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Complaint ;)1 F. T. C.

IN THE \L TTEH OF

J OSEPH BA UM

CONSENT ORDER, ETC. TN HEU. Um TO THE \LLEGED VIOLNrION OF TIlE
FEDERAL nUDE C01'DfISSION ACT AND OF THE _FLR PRODECTS LABELING ACT

Docket 6265. COJiplaint , ::01: 19S4 Deci8ion. Feb. 1.i;5

Consent order requirillg a fl11'ier ill Xew York Cit:,. to ('ease misbnllllill fwd f;lh'e
invoicing of fur products in Yiolatiol1 of the Fur Products LDbeling Act.

Before Jf?'. J. E rl'i'l ()O, T. hearing examiner.

iliT. John J. JI c. (tlly for the Commission.

CO::\lPL\lXT

Pl1rSl1;lnt to the provi::ions of the Federal Trade CDmll1s::ion Act

and the Fur Prodl1cb Label1ng 
, and by yiJ'.118 of the authority

ITsterl in it by said Acts, the J' e.c1eral Tl'fl(le CommissioJl having
reason to believe that. .Joseph Jhlln an inclividual , hereinafter 1'e-

ferl'cll to as respondent , hilS violated the provisions of said Acts , ,1nd

the Huh,s "l1d E('f':nhti() " pl' c1lnnlg:ltl'cll1ndcl' t11( Fm' Pl'i)dnct : LfL-

bcling cL l111CL it appearing to the COlllmission 111CtG it proceeding
T it. in l'e pE'ct 1-he.reof ,voJld he in the ptlblic jnrel'est , hereby i::,slH-

