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Complaint
I~ tHE MATTER OF
RELIABLE MANUFACTURING COMPANY ET AL.

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

Docket C-776. Complaint, June 30, 1964—Decision, June 30, 196}

Consent order requiring Franklin Park, Ill., manufacturers of electric cooker-
fryers which they sold to wholesalers, stamp redemption firms, catalog and
mail order firms, wholesale discounters and retailers for resale, to cease their
practice of supplying to their customers catalog sheets, circulars and cartons
bearing representations such as “$19.95 Suggested List Price Guaranteed For
2 Years”, when such “suggested price” appreciably exceeded the highest
price at which substantial sales were made in their trade area and the pur-
ported “2 year guarantee” was subject to undisclosed conditions.

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 Reliable Manufactur-
ing Company a corporation, and Charles W. Leigh, individually and
as an officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said Act, and it appearing to the Com-
mission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be in the public
interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect
as follows:

Paracrara 1. Respondent Reliable Manufacturing Company is a
corporation organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Illinois, with its principal office and place of
business located at 9201 King Street, Franklin Park, Illinois.

Respondent Charles W. Leigh is an officer of the corporate respond-
ent. 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 manufacturing, advertising, offering for sale, sale and
distribution of electric cooker-fryers to wholesalers, stamp redemption
firms, catalogue and mail order firms, wholesale discounters and re-
tailers for resale to the public and in the production of metal stamp-
ings for various customers.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents now
cause, and for some time last past have caused, their said produects,
when sold, to be shipped from their place of business in the State of
Illinois to purchasers thereof located in various other States of the
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United States and in the District of Columbla, 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, for the purpose of inducing the pu1chase of
their electric cooker-fryers have engaged in the practice of causing to
be printed and supplymg to their customers catalcgue sheets, cir cuhrs
and cartons bearing replesenuatlons such as, “$19 95 Suggested List
Prlce Guaranteed For 2 Years.”

Par. 5. Through the use of the foregoing representations and others
of similar import and meaning not expressly set out herein, respond-
ents represent, directly or by nnphcatlon that:

- A, Said “sucrgested retail price” is respondents’ bona fide estimate
of the actual retail price of said product and that said price amount
does not appreciably exceed the highest price at which substantial
sales are made in respondents’ trade area.

- B. Said product is unconditionally guaranteed for a period of two
years without further conditions or limitations.

- Par. 6. Intruthandin fact:

A. Said “suggeqted retail price” is not respondents’ bona fide esti-
mate of the actual retail price of said product and said price amount
appreciably exceeds the highest price at which substantial sales are
made in respondents trade area. _

B. Said product is not uncondltlonally guaranteed for a period of
two years without further conditions or limitations. Respondents fail
to set forth in their guarantee statement the nature and extent of the
guarantee, the identity of the guarantor and the manner in which the
guarantor will perform.

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

Par. 7. In the conduct of their business, at all times mentioned
herein, respondents have been in substantial competition, in commerce,
with corporations, firms and individuals in the sale of articles of mer-
chandise of the same general kind and nature as that sold by
respondents.

Par. 8. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, misleading
and deceptive statements, representations and practices has had, and
now has, the capacity and tendency to mislead members of the pur-
chasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said state-
ments and representations were and are true and into the purchase
of substantial quantities of respondents’ merchandise by reason of said
erroneous and mistaken belief.

Par. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as herein
alleged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the public and
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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.

Decistoxn Anp 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 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 Commission Act; and _ ' B

The respondents and counsel] for Lhe Commission having thereafter
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 admlssmn
by the respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in such
complaint, and waivers and provisions as required by the Commis-
sion’s rules; and

The Commission, having reason to believe that the respondents
have violated the Federal Trade Commission Act, and having de-
termined that complaint should issue stating its charges in that respect,
hereby issues its complaint, accepts said agreement, makes the follow-
ing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Reliable Manufacturing Company is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Illinois, with-its office and principal place of
business located at 9201 King Street, Franklin Park, Illinois.

Respondent Charles W. Leigh is an officer of said corporatlon and
his address is the same as that of said corporation. .

2. The Federal Trade Commission has ]urlsdlctlon of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the proceeding
is in the public interest.

ORDER

1t is ordered, That respondents Reliable Manufacturing Company,
a corporation, and its officers, and Charles W. Leigh, individually
and as an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ agents, repre-
sentatives and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the offering for sale, sale and distribution
of electric cooker-fryers or other products, in commerce, as “commerce”
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is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease
and desist from :

1. Advertising, disseminating or distributing any list, pre-
ticketed or suggested retail price that is not established in good
faith as an honest estimate of the actual retail price or that
appreciably exceeds the highest price at which substantial sales
are made in respondents’ trade area.

2. Representing that their merchandise is guaranteed unless
the nature, extent and conditions of the guarantee, the identity
of the guarantor and the manner in which the guarantor will
perform thereunder are clearly set forth in conjunction with
the representation of guarantee.

3. Furnishing any distributor, dealer or retailer with any
means whereby to deceive the purchasing public in the manner
forbidden by the above provisions of this order.

