, and were in competition with one another and with other members
of the industry, except as noted below ; along with their trade association
or Institute organized in 1933 ; its Managing Director engaged as such since
1938 and employed by them: for the purpose, among others, of stabilizing
prices; and certain officers of said corporate manufacturers who were active
in Institute affairs;

Entered into and carried out an understanding or conspiracy among themselves
to restrain and suppress competition in the sale of chain and chain products;
and in furtherance thereof, acting in concert with one or more of the others—

(@) Discussed and agreed upon present and future prices on chain and chain
products at Institute meetings, exchanged price lists and prior information,
and made use of said institute to promote and maintain adherence to the
prices agreed upon; and employed said Managing Director to exhort the
manufacturer members not to sell their products at less than their pub-
lished prices;

(b) Took action to prevent sales at less than published list prices and discounts
through inquiring among one another as to whether or why a particular
sale or offer to sell had been made at less than the published price; and

(¢) Took measures through their Institute to standardize and siplify their
products, through committees of officers of the manufacturers and other-
wise; }

With the result that a situation was brought about where there was no differ-
ence between the chain made by different manufacturers so that a buyer
would not pay more for the product of one than for that of another;

(d) Cooperatively and collectively engaged, through the Institute, an inde-
pendent traffic consultant to compile a book of freight rates on welded chain
from Pittsburgh to destinations throughout the United States, and to revise
such compilation, for use in computing delivered prices in accordance with
the manufacturers’ practice of selling on a Pittsburgh basing-point basis,
and sent copies to nonmember manufacturers so that all sellers might be

1 Amended.
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provided with common delivery charge factors to be included in their prices
at various destinations, irrespective of the actual rate;
Concertedly adopted and quoted as their own, prices identical with those
announced by one of their number, the largest manufacturer of most types
of chain involved, and followed such quotations for substantial periods of
time; and changed their prices to conform to price lists received from said
price leader, whose practice it was to forward price lists and discounts two
or three days prior to their effective date to its jobber customers and to
each of the other manufacturer members; and sent copies of their revised
price lists to said price leader and, in many instances, to other manu-
facturers; and

Where said manufacturers, whose general practice was to quote and sell welded
chain on the basis of the “Pittsburgh plus or single basing-point delivered-
price” method or system; weldless chain on the basis of the “freight
equalization delivered-price” system; and tire chains on the basis of the

“zone-delivered price” system with freight allowance apphcable only on
certain minimum shipping quantity ;

(f) With the knowledge that all the other manufacturers were doing likewise,
quoted and sold chain and chain products at prices calculated in accordance
with the method applicable to the particular products sold, as above indi-
cated, and thereby made more effective the understanding and agreement
between all of them ;

With the result that they were able to achieve a high degree of price identity
in quoting and selling different types of chain, including bids to the Procure-
ment Division of the Treasury on tire chains and bids to the Navy on welded
and weldless chain ; and

‘Where certain of said producers, following the acquisition by the aforesaid price
leader of ownership and control of certain patented inventions covering
improvements on tire chains, generally referred to as “bar reinforced and
anti-skid devices” and involving “bar reinforced” tire chains, and an ar-
rangement for a partnership to act as manufacturer’s representative in
the sale of bar reinforced tire chains to the Federal Government subse-
quently extended to cover all types of tire chains—

(g) Entered into agreements with said price leader whereby, as licensee manu-
facturers, they were required to observe minimum prices and discounts
specified by said leader in selling tire chains embodying the patented feature;
and

(h) Agreed, with the assistance of said partnership, as to the prices which
they bid, and which said partnership bid in its own name, to the Procure-
ment Division of the Treasury Department for both bar reinforced and
standard tire chains; preceding apportionment among the manufacturers
participating in aforesaid arrangement of orders received by said partner-
ship under contracts awarded to it;

With result that all users of each of the three systems of computing delivered
prices were thus enabled to present to a prospective purchaser a condition
of matched prices in which such purchaser was isolated and deprived of
any choice on the basis of price; delivered prices did not reflect any of the
differences in cost of raw materials, other items, or freight delivery from
the places of manufacture to the purchasers’ delivery points; and the prin-

(e
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ciples and forces of competition were prevented from determining the
prices of each of the respondent manufacturers;

Tendency, capacity, and effect of which combination and conspiracy and acts
and practices performed thereunder had been and might be to substantially
lessen, hinder, and suppress competition among said manufacturers in the
sale of chain and chain products in commerce; to prevent price competition
among them in the sale of said products and deprive purchasers of the
benefits of competition in price; to maintain artificial and monopolistic
methods and prices in the sale and distribution of such products, and to
create a monopoly in said manufacturers in their sale: )

Held, That such acts and practices constituted unfair methods of competition
and unfair acts and practices in commerce.

As respects Count II of the amended complaint which charged each of the manu-
facturing respondents with having discriminated in price in the sale of chain
and chain products by selling to some purchasers at higher prices than to
others, in violation of Subsec. (a) of Sec. 2 of the Clayton Act as amended,
as a result of (a) the use of the delivered-price systems described in Count
I and (b) the classification of customers to receive quantity, trade, and
other discounts from quoted prices:

The Commission was of the opinion that the allegations with respect to use of
the delivered-price systems did not clearly show that the alleged unlawful
discriminations occurred as a result of differences made in the actual prices
at which the products were sold, and that the allegations with respect to

" the granting of different quantity, trade, and other discounts to competing
customers were not sustained; and that, therefore, Count II be dismissed
as to all of the respondents.

With regard to the finding that the respondents discussed and agreed upon
prices on the occasion of Institute meetings, and the respondents’ conten-
tion that certain letters in evidence, written by an individual who was presi-
dent of one of respondents from 1922 to the time of his death in September
1941, represented his company in the Institute for a number of years, at-
tended its meetings and served on its committees, and wrote and otherwise
communicated with other representatives of members concerning its action,
were not entitled to evidentiary value by reason of the death of the writer
before the proceeding began, and because there was credible evidence to
show that he was prone to exaggeration and misstatement, and also because
any inferences of price fixing which might be drawn therefrom were cate-
gorically refuted by the uncontradicted testimony of respondents’ witnesses
that there had never been any price fixing in the industry :

The discussions, understandings, and agreements indicated by the letters in-

" volved were for the most part corroborated by other evidence in the record,
and the letters were entitled to, and were given, evidentiary value in con-
nection with the aforesaid finding; and the Commission rejected said con-
tention.

As respects respondents’ contention that the aforesaid acts and practices of
certain of the respondents in connection with bar reinforced tire chains
were in no way related to and formed no part of the acts and practices
engaged in by all the respondents, that it was therefore improper that such
allegedly unrelated acts and practices should be considered in the instant
proceeding, and that in view of the elimination of the price-fixing provisions
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from the license agreements and termination of the arrangement with said
partnership, no issue remained which had not become moot :

The Commission disagreed with such contentions, and with the hearing exam-
iner’s recommendation that the allegations of the amended complaint re-
lating to the aforesaid license agreements and the arrangements with said
partnership be dismissed as to all the respondents; it appearing, among
other things, that respondent licensor, as testified, had attempted to keep
the price on the bar reinforced tire chains about fifteen per cent higher than
the prices on standard tire chains; that list prices on the latter were uni-
form and sales were generally made in accordance with such published list
prices; and that in view of the superiority of the former, in order to main-
tain established uniform prices on standard chains, it was necessary that
the prices on bar reinforced chains be fixed and maintained at a level sub-
stantially higher than that on standard chains; and that the conspiracy to
fix and maintain the prices on bar reinforced chains consequently formed
a necessary part of the overall conspiracy to fix and maintain prices on
chain and chain products.

In the aforesaid connection, the facts that some of the respondents did not
manufacture or sell bar reinforced tire chains and therefore did not par-
ticipate in the conspiracy to fix and maintain prices on said particular type
of chain did not constitute sufficient grounds for dismissal as to them of the
charges in the amended complaint relating to such acts and practices, for
the reasons that said acts and practices represented only one of the means
by which the primary purpose of the overall combination and conspiracy
was effectuated, and the arrangements with said partnership were made
possible because of the combination between said respondent patentee and
its licensees and because of the understandings and agreements between all
as to the prices at which the standard chains would be offered and sold to
the Government and to other purchasers, so that a cancellation of the price-
fixing provisions in the license agreements and the termination of said
partnership arrangements afforded no basis for exempting the described
unlawful acts and practices with respect to bar reinforced tire chains from
the prohibitions of an order to cease and desist.

Before Mr. Webster Ballinger, hearing examiner.

Mr. Everette MacIntyre and Mr. Karl E. Steinhauer for the Com-
mission.

Kittelle & Lamb, of Washington, D. C., for respondents generally,
and along with—

Mr. Olarence M. Dinkins, of Washington, D. C., for Chain Institute,
Inc. and George J. Campbell, Jr.;

Mr. Frederick S. Duncan, of New York City, for American Chain
& Cable Co., Inc., St. Pierre Chain Corp. and Wm. D. Kirkpatrick;

Alvord & Alvord, of Washington, D. C., and Reed, Smith, Shaw &
McClay, of Pittsburgh, Pa., for The McKay Co. and Frank A. Bond;

Ganger & Ganger, of Cleveland, Ohio, for Bridgeport Chain &
Manufacturing Co., Cleveland Chain & Manufacturing Co., Round
California Chain Co. and Seattle Chain & Mfg. Co.;



CHAIN INSTITUTE, INC. ET AL. 1045

1041 Complaint

Chadbourne, Hunt,J aeckel & Brown, of New York City, for Pyrene
Manufacturing Co.;

T hompson, Hine & Flory, of Cleveland, Ohio, for Hodell Chain Co.;

Mr. Charles R. Fay, of Worcester, Mass., for St. Pierre Chain
Corp.;

Sidley, Austin, Burgess & Smith, of Chicago, IlL, for 8. G. Taylor
Chain Co.; :

Finck & Huber, of Buffalo, N. Y., for Columbus McKinnon Chain
Corp.;

Mr. Frederick B. Gerber, of York, Pa., for Campbell Chain Co.;

Lawrence, Goldberg, Lawrence & Lewin, of Chicago, Ill., for Nix-
dorff-Krein Manufacturing Co., Peerless Chain Co., Dennis A. Merri-
man and Walter S. McCann;

Marsh, Day & Calhoun, of Bridgeport, Conn., for John M. Russell
Manufacturing Co., Inc. and Turner & Seymour Manufacturing Co.;
and

Cromelin & Townsend and Mr. H. Stewart McDonald, of Washing-
ton, D. C., for Shirley, Olcott & Nichols.

AMENDED COMPLA{NT

This complaint is filed to obtain relief from respondents’ activities
because of their violations, jointly and severally, as hereinafter alleged
in Count I herein, 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,” commonly referred to as the Federal Trade
Commission Act, as approved September 26, 1914, and amended
March 21, 1938 (38 Stat. 717; 15 U. S. C. A. sec. 41; 52 Stat. 111), and
because of their violations, as alleged in Count IT herein, of Section
2 (a) of an Act of Congress entitled “An Act to supplement existing
laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other pur-
poses,” commonly referred to as the “Clayton Act,” as approved Octo-
ber 15, 1914, and amended June 19, 1936 (38 Stat. 730; 15 U. S. C. A.
sec. 12, 49 Stat. 1526; 15 U. S. C. A. sec. 13, as amended).

Coont I
THE CHARGE UNDER THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Pasracrarm 1. Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade
Commission Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said
Act, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe that the
parties named in the caption hereof, and more particularly described
and referred to hereinafter as respondents, have violated the pro-
visions of Section 5 of said Act, and it appearing to the Commission
that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be in the public in-
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terest, hereby issues its amended complaint, stating its charges in
that respect as follows:

NATURE OF CHARGES

Par. 2. The charges as hereinafter set forth are to the effect that
the respondents have combined and conspired to restrain trade and
commerce in the sale of chain and chain parts among the several
States of the United States, that they have been and are making effec-
tive such combination and conspiracy through cooperative and col-
lective action between and among themselves and with others, and
that each respondent engaged in the manufacture and sale of chain
uses methods and practices to make the combination and conspiracy
more effective.

DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS

Par. 3. (1) Respondent Chain Institute, Inc., a trade association
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as Institute), is a corporation or-
ganized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with
its principal office at 208 S. LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois.

(2) Respondent American Chain & Cable Company, Inc. (some-
times hereinafter referred to as American) is a corporation organ-
ized and existing under the laws of the State of New York, with its
principal office at Bridgeport, Connecticut. Its general office is at 230
Park Avenue, New York, N. Y., and with a plant and office located
at East Princess and Charles Streets, York, Pennsylvania.

(8) The respondent Bridgeport Chain & Manufacturing Company
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as Bridgeport) is a Connecticut
corporation with its principal office at 964 Crescent Avenue, Bridge-
port, Connecticut. '

(4) Respondent The McKay Company (sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as McKay) is a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania, with its principal offices located
at McKay Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

(5) Respondent Pyrene Manufacturing Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as Pyrene) is a corporation organized and ex-
isting under the laws of the State of Delaware, with its principal office
located at 560 Blmnt. Avenue, Newark, New Jersey.

(6) Respondent Hodell Chain Company (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as Hodell) is a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Ohio, with principal office located at 3924
Cooper, Cleveland, Ohio. Said respondent was organized in 1893
and until recently traded under the name and title Chain Products
Company.
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(7) Respondent St. Pierre Chain Corporation (sometimes herein-
inafter referred to as St. Pierre) is a corporation organized and ex-
isting under the laws of the State of Massachusetts, with its principal
office located in Worcester, Massachusetts.

(8) Respondent S. G. Taylor Chain Company (sometimes herein-
after referred to as Taylor) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Illinois, with principal office located at
3 141st Street, Hammond, Indiana.

(9) Respondent Cleveland Chain & Manufacturing Company
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as Cleveland) is a corporation or-
ganized and existing under the laws of the State of Ohio with prin-
cipal office located at Broadway and Henry Streets, Garfield Heights,
Cleveland, Ohio.

(10) The respondent Columbus McKinnon Chain Corporation
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as Columbus) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York, with
principal office located at Tonawanda, New York.

(11) Respondent International Chain & Manufacturing Com-
pany (sometimes hereinafter referred to as International) is a corp-
oration organized and existing under the laws of the State of Pennsyl-
vania, with principal office located at Norway and Elm, York,
Pennsylvania.

(12) Respondent Nixdorff-Krein Manufacturing Company (some-
times hereinafter referred to as Nixdorff) is a corporation organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with principal
office located at 900 Howard Street, St. Louis, Missouri.

(13) Respondent Peerless Chain Company (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as Peerless) is a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Minnesota, with its principal office located at
Winona, Minnesota.

(14) Respondent Round California Chain Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as Round) is a corporation organized and ex-
isting under the laws of the State of California, with its principal office
located on Bay Shore Highway, South San Francisco, California.

(15) Respondent J. M. Russell Manufacturing Company (some-
times hereinafter referred to as Russell) is a corporation organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Connecticut with its prin-
cipal office located at Naugatuck, Connecticut.

(16) Respondent Seattle Chain & Mfg. Company (sometimes here-
inafter referred to as Seattle) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Washington, with principal office at
6921 East Marginal Way, Seattle, Washington.



1048 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Complaint 49 B T.C.

(17) Respondent Turner & Seymour Manufacturing Company
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as Turner) is a corporation or-
ganized and existing under the laws of the State of Connecticut with
principal office at Torrington, Connecticut. '

(18) Respondent Western Chain Products Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as Western) is a corporation organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, with its principal office
located at 1807 West Belmont Avenue, Chicago, Illinois.

(19) Respondent Woodhouse Chain Works (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as Woodhouse) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of New Jersey, with principal office at 251
Third Street, Trenton, New Jersey. .

(20) Respondent Dennis A. Merriman, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as Merriman), is Managing Director of Re-
spondent Institute with office located at 208 South LaSalle Street,
Chicago, Illinois.

(21) Respondent Walter S. McCann, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as McCann), is Secretary and Treasurer of Re-
spondent Institute with office located at 208 South LaSalle Street,
Chicago, Illinois.

(22) Respondent Wm. D. Kirkpatrick, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as Kirkpatrick), is Vice President of respond-
ent American and President of Respondent Institute, with office
located at the office of respondent American, York, Pennsylvania.

(23) Respondent Frank A. Bond, an individual (sometimes here-
inafter referred to as Bond), is Executive Vice President and Secre-
tary of respondent McKay and an official of Respondent Institute in
dealing with freight rate matters, with office located at McKay Build-
ing, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

(24) Respondent George J. Campbell, Jr., an individual (some-
times hereinafter referred to as Campbell) is President of respond-
ent International and Vice President of Respondent Institute with
offices located at the principal place of business of respondent Interna-
tional in York, Pennsylvania.

(25) Respondent Alfred Peter Shirley (sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as Shirley) is an individual, a resident of Mt. Vernon, Vir-
ginia, who is engaged as a Government contract broker and is a part-
ner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols, which maintains its offices
in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C.

(26) Respondent Floyd B. Olcott (sometimes hereinafter referred
to as Olcott) is an individual who resides at 7828 Orchid Street, N. W.,
Washington, D. C., who is engaged as a Government contract broker
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and is a partner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols, which main-
tains its offices in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C.

(27) Respondent Forrest C. Nichols (sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as Nichols) is an individual who resides at 4702 Quebec
Place, Washington, D. C., who is engaged as a Government contract
broker and is a partner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols, which
maintains its offices in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C.

Each of the respondents described in this Paragraph, subpara-
graphs (2) to (19), inclusive, sometimes hereinafter referred to as
Respondent Members, is a member of Respondent Institute, named
and described in subparagraph (1) of this Paragraph, and has for a
number of years, through such membership and otherwise, directly
participated in the cooperative and collective action of all of those
named herein as respondents in the formation, putting into operation
and making effective the methods, systems, practices and policies which
are alleged herein to be unlawful.

Each of the individual respondents who are described in this Para-
graph, subparagraph (20) to (27), inclusive, has, for a number of
years, participated in the cooperative and collective action of all of
those named herein as respondents in the formation, putting into op-
eration and making effective the methods, systems, practices and pol-
icies which are alleged herein to be unlawful.

DEescripTION OF THE INDUSTRY AND BUSINESS OF RESPONDENTS

Par. 4. The products with which this proceeding is concerned are
various types of steel, alloy-steel and other metallic chain and chain
parts. The principal types of chain involved here are Welded Chain,
Weldless Chain and Tire Chain.

‘Welded Chain is so designated because each link is closed and sealed
through welding. It includes chain of various sizes and weights for
many uses such as Anchor Chains, Log Chains, Tie Chains (for secur-
ing dairy cows at stanchions), Tie-Out Chains (for use in securing
cows and other animals for grazing, etc.) and Trace Chains (for har-
nessing teams and for other argricultural uses).

Since the development of the art of electric welding, the Welded
Chain Industry has used it for mass production of Welded Chain. It
1s this type or class of chain upon which chain manufacturers depend
for their principal tonnage and business. In the trade, Welded Chain
is also referred to as Commercial Chain and Pound Chain. It is
priced by the manufacturers on a per pound basis.

Weldless Chain is made by bending chain wire into the form of
links without the use of the welding process. Such chain is for the
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most part light in weight and in general is used only where the
stronger Welded Chain is not required.

Tire Chains are made by the welding process but are so linked as
to form two line chains connected by cross chains spaced at equal dis-
tances so that they may be attached around the wheels of motorized
equipment, including automobiles, trucks and farm tractors.

