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Complaint 74 F.

IN THE MATTER OF

S. ELECTRONICS , INC. , ET AL.

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

Docket 8747. Compla Nov. 1967-Decision

, ,

Vov. 4, 1968

Consent order requiring a Pine Lawn , Mo. , distributor of radio and TV
tube testing devices and supplies to cease misrepresenting the earnings
of purchasers of its machines, the services furnished therewith, and

the assistance in resale of the machines.

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 U.
Electronics, Inc. , a corporation, and Jerry Librach , individually
aI)d as an offcer 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 U.S. Electronics, Inc. , is a corpora-
tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Missouri. Respondent Jerry Librach is
an individual and an offcer of said corporation. He formulates
directs and controls the acts, practices and policies of the said

corporate respondent including the acts and practices hereinafter
set forth. The principal offce and place of business of the respond-
ents is located at 6267 Natural Bridge Road , Pine Lawn , ;\1issouri.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now , and for more than one year last
past have been , engaged in the business of advertising, offering
for sale , sale and distribution of radio and television tube testing
devices , tubes and the supplies and equipment used in connection
therewith to purchasers. Said devices are located by the respond-

ents in various places such as service stations , hardware stores
and the like where the public wil be induced to test the tubes
from their radio and television sets and purchase replacements
for defective tubes.

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, as afore-
said , respondents now cause, and for some time last past have
caused, said products , when sold , to be shipped and transported
from their aforesaid place of business in the State of Missouri
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and from various places of business of their suppliers to pur-
chasers thereof located in various other States of the United

States , and maintain , and at all times mentioned herein have main-
tained, a substantial course of trade in said products in com-
merce , as "commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission
Act.

PAR. 4. Respondents ' method of doing business is to insert ad-
vertisements in the classified advertisement section of newspapers
and periodicals. Persons responding to said classified advertise-
ments are then contacted by respondents or their employees
agents or representatives who display to the prospective pur-
chaser a variety of promotional material and make various oral
representations respecting the aforesaid articles of merchandise.

PAR. 5. In the course and conduct of their business as aforesaid

and for the purpose of inducing the purchase of said articles of
merchandise , respondents have made various statements and rep-
resentations concerning said articles of merchandise and the busi-
ness opportunity afforded. Such representations have been made
and continue to be made by respondents , their employees , agents
or representatives , through advertising and promotional material
furnished by respondents to said employees , agents or representa-
tives , through advertisements inserted in newspapers and periodi-
cals , through letters and other advertising literature circulated
generally among the purchasing public and through oral represen-
tations made by respondents, their employees, agents or repre-
sentatives.

Typical and illustrative of the newspaper advertisements used
by respondents , but not all inclusive thereof , is the following:

Reliable Party for Added Income for Part or Full Time Work.
We Secure Locations for Testers. :Male or Female , wanted for this area

to service route for Sylvania & R.C.A. television and radio tubes -sold
through our latest modern method free self-service tube testing and mer-
chandising units. Will not interfere with your present employment. To
qualify you must have $1 476.60 to $2 953.20 cash available immediately
for inventory and equipment , investment secured. Car , 5 spare hours weekly,
could net up to $6 000.00 per year in YOUr sparE- time, should be ab1e
to start at once. This company "\vil extend financial assistance to ful1
time if desired. Do not answer unless fully qualified for time and invest-
ment. Income should start immediately. Business set up for you. Selling,
soliciting, or experience is not necessary. For personal interview in your
city-please include your Phonc Number and 'Write

S. ELECTRONICS CORP.
6267 ::atural Bridge

Fine Lawn 20 , Mo.
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PAR. 6. Through the use of the aforesaid statements and repre-
sentations and others of similar import and meaning, but not
specifically set out herein , and through statements and represen-
tations orally made by respondents, their employees , agents and
representatives to prospective purchasers , respondents have rep-
resented , and do now represent, directly or by implication , to
the purchasing public, that:

1. Persons investing $2 953.20 in said articles of merchandise
wil receive a net income of $6, 000 per year.

2. Respondents obtain top sales producing locations for the
placement of tube testing machines purchased from them.

3. The purchasers of said machines wil be trained by the re-
spondents as to the operation of the machines and the methods to
be used in servicing them.

4. No selling or soliciting wil be required.
5. If the purchaser becomes dissatisfied, or for any reason

wishes to go out of the business , the respondents wil either ac-
cept a return of the machines and tube stock or wil help the

purchaser to resell them.
6. The purchaser s investment in the machines and tube stock

is secured.
PAR. 7. In truth and in fact:

1. Income in the foregoing amount wil not be realized by
persons investing the sum indicated. Persons investing the fore-
going amount in said articles purchased from respondents re-
ceive appreciably smaller returns on their investments.

2. Respondents do not obtain top income producing locations
but place most of the machines in retail establishments such as
service stations which have very litte consumer traffc. The loca-
tions secured by respondents are usually undesirable , unsuitable
and unprofitable.

3. Respondents do not train the purchasers of the tube testing
machines in the operation of the machines or the methods to be
used in servicing the locations where the machines are installed.

4. The purchasers of the machines are required to do selling
and soliciting since it is frequently necessary to place machines
in other locations because of the unprofitable nature of the loca-

tions selected by the respondents.
5. Respondents do not accept the return of the machines or

tube stock and do not help the purchaser to resell them regardless
of the purchaser s reasons for going out of business.

6. The purchaser s investment is not secured and if the pur-
chaser finds it necessary to resell his machines , he wil realize
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very Ette , if anything, on such transaction.
Therefore, the statements and representations

Paragraphs 5 and 6 hereof, were and are false
deceptive.

PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of their business , and at all
times mentioned herein , respondents have been in substantial com-
petition in commerce, with corporations, firms and individuals

engaged in the sale of the same or similar products.

as set forth in

misleading and

PAR. 9. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false , mislead-
ing and deceptive statements and representations has had, and

now has , the capacity and tendency to mislead members of the
purchasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said
statements and representations were and are true and into the

purchase of substantial quantities of respondents ' products by rea-
son of such mistaken and erroneous belief.

PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents as
herein alleged were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the
public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted , and now
constitute , unfair methods of competition in commerce and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices in commerce in violation of Sec-
tion 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Commission having issued its complaint in this proceeding
on November 8, 1967, charging the respondents named in the
caption hereof with violation of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, and the respondents having been served with a copy of that
complaint; and

Upon motion of respondents and for good cause shown, the
Commission , having on February 5, 1968 , pursuant to 34 (d)

of its Rules, withdrawn the matter from adjudication and granted
respondents opportunity to negotiate , under Subpart C of Part
2 of its Rules , a settlement by the entry of a consent order; and

Respondents and counsel supporting complaint having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-

mission by respondents of all the jurisdictional facts a11eged in
the complaint , a statement that the signing of the agreement is
for settement 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
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The Commission having considered the agreement and having
accepted same , and the agreement containing consent order hav-
ing thereupon been placed on the public record for a period of

30 days, now in further conformity with the procedure prescribed
in 92.34(b) of its Rules , the Commission hereby makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order to
cease and desist in disposition of the proceeding:

1. Respondent U. S. Electronics , Inc. , is a corporation organized
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of

the State of Missouri , with its offce and principal place of business
located at 6267 Natural Bridge Road, Pine Lawn , Missouri.

Respondent Jerry Librach is an offcer 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 pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered That respondents U. S. Electronics, Inc. , a cor-
poration, and its officers , and Jerry Librach , individually and as
an offcer of said corporation , and respondents ' agents , represen-
tatives and employees , directly or through any corporate or other
dev.ice, in connection with the advertising, offering for sale, sale

or distribution of radio and television tube testing devices and
the tubes , supplies and equipment for use in connection there-
with, or any other products , in commerce , as "commerce" is de-
fined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease
and desist from representing, directly or by implication , that:

1. Persons investing $2 953. 20 in respondents ' tube testing
devices and the tubes , supplies and equipment for use in
connection therewith will earn a net income of $6,000 per
year.

2. Persons investing in respondents' products wi1 derive
any stated amount or gross or net profits or other earnings;
or representing, in any manner , the past earnings of pur-
chasers of Tespondents' products unless in fact the past
earnings represented are those of a substantial number of
purchasers and accurately reflect the average earnings of
these purchasers under circumstances similar to those of the
purchaser to whom the representation is made.
3. Respondents , their agents , representatives or employees

will obtain satisfactory or profitable locations for the
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machines purchased from them: Provided, however That
nothing herein shal1 be construed to prohibit respondents
from truthful1y and non deceptively representing that they

have obtained locations or assisted in obtaining locations if
respondents clearly and conspicuously disclose, in immedi-

ate conjunction therewith , the average net or gross earnings
realized by a substantial number of purchasers from machines
in locations obtained by respondents or through their assist-
ance under circumstances similar to those of the purchaser
to whom the representation is made.

4. Purchasers of respondents ' machines or other products
will receive training, or other advice and assistance, in the

operation of and the methods to be used in servicing respond-
ents ' said machines or any other products: PTovided, how-
ever That it shal1 be a defense in any enforcement proceeding
instituted hereunder for respondents to estahlish that train-
ing, advice and assistance in the operation of and the methods
to be used in servicing respondents' machines or other
products were afforded to each purchaser to the extent of

and in conformity with the representations made to the
purchaser.

5. Sel1ing, soliciting or experience is not required to estab-
lish, operate or maintain a route of respondents ' machines
or other products; or misrepresenting in any manner, the
amount of selling, soliciting or experience required to estab-
lish and operate or maintain the route.

6. Respondents or their representatives will accept return
, or will obtain or assist in obtaining a purchaser for, or

wi1 assist in the resale of machines or other products sold by
them.

7. That the investment in respondents ' machines , or other
products , is secured or cannot be Jost.

8. Failing to deliver a copy of this order to ceaSe and
desist to al1 present and future salesmen or other persons
engaged in the sale of respondents ' products or services , and
failing to secure from each such salesman or other persons
a signed statement acknowledging receipt of said order

It is further oTdered 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.
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IN THE MATTER OF

OSCAR FINKEL

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODJ:CTS LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1443. Complaint, Nov. 4, 1.968-Decision , lv ov. 4, 1.968

Consent order requiring a New York City fur manufacturer to cease
issuing false invoices on the sale of his fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the
authority vested in it by said Acts , the Federal Trade Commission
having reason to believe that Oscar Finkel, individually and
trading as Oscar Finkel, hereinafter referred to as respondent

has violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling 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 Oscar Finkle is an individual trad-
ing as Oscar Finkel.
Respondent is a manufacturer of fur products including fur

collars and trim with his offce and principal place of business
located at 150 West 28th Street ew York , New York.
PAR. 2. Respondent is now and for some time last past has

been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the
manufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale
advertising, and offering for sale in commerce , and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and
has manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale,
transported and distributed fur products which have been made
in whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received
in commerce , as the terms "commerce

" "

fur" and "fur product"
are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which

failed to disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
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bleached, dyed , or otherwise artificia1ly colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under in the f01l0wing respects:

(a) The term "natural" was not used on invoices to describe
fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificia1ly colored , in violation of Rule 19 (g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices , in
violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.
PAR. 5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as

herein a1leged , are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and
constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
tive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof , and the respondent having been furnished there-
after 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 respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission by the respondent of a1l 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 respondent that the law has
been violated as a1leged 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-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue

stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on
the public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 92.34 (b) of its
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Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint , makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Oscar Finkel is an individual trading as Oscar
Finkel , with his principal offce and place of business located at
150 West 28th Street, N ew York , N ew York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the pu hlic interest.

ORDER

It is ordered That respondent Oscar Finkel , individually and
trading as Oscar Finkel or under any other trade name, 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, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the
transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur product;
or in connection with the manufacture for sale , sale , advertising,
offering for sale, transportation or distribution of any fur
product which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms "commerce,"
fur" and "fur product" are defined in the Fur Products Labeling

Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely and deceptively
invoicing fur products by :

1. Failing to furnish invoices, as the term " invoice " is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5 (b) (1) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term "natural" as part of the
information required to be disclosed on an invoice under
the Fur Products Labeling Act and Rules and Regulations

promulgated thereunder to describe any such fur product
which is not pointed , bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored.

3. Failng to set forth on an invoice the item number or
mark assigned to any such fur product.

It is further ordeTed That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order , file with the
Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which ;18 has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF

MASTERSON , INC.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE WOOL PRODUCTS LABELING AND

THE TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C-1444. Complaint , Nov. 4, 196B-Decision , Nov. 4, 1968

Consent order requiring a Chicago, Ill. , manufacturer of men s and boys

outerwear to cease misbranding the fiber content of its wool and
textile fiber prODucts and falsely advertising its textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textie
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 MasterSon , Inc. , a corporation , hereinafter
referred to as respondent, has violated the provisions of said

Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a pro-
ceeding 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 MasterSon, Inc., is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Mississippi with its offce and principal place

of business located at 847 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago,
IIinois.

The respondent is engaged in the manufacture and sale of
men s and boys ' outerwear.

PAR. 2. Respondent, now and for some time last past, has
manufactured for introduction into commerce, introduced into

commerce, sold , transported , distributed , delivered for shipment
shipped and offered for sale , in commerce , as "commerce" is de-
fined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 , wool products as
wool product" is defined therein.
PAR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by

the respondent within the intent and meaning of Section 4 (a) (1)
of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder , in that they were falsely
and deceptiveJy st!,mped , tagged, labeled , or otherwise identified
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with respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers
contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products , but not limited thereto
were men s and boys ' jackets stamped , tagged , labeled or other-
wise identified as containing 90 % reprocessed wool and 100/0
other fibers whereas in truth and in fact, such men s and boys

jackets contained substantially different fibers and amounts of
fibers than represented.

PAR. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded
by the respondent in that they were not stamped , tagged, labeled
or otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4 (a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto
were certain wool products , namely men s and boys ' jackets , with
labels on or affxed thereto , which failed to disclose the percent-

age of the total fiber weight of the wool products, exclusive of

ornamentation not exceeding 5 per centum of said total fiber
weight, of (1) wool; (2) reprocessed wool; (3) reused wool;
(4) each fiber other than wool , when said percentage by weight
of such fiber was 5 per centum or more; and (5) the aggregate
of all other fibers.

PAR. 5. The acts and practices of the respondent as set forth
above in Paragraphs Three and Four were , and are , in violation

of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted, and now
constitute , unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
tive acts and practices in commerce , within the intent and mean-
ing of the Federal Trade Commission Act.
PAR. 6. Respondent is now and for sometime last past has

been engaged in the introduction , delivery for introduction, manu-
facturing 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 has 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 has 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 their textile fiber products; as the terms
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commerce" and "textile fiber product" are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 7. Certain of such textile fiber products were misbranded
by the respondent in that they were not stamped , tagged , labeled
or otherwise identified to show each element of information
required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber

Products Identification Act, and in the manner and form pre-
scribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products , but not limited
thereto, were textile fiber products with labels which failed;

1. To disclose the true percentage of the fibers present 
weight;

2. To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present; and
3. To disclose the name, or other identification issued and

registered by the Commission , of the manufacturer of the product
or one or more persons subject to Section 3 of the said Act , with
respect to such product.

PAR. 8. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
in violation of the Textie Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Fiber trademarks appeared on labels without the generic
names of the fibers appearing on such labels , in violation of Rule
17 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(b) Generic names and fiber trademarks were used on labels
without a full and complete fiber content disclosure appearing
On such labels , in violation of Rule 17(b) of the aforesaid Rules
and Regulations.

PAR. 9. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondent in making disclosures or
implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber products
in written advertisements used to aid , promote and assist, directly
or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of said products

failed to set forth the required information as to fiber content
as specified by Section 4 (c) of the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the Rules
and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among the aforesaid advertisements, but not limited thereto
were advertisements of the respondent which appeared in issues
of a catalogue, printed and distributed by respondent throughout
the United States.

Among such falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber
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products, but not limited thereto, were textile fiber products
which were advertised by means of fiber implying terms such as
corduroy,

" "

denim" and "madras" among others but not limited
thereto , without setting forth the true generic names of the fibers
present in the said textile fiber products.

PAR. 10. The acts and practices of the respondent , as set forth
above, in Paragraphs Seven , Eight and Nine , were and are, in

violation of the TextiJe Fiber Products Identification Act and the
RuJes and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted
and now constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices , in commerce , under the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in
the caption hereof, and the respondent 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 respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textie
Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission by the respondent of alJ 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 respondent 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-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue

stating its charges in that respect , and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on
the public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of its
RuJes, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent MasterSon, Inc. , is a corporation organized,
existipg- and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
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the State of Mississippi, with its offce and principal place of

business Jocated at 847 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago
Ilinois.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the puhlic interest.

ORDER

It is oTdeTed That respondent MasterSon, Inc. , a corporation
and its offcers, and respondent's representatives, agents and
employees , directly or through any corporate or other device
in connection with the introduction , or manufacture for intro-
duction , into commerce, or the offering for sale, sale , transporta-
tion , distribution, delivery for shipment or shipment, in com-

merce, of wool products, as "commerce" and "wool product"
are defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 , do forth-
with cease and desist from misbranding such products by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or

amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.
2. Failing to securely affx to , or place on , each such prod-

uct a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification
showing in a clear and conspicuous manner each element of
information required to be disclosed by Section 4 (a) (2) of

the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

It is further Qj'de?'ed That respondent MasterSon , Inc., a

corporation, and its officers, and respondent's representatives

agents and empJoyees , directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduction, delivery for intro-
duction , manufacture for introduction , sale , advertising, or offer-
ing for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or causing to
be transported in commerce , or the importation into the United
States, of any textie fiber product; or in connection with the
sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or
causing to be transported , of any textie fiber product which has
been advertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection
with the sale , offering for sale , advertising, delivery, transporta-
tion , or causing to be transported , after 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:
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1. Failng to affx labels to such textile fiber products
showing in a clear, legible and conspicuous manner
each element of information required to be disclosed
by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act.

2. Using a fiber trademark on labels affxed to such
textile fiber products without the generic name of the
fiber appearing on such label.

3. Using a generic name or fiber trademark on any
label, whether required or nonrequired , without making
a full and complete fiber content disclosure in accord-
ance with the Act and the Rules and Regulations there-
under the first time such generic name or fiber trade-
mark appears on the label.