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

Ixn TaE MATTER OF

WALTER J. BLACK, INC.

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

Docket C-777. Complaint, June 30, 1964—Decision, June 30, 196}

Consent order requiring a Roslyn, N.Y., seller to the general public of publica-
cations, books and other merchandise under its own name and under the
names “The Classics Club”, “Black’s Readers Service Company” and “The
Detective Book Club”, to cease representing falsely in letters and other
materials sent to purportedly delinquent customers that, if payment was
not made, customer’s name would be transmitted to a credit reporting
agency and his credit rating adversely affected; and, by use of letterheads
of the fictitious “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIA-
TION, INC”, and “John J. Murphy, Attorney at Law”, that accounts would
be or had been turned over to a bona fide collection agency or an outside
attorney for collection or legal proceedings.

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
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Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Walter J. Black,
Inc., a corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondent, 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:

Paracraru 1. Respondent Walter J. Black, Inc., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York, with its principal office and place
of business located at Northern Boulevard, in the city of Roslyn, State
of New York.

Par. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has been,
engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and distribution
of publications, books, and other merchandise to the general public.
Respondent sells the aforesaid publications, books and other merchan-
dise under its own name and under the names “The Classics Club”,
“Black’s Readers Service Company” and “The Detective Book Club”.
The aforesaid publications, books and merchandise are advertised,
sold and payment made therefor through the United States Mails.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of its business, respondent now
causes, and for some time last past has caused, its said publications,
books and merchandise, when sold, to be shipped from its place of
business in the State of New York to purchasers and subscribers
thereto located in the various other States of the United States and
in the District of Columbia, and maintains, and at all times mentioned
herein has maintained, a substantial course of trade in said publica-
tions, books and merchandise in commerce, as “commerce” is defined
inthe Federal Trade Commission Act.

Par. 4. In the course and conduct of its business and for the pur-
pose of inducing the payment of purportedly delinquent accounts,
respondent has made certain statements and representations in letters
and materials sent through the United States Mails to purportedly
delinquent customers who have purchased respondent’s publications,
books, or other merchandise.

Typical, but not all inclusive of said statements and representations,
are the following:

a. On respondent’s letterheads:

Is there any reason * * * WHY PAYMENT OF THIS PAST DUE ACCOUNT
HAS BEEN WITHHELD?

MEMO FROM: TREASURER'S OFFICE PLEASE NOTE:

It is with regret that we send you the attached notice, However, we have

been instructed to do so by our Auditor because of the delinquent condition
of your account.
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FINAL NOTICE:

On date mentioned above your .account will be placed with THE MAIL
ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSN. INC., 15 West 38th Street, New
York 18, N.Y.

Our firm is a subscriber to the Mail Order Credit Reporting Association,
15 West 38th Street, New York, N.Y. Like all other subscribers, we are en-
titled to check any names against their master file of mail order non-payers.
Under the terms of our subscription, we are also required to make available
to the Association the names of persons who have ordered and received books
from us, and who have failed to settle their account with us after repeated
notifications over a period of time * * *,

b. On the letterhead:

THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.
Credit Reports * * * Collections
New York 18, N.Y.
Case No. 72-C

Claim of THE CLASSICS CLUB

ATTENTION PLEASE!

The Classics - Club has requested us to write you in the hope that we can
help bring about a friendly settiement of your long over duc account.

TAKE NOTICE THAT:

We have been authorized by THE CLASSICS CLUB to collect the amount
you owe them for books they delivered to you at your specific instance and
request.

You may or may not know that there are legal means open to our client
of enforcing payment of a debt of this kind. Whether or not they must em-
ploy such measures.in ‘your case is-entirely up to you.

Prompt payment will clear the slate without any unpleasantness ok

FINAL NOTICE!

Your failure to settle your account leaves our client no choice but to take
immediate .action against you.

If, within fifteen days from date of attached invoice, settlement in full is not
in the hands of The Classws Club, our client has stated that they will un-
conditionally turn your account over to their legal representative with in-
structions to proceed with the necessary steps to enforce COHeCtIOD

You realize, of course, that such action may result in ‘court costs payable by
you in addition to the amount. due.

c. On the letterhead:

John J. Murphy, Attorney at Law, 15 West 38th St., New York 18, N.Y.
Re: THE CLASSICS CLUB

TAKE NOTICE THAT:

I have been consulted by my client in connection with their claim against

‘you for goods sold and delivered, in the amount shown on the enclosed state-

ment.
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" My client advises that this claim arises out of books ordered by you, shipped
to you but not paid for despite several demands by my client.

I have been requested to write you to offer one final opportunity to pay this
small bill * * *

Par. 5. By and through the use of the aforesaid statements, repre-
sentations and practices and others of similar import not specifically
set out herein, respondent has represented that:

(a) If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s name is
transmitted to a bona fide credit reporting agency.

(b) If payment is not made, the customer’s general or public credit
rating will be adversely affected.

(¢) If payment is not made, respondent is required to refer the in-
formation of such delinquency to “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING
ASSOCIATION, INC.”,

(d) “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” is a sepa-
rate bona fide collection and credit report agency located in New York
City.