it.s cOllphillf.; :3tclting its Chnl'gb in thfLt rC'spect ns follows:

~~~

JL\PlI 1. n2. ,pGjl(.lcllt .Jnseph BaLUn i:'i nn ill.Jivjdnd ',yiih 11;8
principal oiTc . and place oJ busijj('ss located at :214 \Ve t :.8th S::l';('t

K e-w Y ol'k I' e,v Y 01'1-:.

'.R. 2. Snb ;equent to tlw L'ilective (bh 01 the Fur I rDc1ucts L,t-

behng -

/..

cL on Al1gu t. P , J ;S:2 , the respondent hrls illtloclncccl , mallU-

factured fol' introduction , solct offerccl for sale , tran3pOl' tecl llHl clis-

tributecl , in commerce. DS ;' commerce is c1efineclil1 the. Fur Proc1ncls

Labeling Ad , fur pnJClncts and fnn; , as those tC1Hl , ,ne, delinecl in S t1d

"-ct , al c1 has manufactured for sale, sold , o:t' cTecl for ale , transported

nnd dist.ributed , fuJ' 1Jl'Ollucts, \\hich haye been mnde in whole oj' in

part of fur hich hacl been shipped and receiyccl in commercc. _Among

sneh fllrs and fur proc1uc.t \\"-:re tTimlnings scarves flnd s1- o1e

-\R. ;1. Certain of 8aic1 f\1l' proc111cts ,"ere misbnlldell in that. they
wen falsely and cleceptively lahe1ec! Or othenyise. falsely and clecep-
tiycly identified \vith respect to the name or names of the animal or
animaJs that produced the fur from which saiel fur products had heen

nWllufnetnl'ecl , in violation of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products

Labeling \.ct.
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PAR. 4. Certain of said fur produ::i:s were misbranded in that they
were not. labeled as required under the provisions of Section 4 (2)
of tbe Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and form pre-
scribecl by the Hllles and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

PAR. i5. CmtaiJl of saiel fur prolll1cts ,vere misbranded jJl that re-
spondent: , on labels attached to Iur products

(a) ::Iingled non-required information with l'equirea information
in viobtion of the Fur Products Labeling Act and Rule 29 of the
EllIE's and TIegl1lations promulgated under said Act; and

(b) Failed to show the item number of such fur products in yiola-
tion of the Fl1r Products Labeling Ac.t and Rule 40 of the Rules and
Rcg' uhi. lions promulgated thereunder.

PAH, 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively

in\"oicec1 in that. they ,yere not inyoicecl as required uncleI' the pro-
visions of Section ;j (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in
the Jlhllller and forll pl'e el'ibea by the Rules and Regulations promul-
gat-eel there,under.

'\R. 7. Certain of sHid fur products "ere falsely fmd deceptively
lllvoiced in that snch invoices misrepresented t.he name, of the animal
thnr pl'oclucecl the fur 1'1'0111 ,yhieh said fur products had been manu-
factured, in violation of Section 3 (b) (2) of the Fur Products La-

beling Act,

AR. 8. Certain of said fur products 'yen: falsely and deccptively

invoiced in that respondent , all invoices furnished to purchasers and
prospective purchasers of said lur products failed to show the item
nnmber of snch fur products, in violation or the Fur Products Label-
ing --\.rt and Rnle cl0 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder.

\H. 9. The aforesa,id acts and practices or respondent were in

violation of the Fnr Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgatecl thercunder, and constitutedllnrair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Tracie Commission
Act.

DECISIOX OF THE CCDDIISSIOX

Pursnant to Rule XXII or t.he Commission s Hules or Practice, and
as set rorth in the Connnission s "Decision of the Commission an
Order to File Report of Compliance , dated February 22, 1955 , the
initial decision in the instant matter of hearing examiner J. Earl
Cox, as set out as follmn3, became on that date the dec.ision of
the Commission,
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INITIAL DECISIOX BY J. EARL COX , HEAHING EXA IINER

The complaint in this proceeding charges that the respondent
Joseph Baum , of 214 IV est 28th Street, New York , New York, has
violated the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act and
the Fur Products Labeling Act by falsely and deceptively labeling
and invoicing fur trimmings , scarves , stoles and other fur products
which the respondent has manufactured , sold llnd distributed in com-
merce , as ;;comll1crce :: is defined in said Acts.

'Vithout filing an answer , and prior to the date set in the complaint
Tor tho initial hearing in this proceeding, respondent entered into a
Stipulation For Consent Order with counsel supporting the com-
plaint. This stipulation was approved by the Director and Assistant
Director of the Commission s Bureau of Litigation , and transmitted
to the lIearing Examiner.

The stipulation provides, allong other things , that respondent ad-
mits all the jurisdictional allegations set forth in the complaint and
that the record herein may be taken as if findings of jurisdictional
facts had been made in accordance with such aJlegations; that the
stipulation , together \vith the complaint, shall constitute the entire
record herein; that the complaint may be used in construing the order
agre,ed upon , which may be altered, modiiied or set aside in the man-
ner provided by the statute for orders of the Commission; that the
signing of the stipulation is for settlement purposes only and does
not constitute an a(hni8Si011 by respondent that he has violated the