B. Falsely and deceptively advertising textile fiber prod-
ucts by making any representations, directly or by implica-
tion , as to the fiber content of any textile fiber product in
any written advertisement which is used to aid, promote
or assist directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale
of such textile fiber product , unless the same information
required to be shown on the stamp, tag, or label or other
means of identification under Section 4 (b) (1) and (2) of
the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act is contained
in the said advertisement , except that the percentages of the
fibers present in the textie fib€r product need not be stated.

It is further orde1' That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this Order to each of its operating

divisions.

It is further oTdered That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order , file with the
Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which it has complied with this order.

IN THE MA TTER OF

GLEKCOE CARPET MILLS , INC., ET AL.
CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE

FBDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS

IDENTIFICATION ACTS
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Docket C-1445. Complaint , Nov. 4, 1968-Decision , Nov. 4, 1968
Consent order requiring a Burlington, North Carolina , carpet manufacturer

to cease misbranding, falsely advertising and guaranteeing its textile
fiber products , and failing to keep required records.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Textile Yiber Products Identification Act, and by
virtue of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal
Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Glencoe Carpet
Mils, Inc. , a corporation , and Clarence R. Shepherd , individually
and as an offcer of said corporation , hereinafter referred to as
respondents , have violated the provisions of said Acts and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Textile Fiber
Products Identification 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 Glencoe Carpet Mils , Inc. , is a cor-
poration organized , existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of Xorth Carolina.

Respondent Clarence R. Shepherd is an offcer of said corporate
respondent. He formulates , directs and controls the acts , practices
and policies hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture and sale of textile
fiber products including floor coverings, with their offce and
principal place of business located on Route 1 , Burlington , North
Carolina. Respondents ' mailing address is Post Offce Box 567
Route 1 , Burlington , North Carolina.
PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past

have been engaged in the introduction , delivery for introduction
manufacture for introduction, sale , advertising, and offering for
sale, in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be
transported in commerce , and in the importation into the United
States , of textile fiber products; and have 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.
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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 re-
quired to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textie Fiber

Products Identification Act , and .in the manner and form as
prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said
Act.

Among such textile fiber products , but not limited thereto , were
numerous rolJs of carpeting which contained no labels.

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
Regulations promulgated thereunder in that in disclosing the
required fiber content information as to ftoor coverings containing
exempted backings, filJings, or paddings, such disclosure was
not made in such a manner as to indicate that such required
fiber content information related only to the face, pile or outer

surface of the ftoor covering and not to the backing, filling or
padding, in violation of Rule 11 of the aforesaid Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondents in making disclosure
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber prod-
ucts in written advertisements used to aid, promote and to
assist , directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of
said products , failed to set forth the required information as to
fiber content as specified by Section 4 (c) of the Textie Fiber
Products Identification Act and in the manner and form pre-
scribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such textile fiber products , but not limited thereto, were
carpets which were falsely and deceptively advertised by means
of printed matter , in price list form , distributed by the respond-
ents throughout the L'nited States to customers and salesmen.
The aforementioned carpets were described by such fiber connot-
ing terms among which , but not limited thereto was "acrilan
and the true generic name of the fiber contained in such products
was not set forth.

PAR. 6. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein
respondents have falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber
products in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act in that said textile fiber products were not advertised in
accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
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under in the following respects:

(a) In disclosing the fiber content information as to floor cover-
ings containing exempted backings, fillings, or paddings, such

disclosure was not made in such a manner as to indicate that such
fiber content information related only to the face, pile or outer

surface of the floor covering and not to the backing, filling or
padding, in violation of Rule 11 of the aforesaid Rules and
Regulations.

(b) A fiber trademark was used in advertising textie fiber
products, without a full disclosure of the fiber content informa-
tion required by said Act , and the Regulations thereunder in at
least one instance in said advertisement, in violation of Rule

41 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.
(c) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textie fiber

products , containing more than one fiber, other than permissive
ornamentation, and such fiber trademarks did not appear in the
required fiber content information in immediate proximity and
conjunction with the generic name of the fiber in plainly legible
type or lettering of equal size and conspicuousness , in violation of
Rule 41 (b) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 7. Respondents have failed to maintain proper records

showing the fiber content of the textie fiber products manufac-
tured by them , in violation of Section 6 of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act and Rule 39 of the Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder.

PAR. 8. Respondents have furnished their customers with false
guaranties that certain of the textile fiber products were not
misbranded or falsely invoiced by falsely representing in writing
on invoices that respondents have filed a continuing guaranty
under the Textie Fiber Products Identification Act with the Fed-
eral Trade Commission , in violation of Rule 38 (d) of the Rules
and Regulations under said Act and Section 10 (b) of such Act.
PAR. 9. The acts and practices of respondents, as set forth

above, were and are in violation of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder and constituted and now constitute unfair methods of
competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices, in com-
merce , under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commisson having
tion of certain acts and practices of the

initiated an investiga-

respondents named in
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the caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished
thereafter with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau
of Texties 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 admis-
sion by the respondents of alJ 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 accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
folJowing jurisdictional findings , and enters the folJowing order:

1. Respondent Glencoe Carpet Mils, Inc., is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of North Carolina, with its principal place

of business located on Route 1, Burlington, North Carolina.
Respondent' s mailing address is Post Offce Box 567, Route 1
BurJington , North Carolina.

Respondent Clarence R. Shepherd is an offcer of said corpora-
tion and his address is the same as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the
subject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and
the proceeding is in the pu blic interest.

ORDER

It is ordered That respondents Glencoe Carpet 1Iils, Inc. , a
corporation , and its offcers , and Clarence R. Shepherd , individu-
alJy and as an offcer of said corporation , and respondents ' repre-
sentatives, agents and employees , directly or through any cor-
porate or other device , in connection with the introduction , sale

advertising, or offering for sale, in commerce , or the transporta-
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tioD or causing to be transported in commerce , or the importation
into the United States of any textile fiber product) or in connec-
tion with the sale, offering for sale , advertising, delivery, trans-
portation or causing to be transported , of any textie fiber product
which has been advertised or offered for sale, in commerce;

tising, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported

after shipment in commerce , of any textile fiber product, whether
in its original state or contained in other textie 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 textile fiber products by:

1. Failing to affx a stamp, tag, label , or other means
of identification to each such product showing in a
clear, legible and conspicuous manner each element of
information required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of
the Textie Fiber Products Identification Act.
2. Failing to disclose on labels the required fiber

content information as to floor coverings containing

exempted backings , fillings , or paddings , in such manner
as to indicate that it relates only to the face, pile, or

outer surface of the floor covering and not to the
exempted backing, fillng or padding.

B. Falsely and deceptively advertising textile fiber prod-
ucts by:

1. Making any representations, by disclosure or by
implication, as to fiber content of any textile fiber
product in any written advertisement which is used to
aid , promote or assist, directly or indirectly, in the
sale, or offe ing for sale of such textile fiber product
unless the same information required to be shown on the
stamp, tag, label or other means of identification under
Sections 4(b) (1) and (2) of the Textile Fiber Products

Identification Act is contained in the said advertise-
ment, except that the percentages of the fibers present
in the textie fiber product need not be stated.

2. Failing to set forth in disclosing fiber content infor-

mation as to floor coverings containing exempted back-
ings , fillings or paddings, that such disclosure relates
only to the face , pile or outer surface of such textile
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fiber products and not to the exempted backings , fil1ings
or pad dings.

3. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textie fiber
products without a full disclosure of the required fiber
content information in at least one instance in said

advertisement.
4. Vsing a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber

products containing more than one fiber without such
fiber trademark appearing in the required fiber content
information in immediate proximity and conjunction
with the generic name of the fiber in plainly legible
type or lettering of equal size and conspicuousness.

C. Failing to maintain and preserve proper records show-

ing the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufac-
tured by said respondents , as required by Section 6 of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and Rule 39 of the
Regulations promulgated thereunder.

It is further o?'dered That respondents Glencoe Carpet Mils

Inc., a corporation, and its offcers, and Clarence R. Shepherd
individual1y and as an offcer of said corporation , and respondents
representatives, agents and employees , directly or through any
corporate or other device, do forthwith cease and desist from

furnishing a false guaranty that any textile fiber product is not
misbranded or falsely invoiced under the provisions of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

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

It is further Q1'dered That the respondents herein shal1 , 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

SLIMAKER DRESS CORPORA TIO'" TRADING AS
F ASHIONMAKER ET AL.

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

IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C-1.1..46. Complaint , Nov. 196B-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring two affliated Kansas City, Mo., manufacturers of
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ladies ' dresses to crease misbranding and falsely advertising their tex-
tile fiber products, and furnishing false guaranties.

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 Slimaker Dress
Corporation, a corporation trading as Fashionmaker, and Jane
Compton , Inc., a corporation, and Harry A. LeVine and Harold
R Kessler, individua11y and as offcers of said corporations , here-
inafter referred to as respondents, have violated the provisions

of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the
Textile Fiber Products Identification 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 Slimaker Dress Corporation, trad-

ing as Fashionmaker, is a corporation organized, existing and

doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State 

Kansas, with its offce and principal place of business located
at 819 Broadway, Kansas City, Missouri.
Respondent Jane Compton Inc. , is a corporation organized

existing- and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of Missouri , with its offce and principal place of busi-

ness located at 819 Broadway, Kansas City, :vissouri.
Individual respondents Harry A. LeVine and Harold B. Kessler

are offcers of proposed corporate respondents. They formulate

direct and control the acts , practices and policies of said corpora-
tions. Their address is the same as that of said corporations.

Respondents are manufacturers of textile fiber products , name-
ly, ladies ' dresses.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction

manufacture for introduction , sale , advertising, and offering for
sale, in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be
transported in commerce , and in the importation into the United
States , of textile fiber products; and have sold , offered for sale,

advertised , delivered , transported , and caused to be transported
textile fiber products , which have been advertised or offered for
sale in eommerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised

delivered , transported , and caused to be transported, after ship-
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ment in commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original
state or contained in other textie 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 within the .intent and meaning of Section 4 (a)
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in that they were
falsely and deceptively stamped , tagged , labeled , invoiced, adver-
tised, or otherwise identified as to the name or amount of the
constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products , but not limited
thereto, were textile fiber products , namely dresses, with labels
on or affxed thereto on which the generic names of fibers appeared
in such a manner as to falsely and deceptively imply the presence
of such fibers. 

Among such further misbranded textile fiber products , but not
limited thereto, were textile fiber products , namely dresses , which
were falsely and deceptively advertised by means of interstate
circulation of advertising mats and "Descriptive Lists" wherein
respondents, in disclosing the fiber content information as to
said dresses , failed to set forth all of the required information
including generic names of fibers.

PAR. 4. Certain of the textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped , tagged , labeled

or otherwise identified to show each element of information
required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber

Products Identification Act, and in the manner and form pre-
scribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textie fiber products , but not limited
thereto , were dresses with labels affxed thereto which failed to
disclose the true generic name of the fibers present.

PAR. 5. Certain of said textile fiber prDducts were misbranded
in violation of the Textie Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Fiber trademarks were used on labels in conjunction with
the required .information , without the generic name appearing in
immediate conjunction therewith , and in type or lettering of equal
size and conspicuousness , in violatiDn of Rule 17 (a) of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

(b) Generic names and fiber trademarks were used on labels
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without a full and complete fiber content disclosure appearing on
such labels , in violation of Rule 17 (b) of the aforesaid Rules
and Regulations.

(c) Words , symbols or depictions constituting or implying the
name or designation of a fiber which was not present in the
said products appeared on labels in violation of Rule 18 of the
aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(d) Samples , swatches or specimens of textile fiber products
subject to the aforesaid Act, which were used to promote or

effect sales of such textile fiber products , were not labeled to show
their respective fiber content and other information required by
Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, in violation

of Rule 21 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.
(e) Sectional disclosure of textiJe fiber products was not used

on required labels in such a manner as to show the fiber composi-
tion of each section; where the products were composed to
two or more sections of different fiber composition and such
sectional disclosure was necessary to avoid deception , in violation
of Rule 25 (b) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said textie fiber products were falsely and

deceptively advertised in that respondents in making disclosures
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber products
in written advertisements used to aid , promote and assist, directly
or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of said products,

failed to set forth the required information as to fiber content
as specified by Section 4 (c) of the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among the aforesaid advertisements, but not limited thereto
were advertisements of respondents in the form of advertising
mats and "Descriptive Lists" which were distributed in interstate
commerce , wherein terms , such as, crepe and linen look , among
others , were used, which are descriptive of a method of manu-
facture , construction or weave or which are indicative of a textile
fiber Or fibers and imply fiber content under Section 4 (c) of the
Act, without setting forth the true generic name of the fiber or
fibers present in said products.

PAR. 7. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein
respondents falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber prod-
ucts in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act
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in that said textie fiber products were not advertised in accord-

ance with the Rules and Regulations thereunder in the f01l0wing
respects:

(a) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textie fiber
products, namely dresses , without a fu1l disclosure of the fiber
content information required by Section 4 (c) of the Act and the
Rules and Regulations thereunder , in at least one instance in said
advertisement, in violation of Rule 41 (a) of the aforesaid Rules
and Regulations.

(b) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textie fiber
products, namely dresses , containing more than one fiber and
such fiber trademarks did not appear in the required fiber
content information in immediate proximity and conjunction with
the generic name of the fiber in plainly legible type or lettering
of equal size and conspicuousness in violation of Rule 41 (b) of

the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 8. Respondents furnished false guaranties that certain
of their textile fiber products were not misbranded or falsely
invoiced in violation of Section 10 (b) of the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act.

PAR. 9. The acts and practices of respondents, as set forth

above were , and are , in violation of the Textie Fiber Products
Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder , and constituted , and now constitute, unfair methods

of competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices , in com-
merce , under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof , and the respondents having been furnished there-
after 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 Commis-
sion 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
admission by the respondents of a1l the jurisdictional facts set

forth in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the

signing of said agreement is for settement purposes only and

does not constitute an admission by respondents that the law has
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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 accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further

conformity with the procedure prescribed in 9 2.34 (b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Slimaker Dress Corporation , trading as Fashion-
maker, is a corporation organized, existing and doing business
under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Kansas, with
its offce and principal place of business located at 819 Broadway,
Kansas City, :l1issouri.
Respondent Jane Compton , Inc., is a corporation organized

existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws
of the State of Missouri , with its offce and principal place of

business located at 819 Broadway, Kansas City, Missouri.
Respondents Harry A. LeVine and Harold B. Kessler are

offcers of said corporations and their address is the same as that
of said corporations. 
2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the

subject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and

the proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered That respondents SJimaker Dress Corporation , a

corporation trading as Fashionmaker, or under any other name or
names , and its offcers , and Jane Compton , Inc. , a corporation , and
its offcers, and Harry A. LeVine and Harold B. Kessler , individu-
ally and as offcers of said corporations , and respondents ' repre-
sentatives, agents and employees , directly or through any cor-
porate or other device, in connection with the introduction

delivery for introduction , manufacture for introduction , sale,

advertising, or offering for sale , in commerce , or the transporta-
tion or causing to be transported in commerce , or the importation
into the United States , of any textile fiber product; or in connec-
tion with the sale, offering for sale , advertising, delivery, trans-
portation, or causing to be transported, of any textile fiber
product which has been advertised or offered for sale in com-
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merce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale; adver-

tising, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported

after 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 textile fiber products by:

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling,
invoicing, advertising or otherwise identifying any tex-
tile fiber product as to the name or amount of constituent
fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to affx labels to textile fiber products show-
ing each element of information required to be disclosed
by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identifica-
tion Act.

3. Using a fiber trademark on labels affxed to such
textie fiber products without the generic name of the
fiber appearing on said label in immediate conjunction
therewith and in type or lettering of equal size and
conspicuousness.

4. Using generic names or fiber trademarks on any
labels whether required or nonrequired , without making
a full and complete fiber content disclosure in accord-

ance with the Act and Regulations the first time such
generic name or fiber trademark appears on the label.

5. Setting forth on labels affxed to textile fiber prod-
ucts words , symbols or depictions which constitute or
imply the name or designation of a fiber , which fiber
is not present in said products.

6. Failing to affx labels to samples , swatches or speci-
mens of textile fiber products used to promote or effect
the sale of such textile fiber products showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required
to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber

Products Identification Act.
7. Failing to make a disclosure on the required label

on or affxed to textile fiber products composed of two
or more sections of different fiber composition, in such

a manner as to show the fiber composition of each
section in all instances where such disclosure is neces-
sary to avoid deception.
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B. Falsely or deceptively advertising textile fiber
by:

products

1. Making any representations, by disclosure or by
impJication , as to the fiber contents of any textile fiber
product in any written advertisement which is used to
aid, promote, or assist, directly or indirectly, in the
sale or offering for sale of such textile fiber product,
unless the same information required to be shown on the
stamp, tag, label or other means of identification under
Sections 4(b) (1) and (2) of the Textie Fiber Products
Identification Act is contained in the said advertisement
except that the percentages of the fibers present in the
textile fiber product need not be stated.

2. Using fiber trademarks in advertisements without
a fu1l disclosure of the required content information in
at least one instance in the said advertisement.

3. Using fiber trademarks in advertising textile fiber
products containing more than one fiber without such

fiber trademarks appearing in the required fiber content
information in immediate proximity and conjunction
with the generic name of the fiber in plainly legible
type or lettering of equal size and conspicuousness.

It is further ordered That respondents Slimaker Dress Corpora-

tion , a corporation trading as Fashionmaker , or under any other
name or names , and its offcers , and Jane Compton , Inc. , a corpora-
tion , and its offcers , and Harry A. LeVine and Harold B. Kessler
individua1ly and as offcers of said corporations, and respond-
ents ' representatives , agents and empolyees , directly or through
any corporate or other device , do forthwith cease and desist
from furnishing a false guaranty that any textile fiber product
is not misbranded or falsely invoiced.

It is further ordered That the respondent corporations sha1l
forthwith distribute a copy of this Order to each of their oper-

ating divisions.

It is further ordered That the respondents herein sha1l , 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.
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IN THE MATTER OF

HI-LINE , INC. , ET AL.

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

Docket C-1447. Complaint, Nov. 19G8-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a Westvile, N. , distributor of custom-built resi-

dential houses and leisure shell homes to cease using bait tactics
misrepresenting prices , terms , and conditions of its homes , using decep
tive guarantee offers , neglecting to disclose that many of its houses
are shells only, misrepresenting that "no down payment" is required,
and furnishing means of such deception to others.