(e) Respondent has turned over to “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORT-
ING ASSOCIATION, INC.” the delinquent account of the customer for col-
lection and other purposes.

(f) If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s account vwill
be transferred to an outside attorney with instructions to institute
suit or take other legal steps to collect the outstanding amount due.

(g) “Mr. John J. Murphy” is an outside attorney at law, located in
New York City, to whom.the delinquent customer’s account has been
transferred for institution of suit or other legal steps.

(h) Letters and notices on the letterheads of the said “rar marL
ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” and “John J. Murphy, At-
torney at Law” have been prepared and mailed by said organization or
named attorney.

Par. 6. In truth and in fact:

(a) If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s name is not
transmitted to a bona fide credit reporting agency.

(b) If payment is not made, the customer’s general or publlc credit
rating is not adversely affected.

(c) ‘If payment is not made, respondent is not required to refer the
information of such delinquency to “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING
ASSOCIATION, INC.”, or any other organization or agency.

(d) “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” is not a
separate, bona fide collection or credit reporting agency. Said orga-
nization is a fictitious name utilized by respondent and others for pur-
poses of disseminating collection letters.
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(e) Respondent has not turned over to “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT RE-
PORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” the delinquent account of the customer for
collection or any other purposes.

(f) If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s account is
not transferred to an outside attorney with instructions to institute
suit or other legal steps to collect the outstanding amount due.

(g) The delinquent custumer’s account has not been transferred to
“Mr. John J. Murphy™ for institution of suit or other legal steps.

(h) The letters and notices on the letterheads of “THE :raAIL ORDER
CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, 1NC.” and “John J. Murphy, Attorney
at Law” have not been prepared and mailed by said organization or
named attorney. Said letters and notices havs been prepared and mailed
or caused to be mailed by respondent. Replies and responses to said
letters and notices are forwarded unopened to respondent.

Therefore, the statements and representations as set forth in Para-
graphs Four and Five hereof were and are false, misleading and de-
ceptive.

Par. 7. The use by respondent of the aforesaid false, misleading 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 payment of sub-
stantial sums of money to respondent by reason of said erroneous and
mistaken belief. :

Par. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as herein
alleged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the public and
constituted, and now constitute, unfair and deceptive acts and practices
in commerce, in violation of Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Adct.
DecisioN AND ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its com-
plaint charging the respondent named in the caption hereof with vio-
lation of the Federal Trade Commission Act, and the respondent
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 respondent and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the complaint
to issue herein, 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 set forth in such com-
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plaint, and waivers and provisions as required by the Commission’s
rules; and ‘

The Commission, having considered the agreement, hereby accepts
same, issues its complaint in the form contemplated by said agree-
ment, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the fol-
lowing order:

1. Respondent Walter J. Black, Inc., is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of New York, with its principal office and place of business
located at Northern Boulevard, in the city of Roslyn, State of New
York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the proceeding
is in the public interest.

ORDER

1t is ordered, That respondent Walter J. Black, Inc., a corporation
and its officers, agents, representatives and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the offering
for sale, sale or distribution of publications, books or other merchan-
dise, in commerece, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from representing directly
or by implication that: '

1. a. A customer’s name will be or has been turned over to a
bona fide credit reporting agency unless respondent establishes
that where payment is not received, the information of said de-
linquency is referred to a separate, bona fide credit reporting
agency; ’

b. A customer’s general or public credit rating will be ad-
versely affected unless respondent establishes that where payment
is not received, the information of said delinquency is referred
to a separate, bona fide credit reporting agency or other business
organizations;

2. a. Respondent is required to refer information of a custom-
er’s delinquency to “THE 3AIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIA-
TION, ING.”; ’

b. Respondent is required to refer information of a customer’s
delinquency to any other agency or bureau, unless respondent
establishes that such is the fact;

3. Delinquent accounts wil be or have been turned over to a
bona fide, separate collection agency or attorney for collection
unless respondent in fact turns such accounts over to such agen-
cies or attorneys;

818-121-—70—81
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4. Delinquent accounts have been or will be turned over to
“THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” for collec-
tion or any other purpose;

5. “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.”, any
fictitious name, or any trade name owned in whole or in part
by respondent or over which respondent exercises operating con-
trol, is an independent, bona fide collection or credit reporting
agency;

6. “John J. Murphy” or any other person or firm is an out-
side, independent attorney at law or firm of attorneys represent-
ing respondent for collection of past due accounts, unless re-
spondent establishes that a bona fide attorney-client relation-
ship exists between respondent and said attorney or attorneys,
for purposes of collecting such accounts;

7. Delinquent accounts have been or will be turned over to
“THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCTIATION, INC.” with in-
structions to institute suit or other legal action to collect amounts
purportedly due; or that any accounts have been or will be turned
over to any organization, attorney, or firm of attorneys, or per-
sons with instructions to institute suit or other legal action un-
less respondent establishes that such is the fact;

8. Letters, notices or other communications in connection with
the collection of respondent’s accounts which have been prepared
or originated by respondent have been prepared or originated by
any other person, firm or corporation.