law as alleged in the complaint; and that the order provided for in
the stipulation and hereinafter included in this decision shall have
the same force and effect as if made after a full hearing, presentation
of evidence and findings and conclusions thereon.

All parties waive the filing of answer , hearings before a Hearing
Examiner 01' the Cornmission , the making of findings of fact or con-
clusions of law by the lIearing Examiner or the Commission , the
filing of exceptions and oral argument before the Commission , and
all further and other procedure before the Hearing Examiner and

the Commission to which respondent may be entitled under the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act or the rules of the Conunission, including
any and all right, power or privilege to challenge or contest the
validity of the order entererl in accordance with the stipulation.

The order agreed upon conforms to the order contained in the
notice accompanying the complaint, and disposes of all the issues
raised in the complaint. The Stipulation For Consent Order is there-
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fore accepted, this proceeding is found to be in the public interest
and the following order is issued:

It -is ordered That respondent .Joseph Baum , an individual , and
respondent' s representatives , agents and employees , directly or through
any corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction

or manufacture for introduction into commerce, or the sale or of-

fering for sale in comm.erce, or the transporta6on or distribution in
commerce, of any fur product; or in connection with the manufac-
turing for sale , sale, offering for sale, transportation or distribution
of any fur product which is made in ,",hole or in part of fur which
has been shipped and received in cammerer, as "commerce " ';fur

and " fuT product" arc defined in the Fur Products Labehng Act, do
forthwith cease and desist from:

A. l\Iisbranding fur products by:
1. Falsely or deeeptive1y labeling or otherwise identifying any

such product as to the name or names of the animal or animals that
produced the fur from which such product. was manufactured.

2. Failing to affx labels to fur products showing:
(a) The name or names of the animal or animals producing the fur

or furs contained in the fur product as set forth in the Fur Products
=" ame Guide and as prescribed under the Rules and Regulations;

(b) That the fur product contains or is composed of used fur , when
such is a fact;

(c) That the fnr product contains or is composed of bleached, dyed
or otherwise artificially colored fur , when such is a fact;

(d) That the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial
part of paws , ta.ils, bellies, or waste fur , ,yhen such is a fact;

(e) The name , or ot.her identification issued and registered by the
Commission, of one or more persons ,yho manufactured such fur
product for introduction into commerce, introduced it into commerce
sold it in commercc, fld vertisec1 or offered it for sale in commerce, or
transported or dist.ributed it in commerce;

(f) The name of the country of origin of any imported furs used in
the fur product.

g. :M:ingling non-required information with required iniormation
on labels attached to fur products in violation of Rule 29 of tbe Rules
and Regulations.

4. Failing to show , on labels attached to fur products , the item num-
ber of such fur products , as required by Rule 40 of the Hules and
Hcgnlations.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing fur products by:
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1. .Fail1ng to furnish invoices to purchasers of fur products sl1my-
mg:

(a) The name or llames of the animal or animals producing the
fur or furs contained in the fur product , ns set forth in the Fur Prod-
ucts Kame Guide and as prescribec1111lCler the Rules :111(1 Hegulations;

(6) That the fur produc.t contains or is composed of used fur,
\Then such is the fact; 

(c) That the fur product contains or is composed of blc11chec1

QYccl or otherwise al'tificially colored fur hen such is the fact:
(d) Thnt the fur product. is composed in whole or in substantial

pari: of paTi' , tails , hellies or "aste fur , when such is the fact;
(e) The name. and address of the person issuing ,'nlch invoice:
(f) The name of the count 1')' of origin of any imported furs con-

tained in a fur product.
2. l sing on invoices the name 01' names 01 any animal or a.nimals

other than the nnme or names providec1 for in paragraph B(l) (a)
nbO\T , or furnishing invoiccs 1Yhich contain any for11 of misrepresen-

Lltion or deception directly or by 1mplication, with respect to sueh

fur product.

3. Failing to show the item number or mark of each fur product
on the invoice pertaining to such procluct as required by Rule 4:0

of the HuJes and Regulations.

OHDEB TO FILE REPOHT OF CO.:IPLL\ ),TCE

It ,is ordered. Thnt respondent .J oscph Bamn , an individual , shall
1yithin sixty (CiO) days after service upon hin1 of this order , flle IYith
the Comrnission a report in writing setting forth in detail the man-
11er and form in which he has complied with the order to cease and
clesist (as required by said declaratory decision and ordcr of FebrWll'Y

, 195:)j.
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Ix THE -,'L-\TTER OF

COLUMBIAN BROKZE CORPOHATIOK ET AL.