Welded and Weldless Chain as such are not patented articles but
the manufacture and sale of Tire Chains was carried on under a patent
monopoly of Respondent American until the patents expired in 1921.
Since that date practically all of the chain manufacturers have pro-
duced and sold Tire Chains as unpatented goods. However, Respon-
dent American, beginning in 1918, acquired patents on improvements
in making Tire Chains. Respondent McKay subsequent to 1925, also
acquired patents on improvements in the making of Tire Chains. The
most important of the patents thus acquired by Respondents American
and McKay in the manufacture of Tire Chains relate to the reinforce-
ment of the tread links in the cross chains by adding to each such link
additional metal at the wearing or contact point or surface in the form
of a diagonally extending reinforcing anti-skid bar or other device.
The relevancy and materiality to this proceeding of respondents’ prac-
tices in their use of patent monopolies over such improvements in Tire
Chains are hereinafter set forth at length in Paragraphs 6 and 7 of
Count I hereof.

Respondent Members in the course and conduct of their business
manufacture, sell and distribute practically all the Welded Chain,
‘Weldless Chain and Tire Chains produced in the United States. The
said Respondent Members sell such products at various points through-
out the United States to wholesalers, dealers and consumers including
the United States Government, and when sales are made Respondent
Members have regularly shipped and do ship said products to the
purchasers at points in the several States of the United States and
the District of Columbia other than in the States of origin of the ship-
ments. The term “commerce” as hereinafter used means “commerce”
as defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Prior to the adoption of the practices hereinafter described, said
Respondent Members were in active and substantial competition with
each other and with other members of the Chain Industry in making
and seeking to make sales of their products in trade and commerce
between and among the several States of the United States and in
the District of Columbia; and except for the use of the acts, methods,
practices and policies hereinafter described such active and substantial
competition would have continued and said Respondent Members
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would now be in active and substantial competition with each other
and with other members of the industry.

OFFENSES CHARGED

Par. 5. For more than eight years last past Respondents have main-
tained and now have in effect an unlawful combination (more fully
hereinafter described in detail in the specifications of the purposes, acts
and results accomplished pursuant thereto) between and among them-
selves and others not named herein as respondents to hinder, frustrate,
suppress and eliminate competition in the manufacture, sale and dis-
tribution of chain and chain products, including Welded Chain, Weld-
less Chain and Tire Chains, in the course of the aforesaid commerce
among and between the various States of the United States and in
the District of Columbia.

The general purpose and result of the said combination are accom-
plished through cooperative and collective action in which respondents
have engaged, continued and are now carrying out, in promoting a
common course of action, mutual agreement, understanding and con-
spiracy to employ, and the actual employment of the acts, methods,
systems, practices and policies described and set forth in Paragraphs
G, 7, 8,9, 10 and 11 hereof and which are aided, abetted, encouraged
and made more effective by participation of the respective respondents
therein through their separate employment of the acts, methods, sys-
tems, practices and policies set forth in Paragraphs 8, 9, 10 and 11
hereof.

Pursuant to, in furtherance of, and as a part of the aforesaid com-
bination, respondents have done and performed the following acts
and things, and used the following methods, systems and practices:

(1) Respondent Members, acting among themselves and through
and by means of Respondent Institute, its directors, officers and agents,
including Respondents Merriman, McCann, Kirkpatrick, and Camp-
bell, Jr., and on certain occasions through and by means of Respond-
ents Shirley, Olcott and Nichols, and by other means and methods
have entered into, engaged in and carried out, and are still engaged
in and carrying out, understandings and agreements for the purpose
and with the effect of substantially hindering, frustrating, suppressing
and eliminating actual and potential competition as to price and other-
wise in the sale and distribution of welded chain, weldless chain and
tire chain in trade and commerce between and among the various
States of the United States and in the District of Columbia.

(2) Respondent Members organized, have operated, and do now
operate Respondent Institute as an incorporated trade association to
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promote and serve the mutual interests of the Respondent Members,
and now use it as an instrument or vehicle for their joint and coopera-
tive purpose and action in hindering, frustrating, suppressing and
eliminating competition in price and otherwise in the sale and distribu-
tion of chain and chain products in commerce among and between
the various States and in the District of Columbia.

(3) Respondent Members employed Respondent Merriman on or
about August 1, 1938, to serve them as a common agent to make more
cffective their suppression of price competition, and he has since that
date served them as a common agent in the suppression of price com-
petition and “stabilization of prices in the industry.”

‘When Respondent Members were considering their employment of
Respondent Merriman during July, 1938, one of their representatives,
an official of Respondent International, who was charged with the
task of interviewing said Merriman wrote one of his confederates:

“This is unusually confidential, and I wish you would keep it to your-
selves, that we are figuring around for a new man to run the industry,
something like a Judge Landis, or a moving picture boss, or something
like that, that can hold the ‘brothers’ more in line than they have been
in the past; * * * so that I think that things are moving in the right
direction for the stabilization of prices in the industry. * * *7

(4) Respondent Members agreed to fix and maintain, and have
fixed, maintained and made effective identical delivered price quota-
tions, terms and conditions of sale for chain and chain products in the
United States to dealers and distributors thereof and to other pur-
chasers thereof, including the Procurement Division of the U. S.
Treasury Department and other governmental agencies.

(5) Respondent Members have adopted and continued in effect by
agreement, understanding, and concerted action among themselves,
price fixing formulae whereby identical delivered price quotations and
identical delivered costs for the sale of chain and chain products are
fixed and maintained.

(6) Respondent Members agreed to adopt and have adopted and
maintained systems of delivered price quotations and delivered costs
designed to prevent and which do prevent reflection in such quotations
and costs any of the differences in cost of raw materials, other items,
or freight delivery from their respective places of manufacture to
the places of business of the intending purchasers of chain and chain
products. Said systems also prevent the creation of any advantage
to many of said purchasers in delivered cost which would otherwise
result because of proximity of such purchasers to the places of produc-
tion and on the contrary result in discrimination against nearby cus-
tomers.
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(7) Respondent Members cooperatively and collectively make and
announce price quotations in such a way that the delivered cost of
their respective products to a purchaser is matched and made identi-
cally the same by all members regardless of which one of them may
supply any purchaser or user and regardless from which of their
producing plants the goods are purchased and shipped. Such results
are obtained by'said Respondent Members through the separate em-
ployment and use by each of pricing methods which for convenience
here are referred to as basing point system or practice, freight equali-
zation system or practice and zone system or practice, and more fully
and particularly described in Paragraphs 8, 9, 10 and 11 hereof.
Through the use of such systems and practices Respondent Members
have prevented the principles and forces of competition from making
and determining their respective price quotations.

(8) Respondent Members have cooperatively promoted adherence
and do now cooperatively promote adherence to delivered prices an-
nounced under their so-called basing point system in their sale of
welded chain, as aforesaid, and make such prices effective. They fur-
ther obviate and preclude the exercise of independent and competitive
will, judgment and action with regard to prices and price policies
under said system by :

(a) providing themselves with a schedule or compilation of com-
mon pricing factors which respondents designate as “freight rate”
factors and which they cause to be jointly prepared for them directly
and through Respondent Institute by one Charles Donley, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, and others. Such schedule or compilation is for use
by each of said Respondent Members in calculating and determining
the freight factor in the delivered price quotations on Welded Chain
as made by each to its respective customers. The compilation of
“Ireight rate” factors thus cooperatively and collectively compiled
and disseminated between and among Respondent Members is not in-
tended to serve any need for freight rates for shipping purposes but is
designed for their use in pricing as aforesaid and is so used. These
freight factors are not the actual or official freight rates in many if
not most instances but are used in each instance, regardless of routes
and rates, between the points indicated in the compilation. They do
not comprise an accurate or approximate showing of the actual freight
rates applicable from the various points from which Respondent
Members actually ship chain and chain products;

(b) filing and exchanging the intimate details of each other’s busi-
ness directly or indirectly with one another through the offices of Re-

s%aondent Institute and otherwise. Information thus filed and ex-
changed between and among said respondents has included such inti-
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mate details of each other’s business as the names of certain of their
respective customers, the prices paid to each member by such custom-
ers, and the volume of business placed in particular instances with
each Respondent Member by such customers;

(9) Respondent Members, by agreement, have adopted and used a
price leadership plan whereby Respondent American leads in the an-
nouncement and publication of price increases and decreases and as a
part of the price leadership “plan,” as agreed upon, such announce-
ments and publications of Respondent American are adopted and fol-
lowed by the other Respondent Members.

(10) Respondent Members have communicated between and among
themselves and filed and exchanged with each other through corre-
spondence, telegraph, telephone and otherwise, information concern-
ing prices which have been quoted and charged by particular Re-
spondent Members and information concerning future prices and
price quotations to be charged by Respondent Members for chain and
chain products.

(11) Respondent Members agreed to hold and have held meetings
from time to time under the auspices and supervision of Respondent
Institute, its officers, employees and agents, including Respondent
Merriman, during the course of which and at other times Respondent
Institute and its officers and other agents cooperated with and assisted
said Respondent Members in furthering and carrying out the unlaw-
ful acts, practices and methods herein set, forth.

(12) Respondent Merriman and other officials and agents of Re-
spondent Institute have, from time to time during the course of meet-
ings of members of Respondent Institute and at other times, com-
municated and discussed parts, current and future prices and price
quotations with various Respondent Members and advised, instructed
and pressed them with regard to what price quotations should be
made on chain and chain products.

(13) Respondent Members, with the assistance of Respondent Mer-
riman, agreed to adopt and have adopted and maintained a uniform
method of determining the basic and additional discounts and the
amount, thereof to be granted by the respective Respondent Members
to their respective purchasers of chain and chain products manufac-
tured and sold as aforesaid by said Members.

(14) Respondent Members have agreed to increase and decrease and
have simultaneously increased and at other times decreased the basic
discounts and the amounts thereof at which said Members sell chain
and chain products.

(15) Respondent Members agreed to enter into and have entered
into written “jobbers sales agreements” and “dealers agreements”
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pursuant to and under which the jobbers and dealers of the respec-
tive Respondent Members were required to maintain in their resale of
chain and chain products the resale prices prescribed by said Members.

(16) Respondent Members, acting directly between and among
themselves and through and by means of Respondent Institute, its
directors, officers and agents, including Respondents Merriman, Mec-
Cann, Kirkpatrick, and Campbell, Jr., and on some occasions through -
and by means of Respondents Shirley, Olcott and Nichols, have agreed
to adopt and have adopted and maintained a classification of pur-
chasers of chain and chain products, including tire chains, for the pur-
pose of aiding Respondent Members and which has aided Respond-
ent Members in establishing arbitrary “channels of distribution”
through particular types of middlemen and the establishment of ar-
bitrary and particular levels of discounts for each class of customer,
so classified in respondents’ “channels of distribution.”

(17) Respondent Members, with the cooperation and assistance of
Respondents Merriman, Shirley, Olcott and Nichols, fraudulently se-
cured from officials of the Procurement Division of the United States
Treasury Department approval of certain specifications of tire chains
for the purpose and with the effect of aiding respondents in eliminat-
ing certain competitors and their price competition in the submis-
sion of bids on tire chains to the Federal Government.

(18) Respondent Members, prior to, during 1943 and thereafter,
acted to obstruct production and sales of chain by persons and firms
not under control of respondents, and thereby interfered with pro-
duction of chain contracted for use in the war effort.

Par. 6. Respondent American, originally known as Weed Chain
Tire Grip Company, was the original manufacturer of tire chains in
this country and until about 1921 it enjoyed a patent monopoly in the
manufacture and sale of tire chains by virtue of its ownership or con-
trol of the following patents: Parsons No. 723,299, March 24, 1903,
and Weed No. 768,495, August 23, 1904. Despite the fact that Re-
spondent American was engaged in active litigation from 1904 to
1918 relative to the aforesaid controiling patents on tire chains, it
was the dominating factor in the tire chain business. However, in
1921, when the aforesaid patents expired, other chain companies
entered upon the manufacture and sale of tire chains but Respondent
American remained a dominant factor in the manufacture and sale
of tire chains and continued to be recognized and accepted by its com-
petitors, through mutual understanding, as the price leader in the
industry.

Toward the end of the 1920’s Respondent American acquired owner-
ship or control over patented inventions covering improvements in
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tire chains. The improvements are generally described as bar re-
inforcements and anti-skid devices. Some such improvements are
covered by letters patent Beckwith No. 1,536,556, May 5, 1925; Rey-
burn No. 1,696,255, December 25, 1928; and Conner No. 2,180,101,
November 14, 1939. Other patents controlled by Respondent Ameri-
can cover several forms of reinforced anti-skid links for tire chains.
There are no patents applicable to tire chains as such.

The aforesaid anti-skid reinforced links are made a part of the
tread members in the cross chains of tire chains with the reinforce-
ments usually in the form of a diagonally extending bar or other such
device on the contact points of the tread member links which are the
points subjected to the greatest wear. Although other tire chain man-
ufacturers were engaged in the manufacture and sale of tire chains not
embodying the aforesaid patented inventions held by Respondent
American, the latter brought at least one such competitor into litiga-
tion under allegations that it was infringing its patents. The com-
pany which was thus involved in such litigation with Respondent
American was Respondent McKay which had been marketing a type
of reinforced chain having the trade name “Multi-Grip.”

Pursuant to, in furtherance of, and to make more effective the un-
lawful combination described in Paragraph 5 hereof, Respondent
American and Respondent McKay settled the aforesaid suit by agree-
ment in September, 1935,

Pursuant to, in furtherance of, and to make more effective the unlaw-
ful combination described in Paragraph 5 hereof, Respondent Amer-
ican and Respondent McKay also entered into written agreements on
September 26, 1935, pursuant to the terms of which Respondent Amer-
ican adopted the subterfuge of a so-called “license” to Respondent
McKay to make and sell unpatented tire chains embodying the anti-
skid reinforcement features of the aforesaid Beckwith, Reyburn,
Conner and other patents held by Respondent American. These agree-
ments also provided for Respondent McKay’s purchase of cross chains
containing the tread links embodying anti-skid reinforcement features
controlled under the aforesaid patents owned by Respondent Ameri-
can. The agreements also stipulated that Respondent McKay in its
sale of unpatented tire chains containing the patented cross chains or
tread member links embodying the anti-skid reinforcement features
under the aforesaid patents, should not sell such tire chains at any
price except that specified by Respondent American. The agreements
also provided for payment of a royalty by the so-called “licensee” to be
used and expended for the benefit not only of the so-called “licensor”
but also of the “licensee” through advertisement and promotion of
the sale of the tire chains which contained the patented anti-skid bar
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reinforcing devices in tread links. The agreements had a provision
by which Respondent McKay could at its election terminate the same
by written notice and in the instance of Respondent McKay such elec-
tion was exercised on February 6,1939. However, Respondent McKay
has not discontinued its cooperative action with Respondent American
and the other Respondent Members in their joint, concerted and effec-
tive action to maintain fixed prices at which unpatented tire chains .
are offered for sale and sold by the said Respondent Members through-
out the United States.

On October 7, 1935, Respondents American, Pyrene and Hodell
(then trading under the name and style of Chain Products Company)
executed written agreements similar in form and substance to the
aforesaid agreements which were executed by Respondent American
and Respondent McKay on September 26, 1935. Subsequently thereto,
namely on May 19, 1939, Respondent St. Pierre and on July 12, 1939,
Respondent S. G. Taylor, executed with Respondent American written
agreements similar to the one executed by Respondents American and
McKay on September 26, 1935. The aforesaid written agreements
which were executed by Respondents American, Hodell, Pyrene, St.
Pierre and 8. G. Taylor have not been terminated.

Pursuant to the terms and provisions of the aforesaaid written agree-
ments the Respondent Members who purport to be “licensees” there-
under have adhered to and made effective the price schedules on unpat-
ented tire chains as announced and published by Respondent American.

Both prior to the execution of the aforesaid written agreements and
subsequent thereto, representatives of the purported “licensor”
Respondent American and “licensee” Respondents McKay, Hodell, St.
Pierre, Pyrene and S. G. Taylor and representatives of other Respond-
ent Members, during the course of meetings and at other times have
communicated with each other and conferred concerning the prices
which were to be announced as well as those which had been announced
by Respondent American, the purported “licensor,” under the afore-
said written agreements. During the course of such meetings, com-
munications and conferences, such representatives arrived at under-
standings and agreements between and among themselves concerning
the prices that should be and were announced by Respondent Ameri-
can pursuant to the terms and provisions of the aforesaid written
agreements, all for the purpose and with the effect of eliminating
price competition between and among Respondent Members in their
sale of unpatented tire chains.

Despite the provision in the aforesaid written agreements whereby
Respondent American purported to “license” the aforesaid Respond-
ent Members to make and sell the aforesaid anti-skid bar reinforced
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tire chains the said Respondent Members as “licensees” simply took
advantage of certain provisions contained in the said written agree-
ments whereby they purchased all parts of tire chains which con-
tained the aforesaid patented anti-skid bar reinforced features from
Respondent American at factory cost plus 10%. They then used
such parts in the manufacture of unpatented tire chains which they
then offered for sale and sold at the specified prices which had been
agreed upon in the aforesaid written agreements and otherwise by
representatives of the Respondent Members, including the aforesaid
“licensor” and “licensees.”

Respondent Members did not intend at any time that the aforesaid
written “license” agreements should operate as genuine license agree-
ments pursuant to which the “licensees” would make and sell the afore-
said anti-skid bar reinforced tread member links. On the contrary
they sought to use and did use such purported written “license” agree-
ments as a subterfuge and device to conceal from and deceive the pub-
lic and government officials into believing that the said written agree-
ments were licenses to make and sell products of a patented invention
whereas in fact Respondent Members never intended that the “li-
censees” should make, nor they made, the patented articles as provided
for in the said written agreements. They have been used only as the
fulerum for unlawful price fixing agreements pursuant to the terms
and provisions of which the “licensees” were more firmly bound to-
maintain prices on unpatented tire chains as fixed by the combination
of Respondents set forth in Paragraph 5 hereof. Said written agree-
ments have also served Respondent Members as a device and scheme
whereby resale prices were fixed and maintained on tire chains made
by the aforesaid purported “licensees” who only purchased from Re-
spondent American the aforesaid anti-skid bar reinforced tread mem-
ber links for use in the manufacture and sale of unpatented tire chains.

Par. 7. Pursuant to, in furtherance of and to make more effective
the unlawful combination which is set forth in Paragraphs 5 and 6
hereof, Respondent Members American, McKay, Pyrene and Hodell
entered into an agreement during 1987 with Respondents Shirley, Ol-
cott and Nichols, copartners trading under the firm name Shirley,
Olcott and Nichols (sometimes hereinafter referred to merely as Re-
spondent Shirley) pursuant to the terms and provisions of which it
was arranged and agreed for the latter to serve the said Respondent
Members as their common agent in seeking to sell tire chains for them
to the Federal Government through its various agencies in Washing-
ton, D. C.

The aforesaid agreement between and among the aforesaid Mem-
bers and Respondent Shirley was performed, carried out and made
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effective after collaborations and conferences between and among their
representatives where it was arranged for Respondent American to
instruct Respondent Shirley to serve as a common agent for all of the
said Respondent Members in submitting bids to agencies of the Fed-
eral Government in the name of Respondent Shirley but on the behalf
and for the benefit of the said Respondent Members for the sale of
tire chains of all types, including those with the aforesaid patented
anti-skid bar reinforced factors and those without such features, to
the Federal Government at such prices as were prescribed by Respond-
ent American after its collaborations and agreements with representa-
tives of the other said Respondent Members, as previously alleged
herein.