Lt is further 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 manner and form in
which it has complied with this order.

Ix tiie MAaTTER OF

ROBERT M. SPELLMAN TRADING AS BOB SPELLMAN
FURS, ETC.

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

Docket C~178. Complaint, June 80, 196—Decision, June 30, 1964

Consent order requiring a retail furrier in Los Angeles to cease violating the
Fur Products Labeling Act by failing to use the term “natural” for furs
that were not artificially colored, in advertising, invoicing and labeling;
failing to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” on labels as
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required; failing to show the true animal name of fur and the country
of origin of imported furs in invoicing; failing to maintain adequate
records as a basis for pricing claims; substituting non-conforming labels for
those originally affixed to fur products and failing to preserve the records re-
quired; and failing in other respects to comply with requirements of the
Act.

' 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 rea-
son to believe that Robert M. Spellman, individually and trading as
Bob Spellman Furs, Furs by Bob Spellman, and Mordell Furs, here-
inafter referred to as respondent has 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:

Paracrarr 1. Respondent Robert M. Spellman is an individual
trading as Bob Spellman Furs, Furs by Bob Spellman, and Mordell
Furs who formulates the acts, practices and policies of said business.

Respondent is a retailer of fur products with his office and principal
place of business located at 8710 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles 5,
California.

Par, 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act on August 9, 1952, respondent has been and is now engaged
in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and
offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and distribu-
tion 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 re-
ceived in commerce, as the terms “commerce”, “fur” and “fur prod-
uct” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Pagr. 8. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in violation of
the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not labeled in ac-
cordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
the following respects:

1. The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” was not set forth
on labels in the manner required by law, in violation of Rule 10 of
said Rules and Regulations.

2. The term “natural” was not used on labels to describe fur prod-
ucts which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules and
Regulations.

313-121—70——82
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3. Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was not set forth in the required sequence, in violation of Rule 30 of
said Rules and Regulations.

4. Required item numbers were not set forth on labels, in violation
of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

Par. 4. 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:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in the fur product.

2. To show the country of origin of imported furs used in fur
products.

Par. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they
were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and Regulations prom-
ulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form, in violation of
Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “natural” was not used on invoices to deseribe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or other-
wise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules and
Regulations.

(¢) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices, in viola-
tion of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

Par. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that cer-
tain advertisements intended to aid, promote and assist, directly or
indirectly, in the sale and offering for sale of such fur products were
not in accordance with the provisions of Section 5(a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not limited
thereto, were advertisements of respondent which appeared in issues
of the Los Angeles Times, a newspaper published in the City of Los
Angeles, State of California.

Par. 7. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others of
similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein, re-
spondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in violation
of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that the term “natural” was not
used to describe fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed,
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tip-dyed or otherwise artifically colored, in violation of Rule 19(g)
of the said Rules and Regulations.

Pagr. 8. In advertising fur products for sale, as aforesaid, respondent
made pricing claims and representations of the types covered by sub-
sections (a), (b), (¢) and (d) of Rule 44 of the Regulations under
the Fur Products Labeling Act. Respondent in making such claims
and representations failed to maintain full and adequate records dis-
closing the facts upon which such pricing claims and representations
were based, in violation of Rule 44(e) of the said Rules and
Regulations.

Par. 9. Respondent in introducing, selling, advertising, and offering
for sale, in commerce, and in processing for commerce, fur products;
and in selling, advertising, offering for sale and processing fur prod-
ucts which have been shipped and received in commerce, has mis-
branded such fur products by substituting thereon, labels which did
not conform to the requirements of Section 4 of the Fur Products
Labeling Act, for the labels affixed to said fur products by the manu-
facturer or distributor pursuant to Section 4 of said Act, in violation
of Section 3(e) of said Act.

Par. 10. Respondent in substituting labels as provided for in Sec-
tion 3(e) of the Fur Products Labeling Act, has failed to keep and
preserve the records required, in violation of said Section 3(e) and
Rule 41 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the said
Act.

Par. 11, 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 constitute unfair
and deceptive acts and practices and unfair methods of competition
in commerce under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Decision axp ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its com-
plaint charging the respondent named in the caption hereof with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Fur Products
Labeling Act, and the respondent having been served with notice of
sadd determination and with a copy of the complaint the Commission
intended to issue, together with a proposed form of order; and.

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the complaint
to issue herein, a statement that the signing of said agreement is for
settlement purposes only and does not constitute an admission by
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respondent that the law has been violated as set forth in such com-
plaint, and waivers and provisions as required by the Commission’s
rules; and

The Commission, having considered the agreement, hereby accepts
same, issues its complaint in the form contemplated by said agree-
ment, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the fol-
lowing order:

1. Respondent Robert M. Spellman is an individual trading as Bob
Spellman Furs, Furs by Bob Spellman, and Mordell Furs, with his
office and principal place of business located at 8710 Wilshire Boule-
vard, in the city of Los Angeles, State of California.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the proceeding is
in the public interest.