COXSEXT ORDER, ETC.. IN REGARD TO TIlE ALLEGED nOLATIO OF THE
FEDEIL\L TR\DE COl\BHSSION ACT

Docket G20-1. Camp/flint , JIay lYS"I-Decision , Peb. '24, 1955

Consent order reqnil'ing t11e t,,"O COl'POl'utc pl'oduccrs of the ';vast bulk" of
inboard marine propellers for pleasure ('raft in the easterD United States,
1Tith main offces at Freeport , Long Island, and Grand Rapids , )lich., re-

specti,"ely, to cease cooverating in fixing and maintaining prices, etc. , for
their products.

Before jJIl'. John eUJi8. llcaring examiner.
Jl/'. GeoTge llr TVilliums for the Commission.
C;lu88 , Lynch ( llu8ch of Xe,y York City: 1'01' Columbian Bronze

Corp.
JfcOoob , Iieaney 

&: 

wln of Grand H:lpids lic.h. , for :Michigan
Wheel Co. , et c.

CO::IPLAINT

Pursuant. to the provi ioJ1s of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and by virtue of the authorit.y vested in it by said Act , the Federal
Trade Commission, haying reason to believe that the corporations

listed above in the, caption of this complaint , and more particularly
described antl referred to hcreinafte,r as respondents , haTe violated
the provisions of Section 5 of the said Aet (L. S. C. Title 15 , Sec. 45),
and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint
stating its charges in that respect as fol1o\ys:

i.HAGR.-l:H 1. Hesponc1ent Columbian Bronze Corporation is a
corporation orga.nized , existing, and doing business under the la\\
of the State of .N e\v York , with its office and principal place of bnsiness
at Freeport, Long Island , N e\'i York , RIHI is sometjmes here.in referred
to as "Cohunbian.

Respondent. 1Iichigall \Vheel Cornpany is ,1 corporation organihecl
existing and doing lnu:;jness under the laws of the State of :i\ichigan
with its principal offce and place of business at 239 I\Iarket Avenue
S. \Y. , Grand Hapicls , J\Jiehigan , and is sOlnetinles referred to herein
as "j\liehigan.

The respondent Iichigan 'Vheel Company purchased and wl1011y
OI\"l1S the trade name "The Federal Propellers which is generally C011-
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elucted by Michigan as a separate unit., and at the same address , and
is sometimes referred to herein as "Federal."

PAR. 2. The above-named respondents are principally engaged in
the production and marketing of marino propellers of the type gen-
erally used for pleasure craft and range in size from 8 inches to 65

inches in diameter, some of which may be of a special or unique design.
Respondent fichigan VVheel Company, produces and markets a line
of both inboard and outboard propellers. K either Federal nor Colum-
bian produces or markets outboard propellers.

'Vhile propellers are produced by concerns on the 'Vest Coast , the
business of those on the 1Yest Coast is confinccllargely to the western
area of the "CDiteel States : and the business or respondents is confined
largely to the eastern area of the L:nited States.

There aTC a number of propeller producers and marJ;;eters in the

United States , as above indicated, most of whom are small producers
thereof, and by Teason of the position of the respondents in the inR
dllstry, who produce and market the vast bulk of the sRid prope11ers in
at least the eastern area they have a dominant, or potentially dominant
position therein in said eastern area.

In addition to the production and distribution of propellers, re-
spondents produce and market other marine hardware and ccruipment.
The respondent Columbian Bronze Corporation had an average

annual volume of sales of approximately $1 500 000 , a large part of
which was for the marine propeller segment of its business.

The respondent :\1ichigan, including The Federal Propel1ers , had
gross sales in 1952 of approximately $2 OOO OOO , of ,yhich amount ap-
proximately $1 500 000 represents the marine propeller segment of
its business.

The customers of the respondents are distributors, deaJers , boat
buiJders , boat owners and the government, on bids. Distributors are
generally defined as those customers who start with and have a stock
of propelJers valued at $LOOO for inboard and $500 for outboard pro-
pellers, and generally perform the function of a distributor. Dealers
are those who sell directly to the users thereof.

PAR. 3. The said respondents , in the regular course and conduct of
their respective businesses , as hereinabove described, seH and cause
the aforesaid products , when sold , to be shipped or otherwise trans-
ported to purchasers thereof located in States of the l7nited States
other than in the state of origin of said shipment, and in the District
of Columbia, and the said respondents have , during all the time herein
described , carried on and are now carrying on a constant course of
trade. in commerce in said products , between and among the various
States of the United States and in the District of Columbia.
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PAR. 4. The said respondents are in competition 1'lth one another

and with others in producing, selling and othe1"V1se distributing the
l)l'oclucts herein described and referred to as inboard madne propellers
in commeree, within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade
Commission Act , except insofar as actual and potential competition
has been hindered , frustrated , lessened , restricted , restrained , or elimi-
nated by the acts, practices and methods alleged herein.

