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complied ,vith this order, submit to the Commission a detailed written
report of its actions , plans and progress in complying with the provi-
sions of Part IV ofthis order.

VITI

It is further ordered That all charges respecting respondent L. G.
Balfour be , and they hercby are , dismissed.
It is fUTther ordered That the Commission s decision is hereby

lrIodifiecl by striking therefrom the Commission s findings that rc-
spondents D11srepresented the extent of fraternit,ies ' trademark protec-
tion and the Commission s findings relating to the m:U1Icr 01' Illotive
of Balfour s aequisition of Burr, Pattcrson and Auld Company and
Edwards H:l1dernan.

IN THE MATTER OF

UKIVERSE CHEMICALS, I , 1''1 AL.

ORDIm, OPINION, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE AU,EGED VlOLATIOK 01" THE
FEDERAL THADJ; COMMISSION ACT

Docket 8752. Complaint , Dec. 1967* Declsion, Sept. , 1.971

Order adopting the initinl decision of the hearin examiner which found re-
spondent Jordan L. Lichtem;tein, an offcer of Universe Cbemieals, Inc. , a
Chicago paint company, to be subject to the order to cease using misrepre-
sentations to sell its products and recruit dealers.

FINAL ORDER

This matter having been heard by the COlmnission upon respondent

Joi'dan L. Lichtenstein s appeal from the lnitial Decision 1 and upon

briefs and oral argu1l1ent in support thereof and in opposition thereto;
and

The Commission having concluded on this record and the facts
and circumstances set forth therein, and for the reasons expressed in
the accompanying opinion, that the initial decision and order issued
by the examiner should be adopted as the decision and order of the
C01nmission;

It /8 ordered That the Initial Decision and the order contained
therein be, and they hereby are , adopted as the decision and order of
the Commission.

"'Reported in 77 F. C. 598 as amended by Hearing Examiner s order of .Tuly 111, 1968.
See 77' li. C. 598-
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It ,is further ordered That respondent -Lichtenstein, wit,hin sixty
(60) days after service upon him of thisorder, file with the Commis-
sion a report, in writing, setting forth ili detail the maIlner and form
in which he has cOlnplied with the order to cease and desist.

OPINION OF THE C01\DHSSro:-

SEPTEJ\lBEH 2;- , IU7l

ONES 0 O1n7ni::::rionor:

On Decernbcl' 5 , 19()7, the Commission filed a complaint against Uni-
verse Chernieals, a corporation , and Raymond L. Hoscn and Jordan 

Licht-anstcin, as individuals and offccrs of said corporation , charging
violations of Section 5 of the Federal Trade COlInnission Act, 15
1J.S. C. 45 (1964), in the marketing of ,vator repellent paints and
GOtt tings.

The complaint , as amended by .July 10, IDGS,z ch:lrgcd that respond-
ents , in the course of their business , Tnadc nmnerolls misrepresenta-
tions concerning the nature of their products and the benefits to be de-
ri\"cd from their dcalcrships. 1\101'e speeificalIy, the cOInplaint charged

:;ponclents with misrepresenting that t.he corporate respondent was
allilia.tcd with the Union Carbide Company and that their products
\Yere manufadured and tested by the Union Carbide COll1pany
(COllpl. paras. 6(1)- (3), 7(1)- (:1)). The comp1aint also charged
thnt respondent,s mjsrepresentcd to prospective dealers the speed with
,yhich they could expect io sell rcspond( nts ' products , their right to
rct.u l'n ullsold products, and the expeeted profits to be earned through
their dca1erships (Comp1. pnrus. G(G)- (8), 7(G)- (8)). Further , ti,e

corn plaint charged that the respondents falsely represented thejr
gnarantees and the contcnts and quaIl ties of their products (OompI.
p" rus. (; (1), (5), (9) - (12) ; 7 ( 4), (5), (9) - (12) ) .