ORDER

1t is ordered, That respondent Robert M. Spellman, individually
and trading as Bob Spellman Furs, Furs by Bob Spellman, and Mor-
dell Furs 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 transportation or distribution in commerce,
of any fur product; or in connection with the sale, advertising, offer-
ing 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 “commerce”, “fur” and “fur product” are defined in
the Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding fur products by:

1. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-processed
Lamb” on labels in the manner required where an election
is made to use that term in lieu of the term “Dyed Lamb”.

2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed on labels under the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder to describe fur products which are not
pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artificially
colored.

3. Failing to set forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder on labels in the sequence
required by Rule 30 of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

4. Failing to set forth on labels the item number or mark
assigned to a fur product.
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B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing fur products by :

1. Failing to furnish invoices to purchasers of fur products
showing in words and figures plainly legible all the informa-
ation required to be disclosed in each of the subsections of
Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Setting forth information required under Section 5 (b)
(1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated form.

8. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of the in-
formation required to be disclosed on invoices under the Fur
Products Labeling Act and Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder to describe fur products which are not
pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artificially
colored.

4. Failing to set forth on invoices the item number or mark
assigned to fur products.

C. Falsely or deceptively advertising fur products through the
use of any advertisement, representation, public announcement or
notice which is intended to aid, promote or assist, directly or in-
directly, in the sale, or offering for sale of any fur product, and
which fails to set forth the term “natural” as part of the informa-
tion required to be disclosed in advertisements under the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder to describe fur products which are not pointed,
bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artificially colored.

D. Making claims and representations of the types covered by
subsections (a), (b), (¢) and (d) of Rule 44 of the Rules and
Regulations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act
unless there are maintained by respondent full and adequate rec-
ords disclosing the facts upon which such claims and representa-
tions are based.

1t is further ordered, That respondent Robert M. Spellman, individ-
ually and trading as Bob Spellman Furs, Furs by Bob Spellman, and
Mordell Furs and respondent’s representatives, agents and emplovees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection with
the introduction, sale, advertising or offering for sale, in commerce, or
the processing for commerce, of fur products; or in connection with
the selling, advertising, offering for sale, or processing of fur products
which have been shipped and received in commerce, do forthwith cease
and desist fron::

A. Misbranding fur products by substituting for the labels af-
fixed to such fur products pursuant to Section 4 of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act labels which do not conform to the requirements
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of the aforesaid Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder.

B. Failing to keep and preserve the records required by the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder in substituting labels as permitted by Section
3(e) of the said Act.

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

I~ THE MATTER OF

DOUBLEDAY & COMPANY, INC,, ET AL.

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

Docket C-779. Complaint, June 30, 1964—Decision, June 30, 196}

Consent order requiring a book seller and its two subsidiaries in Garden City,
N.Y., to cease representing falsely, in letters and notices to purportedly
delinquent customers, that, if payment was not méde, the delinquent’s name
would be transmitted to a credit reporting agency and his rating adversely
affected; and by use of letterheads of the fictitious “THE MAIL ORDER
OREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” and “Mr. John J. Murphy,
Attorney at Law”, that accounts had been, or would be, turned over to a
bona fide collection agency or an outside attorney for collection or legal
proceedings.

COMPLAINT

v 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 Doubleday & Com-
pany, Inc., Nelson Doubleday, Inc., and The TLiterary Guild of
America, Inc., corporations, 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:

Paragrarr 1. Respondents Doubleday & Company, Inc., Nelson
Doubleday, Inc., and The Literary Guild of America, Inc., are cor-
porations organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York with their principal offices and
places of business located at Garden City in the State of New York.
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Respondents Nelson Doubleday, Inc., and The Literary Guild of
America, Inc., are wholly owned subsidiaries of respondent Doubleday
& Company, Inc.

Par. 2. Repondents are now, and for some time last past have
been, engaged in the advertising, offering for sale and sale of books,
publications and other merchandise to the general public by and
through the United States mails.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
now cause and for some time last past have caused their said books,
publications and other merchandise, when sold, to be shipped from
their places of business and sources of supply in the State of New
York to purchasers thereof located in the various other States of
the United States and in the District of Columbia, and maintain and
at all times mentioned herein have maintained a substantial course
of trade in said books, publications and other merchandise in com-
merce, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Par. 4. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
offer for sale certain books, publications and other merchandise
through the United States mails. Said books, publications and other
merchandise are distributed and payment made therefor through the
United States mails.

For the purpose of inducing the payment of purportedly delinquent
accounts that have arisen from the aforesaid transactions, respondents
have made certain statements and representations in letters and notices
disseminated through the United States mails to purportedly delin-
quent customers.

Typical, but not all inclusive of said statements and representations
are the following :

a. On respondents’ letterheads:

We notice with sincere regret that you have not settled your account which
islong past due.

We say “sincere regret” because no other words so well express our
feelings. There is nothing in connection with our business that we value
so highly as the friendship and good will of our members, and we try to
maintain this cordial relationship with each and every member.

