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indirectly, more than one (1) percent of the outstanding shares
of common stock of Marquette Cement Manufacturing Company,
or to any purchaser who is not approved in advance by the
Federal Trade Commission.

It is further ordered, That for a period of ten (10) years
respondent shall cease and desist from acquiring, directly or
indirectly, without the prior approval of the Federal Trade Com-
mission, the whole or any part of the share capital or other
assets of any corporation engaged in the sale of ready-mixed
concrete or concrete products within respondent’s present or
future marketing area for portland cement or which purchased
in excess of 10,000 barrels of portland cement in any of the five
(5) years preceding the merger. .

It is further ordered, That Marquette Cement Manufacturing
Company shall, within sixty (60) days from the date this order
becomes final and every ninety (90) days thereafter until divesti-
ture is fully effected, submit to the Commission a detailed written
report of its actions, plans, and progress in complying with the
provisions of this order and fulfilling its objectives. All reports
shall include, among other things that will be from time to time
required, a summary of all contracts and negotiations with po-
tential purchasers of the stock and/or assets to be divested under
this order, the identity of all such potential purchasers, and
copies of all written communications to and from such potential
purchasers.

Commissioner MacIntyre did not participate.

IN THE MATTER OF
MARCUS BROTHERS TEXTILE CORPORATION, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS
IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C-1477. Complaint, Jan. 8, 1969—Decision, Jan. 8, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City converter of greige textile fabrics
to cease misbranding its textile fiber products, misrepresenting that it
has mills and factories, and failing to maintain required records.
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COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by
virtue of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal
Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Marcus Brothers
Textile Corporation, a corporation, and Samuel A. Marcus, indi-
vidually and as an officer of said corporation, hereinafter re-
ferred to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said
Acts and Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act, and it appearing to the Com-
mission 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 follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Marcus Brothers Textile Corporation
is a corporation organized, existing and doing business under and
by virtue of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Samuel A. Marcus is an officer of said corporation.
He formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices and policies
of the corporate respondent including the acts and practices here-
inafter referred to.

Respondents are converters of greige textile fabrics for the
women’s wear manufacturing trade, with their office and prin-
cipal place of business located at 1450 Broadway, New York,
New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, manu-
facture for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale,
in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be trans-
ported in commerce, and in the importation into the United
States, of textile fiber products; and hove sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported,
textile fiber products,. which have been advertised or offered
for sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised,
delivered, transported and caused to be transported, after ship-
ment in commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original
state or contained in other textile fiber products, as the terms
“commerce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled
or otherwise identified to show each element of information
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required under the provisions of Section 4(b) of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act, and in the manner and form
as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under
said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were fabrics with labels on or affixed thereto which
failed:

(a) to disclose the true generic name of the fibers present; and

(b) to disclose the name of the country where textile fiber
products imported by them were processed or manufactured.

PAR. 4. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder in that fiber trademarks were
used in conjunction with required information on labels affixed to
such fiber products, without the generic name of the fiber being
set out in immediate conjunction therewith and in type or let-
tering of equal size and conspicuousness, in violation of Rule
17(a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Respondents have failed to maintain and preserve
proper records showing the fiber content of the textile fiber prod-
ucts manufactured by them, in violation of Section 6(a) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and Rule 39 of the
Regulations promulgated thereunder.

PAR. 6. The acts and practices of respondents as set forth above
were, and are, in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of
competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices, in com-
merce, under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 7. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
now cause, and for some time last past have caused their said
products, when sold, to be shipped from their place of business in
the State of New York to purchasers thereof located in various
other States of the United States, and maintain, and at all times
mentioned herein have maintained, a substantial course of trade
in said products in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of their business, the afore-
said respondents, on certain of their gummed fabric labels at-
tached to fabrics sold by them, used the term “Marbro Mills,”
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thus stating or implying that respondents operate a mill or fac-
tory in which fabrics sold by them are manufactured.

PAR. 9. In truth and in fact, respondents do not own, operate,
or control any mill or factory where the aforesaid fabrics or
other products sold by them are manufactured, but are engaged
solely in business as converters of greige textile fabrics for the
women’s wear manufacturing trade.

PAR. 10. There is a preference on the part of many members of
the trade to buy products directly from mills or factories, in the
belief that by so doing, certain advantages accrue to them, in-
cluding lower prices.

