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me ts who persisted.

aid the paper first advised
the merchants to try the radio ads
one to see if they paid off in new

siness.

Horvitz denied boyeotting ad-
vertisers of the weekly news-
paper rival and offered names of
30 merchants who, he said, used
both the Journal and the Sunday
News.

In defense of the policy toward
merchants who used WEOL, Hor-
vitg insisted that the Journal had
the right to reject or accept what
advertising it pleased. He main-
tained also that this policy was not
unfair to the Lorain merchants,
because the Journal for years had
“protected” them by refusing ad-

chants.
His testimony caused an unex-
tussle between Kramer,
a Yale Law School graduate with
a dozen years' service .in the
Justice Department, and Parker
Fulton, veteran Cleveland lawyer
representing the Journal

4 ‘Outside’ Listeners
T had looked like a minor

trial point suddenly became
important. In their final argu-
ments, both lawyers dwelt at
length on the interstate com-
merce issue. If the newspaper and
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vertising from out-of-Lorain mer-

United States At-
torney here, he prosecuted an
antitrust suit against the Hart-
ford Empire Co., and other ma-
jor glass-container producers in
a 19-month-long trial. Only re-
cently he decided a cartel suit
against the Timken Roller Bear-
ing Co. of Canton, Ohio, world’s
largest in its field.

Two years ago, after he had dis-
goud of 400-odd motions, an an-

trust suit against the stencil-

Still pending before him are a
suit against the General Electric
Co. and companion suits to the
Timken one against two other
tapered roller bearing producers.

He has been on the Federal

publication.

The judge imposed a fine of
1 penny. No transcript was
made of the case. Thus, the Jour-

in this new phase of antitrust law.