You will agree, we are sure, that we have been fair and courteous in
the handling of your account—we have been patient and have given you
every opportunity to pay. Now it appears that we must resort to other
means of collection. * * *

Since you have made no move toward settling your long past-due account,
we are now considering referring it to a collection agency for professional
handling., * * *

Perhaps you are waiting * * * waiting to see what we will do next about
your delinquent account.
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Because we have been so patient * * * you may think that we are
simply going to forget about it. We assure you we’re not!

There are means available to us to enforce payment. We are prepared
to resort to these measures if you compel us to do so. * * *

b. Onthe following letterhead :

THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.
CREDIT REPORTS COLLECTIONS
NEW YORK 18, N.Y.

ATTENTION PLEASE! '

Our client has asked us to write you in the hope that we can help bring
about a friendly settlement of your long over-due account. * * *
IMMEDIATE ACTION IMPERATIVE! _

Again we bring up the matter of your past-due account. We are still
hopeful that this matter can be settled on a friendly basis for our client
would sincerely regret having to institute further proceedings.

Which will it be? The answer is entirely up to you. * * *

URGENT!

Your failure to settle your account leaves our client no choice but to take im-
mediate action against you.

If, within fifteen days from this date, settlement in full is not in our hands, our
client has stated that they will unconditionally turn your account over to their
attorneys with instructions to proceed with the necessary steps to enforce
collection.

You realize, of course, that such action may result in court costs payable by
you in addition to the amount due. * * #

¢. On the following letterhead :

John J. Murphy, Attorney at Law
15 West 38th St.,, New York 18, N.Y.

TAKE NOTICE THAT

I have been consulted by my client in connection with their claim against you
for goods sold and delivered, in the amount shown on the enclosed statement.

£ #* * * #* i Ed

I have been requested to write you to offer one final opportunity to pay this
bill. May I strongly urge you to pay this outstanding obligation immediately.
Requests for an extension of time cannot be considered. * * *

Par. 5. By and through the use of the aforesaid statements, represen-
tations and practices, and others of similar import not specifically set
out herein, respendents have represented that:

a. If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s name is trans-
mitted to a bona fide credit reporting agency.

b. If payment is not made, the customer’s general or public credit
rating will be adversely affected. :

¢. “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.”, is a sepa-
rate, bona fide collection and credit reporting agency located in New
York City.
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d. Respondents have turned over to “THE 3AIL ORDER CREDIT REPORT-
ING ASSOCIATION, INC.” the delinquent account of the customer for
collection and other purposes.

- e. If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s account will be
transferred to an outside attorney with instructions to institute suit
or take other legal steps to collect the outstanding amount due.

f. “Mr. John J. Murphy” is an outside Attorney at Law, located
in New York City, to whom the delinquent customer’s account has
been transferred for institution of suit or other legal steps.

g. The letters and notices on the letterheads of “THE MAIL ORDER
CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, ING.” and “John J. Murphy, Attorney
at Law” have been prepared and mailed by said organization or named
attorney.

Par. 6. In truth and in fact:

a. If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s name is not
transmitted to a bona fide credit reporting agency.

b. If payment is not made, the customer’s general or pubhc credit
ratmg is not adversely affected.

¢. “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” is not a
separate, bona fide collection or credit reporting agency. Said orga-
nization is a fictitious name utilized by respondents and others for
the purpose of disseminating collection letters. '

d. Respondents have not turned over to “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT
REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” the delinquent account of the customer
for collection or any other purpose.

e. If payment is not made, the delinquent customer’s account is
not. transferred to an outside attorney with instructions to institute
suit or other legal steps to collect the outstanding amount due.

f. The delinquent customer’s account has not been transferred to
“Mr. John J. Murphy” for institution of suit or other legal steps.

g. The letters and notices on the letterheads of “THE araiL ORDER
CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” and “John J. Murphy, Attorney
at Law” have not been prepared and mailed by said organization
or named attorney. Said letters and notices have been prepared and
mailed or caused to be mailed by respondents. Replies in response to
said letters and notices are forwarded unopened to respondents.

Therefore, the statements and representations as set forth in Para-
graphs four and five hereof were and are false, misleading and
deceptive.

Par. 7. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, misleading
and deceptive statements, representations and practices has had, and
now has, the capacity and tendency to mislead members of the pur-
chasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said state-
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ments and representations were and are true and into the payment of
substantial sums of money to respondents bv reason of said erroneous
and mistaken belief. :

Par. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent as herein al-
leged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the public and
constituted, and now constitute, unfair and deceptive acts and prac-
tices in commerce, in violation of Sectwn 5 of the Federal Tlade
Commission Act. :

Deciston anp Orprr

The Federal Trade Commlssmn having initiated an 1nvest1gat1on
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 whlch the Bureau of Deceptive Prac-
tices 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 Commission Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commlsswn having ther eafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admlssmn by
the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the afore-
said draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of said agree-
ment is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an ad-
mission by the respondents that the law las been violated as alleged
in such complaint, and waivers and provisions as required by the
Commission’s rules; and

The Commission, havmg reason to believe that the respondents have
violated the Federal '[rade Commission Act, and having determined
that complaint should issue stating its charges in that respect, hereby
issues its complaint, accepts said agreement, makes the following
jurisdictional findings and enters the following order:

1. Doubleday & Company, Inc., Nelson Doubleday, Inc., and The
Literary Guild of America, Inc., are corporations organized, existing
and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New
York, with their principal offices and place of business located at GGar-
den City, in the State of New York. Nelson Doubleday, Inc., and The
Literary Guild of America, Inc., are wholly owned subsidiaries of
Doubleday & Company, Inc.