Respondent Shirley then proceeded in accordance with such instruc-
tions during 1937, 1938, 1939, 1940, 1941 and 1942, to submit bids to
the Federal Government in his name on tire chains at prices previ-
ously agreed upon between and among Respondent Members and Re-
spondent Shirley and which were named and specified by Respond-
ent American. In accordance with agreements and prearrangements
which Respondent American and Respondent Shirley had with other
Respondent Members, as aforesaid, he allocated to each of said Re-
spondent Members on equal shares the revenue secured from all con-
tracts for tire chains which were awarded to him by the Federal Gov-
ernment pursuant to such bids. He also allocated equally among said
Respondent Members the freight costs involved in the shipment of
such tire chains to the Federal Government under such contracts in
accordance with agreements that he and representatives of said Re-
spondent Members had previously reached.

On certain occasions when Respondent Shirley thus submitted bids
under seal to the Federal Government in his own name but for the
benefit of each of the said Respondent Members at prices specified by
Respondent -American said Members also submitted bids under their
own name under seal to the Federal Government, usually identically
the same prices bid by said Respondent Shirley but on certain other
occasions at previously agreed upon differences therefrom. In many
such instances where bids were thus tied or made identical by prior
agreements of Respondent Members and Respondent Shirley the offi-
cials of the Federal Government under the laws requiring them to se-
cure competitive bids and to make award to the lowest bidder were
compelled to make award by lot to Respondent Shirley or one of the
said Respondent Members which had submitted such tie bids.

In particular instances where bidders other than said Respondent
Members and Respondent Shirley submitted bids which were lower:
than the one collusive bid at fixed prices as submitted in the names of
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certain of the Respondent Members and Respondent Shirley, then Re-
spondent American advised Respondent Shirley, with respect to fu-
ture bidding, not to worry about such low bidders “as they will be
controlled.” In bidding subsequent to such advice from Respondent
American to Respondent Shirley, competition with Respondents by
such other low bidders lessened in quality and quantity.

Through the aforesaid methods, policy and practice of bidding Re-
spondent Shirley and said Respondent Members were enabled to and
did present to the United States Government and its purchasing agen-
cies an appearance of competition when in fact all of their bids were
fixed and agreed upon prior to their submission by cooperative and
collective action between and among their representatives. Through
that procedure the United States Government was denied the benefit
of competition to which it was entitled under the laws which require
that its purchasing officials secure competitive bids on such occasions
and make awards to the lowest bidder.

Par. 8. Each Respondent Member for the purpose and with the
result of making more effective the matching of price quotations and
the consequent hindrance, frustration, suppression and elimination of
price competition through the unlawful combination alleged in Para-.
graph 5 hereof, with the knowledge that each other Respondent Mem-
ber simultaneously does likewise, generally refrains from quoting
f. 0. b. its place of production or shipment prices that are independent
of and unrelated to the basing point, freight equalization, and zone
systems or pricing practices, more fully described in Paragraphs 9,
10 and 11 hereof.

Each Respondent Member, with the knowledge that each other
Respondent Member simultaneously does likewise, uses the basing
point, freight equalization and zone delivered pricing practices and
systems hereinafter more fully described in Paragraphs 9, 10 and 11
hereof, for the purpose and with the effect of keeping other Respond-
ent Members informed as to what its prices are to be and of matching
its quotations of delivered prices or delivered costs with those of other
Respondent Members as made to any intending purchaser. Each
Respondent Member thereby assists each other Member in maintain-
ing a situation whereby purchasers are unable to find any difference
or advantage in price in the delivered price or delivered cost quota-
tions of all Respondent Members. Kach Respondent Member uses
the aforesaid basing point, freight equalization and zone delivered
pricing practices and systems for the purpose and with the result of
making more effective the hindrance, frustration and suppression of
competition alleged in Paragraph 5 hereof.
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Par. 9. Basing Point Pricing System: Each Respondent Member
in arriving at the sums or amounts quoted in its published price lists
relating to Welded Chain provides that the delivered cost to any in-
tending purchaser or user at the latter’s destination shall be the figure
or sum resulting from the use of a formula composed of a basing price
plus freight from a single basing point (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania)
to the destination of such purchaser or user irrespective of whether
shipment is to be made or is made from such basing point or another
location from which other and different freight rates actually apply. -

Each Respondent Member uses and specifies in its price lists relat-
ing to Welded Chain, the same base point and the same base price

_ for such base point used that is used and specified by other Respondent
Members. The result is that when the same base prices of each
Respondent Member are so used as factors in the formula of base price
plus the same freight factor from the base point to a purchaser’s
destination, their quoted delivered cost or price on Welded Chain to.
any intending purchaser or user at his destination is exactly matched
and made identical by all Respondent Members at any given time.

Said Respondent Members produce Welded Chain and ship same
to their respective customers from numerous points other than the
point used, as aforesaid, as a basing point.

Each Respondent Member, in its use of the aforesaid basing point
practice, notwithstanding differences in the actual freight rates from
its place of business and manufacture to the different locations of its
different customers with lower rates applying to those nearby than to
those more distantly located, habitually and systematically demands,
charges, accepts and receives as an inherent and necessary incident to
the said basing point practice of delivered price quotations, larger
sums and amounts for products of equal quality and quantity from
its customers located at or near its place of business or manufacture
than from other customers located at greater distances. Such nearby
customers are thereby required to pay more, and the more distant cus-
tomers to pay less, to each Respondent Member for Welded Chain
than would be the case if the forces of competition made and deter-
mined the prices at which Respondent Members sell chain and chain
products.

Each Respondent Member, as aforesaid, uses said basing point pric-
ing practice as a device by which it not only suppresses price competi-
tion and deprives its nearby customers of price advantages which they
would, under competitive conditions, enjoy by reason of their prox-
imity to points of production, but also as an inherent and necessary
incident to the operation of the aforesaid basing point method of
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pricing, unfairly discriminates against its nearby customers in favor
of those more distantly located.

Par. 10. Freight Equalization Pricing System: Each Respondent,
Member, in arriving at the sums or amounts quoted in its published
price lists relating to Weldless Chain, provides that the delivered costs
to any intending purchaser or user at the latter’s destination shall be
the figure or sum resulting from the use or application of a formula
of an f. o. b. factory price quotation plus whatever freight factor is
necessary to exactly equalize or match the sum of a base price at four
- specified basing points, namely, f. 0. b. York, Pennsylvania; Cleve-
land, Ohio; Cincinnati, Ohio; or Bridgeport, Connecticut, plus
freight therefrom to the buyers’ destination as announced by it or
other of the Respondent Members in such manner, form and sub-
stance as to enable, and which does enable, all Respondent Members
to match their delivered costs on Weldless Chain as quoted by them
to any intending purchaser or used at his destination at any given
point of time.

Said Respondent Members produce Weldless Chain and ship same
to their respective customers from points other than the points named
as aforesaid as f. o. b. points from which freight is equalized and de-
livered costs matched.

Each Respondent Member, in its use of the aforesaid freight equali-
zation pricing practice, notwithstanding differences in the actual
freight rates from its place of business and manufacture to the differ-
ent locations of its different customers with lower rates applying to
those nearby than to those more distantly located, habitually and sys-
tematically demands, charges, accepts and receives as an inherent and
necessary incident to the said freight equalization practice of price
quotations, larger sums and amounts for products of the same qual-
ity and quantity from its customers located at or near its place of busi-
ness and manufacture than from other customers located at greater
distances. Such nearby customers are thereby required to pay more,
and its more distant customers to pay less, to such Respondent Mem-
ber for Weldless Chain and chain products than would be the case
were its price quotations determined by the forces of competition.

Each Respondent Member as aforesaid uses said freight equaliza-
tion pricing practice as a device by which it not only suppresses price
competition and deprives its nearby customers of price advantages
which otherwise they would naturally enjoy by reason of their prox-
imity to places of production, but also discriminates against such
nearby customers in favor of those more distantly located.

Par. 11. Zone Pricing System: Each Respondent Member in ar-
riving at the sums or amounts quoted in its published price lists relat-
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ing to Tire Chains provides that the delévered cost of tire chains to
any intending purchaser or user at the latter’s destination shall be
identically the same delivered cost quoted to all other purchasers or
users in the United States wherever located, irrespective of the fact
‘that some such intending purchasers and users are located at or near
such Respondent Member’s place of manufacture and shipment and
other purchasers and users are located thousands of miles away; also
irrespective of the fact that the cost of shipping tire chains from its
place of manufacture ranges from zero, with respect to those customers
who take delivery at its place of manufacture, to an amount equal to a
substantial part of the net price realized from the delivered price of
Tire Chains sold to customers located at distances of 1,000 miles or
more from the place of manufacture.

Each Respondent Member uses the aforesaid zone pricing practice
in order that it and other Respondent Members might match, and
through its use they are enabled to match, the delivered cost quoted
by each of the others to any intending purchaser or user of Tire Chains
at any destination at a given time.

Each Respondent Member, through the use of the aforesaid zone
pricing practice, notwithstanding differences in the actual freight
rates from its place of business and manufacture to the different loca-
tions of its different customers with lower rates applying to those
nearby than to those more distantly located, habitually systematical-
ly demands, charges, accepts and receives as a necessary incident to
the aforesaid zone pricing practice of delivered price quotations,
larger sums and amounts for products of equal quality and quantity
from its respective customers located at or near its place of business
or manufacture, than from other customers located at greater dis-
tances. Such nearby customers are thereby required to pay more, and
the more distant customers to pay less, to it for Tire Chains than
would otherwise be the case if the forces of competition made and
determined the price quotations of each such Respondent Member.

Each Respondent Member as aforesaid uses said zone pricing prac-
tice as a device by which it not only suppresses price competition and
deprives its nearby customers of price advantages which otherwise
they would naturally enjoy by reason of their proximity to points
of production, but as a necessary incident to said zone pricing prac-
tice discriminates against its nearby customers in favor of other cus-
tomers more distantly located.

Par. 12. The inherent and necessary effect of the adoption and
maintenance by the Respondent Members of the delivered price sys-
tems described and alleged in Paragraphs 8, 9, 10 and 11 herein in-
cludes all and singularly the following, to wit :
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(1) The elimination of price competition between Respondent
Members in the sale of chain and chain products at locations adjacent
to each of the several places of fabrication of said products;

(2) Substantial lessening of competition among Respondent Mem-
bers in all parts of the United States by virtue of each Respondent’
Member voluntarily and reciprocaly surrendering and canceling the
inherent advantage it has over its competitors within the market
area nearer freight-wise to its factory than to a factory of a competitor:
in consideration of a similar surrender and cancellation by each of the
other Respondent Members;

(8) The levying of an adchtlonal financial burden in varying arbi-
trary sums for the sole purpose of reimbursing Respondent Members
for concessions voluntarily made by them to some of their customers
in the accomplishment of Respondents’ unlawful purpose to destroy
price competition in the sale of chain and chain products in commerce
and to create for the said Respondent Members a monopoly therein.
and thereof;

(4) The fixing and control by Respondents’ concurrent action of an
arbitrary substantial portion of the total cost of the product to any
and every purchaser upon a basis having no relation to total cost of’
production, sales and transportation;

(5) The maintenance of monopolistic unfair and oppressive dis-
crimination against purchasers of chain and chain products in large
areas of the United States by depriving such purchasers of the advan-
tage in cost otherwise accruing to them from their proximity to the
factories of Respondent Members;

(6) The levying upon nearby purchasers of chain and chain prod-
ucts increases in net prices of such products over what said net prices:
on such products to such customers would have been if said prices had
been fixed by competition among Respondents, such increases in net
Prices being approximately equal to decreases in net prices afforded
by Respondents to distantly located customers. Each Respondent
Member thus Compels its nearby customers to pay not only the actual
freight rates on the products purchased by them respectively, but also
in effect compels such purchasers to pay portions of the cost of trans-
portation of said products to other purchasers distantly located from
the factory of such Respondent Member.

Par. 13. The combination and the acts, practices, methods. policies,
agreements and understandings of the Respondents as hereinbefore
alleged, all and singularly, are unfair and to the prejudice of the
public; deprive the public of the benefit of competition; are discrim-
inatory against some buyers and users of chain and chain products;
have a dangerous tendency to and have actually hindered, frustrated,
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suppressed and eliminated competition in the sale of chain and chain
products in commerce within the intent and meaning of the Federal
Trade Commission Act; have the tendency and capacity to restrain
unreasonably, and have restrained unreasonably, such commerce in
caid products; have a dangerous tendency to create in Respondents
a monopoly in the sale and distribution of such products and constitute
unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts and
practices in commerce within the intent and meaning of Section 5 of
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Count I1
THE CHARGE UNDER THE CLAYTON ACT

ParacrarH 1. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 2 of an Act
of Congress approved October 15, 1914, entitled “An Act to supple-
ment existing laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies and for
other purposes,” commonly known as the Clayton Act, as amended by
an Act of Congress approved June 19, 1936, commonly known as the
Robinson-Patman Act, the Commission, having reason to believe that
the parties hereinafter specifically named and more particularly de-
scribed as Respondents in this Count II, sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as Respondent Members and included among those named
as Respondents in the caption hereof, have violated and are violating
the provisions of said Act of Congress as so amended, and it appear-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would
be in the public interest, the Commission hereby issues its amended
complaint, stating its charges in such respect as follows:

NATURE OF CHARGES

Par. 2. The charges hereinafter contained in this Count IT are that
each of the Respondent Members has been and is now unlawfully dis-
criminating as between its customers in the prices it charges, demands,
accepts and receives in connection with the sale of chain and chain

products in commerce.

Description of Respondents; Definitions and Explanations of Terms;
Description and History of Industry and the Commerce of Re-

spondents

Pars. 3 and 4. As Paragraphs 3 and 4 of this Count II, the Commis-
sion incorporates Paragraphs 3 and 4, inclusive of Count I of this
amended complaint to precisely the same extent and effect as if each
and all of them were set forth in full and repeated verbatim in this
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Count II, except the definition of the term “commerce.” The term
“commerce,” as hereinafter used, means “commerce” as defined and
set forth in the Clayton Act.

OFFENSES CHARGED

Par. 5. Since June 19, 1936, and while engaged as aforesaid in com-
merce among the several States of the United States and in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, each of the Respondent Members, American, Bridge-
port, McKay, Pyrene, Hodell, St. Pierre, Taylor, Cleveland, Colum-
bus, International, Nixdorff, Peerless, Round, Russell, Seattle, Turner,
Western and Woodhouse has been and is now in the course of such
commerce, discriminating in price between purchasers of said com-
modities of like grade and quantity sold for use, consumption or resale
within the several States of the United States and the District of -
Columbia in that each of the respondents has been and is now system-
atically selling such commodities to many purchasers at a price high-
er than the price at which commodities of like grade and quantity are
sold by it to other purchasers and users.

Par. 6. Each of the respondents uses a delivered pricing system
and practice for determining, calculating, making up, using, announc-
ing, publishing and distributing its quotations and offers to its respec-
tive customers in selling them chain and chain products in commerce.
Each of the respondents in using its said delivered pricing system for
quoting its delivered prices and in making sales of chain and chain
products in commerce in accordance and in connection therewith, dis-
criminates as between its customers in net prices realized on chain
and chain products of like grade and quantity. The discriminations
by each said respondent thus effected are systematic and result, in part,
because of its failure to “make only due allowance for differences in
the cost of manufacture, sale, or delivery resulting from the differing
methods or quantities in which such commodities are to such pur-
chasers sold or delivered” and are discriminatory to such an extent
that the net prices paid by customers located at or near its factory
door in many instances amount to much more than the net prices
realized by such respondent on chain and chain products of like grade
and quantity sold to its customers located hundreds of miles away.
The systematic diseriminations in net prices thus effected by each of
the respondents against nearby customers and in favor of its more
distantly located customers are inherent in the use of the aforesaid
delivered pricing system of each of the respondents. There are also
involved in said system Matched delivered price quotations or offers
as made by all respondents to any given customer, so that such cus-
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tomer in considering or accepting any of such offers is denied the op-
portunity ordinarily afforded under price competition to bargain with
one Respondent Member against another.

Par. 7. Each of the Respondent Members engaged in the sale of
welded chain and chain products practices the systematic regional dis-
criminations in the sale of such products as alleged in the immediately
preceding Paragraph 6 of this Count IT pursuant to and in accord-
ance with its practice of making on such products varying quota-
tions on a delivered basis caleulated by arbitrarily using a base price
£. 0. b. Pittsburgh plus charges for freight from Pittsburgh as though
shipments were to be made therefrom to each of the various destina-
tions although actually these shipments are regularly made from other
locations, the points of production, from which different freight
charges actually apply. '

Each of the Respondent Members engaged in the sale of weldless
chain and chain products practices the systematic regional discrimi-
nations in the sale of such products as alleged in the immediately pre-
ceding Paragraph 6 of this Count IT pursuant to and in accordance
with its practice of making on such products varying quotations on
a delivered basis calculated by arbitrarily using a base price £. o. b.
each of a number of base points plus charges for freight from such
basing points as though shipments were to be made therefrom to each
of the various destinations. The governing basing point in any given
case is that where the combination of the applicable base price plus
the said calculated charge for freight is not as high as the combination
.of some other base price plus the calculated charge for freight. In
numerous Instances actual shipments of such products are not made
from the base point used in making the aforesaid calculation of the
costs of the products delivered to the purchaser at destination. On the
contrary, actual shipments are regularly made to many destinations
from production points from which different freight charges actually
apply.

Par. 8. Each of the said respondents has been and is now classify-
ing its customers to receive from it quantity, trade and other discounts
from quoted prices so that by virtue of such classifications and action
pursuant thereto, each such respondent charges, demands, accepts and
receives higher prices in connection with sales of chain and chain prod-
ucts in commerce from some of its customers than from others, even
though they are competitively engaged with the customers who pay
such lower prices.

Par. 9. Each of the said respondents practices the aforesaid sys-
tematic, regional and other discriminations in price for the purpose
and with the effect of enabling all the respondents to exactly Match
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their delivered price offers to sell chain and chain products of like
grade and quantity in commerce to any given prospective purchaser
at any given destination and to maintain such matched offers.

Effects of Price Discriminations Practiced by Respondents

Par. 10. The inherent and necessary effect of the practice by the Re-
spondent Members of the discriminations described and alleged in
Paragraphs 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this Count IT herein includes all and singu-
larly the following, to wit: -

(1) Theelimination of price competition between Respondent Mem-
bers in the sale of chain and chain products at locations adjacent to
each of the several places of fabrication of said products;

(2) Substantial lessening of competition among Respondent Mem-
bers in all parts of the United States by virtue of each Respondent
Member voluntarily and reciprocally surrendering and canceling the
inherent advantage it has over its competitors within the market area
nearer freight-wise to its factory than to a factory of a competitor in
consideration of a similar surrender and cancellation by each of the
other Respondent Members;

(3) The levying of an additional financial burden in varying arbi-
trary sums for the sole purpose of reimbursing Respondent Members
for concessions voluntarily made by them to some of their customers
in the accomplishment of Respondents’ unlawful purpose to destroy
price competition in the sale of chain and chain products in commerce
and to create for the said Respondent Members a monopoly therein
and thereof ;

(4) The fixing and control by Respondents’ concurrent action of an
arbitrary substantial portion of the total cost of the product to any
and every purchaser upon a basis having no relation to the combined
cost of production, sales and transportation ;

(5) The maintenance of monopolistic, unfair, and oppressive dis-
crimination against purchasers of chain and chain products in large
areas of the United States by depriving such purchasers of the ad-
vantage in cost which would otherwise accrue to them from their prox-
Imity to the factories of Respondent Members;

(6) The levying upon nearby purchasers of chain and chain prod-
ucts of increases in net prices of such products over what said net
pricus to such customers would have been if fixed by competition among
Rescpondents, such increases in net prices being approximately equal
to dcereases in net prices afforded by Respondents to distantly located
customers. Each Respondent Member thus compels its nearby cus-
tomers to pay not only the actual freight rates on the products pur-
chased by them respectively, but also in effect compels such purchasers
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to pay portions of the cost of transportation of said products to other
purchasers distantly located from the factory of such Respondent
Member. :

Par. 11. Further effects of the said discriminations in price made by
said Respondent Members as alleged and described in Paragraphs 5,
6, 7 and 8 of this Count IT herein may be substantially to lessen com-
petition between the buyers of said chain and chain products from
respondents receiving said lower discriminatory prices and other
buyers from respondents competitively engaged with such favored
buyers who do not receive such favorable prices; tend to create a
monopoly in the lines of commerce in which buyers from respondents
are engaged; and to injure, destroy, and prevent competition in the
lines of commerce in which those who purchase from Respondent Mem-
bers are engaged between the said beneficiaries of said discriminatory
prices and said buyers who do not and have not received such beneficial
prices as well as to lessen competition in the lines of commerce in which
respondents are engaged.