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
Hi-Line, Inc., a corporation, and Sam Gross, individually and

as an offcer of said corporation , and Grant S. Smith , individually
and as a former offcer of said corporation , and Louis A. Veronica
individually and as business manager of said corporation , here-

inafter 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 pubJic interest, hereby
issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Hi-Line, Inc. , is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Delaware, with its offce and principal

place of business formerly located at R.D. #2, Chadds Ford

Pennsylvania, with present address Box 281 , Westvi1e
Jersey.

Respondent Sam Gross is an offcer of the corporate respondent,
and respondent Grant S. Smith is a former offcer of the corporate
respondent. Respondent Louis A. Veronica is business manager
of the corporate respondent. Said individual respondents formu-
lated , directed and controlled the acts and practices of the cor-
porate respondent, including the acts and practices herein-
after set forth. The address of respondents Gross and Veronica
is the same as that of the corporate respondent. The address of

respondent Smith is 711 Potter Drive, Kennett Square, Penn-

sylvania.
PAR. 2. Respondents "have engaged in the advertising, offering

for sale , sale, construction and distribution of custom-buil resi-
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dential houses and leisure shell houses to the public.
PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, respond-

ents caused , their said products , when sold , to be shipped from
their place of business in the State of Pennsylvania to purchasers
thereof located in various other States of the United States , and
maintained , 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. 4. In the course and conduct of their aforesaid business

and for the purpose of inducing the purchase of their products

respondents have made numerous statements and representations
in newspaper advertisements and in the oral representations
made by their representatives, agents or employees with respect
to the nature of their offer, the terms and conditions of sale
financing requirements, degree of completion , and other char-

acteristics of their products.
Typical and illustrative of the statements and representations

in said advertising, but not a1l inclusive thereof , are the f01l0wing:

LOT OWNERS!
WHY WAIT?

(Picture of stone-front ranch styled house)

HI-LINE CAN BlnLD THE
HOME YOU WANT-

A PRICE YOU CAN AFFORD!

Many beautifully modern designs from which to choose. More favorable
and convenient financing than ever before! Closer personal attention by
expert designers and builders. Plan now for your high quality, low-cost
year-round or leisure home!

COMPLETE ON YOUR LOT OR OURS LOW as $8 995

Leisure Lots and Homes Available In The Poconos

LOT OWNERS
MAIL THIS COUPON

TODA Y!

(Picture of stone-front ranch style house with built-in garage)
Many beautiful designs from which to choose including this lovely
front rancher. Custom built homes on your lot or ours 

* " " 

from $8 995
stone-

(Picture of Cabana model leisure house)
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Inexpensive, but luxurious leisure homes in the Pocanos or at the shore
(lots available from $3 695) ,

Hi-Line has developed even more modern
favorable and convenient financing

' '

expert designers and builders. Plan now
leisure or year-round home!

styles and designs 

, .: :. 

more
* closer personal attention by

for your high-quality, low-cost

PLEASE RUSH A PICTURE OF MY NEW HOME!

Hi-Line Homes , R.D. 2 , Box 293
Chadds Ford, Pennsylvania.

Name - 
Address--

- --

City_

-- - - -- - - -- -- -- - - --- -- - - - - -- -- - - - - -----

-- State-- Phone-

Style Preferred-- Ranch-- Split Level

We would like to spend $-

---

We can afford payments of $- - .

- -

- We Own A LoL-- - We Need A Lot
- - We are interested in a leisure Home

- Bi-Level- -- Two-Story

BUILD ON YOUR OWN LOT AND SAVE THOl:SANDS!

HI-LINE OFFERS THIS

Custom-Built House On Your Lot For $14 990

The Webster Model

. Hi-Line GIVES A 5 YEAR WARRANTY

. Fully Financed before construction begins. Up to 30 years at bank rates.

. No mortgage payments charged until you move into your new Hi-Line
home.

. Your lot can be used as down payment.

Luxurious Homes in a choice location

School House, Lane in picturesque Concord Township

(Picture of home with two-car garage)

Individual in design , spacious in plan , ideally located Custom built homes
with 3 , 4 , and 5 bedrooms including 2 stories, ranchers , split levels , con-

temporaries.

Priced from $23 500
No cash required in most cases

PAR. 5. By and through the use of the aforesaid pictures
statements and representations , and others of similar import and
meaning, but not specificaJ1y set out herein, separately and in

connection with oral statements and representations by their
representatives , agents and employees to customers and pro spec-
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tive customers, respondents have represented

implication , that:

1. The offer set forth in such advertisements was a genuine and
bona fide offer to sell houses of the kind ilustrated and de-
scribed at the prices and on the terms and conditions therein
stated.
2. Houses of the kind ilustrated and described were offered

for sale at prices as low as $8 995.
3. Houses of the kind ilustrated and described were offered for

sale in School House Lane at prices ranging from $23 500.
4. A complete, custom-built house of the kind ilustrated and

described was offered for sale at the prices stated; and that re-
spondents ' leisure houses were custom- built and entirely complete
when purchased.
5. Respondents offered a house of the kind ilustrated and

described and respondents ' other houses at the prices and on the
terms and conditions stated to the owner of an unimproved lot or
parcel of real estate upon which said house was to be built.

6. A house of the kind ilustrated and described and respond-

ents ' other houses were sold and financed without a down pay-
ment Or other initial payment of money.

7. Respondents ' houses were unconditionally guaranteed for a
period of 5 years.

directly or by

PAR. 6. In truth and in fact:

1. Said offer set forth was not a genuine or bona fide offer to
sell houses of the kind illustrated and described in said adver-
tisements and at the prices and on the terms and conditions stated.
Said offer was made for the purpose of obtaining leads as to
persons interested in the purchase of respondents ' products. After
obtaining such leads, respondents' representatives called upon

such prospective purchasers or negotiated with such purchasers

in the offces or places of business of respondents, and at such

times and places made no effort to sell the houses at the prices and
on the terms and conditions stated but induced such purchasers to
purchase their houses at higher prices and under terms and con-
ditions different from the stated terms and conditions.

2. Houses of the kind ilustrated and described were not offered

for sale at prices as low as $8,995. Respondents ' least expensive
house was sold at a substantially higher price.

3. Houses of the kind ilustrated and described were not offered

for sale in School House Lane at prices ranging from $23, 500.
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Respondents ' houses in School House Lane were sold at no less
than $25,200.

4. A complete, custom-built house of the kind illustrated and
described was not offered for sale at the prices stated. The ilus-
trated and described house which was offered for sale did not
include al1 of the various items normal1y included in a complete
home , such as interior painting, driveways, front walks, side-
walks and landscaping. Such items were obtained at extra cost
to the purchaser thereof which fact respondents failed to reveal.

Respondents ' leisure houses were not custom-buil or entirely
complete when purchased. Respondents ' leisure houses were shel1

houses which required additional items and fixtures at extra cost
to the purchaser thereof which fact respondents failed to reveal.

Respondents ' failure to reveal to the purchasing public the fact
that the leisure houses were shell homes had the tendency and
capacity to mislead and deceive the purchasing public into the
erroneous and mistaken belief that said homes were custom-built
homes.

5. Respondents did not offer a house of the kind i1ustrated and
described and respondents ' other houses at the prices and on the
terms and conditions stated to the owner of an unimproved lot or
parcel of real estate upon which the houses were to be buil.
Respondents required that said lot or real estate parcel be im-

proved in certain respects or otherwise meet certain require-
ments imposed by respondents before it could be used to meet re-
spondents ' requirements for purchasing and financing said houses.

6. A house of the kind illustrated and described and respond-
ents ' other houses were not sold and financed without a down
payment or other initial payment of money. Responents' cus-
tomers were required to make a down payment of $200.

7. Respondents ' houses were not unconditionally guaranteed
for a period of 5 years. Such guarantee as might be provided was
subject to numerous terms , conditions and limitations and failed
to set forth the nature and extent of the guarantee and the

manner in which the guarantor would perform thereunder. Fur-
thermore , for a considerable period respondents had no guarantee
in existencc.

Therefore , the statements and representations as set forth in
Paragraphs Four and Five hereof , were and are unfair practices
and are false , misleading and deceptive.

PAR. 7. By and through the use of the aforesaid acts and prac-
tices , respondents have placed in the hands of others the means
and instrumentalities by and through which they may mislead
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and deceive the public in the manner and as to the acts and
practices hereinabove alleged.

PAR. 8. In the conduct of their business , and at all times men-
tioned herein , respondents have been in substantial competition
in commerce , with corporations , firms and individuals in the sale
of products of the same general kind and nature as those sold by
the respondents.

PAR. 9. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false , mislead-
ing and deceptive statements , representations and practices has
had , and now has , the capacity and tendency to mislead members
of the purchasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief
that said statements and representations were and are true and
into the purchase of substantial quantities of respondents ' prod-
ucts by reason of said erroneous and mistaken belief.

PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents , as

herein alleged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury 
the public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted , and
now constitute, unfair methods of competition in commerce and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce in violation
of Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its com-
plaint charging the respondents named in the caption hereof with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act, and the respond-
ents having been served with notice of said determination and
with a copy of the complaint the Commission intended to issue
together with a proposed form of order; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-

mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set

forth in the complaint to issue herein , a statement that the sign-
ing 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 pro-
visions as required by the Commission s Rules; and

The Commission having considered the agreement and having
accepted same , and the agreement containing consent order hav-
ing thereupon been placed on the public record for a period of
30 days , now is further conformity with the procedure prescribed
in S 2. 34 (b) of its Rules , the Commission hereby issues its com-
plaint in the form contemplated by said agreement , makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:
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1. Respondent Hi-Line, Inc. , is a corporation organized , exist-

ing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Delaware , with its offce and principal place of business
formerly located at R.D. #2 , Chadds Ford , Pennsylvania , with
present address Box 281 , Westvile, New Jersey.

Respondent Sam Gross is an offcer of said corporation and re-
spondent Grant S. Smith is a former offcer of said corporation.
Respondent Louis A. Veronica is business manager of said cor-
poration. The address of respondents Gross and Veronica is the
same as that of said corporation. The address of respondent
Smith is 711 Potter Drive , Kennett Square, Pennsylvania.

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 Hi-Line , Inc. , a corporation , and
its offcers , and Sam Gross , individually and as an offcer of said
corporation, and Grant S. Smith , individually and as a former
offcer of said corporation , and Louis A. Veronica , individually and
as business manager of said corporation, and respondents
agents, representatives and employees , directly or through any
corporate or other device , in connection with the advertising, of-
fering for sale , sale or distribution or construction of houses , .or

other structures , or products, in commerce , as "commerce" is de-
fmed in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease
and desist from:

1. Using, in any manner, a sales plan , scheme
wherein false , misleading or deceptive statements
sentations are made in order to obtain leads or
for the sale of houses or other products.

2. Making representations purporting to offer houses or
other products for sale when the purpose of the representation
is not to sell the offered house or other product but to obtain
leads or prospects for the sale of other houses or other

products.
3. Representing, directly or by implication , that any houses

or other products are offered for sale when such offer is not
a bona fide offer to sell such houses or other products.

4. Representing, directly or by implication, that houses or
other products are offered for sale for certain prices or on
stated terms: Provided, however That it shall be a defense

or device

or repre-

prospects



HI-LINE, INC. , ET AL. 1181

1174 Order

in any enforcement proceeding instituted hereunder for
respondents to establish that such house or other product
may be purchased at the represented price, terms or con-
ditions.

5. I1ustrating or describing a higher priced home in con-
junction with the price of a lower priced home.

6. Failing to quote and to disclose in advertising and pro-
motional material the price of an ilustrated or described

home with equal size and conspicuousness as the price quoted
for any other home.

7. Representing, directly or by implication, that respond-

ents ' houses are complete , or finished to any degree of com-
pleteness: Provided, howeveT That it shaH be a defense in

any enforcement proceeding instituted hereunder for respond-
ents to establish that the house is completed or finished to
the extent or degree represented.

8. Failing to disclose, clearly and conspicuously, in ad-

vertising and promotional material , the fact that a house is a
sheH house.

9. Quoting prices , terms or conditions in advertising which
does not include aH of the features of the house or other

products ilustrated or described.

10. Representing, directly or by implication , that respond-
ents ' offers are made available to owners of lots or parcels of
real estate without clearly and conspicuously revealing any
requirements, conditions or limitations applicable to said

property such as but not limited to , value, location, size or

improvements.
11. Repre enting, directly or by implication, that houses

or other products may be purchased without a down payment
or other initial payment.

12. Representing, directly or by implication , that any of
respondents ' products are guaranteed unless the nature , ex-

tent and duration of the guarantee , the identity of the guaran-
tor and the manner in which the guarantor wil perform
thereunder are clearly and conspicuously disclosed and re-
spondents do , in fact , deliver to each purchaser of their prod-
ucts a written copy of said guarantee setting forth each of

the terms , conditions and limitations thereof.
13. Furnishing any means or instrumentalities to others

whereby the public may be misled or deceived as to any
of the matters or things prohibited by this order.

14. Failing to deliver a copy of this order to cease and de-
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sist to all present and future saJesmen or other persons en-
gaged in the sale of respondents' products or services , and
failing to secure from each such salesman or other person a
signed statement acknowledging receipt of said order.

15. Failng, after the acceptance of the initial report of
compliance, to submit a report to the Commission , once every
year during the next three years, describing all complaints
respecting unauthorized representations, all complaints re-
ceived from customers respecting representations by sales-
men which are claimed to be deceptive, the acts uncovered
by respondents in their investigation thereof and the action
taken by respondents with respect to each such complaint.

It is furthe?' orde1' That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordend 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

FRANK C. CANADA TRADING AS
C & 1\ AUTOMATIC TRANSMISSION SERVICE

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

Docket C-1448. Complaint , i.Vov. 1968-Decision , Nov. 1968

Consent order requiring a Bladensburg, Md. , auto transmission repair shop
operator to cease neglecting to disclose the possibility of extra costs
in transmission overhauls , making deceptive guarantees , and misrepre-
senting the terms under which repair services are financed.

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 Frank C.
Canada , an individual trading and doing business as C & :\1 Auto-
matic Transmission Service , hereinafter referred to as respond-
ent, has 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:
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PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent, Frank C. Canada , is an individual
trading and doing business as C & M Automatic Transmission
Service, with his offce and principal place of business at 4808

Annapolis Road, BIadensburg, Maryland.
PAR. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has

been, engaged in the advertising, repairing, overhauling, rebuild-
ing, offering for sale, sale and distribution of automobile trans-
missions to the public.

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of his business , respondent
now causes, and for some time last past has caused, his said
products and services, to be sold to purchasers thereof located
in various other States of the t:nited States and in the District

of Columbia , and respondent has caused advertisements for the
aforesaid products and services to be published in newspapers of
interstate circulation , and maintains , and at all times mentioned
herein has maintained, a substantial course of trade in said prod-
ucts in commerce, as Hcommerce" is defined in the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

PAR. 4. In the course and conduct of his aforesaid business , and
for the purpose of inducing the purchase of his said automobile

transmissions and transmission repair services , respondent has
made , and is now making, numerous statements and representa-
tions .in advertisements inserted in newspapers with respect to his
products and services , of which the following is typical and mus-
trative, but not all inclusive thereof:

C & M AUTOMATIC TRANSMISSION
The Only Transmission Shop In P.O. County Indorsed By NAMCD

NAMCO APPROVED
Free Estimate-All Work Guaranteed In Writing

Put your transmission in good hands

Bands
Overhaul $65-Includes Oil & Labor Consists of
Rings Clutches Seals Gaskets (as required)

No Money Down-One Day Service-All Major Credit Cards Accepted

C & M 4808 Annapolis Rd. B1adensburg, Md.

(Next to D. C. Line)
CALL 779-4470

Open 7 a. 7 p.

PAR. 5. By and through the use of the above reproduced state-
ments and representations, and others of simiJar import and
meaning but not expressly set out herein , the respondent has rep-
resented, and is now representing, directly or by implication
that:
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1. Respondent is making a bona fide offer to overhaul auto-
mobile transmissions for $65.

2. Respondent unconditionaJIy guarantees aJI of his transmis-
sion repair services.

3. No down payment is required by respondent if the repair
work is financed.

PAR. 6. In truth and in fact:

1. Respondent is not making a bona fide offer to overhaul auto-
mobile transmissions for $65. In most instances in the overhaul

of automobile transmissions certain "hard" parts and repairs are
necessary for which respondent charges an additional amount
and consequently the cost is considerably higher than $65.
2. Respondent does not provide an unconditional guarantee on

all of his transmission repair services. Respondent's guarantee
for transmission repair services is in most instances limited to

90 days or 4000 miles.
3. Respondent does require a down payment in a substantial

number of instances when the repair work is financed.
Therefore , the statements and representations as set forth in

Paragraphs Four and Five hereof were and are false , misleading
and deceptive.

PAR. 7. In the course and conduct of his aforesaid business , and
at aJI times mentioned herein, respondent has been , and now is
in substantial competition , in commerce , with corporations , firms
and individuals in the sale of automotivc parts and services of
the same general kind and nature as those sold by respondent.

PAR. 8. The use by respondent of the aforesaid false , mislead-
ing and deceptive statements , representations and practices has
had, and now has , the capacity and tendency to mislead members
of the purchasing pubJic into the erroneous and mistaken belief
that said statements and representations were and are true and
into the purchase of substantial quantities of respondent's prod-
ucts and services by reason of said erroneous and mistaken belief.
PAR. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as

herein a11eged, were and are a11 to the prejudice and injury of the
public and of respondent's competitors and constituted , and now
constitute, unfair methods of competition in commerce and un-
fair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce in violation of
Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
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tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Deceptive Practices proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-

mission by the respondent 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 respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions 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-
ent has violated the said Act, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in the respect , and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint , makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Frank C. Canada is an individual trading and
doing business as C & :v Automatic Transmission Service , with
his principal place of business at 4808 Annapolis Road , Bladens-
burg, Maryland.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the

proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered That respondent Frank C. Canada, an individual
trading and doing business as C & M Automatic Transmission
Service or under any name or names, and respondent's agents
representatives and employees , directly or through any corporate
or other device, in connection with the advertising, offering for

sale , sale or distribution of any transmission , motor or other auto-
motive component, or any other product or any service in com-
merce , as "commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

1. Advertising the price of particular services such as an
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overhaul , unless in conjunction therewith disclosure is made
in a prominent place and in a type size that is easily legible
that there are many possible defects in an automobile trans-
mission, other automotive component, or other product, for
which the advertised service is ineffective and which require
additional parts and labor to repair and that such repairs

wil cost substantial1y more than the advertised price.
2. Representing, directly or by implication , that any mer-

chandise or service is offered for sale when such offer is not
a bona fide offer to sel1 said merchandise or service.