PAR. 5. Sinec on or about January 1 , 1947 , respondents have en-
gaged in a mutual and COl1lman understanding and planned common

llse of action to lessen , supprcss and eliminate competition between
and among themselves in the sale of inboard l1larine propellers , and
in furthcrance thereof and pursuant thereto have engaged in , done and
performed the following acts , practices , methods and things:

(a) Discussed with one another prospective price changes and pro-
speetive discount schedules and saJes terms, in adv,ance of the establish-
ment of such price lists and discount schedules.

(b) Exchanged price information in the form of price lists , discount
schedules and sales terms before and after sales transactions.

(c) Conferred and consulted with one another concerning arrange-
ments with dealers, jobbers and distributors.

(d) Diseussed and eonferred with one another in advance of publi-
cation or announcement of prices , or price changes , the charge to be
included in the boring of shaft holes in propel1ers.

PAR. 6. The effect of the aforesaid mutual and common understand-
ing and planned common course of action and the acts, practices

methods and things done in furtherance thereof and in pursuance
thereto , as alleged in Paragraph Five above , has been and is to elimi-
nate , lessen and suppress competition between and among the respond-
ents by the establishment of uniform prices and substantially uniform
prices and other terms and conditions of sale and charges, and has a
dangerous tendency to enhance prices , a.nd to injure a.nd deprive the
public of the bcnefits of free and full competit.ion; and is altogether

to the injury and prejudice of the public.
PAR. 7. The aforesaid acts , practices and methods of said respond-

ents constitute unfair methods of competition and unfa.ir acts and
practices in commerce within the intent and meaning of Section 5 of
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION OF THE CO)IlIrSSIOX

Pursuant to Rule XXII of the Commission s Hules of Practice , and
as set forth in the Commission s "Decision of the Commission and
Order to File Report of Compliance , dated February 24, 1955 , the
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initia.l decision in tIle instant matter of hearing examiner .John Lewis
as set out as fol1mYs becRlne on that date the decision of the
Commissioll.

IXITIAL DECISIOX BY JOEX LK\VIS. HLUU::-W J \l\IlXER

The Federal Trade Commis ion issued its complaint against the
above-named respondents on JIay 5 , 19;'5.J, charging them with the 11se

of unfair methods of competition ancll1nfail' acts and pl'flctices in com-
merce, in violation of t.he pl'oyi ioTls of the Federal Trade Commission
Act. After being cluly scrved ,vith said complaint , the. respondents
appeared by counsel and filed their separate ans\\crs thereto. There-
after a stipulatiml \Ias signed by the parties providing for the entry
of a consent order disposing of all the issues in this procee.ding. Said
tipulation has been submitted to the above-named hearing examinE'r
heretofore duly designated b ' the Commission for his consideration

in accordance with Hule Y of the COl1mission s Rules of Practice.
Hespondents , pursuant 1: the aforesaid stipulfltion , have admitte(l

l1ll the jurisdictional allegations of the complaint and ngrecclthat the
record herein may be t.a.ken as if the Commission had made findings
of jurisdictional facts in accordance with S11Ch allegations. Said stipn-
intion "further proYicles that the ans'wcr heretofore filed by respondents
is to be withdrawn and that the parries f:xpres1:ly \yaiyc a hearing be-
fore the hearing examiner or the Commission , and all further and other
procedure to \yhich the l' pOnl1eJlts may 1)(: entitled nnder the Fell-
eral Trade Commission Act or the Hu!l's of Practice of the Commission.
-Respondents lwyE'. also agreed that the order to cease and desist issued
in ac,c.ol'c1ance ,yith nid stipulation shall have the same force and effect
:IS if made after a fuJl hearing. and specifically ,vaive an ' ane! an righL
power, 01' privilege to challenge or contest the yalidity of said order.
It. has bee,n further stipulated and agreed that the complaint herein

llav be llsed in consnninq: the terms of' the order provided for in s:1i(l

stil;1Jlation ,1JH! that the signing 01 said stipulation js for settle,lllent
purposes on!:- 8nd does not constitute nn a(hnission by respOllclents that
thev have vio1atec1 the )a"y ftS alleg' ed in the complaint.

his procee(ling having' no"\' c ;l1e on for final consi(le.l'ation by lhe
hearing eXillniner 011 the complaint. and the aforesaid stipulation for
consen t, order dated Xovembl'l' , HLjeJ , the answer pl'eTiollsly filed by
J'Psponrlents being hereby deemed withdrawn , and it appearing that
said stipulation provides for an appropriate disposition of t.his

proceeding, the same is hel'eb ' accepted and ordered filed ns part of
the record herein by the hearing- examiner , who makes the following
findings, for jurisdictiona1 pnrposes llld order:
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1. Respondent Columbian Bronze Corpon_ tion is a. corporation , or-
ganized, existing, and doing business nnder the laws of the State of
!\ew York , with its offce and principal place of bnsiness at Freeport
Long Island , Ne\v York.

Hespondcnt. lichigan ,Yheel Company js a corporation organized