CONCLUSION

Par. 12. The aforesaid acts of each of the said respondents consti-
tute violations of the provisions of subsection (a) of Section 2 of the
Clayton Act, as amended by the Robinson-Patman Act, approved June
19, 1936 (49 Stat. 1526; 15 U. S. C. A., Sec. 13, as am:nded).

Rrport, FINDINGS AS TO THE FacTs, AND ORDER

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and to the provisions of an Act of Congress entitled “An Act to supple-
ment existing laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and
for other purposes,” approved October 15, 1914 (Clayton Act), as
amended by an Act of Congress approved June 19, 1936 (Robinson-
Patman Act), the Federal Trade Commission, on October 9, 1945,
issued and subsequently served its amended complaint in this proceed-
ing upon the respondents named in the caption hereof, charging them
in Count I thereof with the use of unfair methods of competition and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce in violation of
the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act and charging
certain of them in Count IT thereof with discriminations in price in
violation of the provisions of subsection (a) of Section 2 of the said
Clayton Act as amended, in the sale of chain ad chain products, said
amended complaint being issued in the place of and instead of the
complaint against the same respondents issued on December 22, 1942,

After the issuance of the said amended complaint and the filing of
respondents’ answers thereto, testimony and other evidence in sup-
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port of and in opposition to the allegations of said amended complaint
were introduced before a hearing examiner of the Commission there-
tofore duly designated by it, and the said testimony and other evi-
dence were duly recorded and filed in the office of the Commission.
Thereafter, this proceeding regularly came on for final hearing before
the Commission on the complaint, the answers thereto, testimony and
other evidence, recommended decision of the hearing examiner and
exceptions thereto, briefs in support of and in opposition to the com-
plaint, and oral arguments of opposing counsel; and the Commis-
sion, having duly considered the matter and having entered its order
disposing of the exceptions to the recommended decision of the hear-
ing examiner and being now fully advised in the premises, finds that
this proceeding is in the interest of the public and malkes this its find-
ings as to the facts and its conclusion drawn therefrom.

FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS

Paracrarpa 1. (1) Respondent Chain Institute, Ine., a trade asso-
ciation (sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Institute”), is a cor-
poration organized and existing under the laws of the State of Dela-
ware, with its principal office at 208 South La Salle Street, Chicago,
Tllinois. It was first organized in June 1933.

(2) Respondent American Chain & Cable Company, Inc. (some-
times hereinafter referred to as “American”) is a corporation organ-
ized and existing under the laws of the State of New York, with its
principal office at Bridgeport, Connecticut, and its general office at
230 Park Avenue, New York, New York. Said respondent manufac-
tures and sells welded, weldless, and tire chain. It hasa plant located
at East Princess and Charles Streets, York, Pennsylvania, where it
manufactures welded, weldless, and tire chain and a plant at Braddock,
Pennsylvania, where it manufactures welded chain. Respondent
American joined the Chain Institute in June 1933 and continuously
since that time has been a member of the said Institute.

(8) Respondent Bridgeport Chain & Manufacturing Company
{sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Bridgeport”) is a Connecticut
corporation, with its principal office and plant at 964 Crescent Avenue,
Bridgeport, Connecticut. It manufacturesand sells weldless chain and
also sells welded and tire chain.

(4) Respondent The McKay Company (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as “McKay”) is a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania, with its principal office located
at McKay Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Said respondent man-
ufactures and sells welded, weldless, and tire chain. It has a plant at
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York, Pennsylvania, where it manufactures welded, weldless, and tire
chain, and a plant at McKees Rocks, Pennsylvania, where it manufac-
tures welded chain. Respondent McKay joined the respondent Insti-
tute in June 1933 and continuously since that time has been a member
of the said Institute.

(5) Respondent Pyrene Manufacturing Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Pyrene”) is a corporation organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with its principal
office located at 560 Blmnt. Avenue, Newark, New Jersey, and plant
at Empire Street, Newark, New Jersey. During the period covered
by the amended complaint it manufactured and sold tire chain. This
respondent sold its tire chain manufacturing facilities to The Newark
Chain Company as of April 30, 1948. Respondent Pyrene joined the
respondent. Institute in June 1933 and was continuously a member of
said Institute during the period covered by the amended complaint.

(6) Respondent Hodell Chain Company (sometimes hereinafter
veferred to as “Hodell”) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Ohio, with its principal office located at
3924 Cooper Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio. Said respondent was organ-
ized in 1893 and, until July 1, 1986, traded under the name and title
“Chain Products Company.” Prior to using this name, said respond-
ent was known as the Cleveland Galvanizing Company. Said respond-
ent has a plant in Cleveland, Ohio. It manufactures and sells welded,
weldless, and tire chain. Said respondent joined the respondent Insti-
tute in 1935, and resigned therefrom in 1939.

(7) Respondent St. Pierre Chain Corporation (sometimes herein-
after referred to as “St. Pierre”) is a corporation organized and exist-
ing under the laws of the State of Massachusetts, with its principal
office and plant located in Worcester, Massachusetts. It manufactures
and sells tire chain. Said respondent joined the respondent Institute
in June 1933 and continuously since that time has been a member of
said Institute.

(8) Respondent S. G. Taylor Chain Company (sometimes herein-
after referred to as “Taylor”) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Illinois, with its principal office located
at 3-141st Street, Hammond, Indiana, and plant in Hammond, Indi-
ana. It manufactures and sells welded and tire chain and also sells
weldless chain. Said respondent joined respondent Institute in June
1933 and continuously since that time has been a member of said In-
stitute.

(9) Respondent Cleveland Chain & Manufacturing Company
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Cleveland”) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Ohio, with prin-
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cipal office and plant located at Broadway and Henry Streets, Gar-
field Heights, Cleveland, Ohio. It manufactures and sells welded,
weldless, and tire chain. Said respondent joined the respondent In-
stitute in June 1933 and continuously since that time has been a mem-
ber of said Institute.

(10) Respondent Columbus McKinnon Chain Corporation (some-
times hereinafter referred to as “Columbus McKinnon”) is a corpora-
tion organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York,
with principal office and plant located at Tonawanda, New York. It
manufactures and sells welded and tire chain and also sells weldless
chain. Said respondent joined the respondent Institute in June 1933
and continuously since that time has been a member of said Institute.

(11) Respondent Campbell Chain Company (formerly Inter-
national Chain & Manufacturing Company, and sometimes hereinafter .
referred to as “International”) is a corporation organized and exist-
ing under the laws of the State of Pennsylvania, with its principal
office and plant located at Norway and Elm, York, Pennsylvania. It
manufactures and sells welded, weldless, and tire chain. Said re-
spondent joined the respondent Institute in June 1983, resigned there-
from on June 17, 1939, rejoined on June 15, 1940, and continuously
since the latter date has been a member of said Institute.

(12) Respondent Nixdorff-Krein Manufacturing Company (some-
times hereinafter referred to as “Nixdorffl-Krein”) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with
its principal office located at 900 Howard Street, St. Louis, Missouri,
and plant at St. Louis, Missouri. It manufactures and sells welded
and tire chain and also sells weldless chain. Said respondent joined
the respondent Institute in June 1933 and continuously since that
time has been a member of said Institute.

(13) Respondent Peerless Chain Company (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as “Peerless”) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Minnesota, with its principal office and
plant located at Winona, Minnesota. It manufactures and sells
welded, weldless, and tire chain. Said respondent began to manu-
facture weldless chain in 1941 ; prior to that time it sold weldless chain
manufactured by others. Said respondent joined the respondent
Institute in July 1983 and continuously since that time has been a
member of said Institute.

(14) Respondent Round California Chain Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Round California”) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, with
its principal office and plant located on Bay Shore Highway, South



CHAIN INSTITUTE, INC. ET AL, 1073
1041 Findings

San Francisco, California. It manufactures and sells welded chain
and also sells weldless and tire chain.

(15) Respondent The John M. Russell Manufacturing Company,
Inc. (named in the complaint as J. M. Russell Manufacturing Com-
pany, and sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Russell”) is a corpora-
tion organized and existing under the laws of the State of Connecticut,
with its principal office and plant located at Naugatuck, Connecticut.
It manufactures and sells the type of weldless chain known as sash
and kindred chain. Said respondent joined the Sash and Kindred
Chain Group of respondent Institute in July 1983 and continuously
since that time has been a member of the said Group of said Institute.

(16) Respondent Seattle Chain & Mfg. Company (sometimes here-
inafter referred to as “Seattle”) is a corporation organized and exist-
ing under the laws of the State of Washington, with principal office
and plant at 6921 East Marginal Way, Seattle, Washington. It
manufactures and sells welded chain and also sells weldless and tire
chain. '

(17) Respondent Turner & Seymour Manufacturing Company
(sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Turner & Seymour”) is a cor-
poration organized and existing under the laws of the State of Con-
necticut, with principal office and plant at Torrington, Connecticut.
It manufactures and sells the type of weldless chain known as sash
and kindred chain. Said respondent joined the Sash and Kindred
Group of said respondent Institute in July 1933 and continuously
since that time has been a member of said Group of said Institute.

(18) Respondent Western Chain Products Company (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Western”) is a corporation organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, with its principal office
and plant located at 1807 West Belmont Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. It
manufactures and sells welded, weldless, and tire chain. Said re-
spondent began the manufacture of weldless chain in 1945; prior to
that time it sold weldless chain manufactured by others. Said re-
spondent joined the respondent Institute in July 1938 and continu-
ously since that time has been a member of said Institute.

(19) Respondent Woodhouse Chain Works (sometimes hereinafter
referred to as “Woodhouse”) is a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of New Jersey, with principal office and
plant at 251 Third Street, Trenton, New Jersey. It manufactures
and sells welded chain and also sells weldless and tire chain. Said
respondent joined respondent Institute in June 1983 and continuously
since that time has been a member of said Institute. Respondent
Woodhouse was purchased by respondent Cleveland in 1947.
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(20) Respondent Dennis A. Merriman, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Merriman”) has been managing director
of respondent Institute since August 1, 1938, with office located at 208
South La Salle Street, Chicago, Illinois.

(21) Respondent Walter S. McCann, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “McCann”), was secretary and treasurer
of respondent Institute during part of the period covered by the
amended complaint, with office located at 208 South La Salle Street,
Chicago, Illinois. Respondent McCann died on May 19, 1945. As
hereinafter used, the term “respondents” does not include McCann.

(22) Respondent Wm. D. Kirkpatrick, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Kirkpatrick™), is vice-president of re-
spondent American, and from 1942 to 1944 was president of respond-
ent Institute. Since June 1938 he has represented respondent Amer-
ican in its membership in respondent Institute, and as such representa-
tive of respondent American has attended meetings of representatives
of other members, and in that capacity served on committees of re-
spondent Institute, wrote and otherwise communicated with other
representatives of members of respondent Institute concerning action
of the Institute, its officials, and members.

(23) Respondent Frank A. Bond, an individual (sometimes here-
inafter referred to as “Bond”), is executive vice-president and secre-
tary of respondent McKay, with office located at McKay Building,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Since 1933 he has represented respondent
McKay in its membership in respondent Institute, and as such repre-
sentative of McKay has attended meetings of representatives of other
members, and in that capacity served on committees of respondent In-
stitute, wrote and otherwise communicated with other representatives
of members of respondent Institute concerning action of the Institute,
its officials, and members. He has continuously since June 1933 served
as chairman of the Traffic Committee of said Institute in dealing with
freight rate matters.

(24) Respondent George J. Campbell, Jr., an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Campbell”), is, and has been since Septem-
ber 1941, president of respondent International, with offices located
at the principal place of business of respondent International in York,
Pennsylvania. From November 1942 to November 1944 he served as
vice-president of respondent Institute. Since September 1941 he has
represented respondent International in its membership in respondent
Institute and as such representative of respondent International has
attended meetings of representatives of other members, and in that
capacity served on committees of respondent Institute and wrote and
otherwise communicated with other representatives of members of re-
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spondent Institute concerning action of the Institute, its officials, and
members. George J. Campbell, Sr., was president, of respondent In-
ternational from 1922 to September 9, 1941, when he died. From
June 19, 1933, to June 17, 1939, and from June 15, 1940, to September
9, 1941, he represented respondent International in its membership
in respondent Institute, and as such representative of respondent In-
ternational attended meetings of representatives of other members and

-in that capacity served on committees of respondent Institute and
wrote and otherwise communicated with other representatives of
members of respondent Institute concerning action of the Institute, its
officials, and members.

(25) Respondent Alfred Peter Shirley, an individual (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as “Shirley”) was, during the period covered
by the amended complaint, an engineer and manufacturers’ sales rep-
resentative and was a partner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols,
with offices in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C. Respondent
Shirley died on September 14, 1951.

(26) Respondent Floyd B. Olcott (somtimes hereinafter referred
to as “Olcott”) is an individual residing at 7828 Orchid St., N. w.,
Washington, D. C., who is an engineer and manufacturers’ sales rep-
resentative and was a partner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols,
which maintained its offices in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C.

(27) Respondent Forrest C. Nichols (sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as “Nichols”) is an individual residing at 4702 Quebec Place,
Washington, D. C., who is an engineer and manufacturers’ sales rep-
resentative and was a partner in the firm of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols,
which maintained its offices in the Mills Building, Washington, D. C.

As hereinabove stated, respondent Shirley died on September 14,
1951. The partnership of Shirley, Olcott & Nichols was terminated
on September 15, 1951. The arrangements betieen certain of the re-
spondent manufacturers and Shirley, Olcott & Nichols relating to the
sale of tire chain to the United States Government, all as described
hereinafter, were terminated prior to the issuance of the original
complaint herein. It does not appear that there is any likelihood
that the arrangements may be resumed. The Commission is of the
opinion that, under the circumstances, the amended complaint should
be dismissed as to the respondents Shirley, Olcott, and Nichols. As
hereinafter used, the term “respondents” does not include respondents
Shirley, Oleott, and Nichols.

Respondents Cleveland, Seattle, Round California, and Bridgeport
are afliliated through common ownership of the controlling capital
stock of each of said respective corporations. L. D. Cull is chair-
man of the board of directors of each of said four corporations.
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Through his representation of respondent Cleveland and its member-
ship in respondent Institute, he also represented Seattle, Round
California, and Bridgeport, and their interests, at meetings of mem-
bers of the respondent Institute and in other activities of the Institute.
Each of these affiliated companies (now also including respondent
Woodhouse) in addition to its own products merchandises products of
the others, and there are actual transactions of purchase and sale be-
tween them. ‘

Each of the respondents described in this paragraph, subparagraphs
(2) to (19), inclusive, sometimes hereinafter referred to as respond-
ent manufacturers, was, during the period covered by the amended
complaint, engaged in the manufacture and sale of chain and chain
products. The respondent Institute, described in subparagraph (1),
and the individual respondents described in subparagraphs (20), (22),
(23), and (24) have participated in the cooperative and collective
action of all the respondents herein in the formation of and putting
into operation and making effective the methods, systems, practices,
and policies hereinafter described.

Par. 2. Respondent manufacturers produce various types of steel,
alloy-steel, and other metallic chain and chain parts. The principal
types of chain involved are welded chain, weldless chain, and tire
chain. '

Welded chain is so designated because each link is closed and sealed
through welding. It includes chain of various sizes and weights
for many uses, such as anchor chains, log chains, tie chains (for se-
curing dairy cows at stanchions), tie-out chains (for use in securing
cows and other animals for grazing, etc.), and trace chains (for
harnessing teams and for other agricultural uses). Since the develop-
ment of the art of electric welding the welded chain industry has used
it for the mass production of welded chain. In the trade, most welded
chain is also referred to as commercial chain and pound chain. Such
welded chain is priced by the manufacturer on a per pound basis.

Weldless chain is for the most part light in weight and, in general,
is used where the stronger chain is not requiréd. Weldless chain is
classified by the trade into two principal types: (1) Ordinary weld-
less chain, which is made by bending wire into the form of links and
knotting, rather than welding; this type of weldless chain is used as
cow ties, porch swing chain, well chain, dog leads, animal trap chains,
and for many other purposes; (2) sash and kindred chain, which is
made by stamping or cutting the links from flat metal strip stock ; this
type of weldless chain is used as window sash chains, transom chains,
ships’ telegraph chain, and for many other purposes.
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Tire chains are made by the welding process, but are so linked as
to form two line chains connected by cross chains at equal distances
so that they may be attached around the wheels of motorized equip-
ment, including automobiles, trucks, and farm tractors. In the early
days, side chains were weldless and cross chains were welded, but now
side chains are welded also. Tire chain is sold to a different class of
customers than either welded or weldless chain.

Respondent manufacturers in the course and conduct of their bus-
iness manufacture, sell, and distribute substantially all the welded
chain, weldless chain, including sash and kindred chain, and tire chain
produced in the United States. There are some manufacturers of these
products who are not members of respondent Institute and who are
not respondents in this proceeding. One witness estimated that the
manufacturers who are not members of the Institute produce 15 per-
cent of all the chain and chain products produced in the United States.
The respondent manufacturers sell such products at various points
throughout the United States to wholesalers, dealers, and consumers,
including the United States Government, and when sales are made, -
respondent manufacturers have regularly shipped, and do ship, said
products to the purchasers at points in the several States of the United
States and the District of Columbia other than in the States of
origin of the shipment. They are engaged in commerce, in selling
and shipping said. products, within the meaning of the term “com-
merce” as defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

The respondent manufacturers were, and are, in active competition
with one another and with other members of the chain industry in
making and seeking to make sales of their products in trade and com-
merce between and among the several States of the United States
and in the District of Columbia, except to the extent that such com-
petition has been restrained, lessened, or destroyed as hereinafter set
forth.

Par. 8. Welded chain has been generally quoted and sold on the
basis of delivered prices computed by adding to a basic price f. 0. b.
manufacturers’ or sellers’ plant an amount equal to the rail freight
applicable to the particular shipment from Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
to the point of delivery, irrespective of the point from which shipment
was made. Such method of computing delivered prices is sometimes
referred to as the “Pittsburgh plus,” or single basing point delivered-
price method or system. Under this method or system of pricing and
selling the cost to a buyer was the seller’s f. o. b. plant price plus an
amount equal to the rail freight from Pittsburgh to the buyer’s des-
tination. In instances where the seller shipped welded chain freight



1078 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Findings 49 F.T.C.

collect, the buyer paid the carrier the actual amount of the freight
from the seller’s shipping point to the buyer’s destination, but an ad-
justment was made on the invoice for the difference between the actual
freight paid and the rail freight from Pittsburgh to the buyer’s de-
livery point. If the seller prepaid the freight, the seller collected from
the buyer an amount equal to the rail freight from Pittsburgh to the
buyer’s delivery point. Consequently, in instances where the actual
freight from the seller’s shipping point to the buyer’s delivery point
was less than the rail freight from Pittsburgh to the buyer’s delivery
point, the seller collected the difference. Such excess amount collected
by the seller is sometimes referred to as “phantom freight.” When the
actual freight from the seller’s shipping point to the buyer’s delivery
point was greater than the rail freight would have been had the ship-
ment been made from Pittsburgh, the seller absorbed the excess de-
livery charges.