\ll Illitial Decision by I-Icaring Examiner Moore holding against
nl( J'e pondents was appealed t,o the Commission on the grounds that
the-hearing examiner had denied respondfmts due process of law by

1 The following' ahbreviatiom: wil he URp.(l for cit;ltionR: Tran c\'ipt of pror.cPf!ing"
1'1' " ; r.omplaint connseJ's exhibits

, "

CX" ; and Examiner s Initial Decision

, "

ID". Briefs
of either tJle respondent (Res, ) or complaint eoullsel (C. ) wil he dtcd as (ollows: Brief
on :11'1"':11

, "

.1)111. Hr. ; nnsw0ring- brief

, "

An;,. Hr. ; aut! reply brief

, "

Rep. Br.
The hearing: examillel. 1I1Jlenderl the complaint during- tll( pj"o( epding-s in the first trial

to ('""p.:1)(1 tl1r. llp.gp(l rni;,reprf'selltations cO!lceruing' the ql1alitk of respondents ' producl
(The complaint as aHlp.!lded i reportell in 77 P. C. 5!JS,

The Commission remanded the ease because uf its conclusion that the hearing ex-
;ullill('\, :, decision to :,chcllulc he:l!' in;;s at fonr diffp.rp.llt Ioeations violated Section 3.41 (b)
of the Commission s Rl1lr:s of Practice. The Commi;;sion directed that hearing-iS in the
sp.cond trial he hRlll at a ::ing-Je locfltion de1:enllinerl with reg-ani to the eonvenicru:e of the
parties.
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directing that hearings should be held in more than one city. After
argument, the Commission agreed and remanded the case for a trial
de novo.

Thcreafter, IIearing ExanLiner Bennett ,vas dcsignated to conduct
the second trial which 1Jl'oceeded to hearing in Augnst 1969. In his
InitiaJ Decision l77 F. C. fJOSJ, Examiner Bennett found tbat reo
spondents had engaged in all the false and deceptive practices charged
in the complaint and he also entered a proposed order requiring them
to cease and desist from these practices. Connsel for respondents filed
a notice of intention to appeal from t.he examiner s decision but later

withc1rew it on the grounds t-hat the corpol'IlLe rcspolHlent 11a(1 made
an assignment for the benefit of crecljtors and would no longer con-
tinue in business.

The order has become final as respects the eorporatc respondent
and one of the individual respondents , Haymond L. Hosen, Respond-
e.nt tTorclall L. Lichtenstein , 11o\"on:r , notified the Commission that he
wished to appeal from the Initial Decision but Wk:S IinancialJ:v unable
to retain counsel. 5

Pursuant to its decision in A11W)'tCan Olu:'lwlril1a CO)' FTC Docket
No. 8774 (Dee. 23 10(;8) l7(i F.T.C. 101(;1, and its Policy Statement of'
December 15 , 1970 6 the Commission assigned a hearing examiner to
make findings on 1\J1' Lichtenstein s financia, j status. On the basis of
an affdavit filed by ::11'. Lichtenstein Goncerning his financ.ial re-
sources ' the hearing exalniner found that. he lacked suffcient Junc1s
to retain COUIlSel to pl'oseeute his appeal to the COlnmission. I3:v order
dated December 8 , 1970 , the Commission granted lr. Lichtenstein
leave to proceed in f01'1na pau'7)eTis and referred th( matter to the Com-
mittee on the Federal Trade Commission of the ..\.ntiLrust Section of
the American Bar Association for the desjgJ1ntion of cOlllsel to repre-
sent :.1:1'. Lichtenstein. Tl1ereafter , 1\J1'. Lr.e N, Abrarns served as coun-
sel for Mr. Lichtenstein in perfecting his a,ppeal of this case.

On the a.ppeal ,,,hich is now before 11S , respondent Lichtenstein does
not challenge the hearing examiner s specific and detnilec1 findings of

Letter from Franklin )f. L lzan1s to the Secretary of the Fetleral 'Trade Commi sion
Aprij 4 , 1970.

u From the time an lU' S'Ier to the C()lJJpJilin1: 'lilS fied on J llll\ ' 1(1, HJOS, nnti this
point in the proceedings , a11 of the respolHlents had been represented lly ---t' - F:' alJkliu
r. Lazarus.

61'111' procedures for assessing indigellcy claims Rre set fOl tll in lI\e Commission
Statement of Policy: Rec:pondents L'nab;" to AITon: Counsel , 35 Fed. RI'g". J R99S (Dee, 15.
:1970).

7 In hi;; afJrlavit dated on'mbrr a, 1970 , )11, LicIJten;ctein inrlicated 11I1cr alia t he
was nnempJoye(l , IUJd no assets, 8.11(1 s " tnl;illg lJUJJkrnptc:-.