3. Using the term "overhaul " or any term or words of
similar import, to refer to any transmission service which
does not include the removal, disassembly and replacement
of al1 worn parts , hard or soft, and the reassembly and rein-
stal1ation of the transmission in the vehicle , unless in con-
junction with the use of the term "overhaul " in a promi-
nent place and in type that is easily legible, disclosure is
made of:

(a) the parts that wil be replaced .in connection with
the "overhaul" and are included in the overhaul price
as wel1 as their price if purchased separately, and

(b) the parts that wil not be replaced as part of the

overhaul and their price , and/or
(c) the fact that in many cases substantial addi-

tional costs wil be incurred if parts other than those
regularly included in the overhauJ must be replaced in
order to repair the transmission.

4. Representing, directly or by implication , that any article
of merchandise or service is guaranteed, unless al1 of the
terms and conditions of the guarantee, the identity of the
guarantor, and the manner in which the guarantor wm in
good faith perform thereunder are clearly and conspicuously

disclosed.
5. Using the term "NO MONEY DOWN " or any term or words

of similar import, in connection with respondent' s offer to sell
any merchandise or services or misrepresenting, in any man-
ner , the terms upon which respondent finances his merchan-
dise or services.

It is further orde?' That the respondent herein shal1 , within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order , file with the
Commission a report , in writing, setting forth in detail the manner
and form in which he has complied with this order.
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IN THE :vATTER OF

BRODLIE & BL'CKBERG , INC. , ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE

FUR PRODUCTS LABELl KG ACTS

Docket C-1449. Complaint, Nov. 19G8-Decision , .I. ov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
misbranding, falsely invoicing and guaranteeing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the

authority vested in it by said Acts , the Federal Trade Commission
having reason to believe that Brodlie & Buckberg, Inc. , a corpora-
tion , and Ben Brodlie and Louis Buckberg, individually and as
offcers of said corporation , hereinafter referred to as respondents
have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it
appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows :

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Brodlie & Buckberg, Inc., is a cor-
poration organized , existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondents Ben Brodlie and Louis Buckberg are offcers of the
corporate respondent. They formulate , direct and control the poli-
cies , acts and practices of the said corporate respondent including
those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their of-
fice and principal place of business located at 208 West 30th
Street , Kew York , New York.
PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have

been engaged in the introduction into commerce , and in the manu-
facture for introduction into commerce , and in the sale , advertis-
ing, and offering for sale in commerce , a'nd in the transportation
and distribution in commerce , of fur products; and have manu-
factured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale , transported
and distributed fur products which have been made in whole or in
part of furs which have been shipped and received in commerce
as the terms "commerce

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defined in
the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
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they were falsely and deceptively labeled or otherwise falsely or
deceptively identified with respect to the name of the country of
origin of furs contained in such fur products, in violation of

Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,

were fur products labeled to show the country of origin of furs
used in such fur products as Norway when the country of origin
of such furs was , in fact , Poland.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section

4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products , but not limited thereto
were fur products with labels which failed to show the country of
origin of the imported furs contained in the fur products.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products LabeJing Act in that they were not

labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term "natural" was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or

otherwise artificially colored , in violation of Rule 19 (g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on labels , in

violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.
PAR . 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively

invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced as

required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act

and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.
Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products , but

not Jimited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed to show the country of origin of imported furs used in fur
products.

PAR. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced with respect to the name of the country of origin
of imported furs used in fur products in violation of Section

5 (b) (2) of the Fur Products LabeJing Act.
Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products , but

not Jimited thereto , were fur products invoiced to show the name
of the country of origin of furs contained in such fur products

as Norway when the country of origin of such fur products was
in fact , Poland.
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PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder inasmuch as required item num-
bers were not set forth on invoices , in violation of Rule 40 of
said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 9. Respondents furnished false guaranties that certain of

their fur products were not misbranded , falsely invoiced or falsely
advertised when respondents .in furnishing such guaranties had
reason to believe that fur products so falsely guarantied would
be introduced, sold, transported or distributed in commerce, in

violation of Section 10 (b) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as

herein al1eged , are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-

stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISI00i 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 there-
after 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 Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-

mission by the respondents of al1 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 laws has been vio-
lated as al1eged in such complaint , and waivers and other provi-
sions 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 agreement
on the public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in
further conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of
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its Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint , makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Brodlie & Buckberg, Inc., is a corporation or-
ganized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York, with its offce and principal
place of business located at 208 West 30th Street , New York , New
York.

Respondents Ben Brodlie and Louis Buckberg are offcers of said
corporation and their address is the same as that of said corpora-
tion.

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 oj'dered That respondents Brodlie & Buckberg, Inc. , a
corporation, and its offcers, and Ben Brodlie and Louis Buck-
berg, individually and as offcers of said corporation , and respond-
ents ' representatives , agents and employees , dircctly or through
any corporate or other device, in connection with the introduc-

tion , or manufacture for introduction , into commerce , or the sale
advertising or offering for sale in commerce , or the transporta-

tion or distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in con-
nection with the manufacture for sale, sale , advertising, offering
for sale, transportation or distribution , of any fur product which
is made in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped arid
received in commerce , as the terms "commerce

, "

fur" and "fur
product" are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act , do forth-
with cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Falsely or deceptively labeling or otherwise falsely
and deceptively identifying such fur product as to the

country of origin of furs contained in such fur product.
2. Failing to affx a label to such fur product showing

in words and in figures plainly legible all of the informa-
tion required to be disclosed by each of the subsections

of Section 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
3. Failing to set forth the term "natural" as part of

the information required to be disclosed on a label under
the Fur Products Labe1ing Act and the Rules and Regula-

tions promulgated thereunder to describe such fur prod-
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uct which is not pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or

otherwise artificially colored.
4. Failing to set forth on a label the item number or

mark assigned to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:

. 1. Failing to furnish an invoice , as the term " invoice
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act , showing
in words and figures plainly legible all the information
required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of

Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
2. Misrepresenting in any manner , on an invoice di-

rectly or by implication, the country of origin of fur

contained in such fur product.
3. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number

or mark assigned to such fur product.

It is fU1,ther Q1'dered That respondents Brodlie & Buckberg,

Inc., a corporation, and its offcers , and Ben Brodlie and Louis
Buckberg, individually and as offcers of said corporation , and re-
spondents' representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, do forthwith cease and

desist from furnishing a false guaranty that any fur product is not
misbranded , falsely invoiced or falsely advertised when the re-
spondents have reason to believe that such fur product may be
introduced, sold , transported , or distributed in commerce.

It is further 01'deTed That the respondent corporation shaH

forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further oTde1'd 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

OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM CORPORATION

CONSENT ORDER, OPINION , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED

VIOLATION OF SEC. 7 OF THE CLAYTON ACT

Docket C-1450. Complaint , Nov. 7, 19GB-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a California corporation, principally engaged in
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exploring and developing natural resources, to divest an acquired busi-
ness sellng diammonium phosphate and blended fertilizers and for-
bidding it to acquire any domestic competitor in any line of business

for the next 5 years without prior approval of the Commission.

COMPLAINT

The Federal Trade Commission , having reason to believe that
the above-named respondent has violated the provisions of Sec-
tion 7 of the Clayton Act (15 U. , Sec. 18), issues this com-

plaint, stating its charges as follows:

I. RESPONDENT

Occidental Petrotenm Corporation

1. Respondent, Occidental Petroleum Corporation ("Occiden-
tal" ), is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of
the State of California , with its offce and principal place of busi-
ness at 10889 Wilshire Boulevard , Los Angeles , California , 90024.

2. Occidental, in 1967 , was approximately the 102nd largest
industrial corporation in the United States in terms of sales and
approximately the 96th largest in terms of assets. Its total sales
during 1967 amounted to over 8825 milion , while its total assets
approximated $800 million.

3. Occidental is principally engaged in the exploration for and
development of natural resources , including oil , gas , coal , sulfur
and phosphate rock, the marketing and transportation of crude
oil produced by others , and the manufacture and sale of fertilizers
and other agricultural chemicals.

4. Occidental is the fifth largest of twelve companies now min-
ing phosphate rock in Florida. Its mining facilities, located in
Hamilon County, have a design capacity of three million short
tons. In addition to the Hamilton County facilities, Occidental
owns substantial reserves of phosphate rock located in Florida.
5. In September 1966, Occidental commenced operation of a

new $32 milion phosphate chemical complex located approxi-
mately one mile from its Hamilon County mining facilities. This
complex is designed to produce 225 000 tons of phosphorus pent-
oxide (" O., ) annually in the form of phosphoric acid. This

O., can be used to produce up to 400 000 tons per year of
ammoniated phosphates and/or triple superphosphates, or it can
be sold as superphosphoric acid and as merchant grade phosphoric
acid. Much of the phosphate rock mined by Occidental is used
internally at this complex; the remainder is marketed primarily
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to fertilizer companies.
6. At all times relevant herein , Occidental has sold and shipped

products in interstate commerce throughout the United States and
engaged in "commerce" within the meaning of the Clayton Act.

II. THE ACQUIRED COMPANY

Hooker Chemical Corporation

7. Hooker Chemical Corporation ("Hooker ) is a corporation

organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York,
with its offce and principal place of business located at 277 Park
Avenue , New York , New York , 10017.

8. Hooker, in 1967 , was approximately the 244th largest in-
dustrial corporation in the United States in terms of sales and
approximately the 191st largest in terms of assets. Its total sales
during 1967 were $364.5 milion , while its total assets amounted
to $366 million.

9. Hooker is a major diversified producer of farm chemicals
industrial chemicals , and plastics. For the fiscal period ending
December 31 , 1967 , approximately 197'0 of Hooker s consolidated

sales were accounted for by fertilizers and other agricultural
chemicals 107'e by pulp and paper chemicals, 77'0 by detergent
and dry cleaning chemicals 217'0 by metal treating chemicals

157'e by chemicals and specialties for other industrial uses , 207'0

by plastics , and 870 by international sales.
10. Hooker s Farm Chemical Division produces diammonium

phosphate ("DAP" ), a concentrated high analysis ammonium
phosphate fertilizer which is sold for domestic and foreign use
to other producers, to distributors , and to farmers through its
fifteen retail bulk blending plants. Hooker is the second or third
largest DAP producer in the United States. In addition , Hooker
produces a variety of other agricultural chemicals.

11. At all times relevant herein, Hooker has sold and shipped

products in interstate commerce and engaged in "commerce
within the meaning of the Clayton Act.

II. TRADE AND COMMERCE

Diammonium Phosphates

12. Diammonium phosphate is a high nitrogen-phosphate con-
tent fertilizer which was introduced in 1955. It has since become
one of the most widely used plant nutrients, being employed
both as a direct application fertiJzer and as an ingredient in
blended fertiizers.
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13. The DAP industry is currently growing at a rate of 14-151'0
per year and long-term growth possibilities are excellent in light
of the projected world food shortage. Presently, there is a tem-

porary overcapacity situation because of: (1) Agency For Inter-
national Development contract reductions; and (2) a recent in-
vasion of the industry by petroleum companies.

14. Forty-one companies are presently producing DAP. Total
industry capacity is estimated to be 7 850 000 short tons per
year. The four largest producers of DAP account for 25 % of total
capacity, while the top eight account for 43 1'c.

IV. THE ACQUISITION

15. On March 21 , 1968 , directors of Occidental and Hooker
agreed in principal on the acquisition of Hooker by Occidental;
a definitive agreement was reached on May 7 , 1968 ("The Agree-
ment" ). The Agreement was approved by the stockholders of both
companies on July 18 , 1968. The acquisition was consummated on
July 24 , 1968.

V. VIOLATION CHARGED

16. The effect of the acquisition of Hooker by Occidental may
be substantially to lessen competition or to tend to create 

monopoly in the production and sale of diammonium phosphate
and blended fertiizers in the United States in the following ways
among others:

(a) Actual competition in the manufacture and sale of DAP
and blended fertilizers wil be eliminated; and

(b) Concentration in the production and sale of DAP and
blended fertilizers will be substantially increased and the pos-
sibility of deconcentration lessened.

17. The acquisition of the diammonium phosphate and blended
fertilizer business of Hooker by Occidental , as alleged above , con-
stitutes a violation of Section 7 of the Clayton Act (15 U. , Sec.
18) .

DISSENTING STATEMENT

NOV. 7 , 1968

By JOKES Commissioner:
I cannot agree with the Commission s final acceptance of the

consent order entered into with Occidental Petroleum Corp. as

an adequate disposition of the anti competitive impact which I
believe inheres in Occidental's acquisition of Hooker Chemical
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Corp. In so doing the Commission ignored the documented protest
of one member of the public writing in support of small chemical
competitors who detailed a series of anticompetitive results which
he believed would flow from the merger. The consent order
leaves this acquisition in large part untouched with only minor

divestiture required and in addition contains a wholly inadequate

ban on future acquisitions which I believe has serious anticom-
petitive overtones.

To require the relatively incidental divestiture of Hooker
diammonium phosphate fertilizer facilities as the order does in
no way restores the actual and potential competition which Hooker
as an independent company represented in the broader fertilizer
and agricultural chemical industry.

Moreover , the merger eliminates Hooker as a small actual-and
potentially major-factor in the highly oligopolistic sulphur in-
dustry which has been experiencing a growing demand, under-

capacity, and increasing prices over the past few years. The top
two producers of sulphur have about 72 percent of the U.S. market
with Occidental in third position with four percent. Hooker is
the only major phosphate fertilizer producer without its own de-
veloped sulphur producing facilities. Available evidence documents
the strong likelihood that Hooker was on the edge of significant
entry into the sulphur industry and would have developed its
own sulphur production if it had not been acquired by Occidenta1.
Hooker had been wholly dependent on long-term supply contracts
for its sulphur requirements. Such dependence , in light of demon-
strable previous excess demand , rising prices over the past few
years, and thc possibility of future acute shortage, lcd Hooker
to take steps to establish its own independent position. As one
of many sulphur projects it had constructed a sulphur plant at
Bryan Mound, Texas in July of 1966 , which was just beginning
to develop, and which it has been estimated may eventually yield
up to 20 percent of the sulphur that was available to the U. S.
market in 1967. It had undcrtaken a joint venture in Mexico to

produce sulphur there; it was in the process of obtaining survey

permits for further exploration in the Gulf Coast area; and it had

been offered a 500/0 interest in what it regarded as a "prime
sulphur prospect" in Vinton Dome , Louisiana. Its Texas and
Mexican properties looked attractive enough so that before the
Hooker merger, Occidental had tried to obtain for itself an
interest in them. \

1 It was announced Nov. 4 that OcddentaI has made a new s\Jlph\Jl" discovery in th\" wells
on the Hookel' Mexican property "which appeBl' to be arnenabJe to mining.
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The anti competitive impact of this acquisition was not, there-
fore, confined simply to the phosphate fertilizer production of
these two companies. An even mOre significant impact of Hooker
acquisition by Occidental was to prevent the development of a
more competitive structure for an already highly concentrated
sulphur industry very much in need of new firms and new
sources of sulphur. Failure to require Occidental to undo the

merger and re-establish Hooker as an independent company has
deprived the users of sulphur of a much needed increase in sul-
phur capacity. Specifically it has deprived users like the smaller
phosphate fertilizer producers of the benefits of a more com-
petitively priced sulphur which could have been anticipated to
result from an increase in sulphur capacity. At the same time
this acquisition confronts these users with a decreasing sulphur
supply situation since the one-eighth portion of Occidental's sul-

phur production which was formerly available to them wil in all
probability now be diverted to Hooker s phosphate production.
Moreover, Occidental, already the third largest U.S. sulphur
producer in a highly oligopolistic industry, wil now acquire
Hooker s incipient significant market share and the benefits flow-
ing from it.

Except for diammonium phosphate capacity, therefore , this con-
sent order permits the swallowing up of a leading, vigorous pro-
ducer of agricultural and other chemicals with sales in 1967 of
$364 million into a firm with 1967 sales of over $825 million.
And even with respect to diammonium phosphate capacity, there
is no guarantee that the firm to whom it is divested can possibly
insure the restoration of the same level of competitive viabilty to

this industry which existed when these resources were in the
hands of Hooker with its strong research , technical , managerial
and marketing experience in agricultural chemicals. One can only
surmise the other areas of potential competition which might
have developed if Hooker , which was vigorously engaged as a
matter of policy in adding new chemistry products to its lists
had been allowed to continue its independent existence.

The second aspect of this consent order which I find very
"It has been estimated by Commission otaff that Haokel' re(juil"e up to 55 000 long tons of

sulphur per year for its non-fprtilizer phosphate chemical needs . Occidental in 1967 produced
OOO 10n); tons.

3 This merger may have created other anUcompctitive effects in the areaS of phosphate rock
and petroleum and natural gas production , and it may have created an impediment to the

development of Ii promising new technology respecting a sulphul' saving method of phosphate
production through the use of €\ectric furnace pho phoric acid. However , the e aspects of the

me!' gel' were not even explored becauo;e of the Commission s decision instead to dispose of this
matter without further investigation.
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disturbing is the narrowly limited acquisition ban which the
Commission has accepted in lieu of its usual broad ban on future
acquisitions. The limited ban agreed to in this order in my judg-
ment raises more prOblems than it can ever solve. It wil in-

evitably encourage the incidence of anti competitive conglomerate
mergers and, even more serious , may present companies -with a
ready made method of debiltating their competition with the
virtual sanction of the Federal Trade Commission.

Under the novel ban agreed to in this order, instead of being
barred from acquiring any company engaged in the same line of
commerce , Occidental-Hooker can make any future acquisition it
chooses provided no competing line of assets is acquired. To my
knowledge this concept of permissible acquisitions has never be-
fore been advanced much less accepted by any antitrust enforce-
ment agency. Its import is extremely serious , for it can put into
the hands of acquisition minded companies such as Occidental a
virtually invulnerable instrument with which to weaken seri-
ously the viability of their conglomerate competitors without
necessarily running afoul of the antitrust laws. Furthermore , it
cannot fail to accelerate the already accelerating movement into
non-competing line acquisitions.