Since the issuance of the original complaint herein, certain of the
respondents have ceased using this method of pricing and selling.
Respondent Taylor, since June 1945, has sold welded chain f. o. b. its
factory at Hammond, Indiana, equalizing freight with Pittsburgh.
Since the early part of 1947 it has also equalized freight with Winona,
Minnesota. Respondent Peerless began selling welded chain f. o. b. its
factory at Winona, Minnesota, in the early part of 1947. Another
variation from the described method of pricing and selling has
occurred in the case of sales of welded chain by respondents Seattle
and Round California which are located on the West Coast. These
two respondents have published the same base or list prices on welded
chain as the eastern manufacturers. The cost to a buyer, however,
was the base price plus an amount equal to the carload freight rate
from Pittsburgh to the Pacific Coast and an amount to cover the
cost of handling the chain, cutting it up into pieces as ordered and
shipping it to various distribution points along the Pacific Coast.
For example, this additional charge in 1947 was $1.70 per hundred
pounds. This was computed by adding to the carload freight rate
from Pittsburgh ($1.47 per hundred pounds) a charge of 23 cents
per hundred pounds to cover the cost of handling, cutting and distri-
bution.

During the period covered by the amended complaint respondents
American, Cleveland, Bridgeport, Round California, Seattle, Wood-
house, Columbus-McKinnon, Hodell, International, McKay, Nixdorff-
Krein, Peerless, Taylor, and Western sold welded chain at prices
calculated pursuant to and in accordance with the “Pittsburgl plus,”
or single basing point delivered-price method or system described

hereinabove.
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Par. 4. Weldless chain has been generally quoted and sold on the
basis of delivered prices computed by adding to a basic price £. o. b.
the seller’s plant an amount equal to the rail freight applicable to a
particular shipment to the point of delivery from either York, Penn-
sylvania, Cleveland, Ohio, Cincinnati, Ohio, or Bridgeport, Connec-
ticut, whichever point is located closest freightwise to the point of
delivery, irrespective of the point from which shipment was actually
made. Such method of computing delivered prices is sometimes
referred to as the freight equalization delivered-price method or
system. Under this method or system of pricing and selling the cost
to a buyer was the seller’s f. o. b. plant price plus freight from the
nearest ireight equalization point. In instances where the seller
shipped weldless chain freight collect, the buyer paid the carrier the
actual amount of the freight charges from the seller’s shipping point
to the buyer’s delivery point. If the buyer’s delivery point was nearer
freightwise to one of the freight equalization points than to the seller’s
shipping point, the buyer was given credit on the invoice for the
amount of the difference. The four equalization points named were
not used indiscriminately as equalization points on all types of weld-
less chain, but were used only with respect to the prices of particular
types of weldless chain as were manufactured at the particular equal-
ization point in question. For example, the published discount sheets
of respondent American show that on a majority of the weldless chain
items freight was equalized with Cleveland, Ohio, and Bridgeport,
Connecticut. On a number of items freight was equalized with those
two points and also with Cincinnati, Ohio, and on one item, furnace
chain, freight was equalized not only with the three points named,
but also with Holland, Michigan, where furnace chain is manufactured
by the Holland Furnace Company (not a respondent in this proceed-
ing).

The principal manufacturers of weldless chain are located in York,
Pennsylvania; Cleveland, Ohio; Cincinnati, Ohio; and Bridgeport,
Connecticut. Approximately 75 percent of the weldless chain sold
in the United States is manufactured at these four places. The Cin-
cinnati Pump Company (not a respondent in this proceeding), is
located in Cincinnati, Ohio, which fact accounts for Cincinnati hav-
ing been used as a freight equalization point on the types of chain
manufactured by that company and by certain of the respondent,
manufacturers. Respondent Peerless began manufacturing weldless
chain in 1941 and has a very small production capacity. It sells such
weldless chain £, o. b. its factory in Winona, Minnesota. Respondent -
Western began to manufacture weldless chain in 1945 and since that
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time has sold such chain f. o. b. Chicago, where its plant is located,
equalizing with other points of manufacture.

Respondents Peerless and Western, prior to the dates they began
to manufacture weldless chain, and the respondents Nixdorf-Kreiu,
Taylor, Round California, Seattle, Columbus-McKinnon, and Wood-
house purchased their requirements of weldless chain from manu-
facturers on the basis of f. o. b. the closest manufacturing plant to
their places of business. In pricing the weldless chain so purchased
for resale, these respondents, except Columbus McIinnon, used the
same freight equalization points as did the respondents which manu-
factured and sold weldless chain. For example, respondent Western’s
purchases of weldless chain from manufacturers were on an f. o. b.
Cleveland basis—Cleveland being the closest equalization point to
Chicago. Thus, Western paid the manufacturer’s f. o. b. plant price
plus freight from Cleveland to Chicago regardless of where the ship-
ment originated, less a “courtesy” discount. Western then resold such
chain on an f. o. b. Cleveland basis (or f. o. b. one of the other equaliza-
tion points if closer than Cleveland to the buyer’s delivery point).
Respondent Columbus McIinnon’s price lists on weldless chain state
that freight was equalized with various points. There is evidence in
the record, however, that respondent Columbus McKinnon resold
weldless chain, purchased by it, £. o. b. its plant at Tonowanda, New
York, and on isolated occasions, f. o. b. Pittsburgh. Its sales of weld-
less chain amounted to less than one-half of one percent of its total
chain sales.

During the period covered by the amended complaint respondents
American, Cleveland, Bridgeport, Round California, Seattle, Wood-
house, Hodell, International McKay, Nixdorff-Krein, Peerless, Rus-
sell, Taylor, Turner & Seymour and Western sold weldless chain at
prices calculated pursuant to and in accordance with the freight equal-
ization delivered-price method or system described hereinabove.

Par. 5. Tire chains have been generally quoted and sold on the basis
of £. 0. b. mill prices of so many dollars and cents per pair, with full
freight allowed from the seller’s place of shipment to the buyer’s de-
livery point. Such method of computing delivered prices is sometimes
referred to as the zone delivered-price method or system. On ship-
ments where the buyer paid the carrier for the freight charges, allow-
ances were generally made on the invoices for the amount of freight
paid. The freight allowance was applicable only on certain minimum
shipping quantity, which has generally been the same for the majority
of the respondents selling tire chains.

During the period covered by the amended complaint respondents
American, Cleveland, Bridgeport, Round California, Seattle, Wood-
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house, Columbus McKinnon, Hodell, International, McKay, Nixdorff-
Krein, Peerless, Pyrene, St. Pierre, Taylor, and Western sold tire
chains at prices calculated pursuant to and in accordance with the
zone delivered-price method or system described hereinabove.

Par. 6. The respondent Institute was organized in J une, 1933, by
respondents American, McKay, Pyrene, St. Pierre, Taylor, Cleveland,
Columbus McKinnon, International, Nixdorfi-Krein, and Woodhouse.
The respondents have operated, and now operate, the Institute to pro-
mote and serve their mutual interest. Among the activities carried
on by the respondents through the respondent Institute were the ex-
change of general information on market conditions, exchange of in-
formation on labor conditions, cooperative advertising, attempting to
secure a tariff on chain products to meet foreign competition, carry-
ing on of a statistical program, and other activities, as described here-
inbelow. ,

() The minutes of formal meetings of the Institute do not show
that present and future prices on chain and chain products ere dis-
cussed at such meetings. Such minutes do show, however, that the
respondent members formally adopted a program of checking on
prices charged in past and closed transactions, and that costs on prod-
ucts of the industry were discussed. There is substantial evidence
in the record that present and future prices on chain and chain prod-
ucts were discussed and agreed upon on the occasion of Institute meet-
ings and that the Institute was used as a means for promoting and

- maintaining adherence to the prices agreed upon.

The nature of some of the discussions had on the occasion of In-
stitute meetings with respect to prices is indicated by the following
excerpts from the testimony of respondent Bond. ‘

A. Well, frankly, you know how you do at these meetings. You hear a lot of
tripe and a lot of crap and red tape which they put through, and they put on a
lot of rigamarole and put you on these committees doing a lot of different things.
A lot of it, too, has been very constructive and I have been very active, and I

spent a lot of time doing things I thought beneficial not only to my company but
to the industry as a whole and of benefit nltimately for the good of the country
as a whole, )

But, after we get rid of a lot of this stuff, maybe while we are at lunch or
adjourning for a drink or something, then we start talking. Maybe somebody
will say to you, “You so-and-so Son of a B., what did you do down at Bill
Jones’?” And you will say, “What did I do?” Well, he’d say, “You give them
some extras.” And then somebody calls somebody a liar and so forth, and then
maybe he would say, “Well, I have got the evidence that you did, and you are
a liar,” and then you would get into a fight with this fellow, and first thing you
know, somebody else would come up and listen to the conversation, and then
there would be six of them there, and they would be picking on you—I don’t
mean picking on me, but picking on these price cutters, you understand.
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So, well, maybe by that time they had had three or four drinks and the thing
begins to get a little tougher, and the drinks loosen up some tongues—of course,
I don’t think, you understand now, gentlemen, therefore I was always in perfect
control of my vocal chords, and I have a marvelous vocabulary, I can assure you,
when it comes to calling names, and it has been tested by every member of the
Institute, and when I call a guy a dirty, low kind of a so-and-so price cutter,
he knows he has been called a price cutter (Laughter).

I will be frank, and if you want to crucify me, I will add this: I would tell
him further that if he didn’t stop these damn price cuttings, I would show him
how to cut prices, and many times I did cut them, and when I cut a price, and
if it was your price I was cutting, take it from me, brother, you knew your price
had been cut. ]

I could go on and on and on—but I want to say that when any two business-
men get together, whether it is a Chain Institute meeting or a Bible class meet-

- ing, if they happen to belong to the same industry, just as soon as the prayers
have been said, they start talking about the conditions in the industry, and it is
bound definitely to gravitate, that talk, to the price structure in the industry.
What else is there to talk about? And, a guy like me that doesn’t drink or get
high and go to the bar—why, of course I had to defend myself in some other
fashion than getting drunk and forgetting it—is there anything else you want
me to tell you now?

Q. Is that the general sum and substance of these conversations that would
be had?

A. Well, the ones off the record would be largely that, unless there were
periods when there wasn't any particular price cutting, then they would go out
and play golf and be gentlemen and have a good time; go up to Hershey, Pennsyl-
vania, for instance, where they had ball games, and that kind of stuff. ( R. 1096-
8.)

The activities of the respondents through the Institute and on the
occasion of Institute meetings with respect to prices are indicated by

numerous exhibits in the record. Excerpts from some of such ex-
hibits are set out below.

On August 20, 1937, George J. Campbell, Sr., now deceased, for-
merly president of International, wrote Mr. Reinicker of the John K.
Wilson Company, a customer of International, stating in part:

These [There] has been so much cutting of all types of chain and tire chains,
ete., that the writer has about made up his mind to withdraw from any price
situation whatever with anyone and go my own way. This means, of course, a
general dropping of everything to practically cost and maybe we can secure some-
thing here and there and be just as well off. In other words, every year on the
tire chain; the McKay Company, Cleveland, or one of these other fellows go after
my customers and we have to meet the price at a very low discount and then
we are beld off from quoting the nice jobbing business that McKay, American,
and the other fellows get at the high prices, so I have warned them for three
years now if it happens this year I would withdraw from any price situation
whatever and go right after the business of all the jobbers at any price that I see
fit to make. We have made up our minds on this and have already sent word to
some of our salesmen as to just how far they can go and that matter I will also
take up with you for the few customers that Jack has sold, so as to put them
in the right light. (Comm. Ex. 320.)
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On November 22, 1987, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote Mr. Rein-
icker, in part: :
Just returned from the meeting in New York and nothing was mentioned about

trace chains and tire chains took up most of the time.
* % & Ed &* * *

The few minutes left to talk things over was the matter of Pound Chain prices.
It was acknowledged by those in attendance that the price of Pound Chain for
the last month or so anyway has been on a basis of 331, —10 percent, f. 0. b.
‘Pittsburgh. : ‘

The understanding left was that we should drift along for another month and
not to make any public price of 3315 -—10 percent but everybody I think left the
room with a note in the back of their head that hereafter the price of pound
chain is 8314 —10 percent. You can notify your men to accept any Pound Chain
business offered to them on the basis of 33% ——10 percent, £f. o. b. Pittsburgh, from
the present list. (Comm, Ex. 323.) i

The minutes of a meeting of the Institute held in New York on
November 18-19, 1937, presumably the meeting referred to in the
above excerpt, contain no reference to the discussion had as to prices
on pound chain. Such minutes do show, however, that the members
present unanimously adopted a program of checking on past and
closed transactions. Respondents American, Cleveland (and associ-
ated companies), Columbus McKinnon, Hodell, International, McKay,
Nixdorff-Krein, St. Pierre, Taylor, Western, and Woodhouse were
represented at that particular meeting.

On March 11, 1938, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote Mr. Reinicker
concerning a meeting of the Institute held in Pittsburgh on March 8,
1988, stating in part:

‘We had a very interesting and serious meeting again in Pittsburgh. A new
sheet will be out on Trace Chains any day, and I believe it will be on a basis of
$64.00 for 7-8-2 traces, less 20 percent, with confidential 10 percent, f. 0. b.

Pittsburgh, Pa.
Pound Chain—same as heretofore—3314 percent, with confidential 10 percent.

(Comm. Ex. 353.)

On April 4, 1938, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote John K. Wilson,
of the John K. Wilson Company, concerning a meeting of the Institute
held in Washington, D. C.,on April 1,1938, stating in part:

Nothing was changed at the meeting. The price on trace chains you have,
and the price on pound chain is supposed to be 334 percent and the 10 percent
confidential. (Comm. Ex. 352.)

On April 18, 1938, W. C. Perkins, manager of the Pittsburgh sales
office of respondent American, wrote A. P. Van Schaick, now deceased,
formerly general sales manager of American, in part:

Now as to the matter of price on traces, the old list price of $57.50 less 20-10

percent seemed to be prevalent, so that no competitor evidently attached much
importance to the statement you made at the Institute meeting here in Pitts-
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burgh as to what we would do if the 64¢ list price and the agreed discount were
not maintained. * * *

You will recall my unfavorable reaction to the program that was set up here
March 9th, and I predicted it would be shot all to pieces and no effort to main-
tain it within thirty days. It did not take that long, and I am convinced some
of our competitors were anxious to have the agreed program announced simply
to give them a little more margin to chisel on. (Comm. Ex. 84-B.)

On November 14, 1938, respondent Kirkpatrick, vice-president of
American, wrote W. C. Perkins, manager of the Pittsburgh sales office
of American, in part:

I am not sure I told you that on Thursday and Friday of this week we will
have a Chain Institute meeting. Of course, you know how we have been fighting
for price stabilization and perhaps you will run into some irregularities where
you will see positive evidence of price weakening. If you have any definite
information will you kindly get it to me prior to this meeting. * * * (Comm.
Ex.91.)

On December 22, 1938, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote John K.
Wilson, in part : ‘

Have just returned from the Chicago meeting and sorry to state that thru
the stubbornness of American Chain Company, the prices of chain still stands
“status-quo” the same as what you have sent out in your letters. They are still

crying about that letter you sent out, stating that they losi thousands of dollars
by meeting those prices, especially the $2.75 on the Inco chain.

B

We also were advised at the meeting that the reason American Chain Com-
pany, and in fact a couple of the others, did not want to advance the prices at
the present time [was] because they thought the market should be better sta-
bilized, as they heard that there was an extra 5% out in several places. (Comin.
Ex. 340.)

On August 7, 1939, W. C. Perkins sent a telegram to J. B. Taylor,
representative of respondent American in Dallas, Texas, stating in
part:

COMPLAINT HAS BEEN MADE TO HEADQUARTERS BY OTHER CHAIN
MANUFACTURERS THAT YOU ARE BROADCASTING DISCOUNT OF
THIRTY THREE AND THIRD AND THREE TENS ON POUND CHAIN
WHICH THEY CLAIM IS UPSETTING THE MARKET AND BRINGING
COMPLAINTS FROM THEIR CUSTOMERS TO WHOM THEY HAVE NOT
GIVEN THIS DISCOUNT. (Comm. Ex. 71).

L. D. Cull, an official of respondents Cleveland, Bridgeport, Seattle,
Round California, and Woodhouse, wrote W. D. Kirkpatrick on
December 6, 1939, in part:

I quite agree with you that there is a big possibility that we will drift very
rapidly into what George Campbell has predicted. In fact I have reason to know
that the present jobber set-up on tire chains is likely to be undermined con-
siderably by those on the outside if we who are members of the Institute invite
the spread of the ‘small-pox’ which has invaded the so-called gyp trade, by
using unbranded chains at comparable prices. Our company has lost a lot of
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gyDp business by not meeting the situation in that field and therefore realize how
it feels to have chunks of business get away, but are willing to go a long way
in a constructive program to both prevent the spread of the disease and also
cure it, where it now exists.

You recall the saying, “the poor we will always have with us”—in the same
way there will always be the price cutter. But if we can steer the program
right I am sure by ignoring the very small portion of the business thus taken,
we will find a handsome return on the rest of it when we balance our bocks
at the end of the year.

Of course some of us ean go along for many, many years even on the basis of
the past year, but what's the use of using skimmed milk when we might be hav-
ing cream? Personally, I think Don’s enthusiasm could be used to mighty good
advantage. What do you say, Kirk? (Comm. Ex.178.)

On July 15, 1940, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote Hamilton Hart,
Knoxville, Tennessee, in part:

Might state, Ham, that the writer attended a meeting a certain meeting, this
past week and T feel sure there will be no further drop in the price of chain but
would not be surprised if there was an advance shortly on some of the lines.
(Comm. Ex. 330.)

Also, on July 15, 1940, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote John K.
Wilson, in part:

Jack, very, very confidentially and, for heaven’s sakes, do not give it out, there
is probably going to be a raise in the price of pound chain and other lines of
chain now very, very shortly. It will not be a great raise in the price from
the regular printed discount but, it will be a tremendous increase from the
10-10-10 percent on pound chain that we are now giving out and I think, Jack,
that you will find when these new prices are given out, they are going to be
held just as firmly as the trace chain prices and also I think the Hodell people
are about through with any cut prices on any line of chain. (Comm. Ex. 332).