Following tJJe AmeriCf!1J Ghij1Chiil(l derision , the Ar:titrnst Scrtion of tJ:e AJIc:' jc;1J 11.
Assoc;ation rrentl'1 a paJleJ of bw:, ero; ,rilJjng OJJ(l no:" to 1'rp:' ('o;("l11. j'espon()en s wbo
werr f()nnc by n bearing eX;llJlinr:' to be JJn b:e to nfforrl connse:.
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fact and or law or any aspect or the Lease a.nd desist. order. Ilis sale

claim of error is that the Commission denied him (as well a,s the
othcr tvw responclents) due process of law lJy proceeding against him
without taking any action against his competitor and former employer
Hydrall1m Industries , Inc. , despite the fact tbat the marketing prac-
tices which the examiner ronnd to be ill violation or Section 5 or the
Federal Trade Commission Act had been substantially copied from
Hydmll1m (Res. App. Br. at 5).

The record shows that prior to organizing Univ( rse Chemicals

both Lichtenstein and Hasen were employed by Hydralurn which sells
water repellent paints and coatings ('11'. 22 , 3:2). In Febnmry 1965
they organized Universe Chemicals which also engaged in selling
water repclknt pRints and coatings nnder the tra,cle names , "1\:eo1'-

Kate" and "Kolar Kote" (Tr. 0 , 121-22). Rosen and Lichtcnstcin
were the stockholders, offcers , and directors of the corporate respond-
ent and formulated , directed , and controlled its practices and policies
(Res. Ans. Br. 1; Tr. 111; ID 7).

The examiner found that upon leaving t.I1C employment of I-Iydra-
lum , respondents adopted met.hods of doing business similar to those
whicb l,ad been pursued by Hydralum (Tr. :J:i , 121, 122, 1101; ID S
37). SpeciaJly, respondent Lichtenstein testified that they used a simi.
lar method of product distribution and similar sales presentations
(1'1'. 121 , 1101). J\bny of tbc promotional materials which tbe ex.
aminel' found were used in violation of Section 5 of the Ij' eclenll Trade
Commission Act had been copied from those used by I-Iydralum , in-
cluding sevcral of I-Iyc1ralum s hrochnre, , prodnct Jab( 13 and clemon-
slratiau materials (Tr. 96- , 102-1o: , 1101 , 113:1 , 1146).

Liehtenstcin testified that on two occasions during his employment
with IIyc1ralum , in HH-;O or 1061 and ngain uToHllll 10G.:- Hyc1ralmn
was investigated by the I ederal Trade Commission. !! ::11'. Lichtenstein
gaYB virtualJy no testimony as to the events snrrol1nc1ing the first
investigation but stated that during the second investigation off-
cials examined a,nc1 copied "hundreds and hnnclreds" of documents in
Jlyc1ralum s flies but that no action was taken by the, Commission as a
a result of this investigation (1'1'. 1102-1104). ,Yhen asked if one of

I-Iydnllum s sales bl'oehurcs "hich was Jater copied by Universe
Cbemicals was obtained during the FTC invesLigation :Mr. Lichten-
stein replied that he did not blOw from his personal knowledge but he

. LichtEIJstein testifif'rl that thf' first l'TC invf'stfgution occurred abont thrf'f' or lIHf'C
and a half years before the second in"'eSligation , anel thf"t thf' lattc\' tool, pJ;.c\. about a
car before JJe left Hy(1rrtJuUl to f'sttlb1isJ1 1' Jli,-crse CI1f'mieaJs ('1'1'. 1103-- 11(4), Thns.

the investigtltioJls must lw\"e occurred in 11H;0 or 1961 , and ag-ain in 1963 or 1864.
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assumed" it was (Tr. 1102). l-le testified that sinee the Commission
did nut proceed against IIycl:mlum , he felt he would not be violating
the Jaw in copying the brochure ('Ir. 1103).

(r. LichtE'nstcin also stated that during the Commission s investi-

gation of Universe Chemicals in 1967 , a Commission rE'presenta.tive

told him that the Commission had "n little bit of evidcnee against
Universe Chemicals and a whole room lull of evidence against
I Hydmlum ltud its ltffliatesJ" ('Ir.lJOG).