There are many ways in which an acquisition by a firm like
Occidental of a competitor s non-competing lines could damage
that firm s competing lines, and the order takes account of none
of them. If this is to become the pattern of such acquisition bans
in the future , nothing in such orders wil prevent a firm like
Occidental from being able to use its acquisition power to de-
bilitate 01' even emasculate its smaller competitors by buying
up all their product lines except those with which the buying firm
directly competes. Nothing in the order wil prevent a firm like
Occidental from buying up as part of a deal for a specific
non-competing line a disproportionate share of common over-
head facilities , such as common advertising, marketing, produc-
tion , accounting, or managerial resources , which might be jointly
used by all product Jines, competing as well as non-competing,
thereby depriving the competing Jines of optimal use of these

common facilities and putting them at a disadvantage with Oc-
cidental' s product lines. Management skills extend beyond a single
product Jine, and such permitted acquisitions could deprive a
company of essential managerial skils and thus leave other , pos-
sibly competing lines less wen-managed. It is not unlikely that in
multi-product firms , cost savings of large scale buying might
for instance , have come from the high volume purchase of chemi-
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cal inputs used in common by several product lines. When some
of these Jines are sold to firms like Occidental, such economies

and cost savings for the non-acquired firm may disappear as
well. Other possible anticompetitive consequences which might
flow to the competitive business as a result of the acquisition of

non-competitive Jines of that business might include such factors
as the cost advantage from j oint advertising of competing and
non-competing lines which might no longer exist for a competing
line when a non-competitor is sold to Occidental or a firm like it;
and the "deep pocket" of the high profIts of a non-competing line
which might have scrved to strengthen the position in the market-
place of some other line competitive with an acquiring firm like
Occidental , but which may no longer do so when that non-compet-
ing line is acquired. All of these and more are possible competitive
advantage situations for competing product lines which could

easily be sacrificed in a non-competing line merger by putting
the competing line at a pronounced cost disadvantage vis- vis
Occidental or an acquiring firm in a similar situation. Yet the
order , by permitting non-competing line mergers , takes no cogni-
zance of these or any other sourCES of possible competitive injury.

A further objectionable feature of the ban in its present form
is the failure of the order to provide an operational way of separat-
ing non-competing line asset acquisitions which hinder competi-
tion in other lines from those which do not. The order does not
require Occidental to inform the Commission of non-compcting
asset acquisitions and hence it puts Occidental in the position of
determining what constitutes a competing or non-competing line
of commerce for purposes of deciding whether mergers are eligible
for notification to the Commission. When in case after case the
question of what constitutes the relevant line of commerce for
purposes of defining competition has been shown to be a matter of
real controversy, the ban contained in this order surrenders to
Occidental the power to decide this vital question in an industry-
chemicals-where common processes and common end uses can
make the dividing lines a matter of real disagreement.

The terms of the order thus effectively result in an emasculation
of the Commission s power to enforce any ban on Occidental. One

can imagine other firms in future consent negotiations wanting
these same non-competing line exemptions and the same self-
policing powers as Occidental has here. This ban , by permitting
this type of acquisition , in effect can act as a stimulant to ob-
jectionable non-competing line mergers and provides a virtually
unassailable method of weakening a competitor by virtually au-



OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM CORP. 1199

1191 Decision and Order

thorizing acquisitions of its non-competing lines.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof , and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Restraint of Trade proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would

charge respondent with violation of Section 7 of the Clayton Act,
as amended; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order , an ad-

mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint , a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settement purposes only and does not

constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint , and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it has reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Act, and that complaint should issue
statmg its charges in that respect , and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
pu blic record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in S 2.34 (b) of its
Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint , makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Occidental Petroleum Corporation is a corpora-
tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of California , with its offce and principal
place of business located at 10889 Wilshire Boulevard , Los An-
geles , California , 90024.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent.

ORDER

It is o,.dered That respondent , Occidental Petroleum Corpora-
tion ("Occidental" ), its offcers, directors, agents, representa-

tives, employees, subsidiaries, affliates , successors, and assigns
within three (3) years from the effective date of this Order , shall
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divest , absolutely and in good faith , subject to the approval of the
Federal Trade Commission, all of the assets, properties , rights
and privileges , tangible and intangible , formerly used by Hooker
Chemical Corporation in the manufacturing, marketing, distribu-
tion , and/or sale of diammonium phosphate and blended fertilizers
including, but not limited to , all plants located at Taft , Louisiana
:Marseilles , Illinois, and elsewhere , equipment , machinery, inven-
tory, customer lists, accounts receivable, trade names, trade-
marks , patents , technology, know-how, and goodwill, to the end
that such divestiture will be accomplished in such manner that
the divested assets will be operated as a going concern and ef-
fective competitor in the manufacturing and sale of diammonium
phosphate and blended fertilizers.

It is further orde1'd That , pending divestiture , Occidental shall
not make or permit any deterioration in any of the plants , ma-
chinery, buildings , equipment, or other property or assets to be
divested pursuant to this Order which may impair their present
capacity or market value , unless such capacity or value is re-
stored prior to divestiture.

It is fm' the,' ordered That Occidental and its subsidiaries for a
period of five (5) years from the effective date of this Order , shall
cease and desist from acquiring, directly or indirectly, without
the prior approval of the Federal Trade Commission, the whole
or any part of the stock , share capital , or assets or any domestic
concern (which includes any foreign corporation doing business
within the United States) where both Occidental or one of its
subsidiaries and such concern are both engaged in either the man-
ufacturing, mining, marketing, distribution , or sale of any prod-
uct in the same line of commerce and where the proposed acquisi-
tion includes assets used in a competing line of business: Pm-
vided That the prior approval of the Federal Trade Commission
shall not be required in connection with routine purchases in the
ordinary course of business of such items as materials, supplies

equipment, machinery, real estate , or interests in the oil , gas , or
mineral deposits therein , except, that Occidental shall notify the
Federal Trade Commission of any such acquisitions of inter-
ests in oil , gas , or mineral deposits from a domestic concern , in

the ordinary course of business , within ten (10) days after the
consummation date if the consideration paid for such interests
exceeds $250 000.
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It is furthe?' ordered That

(1) Within sixty (60) days from the effective date of this
Order , and every sixty (60) days thereafter until the divestiture
required by this Order has been completed , Occidental shall re-
port in writing to the Federal Trade Commission its actions and
progress in complying with the provisions of and in fulfilling
the objectives of this Order and its plans for effecting such

divestiture and the actions it has taken in implementation thereof
including, in addition to such other information as may be re-
quired, (a) the name , address and offcial capacity of the in-
dividual or individuals designated to carry out such divestiture
and to negotiate with interested parties, (b) a brochure , presenta-
tion or other writing containing all of the essential information
necessary to permit an interested party to evaluate the business

to be divested, including a description and listing of its assets
(c) the efforts made and to be made in advertising and affrma-
tively announcing the availability of the business to be divested,
(d) the particular efforts made to locate and interest prospective
purchasers not previously engaged in the industry, (e) a sum-

mary of contacts and negotiations relating to the sale of the
facilities ordered to be divested , including the identities of all
parties expressing interest in the acquisition of the business to be
divested and, subject to any legally recognized privilege, copies

of all written communications pertaining to negotiations , offers

to buy or indications of interest in the acquisition of the whole or
any part of the business to be divested, and (f) copies of all
agreements and forms of agreement relating directly or indirectly
to proposed sale of the whole or any part of the business to be

divested; and
(2) The respondent shall report in writing within sixty (60)

days from the effective date of this Order , and every six (6)
months thereafter setting forth in detail the manner and form
in which it has complied , and is complying with Paragraph III
of this Order.

It is further ordered That Occidental shall forthwith distribute
a copy of this Order to each of their operating divisions.

Commissioner Jones dissented and filed a statement.
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I;. THE 1A TTER OF

RHEALEE STORES, INC.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSIOK AND TilE

FUR PRODUCTS LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1451. Complaint , Nov. 19G8-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a Dallas , Texas, milinery retailer to cease falsely
invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the

authority vested in it by said Acts , the Federal Trade Commis-
sion , having reason to believe that Rhealee Stores , Inc. , a corpora-
tion, hereinafter referred to as respondent , has violated the pro-
visions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it now 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 Rhealee Stores , Inc. , is a corpora-

tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Delaware.

Respondent is a retailer of millinery including fur products

with its offce and principal place of business located at 2040 Far-
rington , Dal1as , Texas.
PAR. 2. Respondent is now and for some time last past has

been engaged in the introduction , into commerce, and in the sale
advertising and offering for sale in commerce, and in the

transportation and distribution in commerce , of fur products; and
has sold , advertised , offered for sale , transported and distributed
fur products which have been made in whole or in part of furs
which have been shipped and received in commerce , as the terms
commerce,

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defined in the Fur
Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced as

required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products , but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which

failed to show the true animal name of the fur used in any such
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fur product.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and

Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:
(a) The term "natural" was not used on invoices to. describe

fur products which were not pointed , bleached , dyed , tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored , in violation of Rule 19 (g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices , in

violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.
PAR. 5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as

herein alleged , are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-

stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof , and the respondent having been furnished there-
after 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 respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the sign-
ing of said agreement is for settement purposes only and does

not constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been
violated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other pro-
visions 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-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that compJaint 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 for a period of thirty (30) days , now
in further conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b)

of its Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes
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the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the following
order:

1. Respondent Rhealee Stores, Inc. , is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of Delaware , with its offce and principal place of busi-
ness located at 2040 Farrington , Dallas , Texas.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the

proceeding is in the pu blic interest.

ORDER

It is o,.deTed That respondent Rhealee Stores , Inc., a corpora-
tion , and its offcers , and respondent' s representatives , agents and
employees , directly or through any corporate or other device,
in connection with the introduction , into commerce , or the sale

advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transporta-
tion or distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in con-
nection with the sale , advertising, offering for sale, transporta-
tion or distribution , of any fur product which is made in whole
or in part of fur which has been shipped and received in com-

merce , as the terms "commerce,

" "

fur" and "fur product" are
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act , do forthwith cease and
desist from falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:

1. FaiJing to furnish an invoice , as the term " invoice" is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act , showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5 (b) (1) of the

Fur Products Labeling Act.
2. Failing to set forth the term "natural" as part of the

information required to be disclosed on an invoice under the
Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations

promulgated thereunder to describe such fur product which
is not pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or otherwise arti-
ficially colored.

3. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

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

It is fw.ther ordered That the respondent herein shall , within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order , file with the
Commission a report , in writing, setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which it has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF

BELLE VUE LABORATORIES, IKC. , ET AL.

ORDER DlSMISSIKG A COMPLAINT IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED

VIOLATION OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket 8758. Complaint , Mu?' ch H6R-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Order dismissing a complaint against a former Bellevue , Iowa, distributor

of electric broilers and equipment charging use of deceptive means to
recruit franchised dealers, the corporate respondent being dissolved
and the individuals no longer in business.

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 beJieve that Be1le-
vue Laboratories, Inc. , a corporation , and Leo P. Reistroffer, in-
dividualIy and as an offcer of said corporation , and Wiliam B.
Rice , individually and as a salesman for said corporation, here-
inafter 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 fOIIOWS:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Be1levue Laboratories , Inc. , is a cor-
poration organized , existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of Iowa , with its offce and prin-
cipal place of business located at 108 Korth Second Street , in the
city of BelIevue , State of Iowa.

Respondent Leo P. Reistroffer is president and principal stock-
holder of the corporate respondent and maintains business of-
fices at the same address as the corporate respondent. This in-
dividual respondent formulates , directs and controls the acts , poJi-
cies and practices of the corporate respondent , including the acts
and practices hereinafter set forth.

Respondent Wi1iam B. Rice was a salesman of the corporate
respondent. His address is 195 Roscoe Boulevard , Ponte Vedra
Florida , 32082. He cooperated in and effectuated the acts , policies
and practices of the corporate respondent , including the acts and
practices hereinafter set forth.

PAR. 2. Respondents Be1levue Laboratories, Inc. , and Leo P.
Reistroffer are now, and for some time last past have been, and

respondent Wiliam B. Rice , during the time he was in the employ
of corporate respondent , was engaged in the advertising, offering
for sale, sale and distribution of electric broilers ca1led "Charcoal-
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Quartz Cook-Outs" and routes , licenses and franchises in rela-
tion thereto and food , supplies and equipment for use in connec-
tion therewith to members of the general public.

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business respondents

have caused said products , when sold , to be shipped from their
place of business in the State of Iowa to purchasers thereof lo-
cated in various other States of the United States and in the Dis-
trict of Columbia , and have maintained, a substantial course of
trade in said products in commerce , as "commerce " is defined in
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 4. In the course and conduct of their aforesaid business

and for the purpose of inducing the purchase of the "Charcoal-

Quartz Cook-Out" and the other aforesaid business opportunities
and products , respondents have made numerous statements and
representations in oral sales presentations to prospective pur-

chasers and in newspaper advertisements and promotional litera-
ture respecting profits , location of routes, character of business
selection of persons , nature of employment and investment and
security of investment.

Typical and illustrative of the statements and representations
contained in said advertising and promotional material , but not
all inclusive thereof , are the following:

Everyone musi eat. The i' ood business is one of the safest, surest busi-
nesses on earth. It is permanent and depression proof.

Very unique and attractive cooking equipment is lJeing used and locations
wil asl, for this equipri1ent. Locatior.s \vil be plentiful.

There wil be no need to \vait six months or a year to build up your
business. You start making' a profit the very minute your " Cook-Outs " go

on location.
Your mark-ups and your net profits are exceptionally high. Your average

mark-up wil be approximately 100 percent. ::lost businesses do not have
such a large mark-up ,.

Spare time: $400 extra per month opportunity for local man with car , for
service route in spare time along with prssent job or business or full time
with unlimited earnings. NO SELLING. All accounts established by us.
$650 cash investment required for inventory and supplies.

Franchise distributor: 1\1an or woman with car and Sl,OOO for inventory
can make up to $200 per week and over. Spare time , parley CsicJ to full
time can make up to S50 OOO per year and over, delivering our frozen

foods to establish accounts. No selling or franchise fee.
Spare time-Full time: $400 to $800 per month possible for man with

car to service route on weekends or evenings. NO SELLII\G. Can be
\vorked full time with unlimited income. $590 to Sl 475 cash required for
inventory and supplies. Only honest , re1iable person \vho can make and
give decisions considered. Immediate income. No waiting or delays. Investi-
gate this jf you \vant something real good. :\OT. VENDING.
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PAR. 5. By and through the use of the above quoted statements

and representations , and others of similar import and meaning,
but not specifically set forth herein , and through oral statements
and representations to prospective purchasers , respondents have
represented , directly or by implication , that:

1. Purchasers of respondents' products will obtain a business

which is permanent and depression proof.
2. Purchasers wil have no diffculty establishing or maintaining

locations.
3. Persons investing $650 wil earn $400 per month in their

spare time, and those investing $1 000 wil earn $200 per week
and over and those investing $595 to $1 475 will earn $400 to
$800 per month and other equally substantial earnings are as-
sured to persons who purchase respondents ' products and engage
in business.

4. Respondents offer employment to persons responding to their
advertisements.

5. In certain instances respondents have established accounts

and routes for their products at the time the offer is made and
in other instances respondents wil establish profitable accounts
and routes.

6. Any amount invested is secured by an inventory worth the
amount invested and there is no risk of losing any part of the
investment.

7. Persons selected by the respondents wil not be required to
engage in any kind of selling activity.

8. The offer is made only to selected persons.
PAR. 6. In truth and in fact:

1. The business opportunity offered by the respondents is not
permanent and is not depression proof.

2. In most instances, purchasers of respondents ' products who
engage in business are unable to establish or maintain locations.

3. Persons investing $650 will not earn 400 per month in their
spare time, and those investing $1 000 wil not earn 200 per
week and over , and those investing $595 to $1 475 wil not earn
$400 to $800 per month and substantial earnings are not as-
sured to persons who purchase respondents ' products and engage
in business. Actually, persons purchasing respondents ' products
and engaging in business have made little or no profits.

4. Respondents do not offer employment to persons responding
to their advertisments. Respondents ' sale purpose and intent is
to sell their products to such persons.

5. The respondents do not have established accounts or routes
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at the time of the making of the offer of sale or at any time
thereafter and do not establish profitable accounts or routes.

6. Invested sums of money are not secured by an inventory
worth the amount invested and there is a real and substantial risk
assumed by the purchaser of losing all or a substantial portion
of the money invested.

7. Persons purchasing respondents' products are required to

engage in extensive selling or soliciting in order to establish
operate and maintain locations for said products.

8. The offer is not made only to selected persons, but is open
to anyone who has the money to purchase respondents ' products.

Therefore , the statements and representations as set forth in
Paragraphs Four and Five hereof were , and are , false , misleading
and deceptive.

PAR. 7. By and through the use of the corporate name

, "

Belle-
vue Laboratories, Inc. " separately and in conjunction \'lith the
above quoted statements and representations and others of similar
import and meaning but not expressly set out herein , respondents
have represented , directly or by implication , that they own , oper-
ate or control an appropriately equipped laboratory in which their
products are developed and tested , or where research work in con-
nection with their business is conducted by trained technicians , a
fact of which the Commission takes offcial notice.

PAR. 8. In truth and in fact , the respondents do not own , operate
or control any appropriately equipped laboratory in which their
products are developed or tested , or where research work in con-
nection with their business is conducted by trained technicians.

Therefore , the aforesaid statements and representations as set
forth in Paragraph Seven hereof were , and are , false, misleading
and deceptive.

PAR. 9. By the aforesaid practices , respondents have placed in
the hands of jobbers , retailers , dealers and others the means and
instrumentalities by and through which they may mislead and
deceive the public in the manner and as to the things herein-
before alleged.

PAR. 10. In the coursc and conduct of their business , and at
all times mentioned herein , respondents have been in substantial
competition, in commerce, with corporations, firms and individ-
uals engaged in the sale of products of the same general kind and
nature as those sold by the respondents.

PAR. 11. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false , mislead-
ing and deceptive statements , representations and practices has
had the capacity and tendency to mislead members of the purchas-
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ing public 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 respondents ' products by rea-
son of said erroneous and mistaken belief.