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

1t is ordered, That respondents Doubleday & Company, Inc., Neison
Doubleday, Inc., and the Literary Guild of America, Inc., corporations,
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and their agents, representatives and employees, directly or through
any corporate or other device, in connection with the offering for sale,
sale or distribution of books, publications or other merchandise, in
commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from representing directly or by
implication that:

1. (a) A customer’s name will be or has been turned over to a
bona fide credit reporting agency unless respondents establish
that where payment is not received, the information of said de-
linquency is referred to a separate, bona fide credit reporting
agency ;

(b) A customer’s general or public credit rating will be ad-
versely affected unless respondents establish that where payment
is not received, the information of said delinquency is referred
to a separate, bona fide credit reporting agency or other business
organizations;

2. Delinquent accounts will be or have been turned over to a -
bona fide, separate, independent collection agency or attorney for
collection unless respondents in fact turn such accounts over to
such agencies, or attorney ;

3. Delinquent accounts will be turned over to an attorney to in-
stitute suit or other legal action where payment is not made, unless
respondents establish that such is the fact ;

4. Delinquent accounts have been or will be turned over to
“THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT REPORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.” for col-
lection or any other purpose;

5. “THE MAIL ORDER CREDIT RETORTING ASSOCIATION, INC.”, any
fictitious name, or any trade name owned in whole or in part by
respondents or over which respondents exercise operating control
is an independent, bona fide collection or credit reporting agency ;

6. “John J. Murphy” or any other person or firm is an outside,
independent attorney at law or firm of attorneys representing re-
spondents for collection of past due accounts unless respondents
establish that a bona fide attorney client relationship exists be-
tween respondents and said attorney or attorneys, for purposes of
collecting such amounts;

7. Letters, notices or other communications in connection with
the collection of respondents’ accounts which have been prepared
or originated by respondents have been prepared or originated by
any other person, firm ox corporation.

1t is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within sixty
(60) days after service upon them of this order, file with the Commis-
sion 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 TaE MATTER OF

GLASGO LIMITED, INC., ET AL.

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

Docket C-780. Complaint, June 30, 1964—Decision, June 30, 196}

Consent order requiring Lansdale, Pa., manufacturers and importers of wool
products to cease violating the Wool Produets Labeling Act by such practices
as labeling as containing 509, mohair, 43% wool, 79 nylon”, sweaters which
contained substantially different amounts of fibers than so represented ; fail-
ing to disclose on labels affixed to certain sweaters the percentage of the total
weight of different fibers contained therein; furnishing false guaranties that
certain of their wool products were not misbranded; and using the word
“mohair” in lieu of the word “wool” on labels without giving the correct
percentage of the mohair,

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1989 and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, hav-
ing reason to believe that (Glasgo Limited, Inc., a corporation, and
Samuel Glass, Benjamin Greber, Irving Muchnick, and Arthur Gold-
man, individually and as officers of said corporation, hereinafter re-
ferred to as respondents, have violated the provisions of the said
Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939, 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: '

Paracraru 1. Respondent Glasgo Limited, Inc., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws
of the State of Pennsylvania.

Individual respondents Samuel Glass, Benjamin Greber, Irving
Muchnick and Arthur Goldman are officers of said corporation and
cooperate in formulating, directing and controlling the acts, policies
and practices of the corporate respondent including the acts and prac-
tices hereinafter referred to.

Respondents are manufacturers and importers of wool products
with their office and principal place of business located at Line and
Penn Streets, Lansdale, Pennsylvania.

Par. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Wool Products Label-
ing Act of 1939, respondents have manufactured for introduction into
commerce, introduced into commerce, sold, transported, distributed,
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delivered for shipment, shipped and offered for sale in commerce as
“commerce” is defined in said Act, wool products as “wool product™ is
defined therein. :

Par. 8. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by respond-
ents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated 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
sweaters stamped, tagged, labeled or otherwise identified as containing
50% mohair, 43% wool, 7% nylon, whereas in truth and in fact, said
sweaters contained substantially different amounts of fibers than
represented.

Par. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded by
respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled or other-
wise 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 sweaters with labels on or affixed thereto which failed to dis-
close the percentage of the total fiber weight of the wool product, ex-
clusive of ornamentation, not exceeding 5 percentum of said total fiber
weight of: (1) woolen fibers; (2) each fiber other than wool if said
percentages by weight of such fiber is 5 percentum or more; (3) the
aggregate of all other fibers.

Par. 5. Respondents furnished false guaranties that certain of their
wool products were not misbranded when respondents in furnishing
such guaranties had reason to believe that wool products so falsely
guarantied would be introduced, sold, transported or distributed in
commerce in violation of Section 9(b) of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of1939.