The respondents contend that the letters in evidence written by
George J. Campbell, Sr., from which a number of the above excerpts
are taken, are not entitled to evidentiary value since the writer of the
letters died before this proceeding began; since there is credible evi-
dence in the record by which the writer is shown to have been prone to
exaggeration and misstatements; and since any inferences of price
fixing which might be drawn from such letters were categorically re-
futed by the uncontradicted testimony of respondents’ witnesses that
there has never been any price fixing in the chain industry. The Com-
mission rejects these contentions. The letters are entitled to, and were
given, evidentiary value in connection with the finding that the re-
spondents discussed and agreed upon prices on the occasion of Institute
meetings. The discussions, understandings and agreements indicated
by such letters are, for the most part, corroborated by other evidence
in the record. For example, two of the above excerpts are from letters
written by George J. Campbell, Sr., on July 15, 1940. The quoted
excerpts clearly support an inference that an agreement had been
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reached at a meeting of the Institute to increase the price-of pound
chain and other lines of chain shortly. Additional facts which were
considered in this connection are that a meeting of the Institute was
held in Cleveland, Ohio, on July 10-11, 1940, at which Mr. Campbell
represented respondent International. Respondents American, Cleve-
land (and associated companies), Columbus McKinnon, McKay,
Nixdorff-Krein, Peerless, Pyrene, Taylor, and Western were also rep-
resented at such meeting. Respondent American announced an in-
crease in price on certain items of welded chain as of July 22, 1940.
Increases identical with those announced by American were reflected
in the price list of Columbus McKinnon, dated July 22, 1940, of Cleve-
land, Bridgeport, Seattle, Round California and Nixdorff-Krein dated
July 28, 1940 of International, Western and Woodhouse dated July
25, 1940, of McKay dated July 26, 1940, and of Hodell and Taylor
dated July 29, 1940.

() Respondent Merriman was employed as managing director of
the Chain Institute on or about August 1, 1938, and has served in that
capacity since that date. Prior to the employment of respondent
Merriman, and especially during the years of 1932, 1933, 1936, and
1988, which were years of business depression in the Chain Industry,
the respondent manufacturers were not adhering to their announced
or published prices in connection with many sales. The respondents
desired that prices be stabilized, and among the duties which Merri-
man was expected to perform, and did perform, was that of exhorting
the respondent manufacturers not to sell their products at less than
their published prices. A committee of the Institute, composed of
W. D. Kirkpatrick, vice-president of American, George J. Campbell,
Sr., president of International, and D. S. Brisbin, vice-president of
Columbus McKinnon, contacted Merriman with a view to retaining
him to serve the Institute. On July 1, 1938, George J. Campbell, Sr.,
wrote H. G. Reinicker, of John I{. Wilson Company, in part:

This is unusually confidential, and wish you would keep it to yourselves, that
we are figuring around on a new man to run the industry, something like a Judge
Landis, or a moving picture boss, or something like that, that can hold the
“prothers” more in line than they have beeh in the past; and we have left the
matter to a committee, of which I am one of the members, to decide between
two very good men; so that I think that things are moving in the right direc-
tion for the stabilization of prices in the industry. They are all pretty well sick
of the present situatiom, with no business and low prices. (Comm. Ex. 357.)

Again, on July 11, 1938, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote H. G.
Reinicker, in part:

% % % Qonfidentially, Harry, I am going out with a committe of two other men

from the larger manufacturers, and one of which is—in fact, it is American
Chain and Columbus-McKinnon—Mr. Kirkpatrick and Mr. Brisbin—to get in
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touch with Dennis Merryman [sic], who was let out of the American Steel &
Wire Company a short while ago, to see if we .can get him, or persuade him, to
act as the “Judge Landis” of the Chain Industry.

I hesitate to do anything now, after having been placed on this committee,
and am going out to Chicago to see this fellow, until I have a talk with him
to see if we can persuade him to take the job; and also, if we can persuade him
to act a little sharp on any such practices as is now going on in the industry.
This means, of course, if it goes through, that I will have to live up to the
regular prices, but I think we can afford to do that now, rather than have all
these tens and fives and make no profit after we get the business * * * (Comm.
Ix. 349.)

At a meeting of the Institute held on July 28-29, 1938, at which
respondents American, Cleveland (and associated companies), Colum-
bus MecIlinnon, Hodell, International, McKay, Nixdorfl-Krein,
Pyrene, St. Pierre, Turner & Seymour, and Western were represented,
the above-named committee was authorized to conclude arrangements
with Merriman for his employment at a starting salary of $6,000 per
year, effective August 1, 1938. Prior to his employment by the Insti-
tute, Merriman had been vice-president and general manager of a
large steel fabricating company, from which position he had been re-
tired, and in which position he had frequent contact with jobbers in
the same field as the chain manufacturers sell. Merriman had strong
personal views concerning adherence by sellers to their published
prices, which views were known to the members of the Institute prior
to his employment. In an address to the members of the Institute
prior to his employment, he said among other things:

We know that agreements on prices are contrary to law. Personally, I never
did believe in price agreements because there are at least half-a-dozen ways in
which any agreement can be broken—and, in the final analysis, the question is
one of—

Good faith among the various concerns engaged in the Industry;

Good faith on the part of the individual members of the firms;

Recognition of the principle—*“Live and Let Live ;”

Acknowledgement of the fact that price competition is just like water, which
will always seek its own level—either up or down.

There is a foolish notion existing in some quarters (and among those who
are, in their own estimation, past-masters on how to conduct any and every
form of business), but the fact is these people just don’t know the first thing
about merchandising. Rarely will any first class Manufacturer deliberately cut
a price on his product of equal quality with those of competitors. It has been
done, but it is the exception rather than the rule. (Comm. Ex. 225-1.)

There is testimony in the record to the effect that respondent Merri-
man had no function, control, or authority in connection with the
prices of chain and chain products. Nevertheless, inquiries and cor-
plaints as to price cutting made to Merriman by members of the In-
stitnte were investigated by him, at least to the extent of asking the
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member accused of having sold at less than the published price whether
that was true and then reporting whatever reply he received to the
member making inquiry or registering the complaint. For ex-
ample, on August 4, 1939, J. E. Seitz of respondent American wrote
W. C. Perkins, manager of the Pittsburgh sales office of respondent
American, as follows:

Merriman has called my attention to the fact that Jack Taylor is broadcast-
ing a discount of 3814-10-10-10 percent in Oklahoma and Texas. He is not
confining this to our loyal customers but apparently is quoting it to everyone
‘irregardless.’” This means that people who have not been loyal to us during
the past are reporting it back to their present source of supply.

Merriman suggested that I eall your attention to this as they are looking for
leadership rather than to break the market. He has a report that Tru-Test
will meet this price if it is continued to be quoted, and Biddle are also report-
ing on it, so it will probably be done very shortly and then we are going to be
blamed for putting this discount in effect generally. (Comm. Ex. 72.)

Mr. Perkins answered the above letter on August 7, 1939, as follows

I have your letter of the 4th inst. regarding reputed activity of Jack Taylor
in quoting price on Pound Chain.

I get very much fed up on the ‘“holier than thou” attitude of some of our
competitors who have been quoting 33%-10-10-10 percent all along on Pound
Chain and have not hesitated to give this price to our customers who never buy
anything from them.

The complaints to D. A. M. look to me like a smoke screen to hide some cul-
prit’s irregularities. I am just as anxious as anyone to see this price stabilized,
and we have not now, as has heretofore been the case, made this price until after
we found others were quoting it.

I have telegraphed Jack as per attached copy of wire, and will pass his reply
and explanation to you as soon as received. I am quoting telegraph reply of
even date from Jack Taylor as follows:

“Retel price pound chain working under impression this price general however
will be governed per wire have not quoted other than regular accounts except
few cases larger accounts who already had price stop some have five percent
beyond from competition please advise position regards regular oil field supply
houses.” (Comm. Ex. 70.)

On August 8,1939, J. E. Seitz wrote Merriman as follows:

After our conversation last week concerning operation in Oklahoma and Texas
I contacted Perkins and he in turn got in touch with Jack Taylor. We have his
statement that he was advised in numerous places of the discount of 33%4-10-10~
10 percent having been quoted before he even thought of quoting same, or was
authorized to meet this price.

Naturally after these reports were passed along he was given authority to
meet the price and, to our good customers, authorized to quote this discount.
In fact, we have heard of a discount of 5 percent beyond the discount referred to
above. It has been quite evident from reports we have had that others have not
refrained from quoting our friends this discount of 3314-10-10-10 percent, even
to people who have not been buying at all from them. As you know we have
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adhered to our published price more religiously than anyone else but we cannot
sit idly by and lose all of our customers.

Instructions have been issued that this special discount is not to be quoted
promiscuously. (Comm. Ex. 69.) o

On June 29, 1939, Merriman wrote George J. Campbell, Sr., presi-
dent of respondent International, as follows:

Your letter of the 28th concerning the price Hodell is making on tie out chains.
I have not had this information from any other source, but I am not question-
ing the correctness of your report. Neither do I know anything about an extra
10 percent on pound chain. It is my belief that the pound chain market is being
pretty well maintained. I have said many times over that to expect one hundred
per cent perfect sitnations would be foolish. Anybody who wants to quote any
price they please on pound chain, or any other chain has that privilege, for
there is no obligation to do otherwise, except that all manufacturers have an
obligation not to discriminate between customers in the same competitive fields.

Your letter indicates that you are meeting Hodell's prices wherever they are
reported, and whatever they might be, and if that is going to be your policy
it seems to me somebody else will feel disposed to meet your prices, and some
fourth manufacturer will be disposed to meet the prices of the third, and there
you have the vicious circle, or endless chain, and you have no market at all.

The result of this is that Hodell, with a very small percentage of the total
chain business, is making the market for more than 95 percent of the industry.
Some time ago President Roosevelt described some of the parties in the cutting
prices activities as chisellers, and it is generally recognized that a reputable
concern having a published price should maintain that price unless circumstances
force them in a hurry to modify it.

Hodell has the privilege of making any price he pleases. He is nominally a
member of the Institute, but in my opinion is not actually one. Every other man-
unfacturer in the Institute has the same privilege you have of making any price
vou please, but I ask you again to count the cost. You will share in the losses
in direct proportion to the percentage of the business you secure, and it is not
a question of one year, but probably ten years before profits might be secured.

With business acknowledged to be around fifty percent of normal, great care
must be taken on the part of every manufacturer unless he proposes to turn
things upside down. Every manufacturer is entitled to a legitimate profit so
as to pay fair salaries and wages, and if possible, certain taxes for the main-
tenance of the government. This can’t be done by selling goods below cost..

If Hodell was to take enough business to run full for the balance of this
year, the tonnage involved would not hurt anyone. There are others producing
chain outside of the Institute we never hear about, and nobody seems to care,
s0 why concentrate on everything Hodell does.

This is just a heart to heart personal talk in the hope that you will consider
this subject thoroughly and from the standpgint of the most good for all, and
if you do, that means is going to do the most good for you also.

In all my experience I have seen so many situations somewhat similar to
this and when reason did not prevail, the result was chaos and ruin for some.
Nobody wants to see that happen.

You refer to prices on trace chains. I do not know what Hodell is quoting
on trace chains, but there is a report that your chains are being offered—since
May 23— at 20-10-5 percent and can now be secured on that basis. If that is so,
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you have no complaint against anyone, and in view of all I heard about the
disastrous price on trace chains and the loss at which they are selling, I am at
a loss to understand why these prices should rule. ’

There is no use in trying to attach the blame to any one manufacturer. In
my opinion all share in the responsibility. Again I say, it is your mill, your
product, your money invested, and you can make any price you please but once
again—count the loss, not for today, but for the next ten years. (Comm. Ex. 182.)

On September 24, 1940, respondent Bond, vice-president of McKay,
wrote W. H. Reid, a salesman of McKay, as follows:

Merriman contacted Carroll, who states they haven’t sold Georgia Supply im
the last year, and if Gantz makes this statement, I would believe him. We are
checking further.

Campbell, of International, advises the last sale of Trace Chains to Kaminski
was on June 20, 1939. Since then—no correspondence, no quotations, and no
business dealings in any way. (Comm. Ex. 411.)

On February 19, 1941, respondent Bond wrote W. H. Reid as
follows:

I have your various reports and have passed the information on to our friend
Merriman, as per copy herewith, and am also giving copy of this to Fred Smith.
- All we can do is do our damndest—meet the situations when, as and if we get
the chance, but still adhere to our policy of not indiscriminately breaking down
the price structure as the whole thing doesn’t make sense. (Comm. Ex. 404.)

Merriman also made speeches at Institute meetings in the course of
which he expounded his personal philosophy with respect to selling
in accordance with published prices. For instance, at a meeting of the
Institute held on January 10-11, 1940, Merriman said, in part:

Based on my own experience, I consider it a sign of weakness for any sales
manager to feel obliged to sell his product below the price of a competitor
for similar quality and service. Competition is like water: it seeks its own
level, up or down, and while there always will be variations in prices owing
to different conditions existing, there is no reasonable excuse why any first
class concern should have a published list of prices and then deliberately shade
them. ‘

& * sk * * #* *

If the members of this Institute will exercise good common sense and think
twice as to what the reaction may be on the entire market before cutting prices
at any time on any product, then the results at the end of 1940 will be satisfac-
tory from the standpoint of profits, and other problems we have to consider
will, we feel sure, be taken care of in a pleasant and agreeable manner. (Comm.
Ex.212-E, H.) .

By impressing upon the members of the Institute his views to the
effect that each member should adhere strictly to its published prices,
and in aiding the members in detecting those members who did not so
adhere, respondent Merriman contributed materially to the plan of all
the respondents to prevent departures from the prices established pur-
suant to the pricing systems deseribed hereinbefore.
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(¢) The respondents’ activities to prevent sales at prices less than
those in published list prices and published discounts therefrom were
not confined, however, to the above-described activities. The more
direct method of one respondent manufacturer inquiring of another
as to whether, or why, a particular sale or offer to sell had been made
to a particular customer at less than the published price was resorted

to in numerous instances.
For example, on July 15, 1937, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote H. G.

Reinicker, one of International’s customers, in part :

Just hung up the ’phone from talking with Van Schaick of Bridgeport.

Van is very angry with me, altho he talked nicely, and stated he didn’t know
what in the devil I was doing about trace chains, especially in stealing his cus-
tomer. He stated he had the Monroe Hardware Company order for the last
three weeks at regular prices, and now he states we have taken the business
away from him, and they feel a little peeved about it, and suggested that prob-
ably the result would be, if it kept on, that all prices would reach the level
that we made.

Would suggest that your men keep away as much as possible from any of the
American Chain Company’s customers, because they are the ones that, of course,
“pull the whole temple down,” while the others, like MecKay, will just have to
“bife their tongue” and stand for it. (Comm. Ex. 364.)

Again, on August 4, 1987, Mr. Campbell wrote the same customer,
inpart:

Was just talking to the boys, and I just had a call from one of the other
manufacturers in the Southwest, and he asked me if we had made an addi-
tional 5 percent off the old price list. I told him of a couple [of] instances, be-
cause I knew he knew something or he wouldn’t have asked me.

Inasmuch as we are now all endeavoring to get the prices up, and also to in-
asmuch as I think you will agree with me, we have sold about as many of the
trace chain customers, which includes pound chain, as it is possible to sell this
Year, hadn’t we better now start to quote the pound chain from the new list,
even tho we allow a 5 percent on that; but try to get the old list outlawed if
we possibly can, before the American Chain or someone comes out with their
list the same as the one before this one. (Comm. Ex. 369.)

On September 11, 1937, Mr. Campbell wrote Mr. Reinicker, in
part:

We received the following information from Mr. Edgar Littmann of the Nix-
dorff-Krein Company, that on August 12th their representative called on Mont-
gomery & Crawford, and they offered him traces at an extra 10 percent which
their representative declined. The buyer laughingly then admitted that he had
no such prices but that he had already placed his order with his regular source of
supply, and had written them he had an offer on Traces of an extra 5 percent, and
was now awaiting a reply from the regular source as to whether they would
meet. (Comm. Ex. 873.) '

With respect to a complaint that American had quoted a particular
price on tie-out chains, Mr. Campbell, on November 11, 1937, in a

letter to H. G. Reinicker, stated, in part:
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Believe it is best to check up some times when the questions of prices get so
ridiculous. The writer called up the American Chain Company today regarding
the situation on tie-out chains. As you know it has only been a short time ago
that tie-out chain prices were fixed on the SRP finish at 60-10-5 percent and on
the bright 60-10-10 percent.

We have had so much trouble with this fellow Rawlings of Watters & Martin
that I thought it best to put the cards on the table and find out what we could
find. I told Mr. Kirkpatrick that we understood American Chain was now
quoting T0-10-10-5 percent promiscuously around the Country on Tie-Out
Chains SRP finish.

Mr. Kirk went over the situation very carefully and when I told him the name
of Watters and Martin, he looked it up and found the following: They, the Ameri-
can Chain Company, received an order from Watters & Martin for 42 doz. tie out
chains, SRP finish on November 8rd with a price on the order of 70-10-10-5 per-
cent and to be delivered or shipped on December 25th.

The American Chain Company advised they immediately returned the order
and told them the price was 60-10-5 percent. This corresponds with the infor-
mation you gave us and the letter that was sent to Mr. Hunter by Mr. Rawlings
was dated November 5th. Undoubtedly they thought that with the general
recession of business that the American Chain or anyone would give them at least
an extra 5 percent beyond the prices they had been able to get in the past.
(Comm. Ex. 825-A.)

On April 20, 1989, Owen Sandstrom, vice-president of respondent
Taylor, wrote W. D. Kirkpatrick of respondent American complain-
ing about a price at which American had sold a particular customer,
stating in part:

The thing that is hard for the writer to understand is that Howell claims
that they do not entertain quotations from other manufacturers except American
and Taylor, so why should you find it necessary to quote such ridiculous prices
even though they might be going elsewhere. (Comm. Ex. 27.)

After investigating the transaction complained of, Kirkpatrick, on
May 5,1939, wrote Sandstrom, in part :

Your complaint has been investigated and I am attaching a letter from Treve-
than giving you his exact comments on your letter.

Certainly, Owen, it is not our intention to interfere in any way with the opera-
tions of your good company. Both you and Win have been more than fair in
handling our mutual problems, and it is our intention to cooperate with the
S. G. Taylor Chain Company wherever possible. In fact, at one of the recent
Institute meetings I intimated to you a possibility of further cooperation in the
tire chain field, and you know I would not have done that if I did not think
quite a bit of your company. (Comm. Ex. 24.)

On November 6, 1941, the president of respondent Taylor wrote
respondent American, in part:

‘We have information from our representative in the Southwest that an order
for $7,000 worth of tire chains was procured by the Monroe Hardware Company
for the Arkansas Bomb Proving Ground at Hope, Arkansas. I do not know
whether these were Bar Reinforced Tire Chains or Regular Twist Link Chains,
but from the information which we have it would seem that this should have
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come under the Procurement Contract and should not have gone through a
jobber. (Comm. Ex. 30.)

In answering the above, J. J. Thiebauth of respondent American
said,in part:

Replying to your letter of November 6th, the Monroe Hardware Co. are not
tire chain distributors of ours, and the last Southwest inquiry, as I understand
it, was awarded to Goodrich on Western Chain, at something like $4,714.10 on a
60-hour delivery.

We have had no order from the Southwest for anything like $7,000 worth of
chains for any Government division. (Comm. Ex. 29.)

(d) Among the objects or purposes of the Institute set forth in
its Certificate of Incorporation were those to standardize and sim-
plify the products of the industry. The minutes of meetings of the
Institute show almost continuous activity in connection with stan-
dardization and simplification through committees composed of offi-
cers of the respondent manufacturers and otherwise.

The minutes of a meeting of the Institute held on January 20 and
21, 1986, which was attended by representatives of respondents Amer-
ican, Hodell, Cleveland, Columbus McKinnon, International, McKay,
Nixdorfl-Krein, Pyrene, Taylor, Western, and Woodhouse, contain
the following statement :

The membership discussed the standard tire chain specifications adopted by
~ the Institute in 1935. It was the unanimous judgment of those present that
these specifications adequately cover requirements. The Specifications Com-
mittee was instructed to prepare a letter to accompany standard specifications
for distribution to Federal Government Departments and States for the 1936-37
season. (Comm. Ex. 250-B.)