PAR. 12. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as

herein alleged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the
public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted and now
constitute , unfair methods of competition in commerce and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices in commerce , in violation of
Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT

The hearing examiner having on October 24 , 1968 , certified the
motion of complaint counsel , dated October 21 , 1968, to dismiss

the complaint in this matter on the grounds that further pro-

ceedings are not in the public interest; and the hearing examiner
having determined that the corporate respondent has been legally
dissolved, that the individual respondents are no longer engaged
in the business referred to in the complaint, and that the resump-
tion of the sale of the commodity involved in the complaint by the
individual respondents appears to be remote; and it appearing
to the Commission , in view of the factors mentioned and all the
circumstances , that further proceedings in this matter would not
be in the public interest:

It is oTdeTed That the complaint be , and it hereby is , dismissed.

IN THE MATTER OF

THE CHILD' S WORLD , INC. , ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSIOK ACT

Docket 145'2. Complaint, No'!). ll;, 1968-Decision

, ,

Vov. 14, 1968

Consent order requiring a Chicago, Il. , door-to-door seller of children
books and encyclopedias and its col1ection affliate to cease misrepre-
senting that it is conducting surveys relating to children, that its
reading programs are created by university training centers , and that
its prices are reduced for a limited time, and to ceasc using collection
letters which simulate court documents.

COMPLAIKT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act , and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said Act , the
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Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe that The

Child' s World , Inc. , a corporation , and Warren H. Ward , Jr., and
J. Robert Coffeld , individua1ly and as offcers or directors of said
corporation , and Publishers Co11ection Service, Inc., a corpora-
tion, 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 pubJic

interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that
respect as fo11ows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent The Child' s World , Inc. , is a corpora-
tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Illnois, with its principal offce and
place of business located at 300 West Washington Street in the
city of Chicago , State of IIinois.

Respondents Warren H. Ward, Jr. , and J. Robert Coffeld are
individuals and are offcers or directors of the corporate respond-
ent , including the acts and practices hereinafter set forth. Their
business address is the same as that of the corporate respondent
The Child' s World , Inc.

Respondent Publishers Co1lection Service, Inc. , is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of IIinois, with its principal offce and place
of business located at 130 North We1ls Street in the city of
Chicago , State of Ilinois.

PAR. 2. Respondents The Child' s World , Inc.. , Warren H. Ward
Jr. and J. Robert Coffeld are now , and for some time last past have
been , engaged in the advertising, offering for sale , sale and dis-
tribution of children s books , encyclopedias and other books and
a consultation service in connection therewith to the public.

Respondent Publishers C01lection Service is now , and for some
time last past have been , engaged in the business of operating a
data processing center. Among other services rendered to its
clients , it now , and at a1l times mentioned herein , has operated
a co11ection service for and in conjunction with the respondents

The Child' s World , Inc. , Warren H. Ward , Jr. , and J. Robert

Coffeld.
PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business , as afore-

said , respondents The Child's World , Inc. , Warren H. Ward , Jr.

and J. Robert Coffeld now cause , and for some time last past have
caused, their said products, when sold, to be shipped from
their suppliers , located in the State of Ilinois, to purchasers

thereof located in various other States of the United States

and maintain, and at a11 times mentioned herein have main-
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tained, a substantial course of trade in said products in com-
merce, as "commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

In the course and conduct of its business, as aforesaid , respond-
ent Publishers Collection Service for and in conjunction with re-
spondents The ChiJd's World, Inc. , Warren H. Ward, Jr., and

J. Robert Coffeld , has engaged , and is now engaged, in extensive
commercial intercourse in commerce among and between the vari-
ous States of the United States , including the transmission and
receipt of monies, checks, collection letters , forms , demands for
payment, contracts and other written instruments and maintains
and at all times mentioned herein has maintained a substantial
course of trade in commerce as "commerce" is defined in the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 4. In the course and conduct of their aforesaid business
at all times mentioned herein, respondents have been in sub-

stantial competition in commerce with corporations , firms and in-
dividuals in the sale of encyclopedias, chiJdren s books and other
books of the same general kind and nature as those sold by re-
spondents and in the business of collecting delinquent accounts.

PAR. 5. In the course and conduct of their business , as afore-
said , respondents The ChiJd' s World , Inc. , Warren H. Ward , Jr.
and J. Robert Coffeld sell said books at retail to the general
public. Sales are made by the said respondents ' agents , represen-
tatives or employees who contact prospective purchasers in their
homes.

Said respondents have formulated , developed and carried out a
plan for the purpose of selling said books. In furtherance of this
plan , the said respondents supply their agents , representatives or
employees with a "sales pitch" and material in connection there-

with and instruct them to use and follow same. Said agents
representatives or employees employ said sales presentation and
material in orally soliciting the purchase of respondents ' books.

Said respondents , in said sales presentation and in advertising
and promotional literature and other printed materials , and re-
spondents' agents, representatives or employees, in the course
of their sales talks, make many statements and representations
concerning their own status and employment, the quality and

characteristics , the offer and price of respondents ' books. Some of
these statements and representations are made orally by said
agents, representatives or employees to prospective purchasers
and some are contained in advertising and promotional literature
displayed by said agents, representatives or employees to prospec-
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tive customers.
PAR. 6. Through the use of such statements and representa-

tions and others similar thereto, but not specifically set forth
herein, separately or in connection with the oral sales presenta-

tions of respondents ' sales personnel as used variously by the
said respondents in the advertising and promotion of their prod-
ucts, said respondents represent, and have represented , directly
or by implication:

1. That respondents ' sales personnel are visiting the homes of
families who have sma1J children for the purpose of conducting
tests or surveys relating to children.

2. That respondents ' sales personnel are " educational consul-

tants" or "educational representatives,
3. That respondents ' books , described as an Educational Pro-

gram , was created by leading educators "in university training
centers.

4. That the prices at which respondents ' books and services
are offered for sale are reduced , special , or introductory prices.

5. That respondents ' offer of books and services at the claimed
reduced, special or introductory price is limited as to time.

6. That an extra book , to be selected by the purchaser, is to
be given free with the purchase of the Child' s World Program
provided that the customer purchase said books and services at
the first visit of the sales personnel.

7. That the sales personnel are instructed not to make return
ca1Js.

PAR. 7. In truth and in fact:

1. Respondents ' sales personnel are not visiting the homes of
familes who have small children for the purpose of conducting
tests or surveys, but for the purpose of sellng respondents

books. Furthermore , respondents are not engaged in the conduct
of surveys or tests in any manner.

2. Respondents' sales personnel are not " educational consul-

tants" or "educational representatives" but sales personnel sell-

ing respondents ' products.
3. Respondents ' books, described as an Educational Program,

were not created by leading educators "in university training
centers" but were the work product of individual writers who
dealt directly with the representatives of the respondents' or-

ganization.
4. The prices at which respondents ' books and services are of-

fered for sale are not reduced , special or introductory prices but
are the usual and regular prices at which these books have been
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sold by the respondents in the recent regular course of their
business.

5. Respondents ' offer of books and services at the claimed re-
duced , special or introductory price is not limited as to time;
but can be obtained from the respondent at the same prices at
any time.

6. An extra book, selected by the purchaser is given "free
regardless of whether the purchase of respondents ' books and
services are made on the first visit or a subsequent visit.

7. Respondents ' sales personnel are not instructed that they
should not make return ca11s. This representation is made to
the prospective purchaser merely as a part of the "sales pitch"

to close a quick sale. Respondents ' representatives wi11 return to
complete a sale.

Therefore, the statements and representations as set forth in
Paragraph Five hereof were and are false , misleading and decep-
tive.

PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of their co11ection business
and for the purpose of inducing the payment of a11eged delin-
quent accounts , respondents transmit and mail , and cause to be
transmitted and mailed, to a11eged delinquent debtors , various

form letters , demands for payment and other printed materials.
Typical and i11ustrative of certain of respondents ' co11ection

forms, but not a11 inclusive thereof , are the fo11owing:

FINAL KOTICE BEFORE SUIT

The Child' s \Vorld , Inc. -- - Creditor

Re: Claim of vs.

- - - -

-- Debtor

TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEBTOR:

You will take notice that the above named creditor has a vahd claim
against you to the sum of n - n Dollars , for Child's World
Books.
That although long overdue and duly demanded , the same has not been

paid.
Now, therefore, unless you remit to the offce of Publishers Collection

Service, Inc. , Chicago , Illinois, on or before the - - n day of

- _

' 19_ - - and make payment of said claim , suit will be

brought immediately for the full amount with interest, together with the
costs of said suit.

Dated at CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606 this _

- '_

' 19n
day of
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PUBLISHERS COLLECTION SERVICE . r:'c.
130 No. Wells St.

Chicago , 111.

AFFIDAVIT OF ACCOUNT

STATE OF ILLrl\OIS

County of Cook

I hereby certify that I am the Manager for the above
Creditor, and that the above statement regarding this Debtor

correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

mentioned
account is

R. J. TAYLOR

1A1'' AGER

Subscribed and sworn to before me this -- - day of 19--

LOl;IS S. EARlNG
Nutary Public

No.-

FINAL NOTICE BEFORE SUIT

THE CHILD' S WORLD , INC.
Creditur

vs.

Debtor

NOTICE TO DEBTOR

AmounL--

- - - -- -- -- $ -- 
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Interest

-- $ -- -- --

TotaL

- $--

PUBLISHERS COLLECTION SERVICE

130 No. Wells Street

Chicago, Il.

DEMAND FOR PAYMEKT

THE CHILD' S WORLD , INC.
300 W. Washington St.
Chicago, Illnois 60606

CREDITOR

vs.

DEBTOR

TO THE ABOVE NA)IED DEBTOR

TAKE NOTICE That the above named CREDITOR hereby makes demand
for the sum of S-

- _

with interest at the rate of 6 per cent per

Annum.
NO\V THEREFORE , unless said amount is paid to the creditor in the City
of Chicago , County of Cook , State of I1linois

, .

within 10 days from the date
hereof; or you SHOW REASON why said claim is unpaid and make
satisfactory adjustment thereof. Legal action wil be necessary, incurring

COSTS and EXPENSES in addition to amount of said claim. Dated at
Chicago, Ilinois 60606 , this-- day of -- , 19_

FINAL NOTICE

Publishers Collection Service , Inc. , 130 North Wells Street , Chicago , Ill. 60606.

PAR. 9. By and through the use of the aforesaid forms and
statements and representations set forth therein and others of
similar import and meaning but not expressly set out herein
respondents represented , and now represent, directly or by impJi-
cation that said "Final Notice Before Suit" and "Demand For
Payment" documents in form and content are offcial documents
duly issued or approved by a court of law.

PAR. 10. In tr\lth and in fact , said "Final Notice Before Suit"
and "Demand For Payment" forms are not offcial documents
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duly issued or approved by a court of law, but on the contrary
are wholly private in their origin.

Therefore the statements and representations as set forth in
Paragraphs Eight and Nine hereof were, and are , false , mislead-
ing and deceptive.

PAR. 11. 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 mem-
bers of the purchasing public into the erroneous and mistaken

belief that such statements and representations were and are true
and to enter into contracts for the purchase of and to purchase
respondents' products because of such errOnEOUS and mistaken
belief.

Further , the use by respondents of the foregoing false , mislead-
ing and deceptive statements , representations and practices has
had , and now has , the capacity and tendency to mislead a sub-
stantial number of debtors into the erroneous and mistaken belief
that said statements and representations were , and are true and
into the payment of monies because of such mistaken and er-
roneous belief.

PAR. 12. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as

herein alleged , were , and are, all to the prejudice and injury of
the public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted , and
now constitute , unfair methods of competition in commerce and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce , in violation
of Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its com-
plaint charging the respondents named in the caption hereof with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act, and the respond-
ents having been served with notice of said determination and

with a copy of the complaint the Commission intended to issue
together with a proposed form of order; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a con ent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set

forth in the complaint to issue herein , a statement that the sign-
ing 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 provi-
sions as required by the Commission s Rules; and

The Commission having considered the agreement and having
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accepted same , and the agreement containing consent order hav-
ing thcreupon been placed on the public record for a period of
30 days, now in further conformity with the procedure pre-
scribed in 34(b) of its Rules , the Commission hereby issues
its complaint in the form contemplated by said agreement, makes
the fol1owing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following
order;

1. Respondent The Child's World , Inc., is a corporation or-

ganized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Ilinois, with its offce and principal place
of business located at 300 West Washington Street, in the city of
Chicago, State of Ilinois.

Respondents Warren H. Ward, Jr. , and J. Robert Coffeld are
offcers or directors of said corporation and their address is the
same as that of said corporation.

Respondent Publishers Collection Service , Inc. , is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Illinois , with its offce and principal place
of business located at 130 North Wells Street, in the city of
Chicago , State of Ilinois.

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 The Child's World , Inc. , a cor-
poration , and its offcers , and Warren H. Ward , Jr. , and J. Robert

I Coffeld , individually and as offcers or directors of said corpora-
tion , and respondents ' agents , representatives and employees , di-

rectly or through any corporate or other device , in connection with
the advertising, offering for sale, sale or distribution of en-

cyclopedias , children s books or any other books in commerce , as
commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do

forthwith cease and desist from:

1. Representing, directly or by implication , that:
(a) Respondents ' agents , representatives or employees

are visiting the homes of families for the purpose of
conducting tests or surveys or for any other purpose

other than the sale of books;
(b) Respondents ' sales agents , representatives or em-

ployees are "educational consultants" or "educational
representatives" or representing, in any manner, that
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said personnel are anything other than sales personnel;
(c) Respondents ' books , supplements , pubJications or

supplementary services are an Educational Program
created in or with the cooperation of "university train-
ing centers ; or misrepresenting, in any manner, the
persons , organizations or educational institutions which
assisted or participated in the formulation of the pro-
gram, books or pubJications offered by respondents to

prospecti ve purchasers;
(d) Any price at which respondents' books, supple-

ments , publications or supplementary services or other
products are offered for sale is a special , reduced or

introductory price: Provided, however That it shall
be a defense in any enforcement proceeding instituted
hereunder for respondents to estabJish that said special
or reduced price constitutes a substantial reduction
from the price at which the afo,'esaid books , supple-
ments , publications or supplementary services or other
products were sold or offered for sale in good faith for
a reasonably substantial period of time by respond-

ents in the recent regular course of their business or

that said introductory price applies to new material or
a new combination of material and is less than the price
to which the respondents in good faith expect to increase
the price at a later date;

(e) Any offer is limited in point of time or in any
manner: P?'vided , however That it shall be a defense

in any enforcement proceeding instituted hereunder for
the respondents to establish that any represented limita-
tion or restriction was actually imposed and in good
faith adhered to ;

(f) An extra book , or any other product or service,
is offered "Free" with the purchase of respondents
books or services provided the customer purchase said
books or services at the first visit of the sales personnel
or for any other reason: Provided, however That it
shall be a defense in any enforcement proceeding in-
stituted hereunder for respondents to estabJish that
free" merchandise is offered only in connection with

the said provision or reason and in good faith is adhered
to.

(g) Sales personnel are instructed not to make return
calls.
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2. lVIisrepresenting, in any manner, the purpose , number
conditions or manner of salesmen s calls or return cal1s on

purchasers or prospective purchasers.
3. Failing to deliver a copy of this order to cease and

desist to all present and future supervisors or other persons
engaged in the supervision or training of respondents ' sales-
men , failing to secure from each such supervisor or other
person a signed statement acknowledging receipt of said or-
der , failing to fully inform by a letter all present and future
salesmen or other persons engaged in the sale of respond-
ents ' products or services of the terms and conditions of
said order and failing to secure from each such sales person
a signed statement acknowledging receipt of said letter.

It i8 further oTde,.ed, That respondents The Child' s World , Inc.
a corporation, and its offcers , and Warren H. Ward , Jr. , and

J. Robert Coffeld , individually and as offcers or directors of said
corporation, and Publishers Collection Service, Inc., a corpora-

tion , and its offcers , and respondents ' agents , representatives and
employees , directly or through any corporate or other device in
connection with the collection of , or attempts to collect , accounts
in commerce, as "commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade
Commission Act , do forthwith cease and desist from:

Using any unoffcial or unauthorized document which simu-
lates or is represented to be a document authorized , issued

or approved by a court of law or any other offcial or legally
constituted or authorized authority; or misrepresenting, in

any manner, the source , authorization or approva1 of any
document.

It is furthe,' oTdeTed That the respondent corporations shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of their operat-
ing divisions.

It is fUj' theT o1' deTed 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

ASSOCIATED SCHOOLS, INC. , ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO TilE ALLEGED VIOLATIOX
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket C-1453. Complaint , blov. 1968-Decision , Nov. , 1.968
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Consent order requiring a school for training operators of bulldozers

cranes, and other heavy equipment located in Dade County, Fla.
to cease misrepresenting that its courses are recognized industrywide

and graduates will qualify as operators of heavy equipment, obtain
immediate employment at exaggerated earnings, and membership in
labor unions without a period of apprenticeship.

COMPLAIKT

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 As-
sociated Schools, Inc., formerly known as Associated Heavy
Equipment Schools , Inc., a corporation, and Joseph J. Miles
Charles L. Craig, and Elaine P. (Mrs. Joseph J. ) Miles individ-
ually and as offcers of said corporation , hereinafter referred to as
respondents , have violated the provisions of said Act, and it ap-
pearing 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. Associated Schools, Inc., formerly known as
Associated Heavy Equipment Schools , Inc. , is a corporation , or-

ganized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Florida, with its principal offce and

place of business located at 9999 NE. Second Avenue in Miami
Dade County, State of Florida.

Respondents Joseph J. Miles , Charles L. Craig and Elaine P.
(Mrs. Joseph J. ) Miles are individuals and arc offcers of the cor-
porate respondent. They formulate , direct and control the acts
and practices of the corporate respondent, including the acts

and practices hereinafter set forth. Their business address is the
same as that of the corporate respondent.

PAR. 2. Rcspondents are now , and for some time last past have
been, engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and
distribution of courses of study and instruction purporting to
train students thereof for employment as operators of bulldozers
cranes , graders, and other heavy equipment, said courses being
pursued in part by correspondence through the United States
mails and in part through rEsident training.