PAR. 11. In the conduct of their business, at all times mentioned
herein, respondents have been in substantial competition, in com-
merce, with corporations, firms and individuals in the sale of
products of the same general kind as that sold by respondents.

PAR. 12. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, mis-
leading and deceptive statements, representations and practices
has had, and now has, the capacity and tendency to mislead
purchasers into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said state-
ments and representations were and are true and into the pur-
chase of substantial quantities of said respondents’ products by
reason of said erroneous and mistaken belief.

PAR. 13. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged in Paragraphs Eight through Twelve were, and
are, all to the prejudice and injury of the public and of respond-
ents’ competitors, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair
methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts and prac-
tices in commerce in violation of Section 5 (a) (1) of the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in
the caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished
thereafter with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau
of Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for
its consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act;
and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
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mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set
forth in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the
signing of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and
does not constitute an admission by respondents that the law
has been violated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and
other provisions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon ac-
cepted the executed consent agreement and placed such agree-
ment on the public record and having duly considered the com-
ment filed thereafter pursuant to § 2.84 (b) of its Rules, now, in
further conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34 (b) of
its Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Marcus Brothers Textile Corporation is a cor-
poration organized, existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York, with its office and
principal place of business located at 1450 Broadway, New York,
New York. .

Respondent Samuel A. Marcus is an officer of said corporation
and his address is the same as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Marcus Brothers Textile Cor-
poration, a corporation, and its officers, and Samuel A. Marcus,
individually and as an officer of said corporation, and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction,
delivery for introduction, manufacture for introduction, sale, ad-
vertising, or offering for sale, in commerce, or the transportation
or causing to be transported in commerce, or the importation
into the United States, of any textile fiber product; or in con-
nection with the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery,
transportation or causing to be transported, of any textile fiber
product which has been advertised or offered for sale in com-
merce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, advertis-
ing, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, after
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shipment in commerce, of any textile fiber product, whether in its
original state or contained in other textile fiber products, as the
terms “commerce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, do forthwith cease
and desist from:

A. Misbranding such products by:

1. Failing to affix a stamp, tag, label, or other means
of identification to each such product showing in a clear,
legible and conspicuous manner each element of infor-
mation required to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

2. Using a fiber trademark in conjunction with the
required information on labels affixed to said textile
fiber products without the generic name of the fiber
appearing on said labels in immediate conjunction there-
with and in type or lettering of equal size and conspicu-
ousness.

B. Failing to maintain and preserve records of fiber con-
tent of textile fiber products manufactured by them, as re-
-quired by Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber Products Iden-
tification Act and Rule 39 of the Regulations promulgated
thereunder.

It is further ordered, That respondents Marcus Brothers Textile
Corporation, a corporation, and its officers, and Samuel A. Mar-
cus, individually and as an officer of said corporation, and
respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in conpection with the
advertising, offering for sale, sale or distribution of textile
fabrics or other products in commerce, as “commerce” is defined
in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from: :

1. Directly or indirectly using the word “Mills”, or any
other word or term of similar import or meaning in or as a
part of respondents’ corporate or trade name, or represent-
ing in any other manner that respondents perform the
functions of a mill or otherwise manufacture textile fabrics
or other products sold by them unless and until respondents
own or operate, or directly and absolutely control the mill,
factory or manufacturing plant wherein said textile fabrics
or other products are manufactured.

2. Misrepresenting in any manner that respondents have
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mills, factories or manufacturing plants where their products
are manufactured.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions. ‘

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall,
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
this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

MARLO FURNITURE CO. TRADING oS MARLO’S FURNITURE
WORLD, ET AL.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF
THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket 8745. Complaint, Sept. 27, 1967—Deciston, Jan. 16, 1969

Order terminating a proceeding which charged a Washington, D.C., furniture
and home furnishing store with using deceptive selling practices.

COMPLAINT

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 Marlo
Furniture Company, a corporation, trading as Marlo’s Furniture
World, and Louis Glickfield, individually and as an officer of said
corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated
the provisions of said Act, 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 follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Marlo Furniture Company, trading as
Marlo’s Furniture World, is a corporation organized, existing
and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the District
of Columbia, with its principal office and place of business located
at 901 7th Street, NW., in the city of Washington, District of
Columbia.

Respondent Louis Glickfield is an officer of the corporate re-
spondent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts and prac-