Hespondent Lichtcnstein no\V contends on appeal thflt the Commis-
sion should postpone the effecti \'6 date of the hearing exa,miner

order until th( Commission concludes its investigation of Hydra-
lum s marketing practices which are similar to those found unhnyful
in the instant case. In support 01 this cont.ention he argues that the
Commission has denied him due process of la\v in two rcspects. First, he

claims that he reasonably relied upon the Commission s failure to take
action against IIydralurn as evidencc that its marketing practices

werE' ht\vful , that he was thereby misled into believing that he could
lE'galJy copy these pT'adices and that the Commission is , therefore
estopped from proceeding against hi111. Second , he claims it is unfair
to permit his comlx titor , Hydralum to continue operating its busi-
ness ill a manner denicd to him. ,Ye will deal ,vith these contentions
seriatJm.

ESTOl l:EL AnGUjIE

Respondent Lichtenstein s contention that he was misled by the
Connnission is not borne out by the facts and circmnstaJlces npon \yhich
he seems to rely.

Ir. Lichtcnstein does not contest the examil1er s findings that he

enga.ged in a series or misrepresentations and deceptions concerning-

the origin , contents, qua,Eties and guarantees or his products and the
benefits nf his dealerships, It is inconceivable that he can now seri-
ollsly urge that while these statements ,,,ere fa.1se-he makes no cJa.ims

that they were not-he was 0'f the view that in some wa.y these decep-
tions had become immunized rneI'eiy because a prior emnpany for
which he had worked had also engaged in some similar false and mis-
leading sales promotions and had not bcen proceeded against by the
Cornmission.

Certainly the Commission gan him no grounds for believing that
those materials he copied from 1-1yclralUill were lawful. In his testi-
mony :Jlr. Lichtenstein statecl that hc had observed that JI:ydra,lul1
,,,as investigated by the Commission , but he adlnittcc1 that he did not
h3."o firsthand knowJcclge of ,,,hich documents or sales materials werc
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uncovered err. 1102). There was 110 p\- idell(,c tiJat the Comrnjs"ion
inyest1gatol',s ever infonned J\fr. l.. ichtl'llstein tlwt they appro':et1 tl1e
nUttel'ia.1s they discO\-crcc1. l-le stated tlut Jj(e' mereJ

' ;;

n.s,:OlI!Ll( cF they

Ivere lawful , aJtlJOugh he :further testified that " iolf ('0111':012 , I didn
have any knoyrlec1ge of the Ilay the Fedend Tl'H(le COlllnission oper-
ated. " (Tr. l10i3. In short Ir. Liel1ten31(,jn J'eliccl upon the, Com-
mission s fa.ilure to proceed against H 'cll'almn Iyjthout nny knO\yl-

edge of the reasons Jor tlris jnaction. T ndrr 5UCl1 circurnstnJH'p,-, lye

cn.nnotfincl that , Lichtenstein ,vns m; led by the Commission,

The courts hnn frequently he1c1 that the pl'inciplC':3 of esto!Jpel slwll
not be applied Rgainst government ag,\l)C'ic' ill snits to enforce a pub-
lic right or protect a Pllblic interest. lFa1/(ice OOip, ,-VLRB, j:n 1'
248 253 (1D44) : Utah Power (/, d Light CO. Y. Ciu'terl SlIdes 213 LT;:,
380 408-0D (HIl7); P. Lorilau! Co. 

", 

FTC, 1 Sfi F. 2c1 02

, .

35 (4th
Cir. 1950) ; United States v. Vulcanized /-1(07)(:1' cf: Plastics ('0, t is
F, Supp. 723 , 726 (B. D. Pa. 1050), aird 288 F, 2c12,j( (:11') Cir, 1fJf,) ,

cut. denied 368 U, S. 821 (1061). In the inst:mt ('asp , tile estoppc1

(lefensB shonlc1 simibrly be deni('cl :l1r. LichtensteiJJ since 'to (10 other-
wise would frustrate the aim of tll( FcdcralTracle Cornmissioll ..\.ct 10
prevent 11lfair and deceptive IJractice c; flJ1l Iyonlc1 len\' c, him i\0e 

engage ill such pra.ctices to the SCH're drtriment of the pn1Jlic,

CL:\.IJI OF UXFAIR?HSS

Respondent Ijc1Jtenstc1n further argw's il:n! e Commi .'3jOl! lJ:1S

epriTec111im of clne process of Ifill' b \' llni'nirJ - prcnmting- 11jm cmc1

his ('orporation from operating n. I.msine::.s in :1 ('c' liaill manner. \yi;i 
permitting hi competitol' I-yclralum, to condnct ts openu.inl;

exactly the same mn,nnel'
The conrts 11ayC he1c1 howc\' er. that a litip:,11t hfiS no t to 

free from prosecution mere)y beca.usc his COlfllH'titol's : \yho ;112 ,dc:O

llle,gcc1 to be cngnged in the- rm1C chrdlf'JJg' ccl pl':1.ctices have not been

similarly proceeded again t. r:e(' P' 1'(, Unt'I'er8aZ- Ilunrlle ('Oi)i..