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business , as afore-
said , respondents now cause, and for some time last past have
caused , the home study portions of their said courses to be sent
from their place of business in the State of Florida to purchasers
thereof located in various other States of the United States.
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Also in the course and conduct of their business , respondents now
cause and for some time last past have caused their sales represen-
tatives to visit prospective purchasers of their courses in various
States other than the State of Florida for the purpose of soliciting
enrollments in respondents ' courses. In the course of solicita-
tion of purchasers of said courses, respondents sales repre-

sentatives transmit enrollment contracts , checks, and other com-
mercial instruments through the United States mails and by other
means to respondents' place of business in the State of Florida
from various other States. Respondents maintain , and at all times
mentioned herein have maintained , a substantial course of trade
in said study courses and business documents in commerce, as

commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.
PAR. 4. Respondents obtain leads to prospective purchasers of

their courses in various ways including advertisements in news-
papers , magazines , and other periodicals, commercial solicitations
broadcast over radio stations , and display cards placed in various
business establishments. These various advertisements invite in-
quiries regarding respondents ' courses. Persons responding to
such advertisements are furnished by respondents with adver-

tising and promotional material pertaining to their said courses

and subsequently such interested persons are solicited by respond-
ents ' sales representatives to enroll in the courses. In their sales
presentation, representations are made ora11y by respondents
sales representatives and in advertising and promotional ma-
terial displayed by said representatives to prospective students.

These representations allegedly describe the nature and caliber
of training of respondents' courses, the opportunities for em-

ployment available to persons completing said courses , the earn-
ings of persons who obtain employment as a result of completing
respondents ' courses , and the assistance furnished by respondents
to enrollees in obtaining employment. Said advertising and pro-
motional material is furnished to said sales representatives by
respondents.

PAR. 5. In and through the foregoing manner and means, re-

spondents now represent and have represented, directly or by

implication , that:
(1) Upon completion of respondents ' courses, enrollees wi1

be qualified for employment as operators of bulldozers, graders,
draglines , cranes and other heavy equipment.

(2) Substantially all of the time spent by an enrollee in resi-
dent training wi1 be devoted to the actual operation of the afore-
said heavy equipment by the enro11ee.
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(3) Respondents ' training program is recognized and approved
throughout the construction industry.

(4) By virtue of completing respondents ' courses, enroUees
qualify for admission to memberships in the various labor unions
having jurisdiction over such skils , and that such training wil
entitle and enable such enroUees to be admitted by such unions
as heavy equipment journeymen operators without the necessity
of undergoing a union proficiency examination or a period 
apprenticeship.

(5) By virtue of completing respondents' courses, enroUees
can expect to obtain regular employment as heavy equipment
operators at earnings of $165 a week. In other instances , respond-
ents have represented that enroUees completing respondents
courses can earn $10,000 per annum.

(6) By virtue of completing respondents' courses, enroUees
enter a labor market in which their services are in great demand.

(7) Persons completing respondents' courses can expect im-
mediate and regular employment opportunities throughout the
United States and foreign countries as a result of respondents

extensive nationwide contacts with employers seeking heavy
equipment operators.

(8) Respondents receive numerous bona fide employment re-
quests for heavy equipment operators from employers seeking
persons who have completed respondents ' courses.

(9) Persons completing respondents ' courses can expect sig-
nificant assistance from respondents in ohtaining immediate and
regular employment as heavy equipment operators.

(10) Respondents ' salesmen are " field registrars.
PAR. 6. In truth and in fact

(1) Upon completion of respondents ' courses , enroUees wil not
be qualified for employment as operators of buUdozers , graders
draglines , cranes, and other heavy equipment.

(2) EnroUees who attend resident training programs con-
ducted by respondents , do not spend substantially aU of the time
at the resident programs in the actual operation of heavy equip-
ment. The time spent in the actual operations of such equipment is
very limited and significantly less than respondents represent.

(3) Respondents ' training program is not recognized or ap-
proved throughout the construction industry.

(4) By virtue of completing respondents ' courses , enroUees do
not qualify for admission to membership in various labor unions
having jurisdiction over such skils. Furthermore , such training
does not entitle and enable such enroUees to be admitted by such
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unions as heavy equipment journeymen operators without under-
going a union proficiency examination or a period of ap-

prenticeship.
(5) Upon completion of respondents ' COUlses, enrollees cannot

expect to obtain regular employment as heavy equipment opera-
tors at earnings of 165 a week or $10, 000 per annum.

(6) By virtue of completing respondents' courses , enro1lees

do not enter a labor market in which their services are in great
demand.

(7) Persons completing respondents' courses cannot expect

immediate and regular employment opportunities throughout the
United States and foreign countries as a result of respondents

extensive nationwide contacts with employers seeking heavy
equipment operators. Actua1ly respondents maintain few, if any,

contacts with such employers.

(8) Respondents do not receive numerous bona fide employ-
ment requests for heavy equipment operators from employers
seeking persons who have completed respondents ' courses.

(9) Persons completing respondents' courses cannot expect

significant assistance from respondents in obtaining immediate
and regular employment as heavy equipment operators.

(10) Salesmen of respondents' courses are not "field regis-

trars

" .

Therefore , the aforesaid statements and representations as set
forth in Paragraph Five hereof were , and are false , misleading
and deceptive.

PAR. 7. In the course and conduct of their business , at a1l times
mentioned herein , respondents have been in substantial competi-
tion in commerce with corporations, firms and individuals en-
gaged in the sale of courses of study and instruction covering
the same or similar subjects.

PAR. 8. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, mislead-
ing and deceptive statements, representations and practices has
had , and now has the capacity and tendency to mislead members
of the purchasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief
that said statements and representations were and are true and
into the purchase of substantial numbers of respondents ' courses
of study and instruction by reason of said erroneous and mistaken
belief.

PAR. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein a1leged , were and are a1l to the prejudice and injury of the
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public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted , and now
constitute , unfair methods of competition in commerce and un-
fair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce, in violation

of Section 5 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 there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Deceptive Practices 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 Commis-
sion Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-

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 pro-
visions 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 Act, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect , and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of its

Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint , makes the fol-
Jawing jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Associated Schools, Inc. is a corporation or-

ganized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Florida, with its offce and principal

place of business located at 999 N. E. Second Avenue , Miami , Dade
County, State of Florida. Respondent was formerly known as
Associated Heavy Equipment Schools , Inc.

Respondents Joseph J. Miles, CharJes L. Craig and Elaine P.
(Mrs. Joseph J. ) Miles are offcers of said corporation and their
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.
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ORDER

It is ordered That respondents Associated Schools , Inc.
formerly known as Associated Heavy Equipment Schools, Inc. , a
corporation , and its offcers , and Joseph J. :viles , Charles L. Craig
and Elaine P. (Mrs. Joseph J. ) Miles , individually and as of-
ficers of said corporation , and respondents ' agents , representatives
and employees , directly or through any corporate or other de-
vice, in connection with the advertising, offering for sale, sale
or distribution of courses of study or instruction in heavy equip-

ment operation or any other subject, trade or vocation, in com-
merce , as "commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Representing, directly or by implication, that:

1. Upon completion of respondents' courses enrollees
will be qualified for employment as operators of bull-
dozers, graders , draglines , cranes , or other heavy equip-
ment; or misrepresenting, in any manner , the qualifica-
tions , training, or skill of persons completing respond-
ents ' courses of instruction.

2. Enrollees will spend substantially all of the time

in the resident programs in the actual operation of heavy
equipment; or misrepresenting, in any manner, the kind
or amount of resident or other training afforded to
purchasers of respondents ' courses of instruction.

3. Respondents ' training program is recognized or ap-
proved throughout the construction industry; or mis-
representing, in any manner, the recognition , approval
or accreditation of respondents' school or courses or

business.
4. By virtue of completing respondents ' courses , en-

rollees wil qualify for admission to membership in the
various labor unions having jurisdiction over operators
of heavy equipment; or that the training of respond-
ents' courses wil entitle and enable enrollees to be ad-
mitted to membership in labor unions as heavy equip-
ment journeymen operators without the necessity of un-
dergoing a union proficiency examination or a period of
apprenticeship; or misrepresenting, in any manner, the
opportunities of persons completing respondents ' courses
of instruction to become members of labor unions by
virtue of having completed said courses.
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5. Persons completing respondents' courses can ex-

pect to obtain employment by virtue of completing said
courses as heavy equipment operators at earnings of
$165 a week or $10 000 per annum; or that persons com-

pleting any of respondents ' courses of training or in-
struction can expect to receive or will receive any
amount of income Of earnings: PTovided, howeve' That
it shal1 be a defense in any enforcement proceedings
instituted hereunder for respondents to establish that
persons completing respondents ' courses of training or
instruction in a certain occupation general1y receive the

represented amount by virtue of such training.
6. By virtue of completing respondents ' courses , en-

rol1ees enter a labor market in which their services are
in great demand; or misrepresenting, in any manner
the demand for heavy equipment operators; or misrepre-
senting, in any manner , the demand for employment of
persons who complete respondents ' courses.

7. Persons completing respondents' courses can ex-

pect immediate or regular employment opportunities
throughout the United States and foreign countries as a
result of respondents' extensive nationwide contacts
with employers seeking heavy equipment operators; or
misrepresenting, in any manner, the opportunities for
employment in the United States and foreign countries
of persons who complete respondents' courses; or mis-

representing, in any manner , respondents ' contacts, con-
nections , or affliations with employers.

8. Respondents receive numerous bona fide employ-
ment requests for heavy equipment operators from em-
ployers seeking persons who have completed respond-
ents ' courses; or misrepresenting, in any manner , the

number or kind of requests received by respondents for
persons who have completed their courses of training
or instruction.

9. Persons completing respondents ' courses can expect
significant assistance from respondents in obtaining im-
mediate or regular employment as heavy equipment
operators; or misrepresenting, in any manner , the kind
amount, or effectiveness of the assistance furnished to
persons completing respondents ' courses in seeking em-
ployment.

10. Salesmen of respondents ' courses are " field regis-
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trars ; or misrepresenting, in any manner , the title or
status or position of respondents' salesmen or other
representatives.

B. Failing to deliver a copy of this order to cease and

desist to all present and future salesmen or other persons
engaged in the sale of respondents ' courses of training and
instruction , and failing to secure from each such salesman
or other person a signed statement acknowledging receipt of
said order.

C. Furnishing to others the means , instrumentalities , serv-
ices or facilities to mislead or deceive prospective purchasers
of respondents ' courses of instruction.

It is furthe?' ordeTed That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operatingdivisions. 

It is fu?'the?' orde1' 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 tpe
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

GE2VINl EJ\TERPRISES , IJ\C. , ET AL.

cm\SENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLA TION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket C-1451,. CO'!ltplaint 1\' ov. 20 , 1.9G8-Decision , Nov. 20 , 1968
Consent order requiring a Brentwood, Mo.) distributor of radio and tele-

vision tube-testing machines and supplies to cease securing dealershil)S
for its machines by making exaggerated earning claims, and misrepre-
senting location , service , and resale of its machines.

COMPLAIKT

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 Gemini
Enterprises, Inc., a corporation, and Richard :l1isemer, individ-
ually and as an offcer 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:
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PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Gemini Enterprises, Inc. , is a cor-
poration organized , existing and doing business under and by vir-
tue of the laws of the State of Missouri , with its principal offce

and place of business located at 1750 Brentwood Boulevard , in the
city of Brentwood , State of Missouri.

Respondent Richard Misemer is an individual and an offcer of
said corporation. He formulates, directs and controls the acts
and practices of the corporate respondent , including the acts and
practices hereinafter set forth. His address is the same as that of
the corporate respondent.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past

have been , engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and
distribution of radio and TV tube testing machines, tubes and
the suppJies and equipment used in connection therewith to
purchasers at retail.
Said machines are intended to be located in various places

such as service stations , grocery and drug storcs where the pubJic
wil test the tubes from their radio and television sets and pur-
chase replacements for defective tubes.

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of their business , as afore-
said, respondents now cause, and for some time last past have
caused , said products , when sold , to be shipped from their place
of business in the State of :Iissouri , and from thc places of
business of their suppliers to purchasers thereof located in various
other States other than the State of origination , 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. 4. Respondents ' method of doing business is to insert

newspaper advertisements in the classified advertisement section
of newspapers and periodicals. Persons responding to said
classified advertisements are then contacted by respondents or
their employees, agents or representatives who display to the

prospective purchaser a variety of promotional material and

make various oral representations respecting thc aforesaid arti-
cles of merchandise.

PAR. 5. In the course and conduct of their business as afore-
said, and for the purpose of inducing the purchase of said
articles of merchandise , respondents have made, and are now
making, numerous statements and representations in advertise-
ments inserted in newspapers, in promotional material and in

oral statements and representations by salesmen concerning the

location and relocation of said testers , the profits , the training
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and assistance and resale of the investment.
Typical and iIustrative of said advertising statements and

representations, but not all inclusive thereof , are the following:

DISTRIBUTOR
For This Area

Recession- Depression Proof Business

Part-Time Work--For Exira Income Now! A chance to enter the multi-
milion dollar Electronics Replacement field. No experience required! Merely
restock locations with world famous SYLVANIA or RCA radio , TV , and

color tubes; sold through our new (1967 Model) self-service tube testers.
Company guaranteed discounts in this repeat business assures exceptional
and profitable income for our dealers. All accounts contracted for and set

up, plus training and operating instructions by Company. Wil not interfere
with present business or occupation , as accounts can be serviced evenings

or on weekends! Color TV creating enormous demand and surge in future
sales throughout the industry.

Earning potential up to $500.00 per month or more , depending on size
of route.

INVESTMENT OF $2 290.00 l;P TO $3 600. 00 IS REQUIRED. AlsD , a

good car and -1 to 8 spare hours a week. If you are interested and. meet
these requirements: have a genuine desire to be self-suffcient and successful
in an ever expanding business of your own , then write us today! U-TEST
DIV. of GEMINI ENTERPRISES , Inc., 1750 Brentwood Blvd. , Brenhvood
Missouri 63144. Include phone number in resume.

OUR COMPANY INTEGRITY CAN WITHSTAND
THOROVGH DIVESTIGATIO:\.

PAR. 6. By and through the use of the above-quoted statements
and representations , and others of similar import , but not express-
ly set out herein , separately and in connection with the oral
statements and representations made by respondents or their
representatives, respondents have represented, and are now
representing, directly or by implication , that:

1. Respondents already have established routes or machines
located at profitable locations at the time the offer of sale is made;

2. Respondents obtain top sales producing locations for the
placement of tube testing machines purchased from them;

3. Persons investing $2 290 or more in said articles of mer-
chandise can expect earnings of $500 or more per month;

4. A machine purchased from respondents wil return the
purchaser s complete investment therein within eight months to
a year from the date of purchase;

5. Purchasers of respondents ' machines wil
and regular visits from respondents or their

receive frequent
representatives;
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and that they will provide training as to the operation of the

machines and the methods to be used in servicing them;
6. Respondents wil promptly relocate machines for purchasers

at any time they prove unprofitable in their original locations;

7. If the purchaser becomes dissatisfied, or for any reason
wishes to go out of business, the respondents wil either accept

a return of the machines and tuhe stock charging only a small

percentage of their original cost or will help the purchaser to
resell them.

PAR. 7. In truth and in fact:

1. Respondents do not have routes established or machines
located at profitable locations at the time the offer of sale is
made, but ship and locate machines only after final payment
for said articles of merchandise is received.

2. Respondents do not obtain top income producing locations
but place most of the machines in small grocery or drugstores

which have very little consumer traffc. The Jocations secured
by respondents are usually undesirable , unsuitable and unprofit-
able.

3. Earnings in the amount $500 or more per month wil not be
realized by persons investing $2 290. 00 or more. Persons investing
the foregoing amounts in said articles purchased from respond-
ents receive appreciably smaller returns all their investments;

4. In most instances, a machine purchased from respondents
wil not return the purchaser s complete investment within eight
months to a year from the date of purchase, but wil usually
require a suhstantiaJly longer period of time;

5. Purchasers of respondents ' machines do not receive frequent
or regular visits from respondents or their representatives; and
the training received during such visits is limited;

6. In most instances , respondents do not relocate unprofitable
machines for their purchasers. Relocation of said machines, if
any, occurs only after a substantial delay;

7. Respondents do not accept the return of the machines or

tube stock and do not help the purchaser to resell them regardless
of the purchaser s reasons for going out of business. In fact
the purchaser must advertise for prospective leads , while respond-
ents merely check out leads received. Such efforts may prove
unsuccessful, or result in a sale at much less than the original
investment.

Therefore , the

Paragraphs Five
statements and representations as set forth in
and Six hereof , were and are false , misleading
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and deceptive.
PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of their aforesaid business

and at all times mentioned herein, respondents have been, and
now are in substantial competition in commerce, with corpora-
tions, firms and individuals in the sale of tube testing machines
and supplies of the same general kind and nature as those sold
by respondents.

PAR. 9. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, mis-

leading and deceptive statements, representations and practices
has had, and now has, the tendency and capacity to mislead
members of the purchasing public into the erroneous and mis-
taken belief that said statements and representations were and
are true and into the purchase of substantial quantities of respond-
ents ' products by reason of said erroneous and mistaken belief.

PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of the respondents

as herein alleged , were and are all to the prejudice and injury of
the public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted , and
now constitute , unfair methods of competition in commerce and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce , in violation
of Section 5 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 Deceptive Practices 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 Commis-
sion Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission 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 settement 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 Act, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on
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the public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in
further conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b)

of its Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes
the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the following
order:

1. Respondent Gemini Enterprises, Inc., is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Missouri , with its offce and principal
place of business located at 1750 Brentwood Boulevard , Brent-
wood , lVIissouri.

Respondent Richard Misemer is an offcer of said corporation
and his address is the same as that of said corporation.
2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the

subject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and
the proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It 'is ordered That respondents Gemini Enterprises, Inc., a
corporation, and its offcers, and Richard :l1isemer, individually

and as an offcer of said corporation , and respondents ' agents
representatives and employees , directly or through any corporate
or other device, in connection with the advertising, offering for

sale , sale or distribution of radio and television tube testing
devices or the tubes , supplies and equipment for use in connection
therewith, or any other products, in commerce , as "commerce
is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith
cease and desist from:

A. Hepresenting, directly or by impJication , that:
1. Respondents ' already have established routes or

machines located at profiable locations at the time the
offer of sale is made;

2. Respondents, their agents, representatives or em-

ployees wil obtain chain store, top traHk or similar
highly profitable locations for the machines purchased
from them.

3. Purchasers investing $2,290 or more in respond-
ents ' tube testing devices and the tubes , supplies and

equipment for use in connection therewith can cxpect

earnings of $500 or more per month;
4. Persons investing in respondents' products wil

derive gross or net profits or other earnings in any
stated amount or range of amounts: Provided , however
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That it shaH be a defense in any enforcement proceeding
instituted hereunder for respondents to establish that
such represented profits or earnings were not in excess

of those which have been usually and customarily earned
by purchasers of said products who invest equivalent
amounts.