The minutes of a meeting of the Institute held on March 2 and 3,
1936, which was attended by representatives of all the respondent
manufacturers except Russell and Turner & Seymour, show the fol-
lowing:

The Specifications Committee at this point was instructed to prepare and sub-
mit to the meeting before adjournment their recorrmendations on a specifica-
tion for Sub-Standard Tire Chains, and it was agreed that if the Specifications
Committee submitted a suitable specification that it be adopted as a standard of
the Industry.

The Specifications Committee later submitted their basic recommendation
on the fundamental standards of a Sub-Standard Chain and upon motion duly
made and adopted, it was agreed that the following be adopted as standard on
this item by the Industry, complete details to be later submitted by the Specifi-
cations Committee to and to be in turn re-distributed to the members by Mr.
Paull:

* * * * * * *

Upon motion duly made, seconded and adopted, it was agreed that the fol-
lowing specifications for Cross Chains on Emergency Unit Chains be adopted
as standard for the Industry:
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* * * * * * ES

Upon motion duly made, seconded and unanimously agreed upon, it was
Gecided that the 6.00-16 Light Car Special assembled complete Tire Chain would
be retained in the line for the coming season, but the 6.00 Light Car Special Cross
Chain would be eliminated.

At this point, after a re-discussion of the Sub-Standard Chain, it was unani-
mously agreed that only the eight (8) groups provided in the standard speci-
fications would be made. (Comm. Ex. 225-B. C.)

The minutes of a meeting of the Institute held on January 23 and
24, 1989, at which all the respondent manufacturers except Hodell,
Russell, and Turner & Seymour were represented, contain the fol-
lowing statements:

There followed a lengthy discussion relative to specifications of weldless
chain. The Secretary, it developed, had overlooked informing Mr. Campbell
relative to the specifications for 2/0 Tenso pattern chain and he was instructed
to be certain to do this.

The subject of specifications for “substandard” tire chains was then discussed
and all present indicated their understanding of these specifications, broadly
stated, to be as follows: ’

The same as standard specifications, with the following exceptions:

1. Wire is one gauge lighter than is used in standard specification chain for
same tire size.

2. The hooks are longer than used in standard specification chains.

3. Cross chains are spaced every fourth link.

4. Side chain is lock link pattern. (Comm. Ex.221-B-1.)

The minutes of a meeting of the Institute held on August 26 and
27,1941, contain the statements:

Mr. Bond as Chairman of the Specifications Committees made a report on
the Welded Chain Specifications Committees recommendations pertaining to the
suggestions made to the Committee by the Mackinac Island meeting on the
simplification and standardization of various items, which were acted upon as
follows :

Elimination of second (HB) grade of Dredge Chain—Approved by the Mem-
bers and the Secretary instructed to bring this matter to the attention of The
Carroll Chain Company, Johnson Farmer Chain Company, Troy Chain Com-
pany and The Hodell Chain Company.

Elimination of 135’/ and 11%’’ sizes of Proof, BB and BBB Coil Chain—Ap-
proved by the members.

Elimination of Fire Welded Steel Loading Chain—Approved by the members.

Elimination of Shouldered cold shuts—Since most of the manufacturers do
not make cold shuts they recommended the matter be taken up with the manu-
facturers outside of the Industry. ]

Elimination of 1/0 Passing Link Chain—Approved by the members.

Elimination of all Heel Chains excepting Numbers 45, 57 and 61—Approved
by the members.

Elimination of all except three sizes of Trace Chains—8-0, 81 and 8-2, all
with 8 links per foot, available with Ring, Hook, T Hook or T Bar, in Bright
or Electro-Galvanized finish—Approved by the members.
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One of the members recommended that consideration be given to eliminating
the plating of second grade tire chains, which prompted another to suggest
elimination of the second grade tire chain entirely from the line. Discussion
developed the desirability of not acting on either point hastily and the members
were therefore asked to give consideration to both questions in the interval
before the mext meeting and the Secretary instructed to write each manufac-
turer involved reminding him of the matter.

Mr. Bond then reported that the Proposed Revision of Federal Specification
RR-C-271 has been received and pointed out that as now written it provides for
only one grade—double refined iron—Dredge Chain. After discussion it was
agreed to accept this revision.

It was also agreed to accept the Government's specifications on Grade 3 ma-
terial for Buoy Chain, which now calls for a single refined iron.

The Committee, Mr. Bond reported, is preparing comments and recommenda-
tions with respect to certain changes in test figures and minor items which
they proposed to transmit through the Institute’s office if agreeable to the mem-
bers. This procedure was approved by the members and the hope expressed that
the Weldless and Sash and Kindred Chain Specifications Committees would fol-
low the same procedure promptly so the Institute’s office could in a single com-
munication make a complete statement of recommended changes. {(Comm. Ex.
195-A, B.) :

The results of the above-described collective activities in connection
with the standardization and simplification of products of the indus-
try are attested to by the respondents’ contentions that there is no dif-
ference between the welded chain, or weldless chain, or tire chain man-
ufactured by one respondent manufacturer and that manufactured by
another manufacturer; and that, therefore, a buyer will not pay more
for the products of one respondent manufacturer than for the products
of another. The president of respondent Russell in a letter to the
Commission, dated December 2, 1942, commented on the activities of
the Institute in part as follows:

The writer has always represented his Company in the Chain Institute, and
wishes to state that he is principally acquainted with only the manufacturers
of the several types of chain such as our own. I can only speak most highly
of my experiences in the Chain Institute because of the many constructive ac-
complishments. Up until 1933 the manufacturers of Sash, Safety and Jack
Chains, were all trying to sell their product, size for size, under different num-
bers, different metal and wire thicknesses, links per foot, tensil strengths, and
qualities of steel, brass and bronze varied widely, all of which was most dis-
concerting to the trade and most unhealthy for the chain business or Industry.
(Resp. Ex. 51-G).

(e¢) Another of the cooperative and collective actions engaged in
by the respondents through the respondent Institute was the employ-
ment by the Institute in 1983 of Charles Donley, an independent traffic
consultant in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, to compile a book of freight
rates on welded chain from Pittsburgh to destinations throughout the
United States and to revise such compilation from time to time. The
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compilation thus cooperatively and collectively compiled and dissemi-
nated between and among respondent members selling welded chain
was not intended to serve any need for freight rates for shipping pur-
poses but was designed for use in computing delivered prices on welded
chain and was so used by the respondent manufacturers who sold
welded chain. The freight rates appearing in said freight rate book
do not purport to be the actual freight rates from the points from which
shipments of welded chain were made and do not reflect or purport
to reflect the rates which would apply from Pittsburgh to the various
destinations over all routes. Manufacturers of welded chain who
were not members of the Institute were sent copies of the aforesaid
‘freight rate books and revisions thereof. For approximately one
year prior to March 1, 1943, the freight rate schedules prepared by
Donley for the Institute were mailed by Donley directly to respond-
ents American, Bridgeport, Cleveland, Columbus McKinnon, Hodell,
International, McKay, Nixdorff-Krein, Peerless, Pyrene, Round Cali-
fornia, Seattle, St. Pierre, Taylor, Western, Woodhouse, and the
the Institute.

The purpose of the freight rate books compiled and disseminated
as aforesaid was to provide the sellers of welded chain with common
delivery charge factors to be included in the price of welded chain
delivered at various destinations. It was more important to this pur-
pose that all sellers use the same factor than that they use the correct
freight rate. That the respondent manufacturers considered it im-
portant that all sellers use the same delivery charge factor is indicated
by the following excerpt from a letter from respondent Bond, vice-
president of McKay, to J. Emory Seitz, of American:

In your letter of the 20th, you state that your Traffic Department tells you that
the carload rate to 8t. Paul and Duluth is 61%¢, whereas Donley insists it is 63¢
to Duluth and 62¢ to St. Paul and Minneapolis.

I may be all wet, but I have just made the suggestion to Mr. Paull that he
use Charles Donley as an impartial, technical freight advisor, as according to
the records he is the Chain Institute’s Traffic Counselor. In other words, let
Donley advise Mr. Paull's office of any change affecting our freight schedule and
any question of rates that might be referred to Mr. Paull by any manufacturer
be first taken up with and checked by Donley before being bulletined by Mr.
Paull. It seems to me, without doing this, that there is going to be more or less
confusion if Mr. Paull’s office accepts the comments and notices on freight changes
that any of we manufacturers might send in. (Comm. Ex. 884-1.)

() Respondent American has, for more than twenty-five years, been
the most important factor in the Chain Industry in the United States.
It manufactures and sells all types of chain involved in this proceed-
ing, and is the largest manufacturer of most of said types. It has
been a leader in announcing quotations of prices on the types of chain
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and chain products described herein. Other respondent manufac-
turers have adopted and quoted as their own, prices identical with
those announced by American, and have followed such quotations of
American for substantial periods of time in connection with the sale
of chain and chain products. Price lists and discount sheets and
revisions thereof published by American were forwarded two or three
days prior to the effective date shown thereon to American’s jobber-
customers and to each of the other respondent manufacturers. In
letters transmitting its price sheets to the other respondent manufac-
turers, American requested the other manufacturers to send a copy of
their price sheets. For example, on May 26, 1939, respondent American
wrote respondent Peerless as follows:

We are attaching hereto a set of Jobber-Dealer, Dealer-Consumer, and Con-
sumer price sheets and would appreciate it if you would, in return, send us a copy
of your price sheets for our own files. (Comm. Ex. 35.)

On May 29, 1939, respondent Peerless addressed the following letter
to respondent American:

Received the price sheets enclosed with your letter of the 26th. It may be
a weelk or so before we get ours out but we will send you a couple of the first
copies off the press. We will, however, have our new Discount Sheet out in the
next couple of days and as there is no material change in the prices of our old
and new prices, we will put our new discounts into effect iinmediately and use

our old price lists until our new ones are out.
* * * # * # *

PS Xirk, will you please send us a copy of your discount sheet, channels of
distribution, ete. Will appreciate this. (Comm. Ex. 37.)

As soon as practical after receiving price lists from American, the
other respondent manufacturers changed their prices to conform to
those announced by American and sent copies thereof to American,
and in many instances to other respondent manufacturers.

The prices appearing in the price lists published and disseminated
by American as aforesaid were the result of understandings and agree-
ments between the respondents, as hereinabove found. For example,
on January 30, 1937, George J. Campbell, Sr., wrote Mr. Reinicker, of
John K. Wilson Company, in part :

Just returned from Chicago, after the meeting in Cleveland and I see that
you have already advised the Office here that you received my notice of the

price advance to go into effect immediately of 45¢ per cwt.
* * %* * * * E 3

I cannot give you the exact raise in the prices of weldless chain as yet, because
I left the meeting a little early and just as soon as we get word from the Amer-
jean Chain Company of these price lists, we will send you a copy and tell you all
about it, in the meantime, get all the business you can for us at the old prices.
(Comm Ex. 360.)
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A meeting of the Institute was held in Cleveland on January 25,
1987, the minutes of which show that Mr. Campbell was in attendance.
Responde.nt American issued a discount sheet on weldless wire and
flat metal chains effective February 15, 1937, reflecting lower discounts
and therefore higher net prices than those theretofore in effect. Mast,
if not all, the other respondent manufacturers manufacturing w eldless
chain 1ssued similar discount sheets within a short time ther after.

Par. 7. All of the respondent manufacturers, except respondents
Russell and Turner & Seymour, stipulated that published list prices,
published discounts therefrom and published list extras thereon have
been generally uniform at any one particular time for all types of
chain involved in this proceeding. Russell and Turner & Seymour
entered into a similar stlpulatlon insofar as published list prices were
concerned, and a comparison of the published discounts of these two
respondents with those of other respondents selling the same products
shows that the published discounts were uniform for substantial pervi-
ods of time.

Through the use of generally uniform list prices, discounts there-
from and extras thereon, through the use of identical pricing systems
or methods for the dlﬁerent types of chain, supplemented in the case
of welded chain by the use of common dehvely charge factors to d]d
in eliminating price differences which might arise from the individual
calculation of freight rates, through efforts to prevent departures from
prices established pursuant to the different pricing systems, and
through the use of the various other acts and practices described
herein, the respondents have been able to achieve a relatively high
degree of price identity in quoting and selling the different types of
chain.

The record contains a number of invoices covering the sales of all
three types of chain during the month of October 1941, It was stipu-
lated with respect to such invoices that they demonstrate the manner,
form, and substance of the practices of respondents (except Russell
and Turner & Seymour) in making sales of the three different types
of chain. The methods of selling used by respondents Russell and
Turner & Seymour are not materially different from those used by
the other respondents selling the same products. It was further stipu-
lated by all the respondent manufacturers, except Columbus McKin-
non:

That counsel supporting the complaint contend that in an average of 93 percent
of respondents’ total sales of each of the three types of chain and chain products
(i. e., welded, weldless and tire) during the period covered by the romplaint,
respondents followed the pricing and selling practices hereinbefore set forth,

whereas respondents, while conceding that said practices were followed, ¢ontend
that they were followed in an average of only 80 percent of such total =ales.
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That the difference between the contentions of counsel supporting the com-
plaint and the respondents herein with respect to said percentage figures of 95
percent and S0 percent, respectively, arises from the fact that approximately 20
percent of respondents’ total sales, as evidenced by the invoices studied, were at
prices or discounts or extras different from their published list prices, published
list discounts, and /or published list extras ; that counsel supporting the complaint
concede that not over 5 percent of such total sales involved nonuniformity of
prices among the respondents, and that the remaining 15 percent of such total
sales represented sales to large buyers, including mail order houses and rail-
roads, concerning which sufficient information is lacking (without extensive
further study of invoices and the taking of testimony) to determine whether
or not such instances involved nonuniformity of prices among the respondents.

That counsel supporting the complaint concede that, during the depressed busi-
ness periods of 1932, the early part of 1933, and 1936 and 1938, respectively,
the said estimated average percentage of respondent’s total sales in which
respondents followed the pricing and selling practices hereinbefore set forth
was considerably lower than said 95 percent, and respondents contend that
during said depressed business periods said estimated average percentage was
considerably lower than said 80 percent. (R.893—4.) _

Respondent Columbus McKinnon did not join in the stipulation
from which the above is quoted, but separately stipulated that sub-
stantially all the sales represented by its invoices which are in evidence
were made at the prices contained in its published price lists and
published discounts therefrom.

The record also contains evidence with respect to bids submitted
by the respondents in response to invitations for bids from the Treas-
ury Department, Procurement Division, on tire chains, and from
the Navy Department on welded and weldless chain. Such evidence
shows that the respondent manufacturers of tire chains generally
bid their regular published prices on standard unpatented tire chains,
with the result that there was almost complete uniformity of the
prices bid on such tire chains. In some instances, as shown in Para-
graph Eight hereinafter, the higher prices in the bids submitted by
some of the respondent manufacturers were the result of agreements
and understandings between the respondent manufacturers submit-
ting such higher bids. The bids to the Navy Department by the
respondent manufacturers on welded and weldless chain do not re-
flect as high a degree of uniformity as do the bids to the Treasury
Department, Procurement Division, on tire chains. However, there
was a relatively high degree of uniformity in the bids submitted on
welded and weldless chain.

The exact degree of adherence to the prices determined by the use
of the different pricing methods by all the respondents cannot be
determined from the facts in the record. However, the exact degree
of adherence is immaterial, since it is clear from the entire record
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that there were relatively few departures from such prices except
during periods of business depression.

Par. 8. Respondent American, toward the end of the 1920’ ac-
quired ownership and control of certain patented inventions covering
improvements on tire chains. The improvements are generally re-
ferred to as “bar reinforced anti-skid devices” and tire chains em-
bodying said patented inventions are sometimes herein referred to
as “bar reinforced” tire chains. Respondent American as licensor
entered into agreements with respondents McKay, Hodell, Pyrene,
St. Pierre, and Taylor as licensees which agreements provided that the
licensee manufacturers, at ther option, might either manufacture their
own bar reinforced links or have the same manufactured for them
by American. The latter practice was followed by all the licensee
manufacturers except McKay. Said agreements between respondent
American and the licensee manufacturers contained provisions where-
by the licensee manufacturers were required to observe minimum
prices and discounts specified by American in selling tire chains em-
bodying the patented features. Respondent American from time
to time did designate the prices at which the licensee manufacturers
were to sell bar reinforced tire chains, and the prices so designated
were generally adhered to by the licensee manufacturers. In instances
where a licensee manufacturer failed to adhere to the prices so desig-
nated, respondent American called such non-adherence to the atten-
tion of the seller and requested an explanation. For example, on
October 1, 1940, respondent Kirkpatrick, vice-president of American,
wrote F. G. Hodell, president of Hodell, in part:

We have just received information that your company has been awarded the
North Carolina State Highway Department business through the Tire Sales &
Service Company of Raleigh, North Carolina.

‘We know there are some bar reinforced tire chains on this bid and we under-
stand that your jobber quoted a cash discount beyond the recommended resale
for bar reinforced tire chains.

It was my understanding that Mr. Thiebauth telephoned you, calling this mis-
take to your attention, and that you had instructed your distributor to withdraw
the bid.

This is the first break in price on bar reinforced tire chains that I can think

of and I am asking you if our information is correct. I hope there is a mistake
somewhere. (Comm. Ex. 8.)

In answering the above, Hodell stated in part:

Answering your letter of October 1st, may I say that the facts as related to
Mr. Thiebauth over the telephone some days ago are correct. I likewise add
further that there was no intention on our part to make any price other than
our published prices on bar reinforced tire chains on this bid, and the differ-
ence which exists was purely an error caused by confusion in relaying the prices
to the jobber in question.



CHAIN INSTITUTE, INC. ET AL. 1101

1041 Findings

We had not previously had occasion to instruct this jobber on the subject, as
this is the first time we have ever done any business with them. In faect, their
inquiry for this particular transaction was the first negotiation that we had had
with this company and their prospects of securing this business were so entirely
negligible in the mind of our correspondent, that the matter of correct cash dis-
count was unfortunately overlooked.

We dislike to have you say that this is a break in the price because we are not
breaking any prices and we are most carefully adhering to our Contract in this )
respect. Within ten minutes after we received Mr. Thiebauth’s telephone mes- -
sage and had checked our records we sent a telegram to this jobber advising
him to withdraw the price and of his error. All of this is of record with the
telegraph company as to filing of message and in support of the statements we
made, and we are sorry there is no way to correct the matter. (Comm. Ex. 7.)

Each of the respondents American, McKay, Pyrene, and Hodell
entered into an arrangement with the partnership of Shirley, Olcott
& Nichols (sometimes hereinafter referred to as “Shirley”) in 1937
whereby the latter was to act as manufacturer’s sales representative
in the sale of bar reinforced tire chains to the Federal Government.
The arrangement was subsequently extended to cover all types of tire
chain manufactured by the said manufacturers. Respondents Taylor
and St. Pierre joined the arrangement with Shirley in 1940. Under
the arrangement, Shirley submitted bids in its own name to the Pro-
curement Division, Treasury Department, for both bar reinforced
and standard tire chains. Bids were also submitted by the manufac-
turers represented by Shirley. Shirley was awarded contracts to sup-
ply tire chains for specified periods of time, and orders received by
Shirley under such contracts were apportioned among the respond-
ent manufacturers who were participating in the arrangement. Evi-
dence in the record establishes that respondents American, McKay,
Hodell, Pyrene, St. Pierre, and Taylor, with the aid and assistance
of Shirley, conspired and agreed as to the prices which were bid by
Shirley and by said respondents.