887 - S, 244 (1087): 11100:/ Industrics, iii"

. " 

FTC. ;:5;' r. s. +11

(H);)8), If the hl-" \n' 1'(' othel'yi

(' 

ln(l tIll Comm;ssion were' n (jLliL'l'c1

to proceed s)mi1nr1y ap:,liJJst all COll-:pct;tor::. ;' COJDl!11so.in;, ('t'\ J's

\yould be forc\' cl' pending ancl HllJ:nyfnl 111,lCi2(,C:: rarely. if f:":CL

corrected, United Bis' cuit Co. Y. FT(' ;:10 F. :2d G13, G:24 (7t.h Ci1'.

J Ofi5), cerl. den,led :13.'1 P.S. D2G (lfJ66).
Thus , the- conrts 1):1\'8 l' cogl1il'. ed tJlat l1J\ Commiesiol1 1Y: :'i !j:l

brond discl',tion in selecting cases to proceed ngnj1:st so that it 1::,1:,

fl)Jevelop tlHtt enforcement polic;\ best cnic1l1;\('f'(1 to achieve e pnr1;; UiJl"
tl:nllilnied h ' ('I)Jl!::T('!'811:1 . allr,c:1tc it,,, :lY:lil:lble funds 8n(1 ,' "-11J1jd
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J:) ()J1jJlj(jJ1

in such a way to exeCl1te its jll11ily f'I!CiClltl . ;11H1 ec:onfIllically, Moog Industries
Tne. v. PTC 355 L'S. 411 , 413 t105.S),

The Commission s discretion in this arC'a i liillited, however, to
the extent. that its selcct;, e. enJOl'('onH' llt 01 the J nY cam ()t be ;' patent:y
arbit.rary and capri('iol1s.' FTC Y. 7Jnit'er8al- R1lli.dle Oorp. 387 17.
24-J ::50 (1967). The l' ('()nl of tJH' instant casp. , hmve\' , is totally
c1exoid of even l snggestion i.hat would indicate or 8\'8n imply that
the Commission acted in an rhJl'ry or capricious rnanner in bringing

tlle im";rant ea.se. There is no 0-\-idrllcP t.hat the Commission singled
ont 1\f1'. Lichtenstein for p1'osecution t.o the exclnsion of others in the

ater repellent paint business, III f:lct , tho opposite is true. Complaint
COllJl ('.1 indicates thnt thc Commission hils IJo('n investigating and
proceeding against a l1llnber of respondents : Cf)illpetitOl's and several
of t.hem are now under ce;1se and desist ord( rs. :

0 Thus , we find no
1'ln80n to conc1ndc that 1lll C\mllll;ssion has been Lllfllir or arbitrary
in also proceeding. ngninst .Cniyerse Chemicals and re.spondent
Lichtenstein.

",Ve note that un1ii;;e the typical caSl', in which a respondent seeks
to st :.y pro ccution on ibe ,!).T0l1Ids that. he will suffer fil1a.ncialloss i1'
he is prohibited from pract ices open to his compet.jt.ors : ::fr. Lichtcn-
stein wiJJ incur no finflllclfl!hardslJip if the Cefl (' HIHl desist orclc

against him takes imml'(linte effect. F"ctualJy nw immediate ent1'
of the order will not placr: him at a competitivc disa(hantagc since
he .st.ntes that he does not intcnd to C'stab1ish a similar eOlTqmny in
the '''" ater repellent paint hll iness. His diffcult to see how the 8ffec-
in'Jlcss of the. ordcr can ill ;1n Iyn:v affect his ability to obtain HPc1

l101c1 n job.
Finfllly, we point ont that cycn jf respondent succ( ecled jll dernon-

stJ'flt, ing that he would sutTer snbshUltial injury through the E ll:fore:-
JlH'llt of this order , t.he COJJl1njssion \YOltlcl not be required to wjthhold
its f'JlIDJ'cenlCnt of the order, .z' TC Y. Uni1)eTsuZ- Hu.n(1lf. Om,?,. jR7