5. A machine purchased from respondents wi1 return
the purchaser s complete investment therein within eight

months to a year from the date of purchase; or misre-
presenting in any manner the time within which a
purchaser s investment wi1 be returned.

6. Purchasers of respondents ' machines or other prod-
ucts wil receive frequent or regular visits from respond-
ents or their representatives; or that respondents or

their representatives will provide training, or other

advice and assistance, in the operation of and the
methods to be used in servicing respondents' said
machines or any other products: Provided, however
That it shaH be a defense in any enforcement proceed-

ing instituted hereunder for respondents to establish
that training, advice and assistance in the operation of

and the methods to be used in servicing respondents ' ma-
chines or other products were afforded to each pur-
chaser to the extent of and in conformity with the repre-
sentations made to the purchaser.

7. Respondents will relocate machines for purchasers
at any time they prove unprofitable in their original
locations: Provided, howeve?' That it shaH be a defense

in any enforcement proceeding instituted hereunder for
respondents to establish that said machines were relo-
cated promptly for purchasers to the extent of and in

conformity with the representations made to the pur-
chaser.

8. If the purchaser becomes dissatisfied, or for any

reason wishes to go out of the business, the respondents
wi1 accept a return of the machines and tube stock or

wi1 help the purchaser to resell them.
E. Failing to deliver a copy of this order to cease and

desist to all present and future salesmen or other persons
engaged in the sale of respondents ' products and failing to
secure from each such salesman or other person a signed

statement acknowledging receipt of said order.
It is JUTtheT ordered That the respondent corporation shaH



1234 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

Complaint 74 F.

forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further o,'dered 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 detaiJ the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

WILLIA:v SCHWARTZ & SON ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS LABELING

ACTS

Docket H55. Complai' , NOI!. 20 , 1rJ68-Decisio11 , No'u. 20, 1.968

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
misbranding, deceptively invoicing and falsely guaranteeing its fur

products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the
authority vested in it hy said Acts , the Federal Trade Commission
having reason to believe that Wi1iam Schwartz & Son , a partner-
ship, and Wiliam Schwartz, Arthur Schwartz and Milton
Schwartz , individually and as copartners trading as Wiliam
Schwartz & Son, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have
violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act , and it
appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Wiliam Schwartz & Son is a part-
nership organized , existing and doing business in the State of
New York. Respondents Wi1iam Schwartz , Arthur Schwartz and
Milton Schwartz are copartners in the said partnership.
Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their

offce and principal place of business located at 245 West 29th
Street, New York , New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the

manufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale
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advertising and offering for sale in commerce , and in the tl'ans.-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and

have manufactured for sale, sold , advertised , offered for sale

transported and distributed fur products which have been made
in whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and
received in commerce , as the terms "commerce

" (j

fuy" and "fur
product" are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled to show that fur con-
tained therein was natural, when in fact such fur was pointed
bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored , in
violation of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 4, Certain of said fur products were misbranded in thaI
they were not laheled as required under the provisions of Section

4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations pl'mulgated
thereunder.

Among such misbranded fur products , but not limited thereto
were fur products with labels which failed to disclose that the
fur contained in the fur products was bleached , dyed , or other..

wise artificially colored , when such was the fact.
PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola.

tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not

labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promul-

gated thereunder inasmuch as information required under Sec-

tion 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder was set forth on labels in
abbreviated form , in volation of Rule 4 of said Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products , but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which

failed to show the country of origin of imported furs used in fur
products.

PAR. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced with respect to the name of the country of origin
of imported furs used in such fur products , in violation of Section
5 (b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products
but not limited' thereto, were fur products invoiced to show the
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name of the country of origin as U. A. when the country of
origin of such furs was , in fact , in some instances Denmark and
in other instances Norway.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products LabeJing Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and

Regulations promulgated thereunder inasmuch as information
required under Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling

Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder was

set forth on invoices in abbreviated form , in violation of Rule 4
of said Rules and Regulations.
PAR. 9. Respondents furnished false guaranties that certain

of the said fur products were not misbranded, falsely invoiced

or falsely advertised when respondents in furnishing such guar-
anties had reason to beJieve that fur products so falsely guarantied
would be introduced , sold, transported or distributed in com-

merce in violation of Section 10 (b) of the Fur Products LabeJing

Act.
PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents , as

herein alleged , are in violation of the Fur Products LabeJing Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and
constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act.

DECISIOK 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 Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-

after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission 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
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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 accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days , now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34 (b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
fol1owing jurisdictional findings, and enters the fol1owing order:

1. Respondent William Schwartz & Son is a partnership orga-
nized , existing and doing business in the State of New York
with its offce and principal place of business located at 245 West
29th Street , New York , New York.
Respondent Wiliam Schwartz, Arthur Schwartz and Milton

Schwartz are copartners in said partnership and their address

is the same as that of said partnership.
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 Wiliam Schwartz & Son , a
partnership, and William Schwartz , Arthur Schwartz and Miiton
Schwartz , individual1y and as copartners of said partnership,
and respondents ' representatives , agents and employees, directly
or through any corporate or other device, in connection with
the introduction, or manufacture for introduction, into com-
merce, or the sale , advertising or offering for sale in commerce
or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur
product; or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale
advertising, offering for sale , transportation or distribution of
any fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur
which has been shipped and received in commerce , as the terms
commerce

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defined in the Fur
Products Labeling Act , do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by :

1. Representing, directly or by implication , on labels

that the fur contained in any fur product is natural
when the fur contained therein is pointed, bleached
dyed , tip-dyed , or otherwise artificially colored.

2. Failing to affx labels to fur products showing in
words and in figures plainly legible all the information
required to be disc10sed by each of the subsections of
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Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
3. Setting forth information required under Section

4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form on a label affxed to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:
1. Failing to furnish an invoice as the term j' invoice

is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and in figures plainly legible aJl the information
required to be disc10sed by each of the subsections of
Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
2. Misrepresenting in any manner on an invoice

directly or by implication , the country of origin of the
fur contained in such fur product.

3. Setting forth information required under Section

5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in ab-
breviated form on an invoice pertaining to such fur
product.

It is further ordered That respondents William Schwartz &
Son , a partnership, and Wiliam Schwartz, Arthur Schwartz and
Milon Schwartz , individuaJly and as copartners of said partner-
ship, and respondents' representatives, agents and employees
directly or through any corporate or other device do forthwith
cease and desist from furnishing a false guaranty that any fur
product is not misbranded , falsely invoiced or falsely advertised
when the respondents have reason to believe that such fur
product may be introduced , sold, transported or distributed in
commerce.

It is fU1.ther ordeTed That the respondents herein shaJl, 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

KI:1 FASHIONS , INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER , ETC. , IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATIOX OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE FCR PRODUCTS LABELING AND

THE WOOL PRODCCTS LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1456'. Complaint , Nov. 20 968-Decision l'v Q'v. 20 196'8
Consent order requiring three affliated New York City clothing manufac
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turers to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing their fur and wool
products and falsely guaranteeing their fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Wool Products

Labeling Act of 1939 and by virtue of the authority vested in it
by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission , having reason to
believe that Kim Fashions, Inc. , a corporation , Styles By Heidi
Inc., a corporation, and Corette By Heidi , Inc., a corporation
and Hyman Deutchman , individually and as an offcer of said
corporations, hereinafter referred to as respondents , have vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Wool

Products Labeling Act of 1939 , and it appearing to the Commis-
sion 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. Respondents Kim Fashions, Inc. , Styles By
Heidi , Inc. , and Corette By Heidi , Inc. , are integrated corporations
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the Jaws of the State of New York.

Respondent Hyman Deutchman is an offcer of said corpora-
tions. He formulates , directs and controls the acts , practices and
policies of the said corporations.
Respondents are manufacturers of fur products and wool

products with their offce and principal place of business located
at 230 West 38th Street, New York , Kew York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the
manufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale
advertising, and offering for sale in commerce , and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and
have manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale

transported and distributed fur products which have been made in
whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received
in commerce as the terms "commerce iuy and "fur product"
are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled to show that fur con-
tained therein was natural, when in fact such fur was pointed
bleached , dyed , tip-dyed , or otherwise artificially colored, in vio-
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lation of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that

they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section

4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products , but not limited thereto
were fur products with labels that failed to disclose that the fur
contained in the fur products was bleached, dyed or otherwise

artificially colored , when such was the fact.
PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling

Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.
Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products , but

not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which

failed to disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed , or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products werc falsely and decep-

tively invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show

that the fur contained therein was natural, when in fact such

fur was pointed, bleached , dyed , tip-dyed , or otherwise artificially
colored, in violation of Section 5 (b) (2) of the Fur ProductsLabeling Act. 

PAR. 7. Respondents furnished false guaranties under Section

10 (b) of the Fur Products Labeling Act with respect to certain
of their fur products by falsely representing in writing that
respondents had a continuing guaranty on file with the Federal
Trade Commission when respondents in furnishing such guaran-
ties had reason to believe that the fur products so falsely guaran-
tied would be introduced, sold , transported and distributed in
commerce , in violation of Rule 48 (c) of said Rules and Regula-
tions under the Fur Products Labeling Act and Section 10 (b)
of said Act.

PAR. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as

herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and

constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
tive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

PAR. 9. Respondents , now and for some time last past, have
manufactured for introduction into commerce, introduced into
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commerce, sold , transported , distributed , delivered for shipment
shipped, and offered for sale in commerce, as "commerce" is
defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 , wool products
as "wool product" is defined therein.

PAR. 10. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by the
respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4 (a) (1)
of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and

Regulations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely
and deceptively stamped , tagged, labeled , or otherwise identified
with respect to the character and amount of the constituent
fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products , but not limited thereto,
were coats stamped , tagged , labeled, or otherwise identified by
respondents as 100% Wool , whereas in truth and in fact, said
products contained suhstantially different fibers and amounts of
fibers than represented.
PAR. 11. Certain of said wool products were further mis-

branded by respondents in that they were not stamped , tagged
labeled , or otherwise identified as required under the provisions
of Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939
and in the manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and
Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products , but not limited thereto
was a wool product with a label on or affxed thereto which
failed to disclose the percentage of the total fiber weight of the
said wool product , exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding 5 per
centum of the total fiber weight, of (1) wool; (2) reprocessed
wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other than wool , when said
percentage by weight of such fiber was 5 per centum or more;
and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.
PAR. 12. The acts and practices of the respondents as set

forth in Paragraphs Ten and Eleven above were, and are, in
violation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted
and now constitute, unfair methods of competition and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices , in commerce within the mean-
ing of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof , and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
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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 Commis-
sion Act, the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission 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 for a period of thirty (30) days , now in
further conformity with the procedure prescribed in 9 2.34 (b) of
its Rules , the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondents Kim Fashions , Inc. , Styles By Heidi , Inc. , and
Corette By Heidi, Inc., are corporations organized , existing and
doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State 

New York , with their offce and principal place of business located
at 230 West 38th Street, Kew York , New York.

Respondent Hyman Deutchman is an offcer of said corpora-
tions and his address is the same as that of said corporations.

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

ORDER

It is ordered That respondents Kim Fashions, Inc. a corpora

tion , and its offcers , Styles By Heidi, Inc. , a corporation , and its
offcers, and Corette By Heidi, Inc., a corporation, and its
offcers , and Hyman Deutchman , individually and as an officer of
said corporations, and respondents ' representatives , agents and

employees , directly or through any corporate or other device, in

connection with the introduction, or manufacture for introduc-

tion , into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale
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in commerce, or the transportation or distribution in commerce
of any fur product; or in connection with the manufacture for
sale, sale , advertising, offering for sale , transportation or distribu-
tion of any fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur

which has been shipped and received in commerce; as the terms
commerce

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defir.ed in the Fur
Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Representing, directly or by implication , on a label
that the fur contained in such fur product is natural
when such fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or

otherwise artificially colored.
2. Failing to affx a label to such fur product showing

in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice , as the term " invoice
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing
in words and fIgures plainly legible all the information
required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of

Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
2. Representing, directly or by implication, on an

invoice that the fur contained in such fur product is
natural when such fur is pointed , bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed , or otherwise artificially colored.

It is further ordered That respondents Kim Fashions, Inc.
a corporation, and its offcers , Styles By Heidi , Inc., a corpora-
tion , and its offcers, and Corette By Heidi , Inc. , a corporation , and
its offcers , and Hyman Deutchman , individually and as an offcer
of said corporations, and respondents' representatives, agents
and employees , directly or through any corporate or other device
do forthwith cease and desist from furnishing a false guaranty
that any fur product is not misbranded , falsely invoiced or falsely
advertised when the respondents have reason to believe that such
fur product may be introduced , sold , transported, or distributed

in commerce.

It is further ordel' That respondents Kim Fashions , Inc. , a

corporation , and its offcers , Styles By Heidi, Inc. , a corporation
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and its offcers, and Corette By Heidi , Inc. , a corporation, and its
offcers, and Hyman Deutchman , individually and as an offcer of
said corporations, and respondents ' representatives, agents and
employees , directly or through any corporate or other device, in

connection with the introduction , or manufacture for introduc-
tion, into commerce, or the offering for sale, sale, transporta-
tion, distribution , delivery for shipment or shipment, in com-
merce , of wool products , as "commerce" and "wool product" are
defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 , do forthwith
cease and desist from misbranding such products by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or

amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.
2. Failing to securely affx to, or place on, each such

product a stamp, tag, label , or other means of identifica-
tion showing in a clear and conspicuous manner each element
of information required to be disclosed by Section 4 (a) (2)
of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

It is fU1"ther oTde," That the respondent corporations forth-
with distribute a copy of this order to each of their operating

divisions.
It is furtheT 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

BEN W. COHE:- FINERFUR , INC. , ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC. , IK REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATIOK OF THE
FUR PRODUCTS LABELING AND THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSIOK

ACTS

Docket C-1457. Complaint , Nov. 1968-Decisio'i , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing and retailing
furrier to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the
authority vested in it by said Acts , the Federal Trade Commission
having reason to believe that Ben W. Cohen Finerfur, Inc. , a
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corporation , and Rae Cohen, Frances Feinberg and Moses Rosen-
berg, individually and as offcers of said corporation, hereinafter
referred to as respondents , have violated the provisions of said
Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the
Fur Products Labeling 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 Ben W. Cohen Finerfur, Inc. , is a
corporation organized , existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York.
Respondents Rae Cohen, Frances Feinberg and Moses Rosen-

berg are offcers of the corporate respondent. They formulate

direct and control the acts , practices and policies of the said
corporate respondent including those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are manufacturers and retailers of fur products
with their offce and principal place of business located at 6 West
48th Street , New York , New York.
PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past

have been engaged in the introduction into commerce , and in the
manufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale
advertising, and offering for sale in commerce , and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and
have manufactured for sale, sold , advertised, offered for sale

transported and distributed fur products which have been ' made
in whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received
in commerce , as the terms "commerce

" "

fur" and "fur product"
are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section

4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder.

Among such misbranded fur products , but not limited thereto
were fur products with labels which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in any such
fur product.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached , dyed , Or otherwise artificially colored , when such was
the fact.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not
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labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects,

1. The term "natural" was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored , in violation of Rule 19 (g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

2. Required item numbers were not set forth on labels , in viola-
tion of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptiveJy invoiced fur products , but
not Jimited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which

failed:
1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in any .such

fur product.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached , dyed , or otherwise artificially colored , when such was
the fact.

3. To show the country of origin of imported fur used in any
such fur product.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show
that fur contained therein was natural , when in fact such fur
was pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed or otherwise artificially
colored, in violation of Section 5 (b) (2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

PAR. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-

tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
in that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules

and Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following
respects:

(a) Information required under Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-

gated thereunder was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form
in violation of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term "Persian Lamb" was not set forth on invoices
in the manner required by law , in violation of Rule 8 of said
Rules and Regulations.

(c) The term "natural" was not used on invoices to describe
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fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificially colored , in violation of Rule 19 (g) of
said Rules and Regulations.

(d) The disclosure "Second-hand " where required, was not
set forth on invoices , in violation of Rule 23 of said Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged , are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and

constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
tive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

DECISIO!\ 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 Texties 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 Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission 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 settement 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 accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in 34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings , and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Ben W. Cohen Finerfur, Inc., is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of New York, with its offce and principal

place of business located at 6 West 48th Street, New York, New
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York.
Respondents Rae Cohen, Frances Feinberg and Moses Rosen-

berg are offcers of said corporation and their address is the

same as that of said corporation.
2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject

matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is o,.dered That respondents Ben W. Cohen Finerfur, Inc.
a corporation , and its offcers , and Rae Cohen , Frances Feinberg
and Moses Rosenberg, individually and as offcers of said corpora-
tion, and respondents' representatives, agents and employees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection
with the introduction , or manufacture for introduction , into com-
merce, or the sale , advertising or offering for sale in commerce
or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur

product; or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale

advertising, offering for sale , transportation or distribution, of

any fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur which
has been shipped and received in commerce , as the terms "com-
merce

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Fai1ing to affx a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the informa-
tion required to be disc10sed by each of the subsections

of Section 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
2. Failng to set forth the term "natural" as part of

the information required to be disclosed on a label
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and

Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such

fur product which is not pointed , bleached, dyed , tip-

dyed , or otherwise artificially colored.
3. Failng to set forth on a label the item number or

mark assigned to such fur product.
B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice , as the term ".invoice
is definded in the Fur Products Labeling Act , showing
in words and figures plainly legible all the information
required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of

Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
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2. Representing, directly or by implication, on an
invoice that the fur contained in such fur product is

natural when such fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed , or otherwise artificially colored.
3. Setting forth information required under Section

5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbre-
viated form.

4. Failing to set forth the term "Persian Lamb" in
the manner required where an election is made to use
that term instead of the word "Lamb.

5. Failing to set forth the term "natural" as part of
the information required to be disclosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-

dyed , or otherwise artificially colored.
6. Failing to disclose that such fur product contains

or is composed of " Second-hand" used fur.
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 oj-dered 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

KAPLAN-SIMON CO. TRADING AS
TAFFETA CO. OF AMERICA ET AL.

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

Docket C-1458. Complaint , l\/ov. 1968-Decision , Nov. , 1968

Consent order requiring a Boston, Mass. , jobber of interlining fabrics to
cease misbranding its wool and textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textie