The aforesaid license agreement between respondent American and
respondent McKay was terminated on February 6, 1939, and the pro-
visions by which the licensee manufacturers were required to observe
minimum prices and discounts specified by American were cancelled
in the agreements between American and the other licensees in De-
cember, 1942, prior to the issuance of the original complaint herein.
Respondent McKay withdrew from the aforesaid arrangement with
Shirley on June 30, 1940. Respondents American, Hodell, Pyrene,
St. Pierre, and Taylor terminated their arrangements with Shirley in
October, 1942.

All of the respondents herein contend that the above-described acts
and practices of certain of the respondents in connection with bar
reinforced tire chains were in no way related to and formed no part
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of the acts and practices engaged in by all the responderits and that,
therefore, it is improper that such allegedly unrelated acts and prac-
tices can be considered in this proceeding. It is also contended that
because of the elimination of the price fixing provisions from the
license agreements and the termination of the arrangements with
Shirley, no issue remains with respect to such acts and practices which
is not now moot. The hearing examiner agreed with these conten-
tions and recommended that the allegations of the amended complaint
relating to the aforesaid license agreements and the arrangements
with Shirley be dismissed as to all the respondents.

The Commission disagrees with the above contentions and with the
hearing examiner’s recommendation. Bar reinforced tire chains were
generally recognized as being superior in quality to standard unpat-
ented tire chains. Respondent Kirkpatrick testified that American
had attempted to keep the price on bar reinforced tire chains approx-
imately fifteen percent higher than the prices on standard tire chains.
The published list prices on standard tire chains were uniform for the
respondents selling tire chains and sales were generally made in ac-
cordance with the published list prices. In view of the superior
quality of bar reinforced tire chains, in order to maintain the estab-
lished uniform prices on standard chains, it was necessary that the
prices on bar reinforced tire chains be fixed and maintained at a
level substantially higher than the level of the prices on standard
tire chains. - Consequently, the conspiracy to fix and maintain the
prices on bar reinforced tire chains formed a necessary part of the
over-all conspiracy to fix and maintain prices on chain and chain
products. The fact that some of the respondents did not manufac-
ture or sell bar reinforced tire chains and therefore did not partici-
pate in the conspiracy to fix and maintain prices on this particular
type of chain does not constitute sufficient grounds for dismissal as
to them of the charges in the amended complaint relating to such
acts and practices.

The acts and practices by which respondent American and its
licensees fixed and maintained prices on bar reinforced tire chains
represent only one of the means by which the primary purpose of the
over-all combination and conspiracy was effectuated. The arrange-
ments with Shirley were made possible because of the combination and
conspiracy between respondent American and its licensees, and
because of the understandings and agreements between all of the
respondents selling standard tire chains as to the prices at which
standard tire chains would be offered for sale and sold to the Govern-
ment, as well as to other purchasers. Under the circumstances, the
cancellation of the price fixing provisions in the license agreements
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and the termination of the arrangements with Shirley afford no basis
for exempting the described unlawful acts and practices with respect
to bar reinforced tire chains from the prohibitions of an order to
cease and desist.

Par. 9. The record herein thus establishes that the respondents
discussed, and entered into agreements and understandings concern-
ing, cwrrent and future prices of chain and chain products. They
cooperatively and collectively compiled schedules of common pricing
factors to be used and which were used by the respondents selling
welded chain, in computing delivered prices on welded chain. They
adopted and used by agreement and understanding a plan whereby the
prices and discounts therefrom on chain and chain products
announced by respondent American were adopted and followed by
other respondent manufacturers. They exchanged with one another,
directly and indirectly, information as to the prices at which their
products were offered for sale generally, the prices at which offers to
sell and sales were made to particular named customers, and other
intimate details of one another’s business. Certain of them entered
into agreements relating to certain patented inventions covering
improvements on tire chain by which the legitimate patent monopoly
rights of the owner of the patents were extended beyond the scope of
the patents and conspired and agreed as to prices at which tire chains
embodying such patented inventions were to be offered for sale and
sold to purchasers, including the United States Government. They
cooperatively and collectively, through the respondent Institute and
otherwise, promoted adherence to the prices agreed upon.

Each of the respondent manufacturers has quoted and sold chain
and chain products at prices calculated pursuant to and in accordance
with the particular method or system of computing delivered prices
applicable to the products it sold, with the knowledge that all the other
respondent manufacturers selling the same products were simultane-
ously doing likewise. In entering into and engaging in the coopera-
tive and collective actions described hereinabove, there was necessarily
an understanding and agreement between all of the respondents that
each of the respondent manufacturers would continue to use the
particular method or system applicable to the type or types of chain
each sold. Otherwise, the various cooperative and collective actions
entered into and engaged in would not have brought about the results.
desired. By adhering to and continuing to use the particular method.
or system applicable to the type or types of chain it sold, each respond-
ent manufacturer has contributed to and made more effective the
understanding and agreement between all the respondents. All
users of each of the three methods or systems of computing delivered
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prices have thus been enabled to present to a prospective purchaser
a condition of matched prices in which such purchaser was isolated
and deprived of any choice on the basis of price. The delivered costs
to purchasers have not reflected any of the differences in cost of raw
materials, other items, or freight delivery from the places of manu-
facture to the purchaser’s delivery points. The principles and forces
of competition have been prevented from making and determining
the prices of each of the respondent manufacturers.

Pursuant to Count I of the amended complaint, the Commission con-
cludes, and therefore finds, that the respondents have entered into and
have engaged in and carried out an understanding, agreement, combi-
nation, or conspiracy among themselves to restrain and suppress com-
petition in the sale of chain and chain products. While the record
does not show that each of the respondents has participated in all of
the activities relied on to establish said understanding, agreement, com-
bination, or conspiracy, each has acted in concert and cooperation with
one or more of the others in doing and carrying out some of the acts
and practices herein set forth in furtherance of the understanding or
agreement common to them all.

Par. 10. The tendency, capacity and effect of the combination and
conspiracy entered into and maintained by the respondents in the man-
ner aforesaid, and the acts and practices performed thereunder and in
connection therewith, as set out herein, have been and are to substan-
tially lessen, hinder, and suppress competition among the respondent
manufacturers in the sale of chain and chain products in, among, and
between the several States of the United States and in the District of

‘olumbia; to prevent price competition among the respondent manu-
facturers in the sale of said products; to deprive purchasers of chain
and chain products of the benefits of competition in price; to maintain
artificial and monopolistic methods and prices in the sale and distribu-
tion of such products; and to create a moncpoly in the respondent man-
ufacturers in the sale of such products. ‘

Par. 11. Count IT of the amended complaint charges each of the
manufacturing respondents with having discriminated in price in the
sale of chain and chain products by selling such products to some pur-
chasers thereof at a price higher than the price at which products of
like grade and quality were sold to other purchasers, all in violation of
subsection (a) of Section 2 of the Clayton Act, as amended. It is
alleged that such unlawful discriminations in price resulted from (a)
the use of the delivered-price systems described in Count I of the
amended complaint and (b) the classification of customers to receive
quantity, trade, and other discounts from quoted prices, which resulted
in different prices to competing customers. The Commission is of the
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opinion that the allegations with respect to use of the delivered-price
systems do not clearly show that the alleged unlawful discriminations
occurred as a result of differences made in the actual prices at which the
said products were sold, and that the allegations with respect to the
granting of different quantity, trade, and other discounts to competing
customers are not sustained; and that, therefore, Count II of the
amended complaint should be dismissed as to all of the respondents.

CONCLUSION

The aforesaid acts and practices of the respondents constitute unfair
methods of competition and unfair acts and practices in commerce
within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Commissioner Carretta not participating for the reason that oral
argument on the merits was heard prior to his appointment to the
Commission.

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST

This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trade Com-
mission upon the amended complaint of the Commission, answers of
the respondents, testimony and other evidence in support of and in
opposition to the allegations of said amended complaint taken before
a hearing examiner of the Commission theretofore duly designated by
it, recommended decision of the hearing examiner, with exceptions
thereto, and briefs and oral argument of counsel; and the Commis-
sion having issued its order disposing of the exceptions to the recom-
mended decision and having made its findings as to the facts and its
conclusion that the respondents, except Walter S. McCann, Alfred
Peter Shirley, Floyd Bronson Olcott, and Forrest C. Nichols, have
violated the provisions of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission
Act: '

It is ordered, That the corporate respondents Chain Institute, Inc.,
American Chain & Cable Company, Inc., The Bridgeport Chain &
Manufacturing Company, The McKay Company, Pyrene Manufac-
turing Company, Hodell Chain Company, St. Pierre Chain Corpo-
ration, S. G. Taylor Chain Company, Cleveland Chain & Manufactur-
ing Company, Columbus McKinnon Chain Corporation, Campbell
Chain Company, Nixdorff-Krein Manufacturing Company, Peerless
Chain Company, Round California Chain Company, The John M.
Russell Manufacturing Company, Inc., Seattle Chain & Mfg. Com-
pany, Turner & Seymour Manufacturing Company, Western Chain
Products Company, and Woodhouse Chain Works, their respective
officers, representatives, agents, and employees, and the individual
respondents, Dennis A. Merriman, Wm. D. Kirkpatrick, Frank A.
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Bond, and George J. Campbell, Jr., their respective representatives,
agents and employees, in or in connection with the offering for sale,
sale, and distribution of chain or chain products in commerce, as “com-
merce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith
cease and desist from entering into, continuing, cooperating in, or car-
rying out any planned common course of action, understanding, agree-
ment, combination, or conspiracy between or among any two or more
of said respondents, or between any one or more of said respondents
and others not parties hereto, to do or perform any of the following
things:

(1) Establish, fix, or maintain prices, terms, or conditions of sale
for chain or chain products or adhere to any prices, terms, or condi-
tions of sale so fixed or maintained. '

(2) Directly or indirectly investigate or check the prices, terms, or
conditions of any sale of, or offer to sell, chain or chain products to
any purchaser or prospective purchaser for the purpose or with the
effect of aiding or assisting in maintaining uniform prices, terms, or
conditions in the sale of chain or chain products.

(3) Exchange or distribute among the corporate respondents, or
any of them, price lists or other information showing current or future
prices, terms, or conditions of sale, for the purpose, or with the effect,
of fixing or of aiding or assisting in maintaining uniform prices,
terms, or conditions of sale in the sale of chain and chain products.

(4) Adopt, use, or in any way follow any price quotation announced
by particular respondents, or any of them, whereby quotations are
made uniform or matched.

(5) Collect, compile, circulate, or exchange information concern-
ing common carrier transportation charges used or to be used
as a factor in computing the price of chain or chain products; or use,
directly or indirectly, any such information so collected, compiled, or
received as a factor in computing the price of chain or chain prod-
ucts.

(6) Quote or sell chain or chain products at prices calculated or
determined pursuant to or in accordance with the single basing point
delivered-price system, the freight equalization delivered-price sys-
tem, or the zone delivered-price system ; or quote or sell chain or chain
products at prices calculated or determined pursuant to or in ac-
cordance with any other plan or system which results in identical
price quotations or prices for chain or chain products at points of
quotation or sale or to particular purchasers by any two or more seliers
of chain or chain products using such plan or system or which pre-
vents purchasers from finding any advantage in price in dealing with
one or more as against another seller.
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(7) Do or cause to be done any of the things forbidden in the pre-
ceding paragraphs of this order through respondents Chain Institute,
Dennis A. Merriman, or any other corporation, organization, or in-
dividual.

1t is further ordered, That nothing contained herein shall be con-
strued as prohibiting the establishment or maintenance of bona fide
agreements, understandings, or other relations between any corporate
respondent and its officers, directors, and employees, or between any
corporate respondent and any of its subsidiaries or affiliates, relating
to the sole and separate business of said corporation and its subsidiar-
ies or affiliates, when not for the purpose or with the effect of unlaw-
fully restricting competition.

1t is further ordered, That each of the corporate respondents Ameri-
can Chain & Cable Company, Inc., The Bridgeport Chain & Manu-
facturing Company, The McKay Company, Pyrene Manufacturing
Company, Hodell Chain Company, St. Pierre Chain Corporation, S.
G. Taylor Chain Company, Cleveland Chain & Manufacturing Com-
pany, Columbus McKinnon Chain Corporation, Campbell Chain
Company, Nixdorfl-Krein Manufacturing Company, Peerless Chain
Company, Round California Chain Company, The John M. Russell
Manufacturing Company, Inc., Seattle Chain & Mfg. Company,
Turner & Seymour Manufacturing Company, Western Chain Prod-
ucts Company, and Woodhouse Chain Works, its officers, representa-
tives, agents, and employees, in or in connection with the offering for
sale, sale; and distribution of chain or chain products in commerce,
as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Aet, do
forthwith cease and desist from quoting or selling chain or chain prod-
ucts at prices calculated or determined pursuant to or in accordance
with a single basing point delivered-price system, a freight equaliza-
tion delivered-price system, or a zone delivered-price system, for the
purpose or with the effect of systematically matching the delivered-
price quotations or the delivered prices of other sellers of chain or
chain products and thereby preventing purchasers from finding any
advantage in price in dealing with one or more sellers as against
another. ‘

It is further ordered, For reasons appearing in the findings as to
the facts in this proceeding, that the allegations of Count I of the
amended complaint herein be, and they hereby are, dismissed as to
respondents Walter S. McCann, Alfred Peter Shirley, Floyd Bron-
son Olcott, and Forrest C. Nichols.

1t is further ordered, That the allegations of Count IT of the amend-
ed complaint be, and they hereby are, dismissed as to all of the re-
spondents.
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1t is further ordered, That the respondents, except Walter S. Mec-
Cann, Alfred Peter Shirley, Floyd Bronson Olcott, and Forrest C.
Nichols, shall, within sixty (60) days from service upon them of this
order, file with the Commission a report in writing showing in detail
the manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

Commissioner Mason dissenting and Commissioner Carretta not
participating for the reason that oral argument on the merits was
heard prior to his appointment to the Commission.

Dissexting Opintow or CoararrssionEr Lowers B. Masox

Here, as in its companion case, National Lead Company, Docket
5253, the principal question our superior courts must answer is
whether the Commission has the general injunctive powers of an
equity court, or may we only prohibit those acts which we in our
findings of fact have found to be unlawful. In the event this case is
judicially reviewed before National Lead, I incorporate in the record
of this case that portion of my dissent in National Lead that bears
on this important inroad on the judicial function.!

Besides this fundamental issue there are other questions that must
be dealt with. Count 2 (the so-called mill net theory count) is a relic
of the days when the prosecution staff of the Commission was
enamored of the idea that entrepreneurs who paid the freight on their
produce to markets away from home discriminated in price to some
‘customers because they profited less on goods sold out of town than
on the same kind of goods sold across the street.

This threatened strangulation of small concerns which have only
one point of production was happily frustrated by subsequent orders
of the Commission in the other cases,? and it is with hearty accord
that I concur with the majority in the frustration of this ideological
tour de force. '

AS TO COUNT 1:

Assuming, but not necessarily deciding, that the record in this pro-
ceeding will support the finding of the majority that the respondents
have entered into and carried out an unlawful conspiracy, the order
to cease and desist is nevertheless objectionable.

The order in this case, like the order in Docket 5253, National Lead
Company, et al., goes further than to suppress practices found to be
unlawful. No finding is made, and clearly none could be made, that
the independent use by one of the respondents of a single basing point

1 Appendix.
2 Clay Products Association, Inc., Docket 5483 ; Clay Sewer Pipe Association, Inc., Docket

5484 ; National Lead Company, Docket 5258.
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delivered-price system, a freight equalization delivered-price system,
or a zone delivered-price system is illegal. It is not even found, and
no contention is made that it could be found, that the use by any of
the respondents of any of these systems “for the purpose or with the
effect of systematically matching” the prices of competition is illegal.
It is thus clear that the order to cease and desist is not based on the
findings.
I am against it.

APPENDIX

DISSENTING OPINION OF COMDMISSIONER LOWELL B. MASON IN THE MATTER
OF NATIONAL LEAD COMPANY, ET AL.

In my opinion, the complaint was filed and the case stands or falls
on the concurrent knowledge of defendants that the substantial price
similarity of their lead pigments was arrived at by substantially simi-
lar pricing factors—in short—*“conscious parallelism.”

For over two decades economic theorists have sought ways to con-
demn conscious parallelism. The old Federal Trade Commission origi-
nated this crusade in the early 1940’s and filed numerous complaints
accusing defendants with charging prices for their goods with knowl-
edge that others charged the same price. The first order against con-
scious parallelism to reach the court was Federal Trade Commission
vs. Rigid Condwit.*®* The Circuit Court of Appeals sustained the
order and the Supreme Court refused to reverse on a tie vote. How-
ever, the decision was a pyrrhic victory, for congressional and public
clamor against this decision was so strong that no court proceeding
has ever been initiated to enforce it. Until now, all subsequent disposi-
tion of cases where conscious parallelism was alleged in the complaint
have carefully avoided the type of order issued in Rigid Conduit. *®

But now conscious parallelism again raises its bureaucratic head in
this and a companion case,®® tentatively and collaterally, but not di-
rectly, for the instant cases do not find conscious parallelism illegal
in their findings of fact, but prohibit it in the orders to cease and desist.
The order is justified on what I call a spiral rationale, circular in mo-
tion but not coming out where it started :

1. Conscious parallelism is not of itself illegal;

2. But evidence of conscious price parallelism may give the Com-
mission the power to imply conspiracy; -

3. Conspiracy isillegal;

18 Trigngle Conduit and Cable Company vs. Federal Trade Commission, 168 F. (2d) 175
(7th Cir. 1948), aff’d sub nom Clayton Mark Co. vs. Federal Trade Commission, 336 U. 8.
956 (1949).

1 Clay Products Association, Inc., Docket 5483, 47 F. T. C. 1256 ; Clay Sewer Pipe Asso-
ciation, Inc., Docket 53484, 48 F. T. C. 202.

20 Chain Institute, Inc., et al., Docket 4878.
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4. With a finding of conspiracy, the Commission assumes the power
to prevent its continuation by prohibiting conscious price parallelism ;

5. Conscious parallelism is illegal.

Ignoring for the moment the impracticality of carrying out an
order against conscious parallelism, and casting aside the question as
to whether the Federal Trade Commission is endowed with such com-
plete equity court powers, let us see if there are sounder ways of testing
the economic validity of conscious parallelism than all this legalistic
folderol about conspiracies that don’t exist.

We need tests which can be applied on a factual basis.

At the same time the Commission originated its drive against con-
scious parallelism as the enemy of free enterprise, a more realistic
concept of competition was being developed by economists which held
where even if pricing formulas were known and substantially paral-
leled (as here), “the significant test was to look for the independence
and competitiveness of the rivals.” 2

Workable competition, as developed by Professor J. M. Clark, Dean
Edward S. Mason and the late Professor Joseph A. Schumpeter, as
well as Professors E. P. Lernerd, M. P. McNair and F. S. Teele,
placed the emphasis on the longer range aspects of a progressive
economy ; not on an assumed unchanged equilibrium of demand and
supply, but on changes which included population growth, the dis-
covery of natural resources, developments in technology, advances in
the art of management, and many others. Stress was laid on the con-
structive role of entrepreneurs in expanding demand and improving
products. National brand advertising was something more than an
effort to insulate against the price raids of competitors. It recognized
that the businessman often made investments of time and money ahead
of current demands. Under the doctrine of workable competition,
large business units may have put more competitive pressure on small
units than was desirable, but every injury to a small competitor was
not necessarily an injury to competition. Competition in a growing
economy was bound to put pressure on inefficient competitors, what-
ever their size.

To condemn conscious parallelism sans conspiracy is to disarm the
smaller competitor in his already handicapped battle against multiple-
point producers.

I am against it.

21 R. H. Meriam’s “Bigness in the Economic Analysis of Competition,” Harvard Business
Review, March 1950.
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