Pag. 6. Certain of said wool products were mishranded in violation
of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, in that they were not
labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder, in that the term “mohair” was used in lieu of the word
“xr00]1” in setting forth the required fiber content information on labels
affixed to wool products without setting forth the correct percentage
of the mohair, in violation of Rule 19 of the Rules and Regulations
under the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

Par. 7. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth above
were, and are in violation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939
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and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and con-
stituted, and now constitute, unfair and deceptive acts and practices
and unfair methods of competition in commerce, within the intent
and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Deciston axnp ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its complaint
charging the respondents named in the caption hereof with violation
of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool Products Label-
g Act of 1939, and the respondents having been served with notice
of said determination and with a copy of the complaint the Commis-
sion intended to issue, together with a proposed form of order; and

Tlhe respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the complaint
to issue herein, 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 set forth in such com-
plaint, and waivers and provisions as required by the Commission’s
rules; and

The Commission, having considered the agreement, hereby accepts
same, issues its complaint in the form contemplated by said agree-
ment, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the fol-
lowing order:

1. Respondent Glasgo Limited, Inec., is a corporation organized, ex-
isting and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State
of Pennsylvania, with its office and principal place of business at Line
and Penn Streets, in the city of Lansdale, State of Pennsylvania.

Respondents Samuel Glass, Benjamin Greber, Irving Muchnick,
and Arthur Goldman are officers of said corporation and their ad-
dress 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 Glasgo Limited, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Samuel Glass, Benjamin Greber, Irving
Muchnick, and Arthur Goldman, individually and as officers of said
corporation, and respondents’ 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 offering for sale, sale, transportation, distribution or delivery for
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shipment in commerce, of sweaters or other wool products, as “com-
merce” 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 constituent fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to securely affix to, or place on, each such prod-
uct a stamp, tag, label or other means of identification show-
ing 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,

3. Using the term “mohair” in lieu of the word “wool” in
setting forth the required fiber content information on labels
affixed to wool products without setting forth the correct per-
centage of the mohair present.

It is further ordered, That respondents Glasgo Limited, Inc., a cor-
poration, and its officers, and Samuel Glass, Benjamin Greber, Irving
Muchnick and Arthur Goldman, individually and as officers 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 wool product is
not misbranded when the respondents have reason to believe that such
wool product may be introduced, sold, transported, or distributed in
commerce.

1t is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within sixty
(60) days after service upon them of this order, file with the Com-
mission a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and form
in which they have complied with this order.

Ix THE MATTER OF

BECKMAN BROS., INC,, ET AL.

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

Docket C=781. Complaint, June 30, 196}—Decision, June 30, 1964

. Consgent order requiring Great Falls, Mont., retail furriers to cease violating the
Fur Products Labeling Act by failing, in invoicing and labeling fur products,
to show the true animal name of the fur used and when the product contained
cheap or waste fur; failing to show on invoices when fur was artificially
colored and the country of origin of imported furs; failing to use the terms
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“Dyed Mouton Lamb” and “natural” as and where required on invoices, and
using the term “blended” improperly thereon; failing to maintain adequate
records as a basis for pricing claims; substituting non-conforming labels for
those originally affixed to fur products; and failing in other respects to com-
ply with requirements of the Act.

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 Beckman Bros., Inc., a corporation, and Alben Hoen,
individually and as an officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred
to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said Fur Products
Labeling Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by
1t in respect thereof swould be in the public interest, hereby issues its
complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows :

Paracraru 1. Respondent Beckman Bros., Inc., is a corporation or-
ganized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws
of the State of Montana.

Respondent Alben Hoen is an officer of the corporate respondent and
formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices and policies of the
said corporate respondent including those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are retailers of fur products with their office and prin-
cipal place of business located at 309-811 Central Avenue, Great Falls,
Montana.

Par. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Fur Products Label-
Ing Act on August 9, 1952, respondents have been and are now engaged
in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and
offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and distribu-
tion in commerce, of fur products; and have 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.

Pagr. 8. 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 the fur product.

2. To show that the fur product was composed in whole or in sub-
stantial part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such was the
fact.
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Par. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in violation
of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not labeled in ac-
cordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
the following respects.

(a) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was not set forth in the required sequence, in violation of Rule 80 of
said Rules and Regulations.

(b) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was not set forth separately on labels with respect to each section of
fur products composed of two or more sections containing different
animal furs, in violation of Rule 86 of said Rules and Regulations.

Par. 5. 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
limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in the fur product.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur product was bleached,
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was the fact.

3. To show that the fur product was composed in whole or in sub-
stantial part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such was the
fact.

4. To show the country of origin of the imported furs contained in
the fur product. ‘

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.

~ (a) Information required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Prod-

ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form, in violation of
Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “Dyed Mouton Lamb” was not set forth on invoices
in the manner required by law, in violation of Rule 9 of said Rules and
Regulations.

(c) The term “blended” was used on invoices as part of the infor-
mation required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder to de- -
scribe the pointing, bleaching, dyeing, tip-dyeing or otherwise artificial
coloring of furs, in violation of Rule 19(f) of said Rules and Regu-
lations.
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