exist.ing and doing business under the laws of the State of llIichigan
'''1I.h it.s principal offce and place of business at :2:3D Jlal'ket Avenue

\V. , Grand Ra.pids , :Michigan.
Hesponclent Tlw Fed(-'ral PropeJlel'S 1 a name under \':hieh 1Iichigml

,VllPel Compflny also does business , is gencrally conducted by said
1'C'spondent as a separate unit , and at the same address.

:2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
maUC'l' of this proceeding (met of the n' p(lndent h(?reinabove named.
TJ1D C"ompln.illt states a ca11Se of action agaillst said respondents under
the Federfll Trade C()m1li sloJl Act , 8.llcl this proceeding is in the 1n-
tcrf'st of the puhlic.

ORDEn

it i8 OJ der' That the l'(51)()lCLrnt2 Colmnbian Bronze Corporation
n C'Ol'p01'nlion ,11(1 :Jli('hignll "\Vhepl C'ompan:c a corporation : also tl'lcl-
ill&' as The Fec1E'l'8.j Propellers : 1 heir l'E'spectiye oIrCl'l'S , agents and
t'lnployec3, and any 511bsic1inl'Y or afEJiate in cOlHH'ction \rith the 0:1-
feJ'ill g for flle nllcl c1is!ribl1tion in ('om1ne1'('e. as '; ('ommerce is defined
ill the Federal Trade Commission Act , of their (\ic1 products , lHnnely:
nlll'ine p!.jJcllers : do forth,\- ith ce 1se and desist. from ente.ring into
contilHllllg, cooI::el'fltiJlg in or c,uTyil1 g out any pJfullcc1 common course
of ,-:cJion \ agreemellt, understanding or .'l'fll1gcment between them-
f;cln s or b)T and betTreen l'ithcl' or both of them fllcl others not parties
llcl'cto. ro do Q!' pcrform lLc i'ul101Yine: ads (.11' things : n811el

(1) Fixing 01' mainhllning' the price ': bi(1s, (lisconnts or other t.erms
01' conditions upon \yhich their respective propellers are sold or c1is-

tl'iblltecl.
(:2) Fixing 01' llwintnining charges for or in connection with the

boring of their l' espectin: propellers.
P) Exchanging or o1:1lnTise suppl:nllg ccnnpctirors or potentjaJ

competitors \"ith price, il1formf!tion inclllding discounts flncl othf'l'
terms of sale of saiel products f1nd h(n'ill - charges , in nc1vance or the
ftnnOI1IlC(' ment of prices, c115(,0I1nt.,, and othcr terms of flJe 01' boring
charges.

uidul. It j understood that this orc1er prohibits exchanging 01'

price information , including discounts (me! other terms of sale of said
products and boring charge:: , only when clcJle in advance of the public
annoul1C'cmenl or , '31.lCh information: except that this proviso shall not
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be deemed to authorize the exchanging of such information at other
times if done pursuant to a p1anned common course of action , agree-
ment, understanding or arrangement to do the things prohibited in
sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) hereof.

onDER TO FILE REPORT OF CQ:\IPLIAXCE

It i8 ordered That the respondents herein shan within sixty (60)
days after service upon them of this order, file with the Commission a
report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and form in which
they have complied with the order to cease and desist r as required by
said declaratory decision and order of Februa.ry 24 , 1955J.
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Decision

Ix TIlE MATTER OF

ADVERTISIJ\G SPECIALTY NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
ET AL.

ORDER, OPI IONS, ETC., IN HEGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
F.EDERAL TRADE CO:M1\lISSlOX ACT

Docket 5952. Complaint, Feb. 1.952-Decision , ALar. 4, 1955

Order requiring a trade association of manufacturers and jobbers of advertising
specialties, its jobber members and its manufacturing members who sold
to jobbers , to cease acting in concert to secure resale price maintenance for
the purpose of eliminating price competition among jobbers in each manu-
facturer s product; and dismissing the complaint as to all the direct-sellng
manufacturer members of respondent association who did not sell to jobbers.

Before JJlr. Frank Hier hearing examiner.

Mr. Rufus E. Wilson and jIlT. George W. William", for the Commis-
SlOn.

Kittelle 

&, 

Lamb of 'Washington , D. for respondents general1y.

jl1 endeliwhn, Lane 

&; 

Friednwn of Cleveland , Ohio, for I(romex

S"les Co.

DECISION 01' THE CO::\IJilSSIOX

The Commission , having fully considered the entire record herein
including the transcript of the hearings (which shows that all mem-
bers of Hespondent Assoeiation were represented hy counsel), the
briefs of the parties and oral argument of counsel , hereby finds that
this proceeding is in the interest of the public and makes this , and the
accompanying opinion , its findings as to the facts and conci Hsion.
R.esponc1ent Advertising Specialty National Association, a non-

profit corporation , is a trade association of the respondent manufac-
turers and jobbers of advertising specialties , organized and existing
undcr the laws of the State of Illinois with its principal offce located
at 13406 Connecticut Avenue , X. 'V. , ,Yashington , D. C. The jobbing
members and the member manufacturers supplying jobbers of said
Association are numerous and cha,nging.

The K amec1 Jobber Respondents

The following listed respondcnt jobber members are representative
of all of the jobber members of the respondent Association at the time
of the issuance of t.he complaint, as named in the 1952 1\Iernbcl'ship
Roster (Com. Ex. 45), and who are all respondents herein.