S. :2-:-4 , 2;'51 (IDGT) , Our rl'idllg concern lnnst be to protect thc
pnblic from illegal pl'act1ces Iyhic l ' ':e have found to exist , Hnd in
thi C'a the only nW:lJlS to assnring that the public will be nclequatel,v

protpcted is to i1l11wclill(r!y put into e1lcct the cease and desist order.
Accordingly, Ive del1)- respondent Lieht.enstein s claim t:hat the c:f-

jc' ctjye date of the cease nnd de ist order against hinl should be post-

poned Hnd adopt t.he he.aring examiner s Init.ia! Decision and tlw order
c011tainec1 therein.

cO The I(111o""ing con:)':1nies

, -.

hic1 were 1l1urle(1 to during -:ll', Lic11tellsteins te8timony

1',' 1171104-05), arc undeJ Commi::sion o :c1el': Tliennoc71elnicnl Producis. Inc., Dockel
:-0. S7 ;: (July 25, 19G8) PO P. C. 107J : lVnndngto1/ Ohemical Corp" Docket o. S()4S

(June 17 , 18(6) r09 P C. S2SJ; i1Hl P'Eccl Chemi('fI) C01. DOl'ht :-0, C- 1432 (Sept. 30
18BS) ;74 F, C, 8S0J.
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Ix TIlE I\LA.TTER O:F

KATHAN DIA1IOXD TRADIXG AS E!lIPIRE FURJ'ITURE
STORES, ETC.

COXSEXT ORDEn , ETC., IN REGAlm TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE

FEDERAL Tltli_DE COloDIISSIOX AND TRl.:TH IN LEXDIXG ACTS

Docket C- '2052 , Complaint , Sept. l.9ii-Decision, Sept, 24, 19,1

Consent oruel' requiring a Los Angeles, Calif. , indiTidual trading- as a seller amI
l1istriiJutol' of furniture to cease dolating the Truth in Lending Act lJr

failing to use the tern,,- "cash price

" "

rash do\\'npaymenL" "amount
financed

" "

nuance charge,

" "

annual percentage rate, " and other tenus re-
quired by Heg'ulation 'l of said Ad,

COi\IPLAJXT

Pnrsua.nt to the provisions of the Truth in Lending Act and the
rcg 1httion promn1gated thereunder , and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act , and by vtrtne of t.he authority vested in it. by said Acts , the

FedenLl Trade Commission , having reason to belieyc that atlwn
Diarnond , individually, and trading as Empire Furniture Stores or
K at Diamond s Empire. Furniture Stores, hereinafter referred to as
respondent, has violat.ed the provisions of said Acts and it appearing
t.o the Commission that a proreec1inp: by it. in respect thereof would be.
in the public intE'Test, hcreby issues its corn plaint stating its clmrges in
that rcspect as follows:

P A1V\GRAPH 1. Hcspondent. N at-han Diamond is an inc1i v.1clual trading
as Empire Furniture Stores or Nflt Diamond's Empire Furniture
Stores a.t two locations in Los Angeles, California , 4-481 IYest. Adams

Bouleva.rd and4525 South Central A'I'8nUe,

\T. 2. Hcspondent is now and for many yeaTs has been engaged

in tl1e offering 1'01' sale. salr , and distribution of iurniture md other
merchandise to tIle public through retail stores.

Pi\H. 3. In tl1B onlinary course and conduct of his bllsine::s , l''spond-

ent regularly extends , and for sometime. has extended. consnrner credit
as ': collsumcr crec1it. ' is deiined in Heguhltion Z tlw implementing

regulation of the Truth in Lending Act , duly promulgated by the
lTc1 of GovenlOrs of t.he FC',c1eTal Reserve System.
-'H. 4- . Subseqn8nt to )1110" , 1069 , respondent. in t1JC ordinary

conrse nnd eondllct of his bnsines3 and in conncctioll with his credit
salcs. as " dit. sale" is defined in HC,Q'nlation Z b8S cfl sec1 find is

causing his customers to execnie retail installlnent conditional sales
contracts. Hespondent has made no othcr ,yriUen disclosures in order


