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For reference In reviewing the follow'..nq comparisons, durinq the 

period
0 

jaznia:ry l, 1969 l.o Seplem'oer 30, 1974, \he Consumer Price Index has 

-

ri.Sen at the rate Of appro~alely 6% per year for a total increase Of approxima.lel)1' 
(()$. 

~ 

Model 870 - a.veraqe price up 43'!; averaqe cost up 25'1:. 'Ih!s 

rela.tl.vely low increase In cost in a periocl o1. Inflation !.s an eiccellent co=enta.ey'0 

on our improvement in meL11u!actur1ng e!!iclency and cost re®.ctlon p~;ram. \~L 
·.·...-l ~. : l:;!. 

{Operative ma..-qin 35.1% in 1974 vs. 28. 7% In 1966) ~~'V.· ·}~ 
·+ (:'':.·. ·'.~s.a:J 

Model 1100 - average price up 26'!; average :~l;lst·J!ll-. only 15'.$. t.;1 ._ . : ~~; . . ;~(~' 
• •'···.· '"'" • . .. .,.,~ ·"~ ».\. 

(Operative :cuqin 37. e% in 1974 vs. 35. 7% ln.~~ji;:( ·' '(;;~ ;;>::·~!'"'-\ ,~~1 \~~!.1' .. · ~-::_,-.·· ··:=:- ·5';~~. ~;, ~ ·1~·r~ .. 
The only ea.rolnqs neqatives In ~-sliotquri~e at thi51h'.lnt ·!fe the · 

current loss position on the Mo~:J;,.S200 an~~e prlcl.nif(.op the p~t!Qiial 

Mohawk-48. This lat~~,~·whe~~~~'red_':~'th the M~~-111-48~~ 1966 Shows 
averaqe price dow1r~·;· average c~ up·~~-:JfPPerat1veri'na..rq1n 11. 5% In 1974 

vs. 30. ~J!1,.+_e68J··.:~ere ag,a.i,il.~the t~¥tivelf~l L'lcrease in cost durlnq this 

~\.ltli;aJf~~cd ;iB1:ilG~\?·;;'ur ach1eile,i;nents in !mprovinq manufacturlnq efficiency. 

'" ~*'f~ ,~jt . ·~q~~~~~ Ri!Jes!j~~ ·~\~~;i::'i;.<:'~~ ,;'· 
'.~·:;''" ~·;:,, <::. Selec~i}'quns that have been a.round for the 6 years, 196S to 1974, 

:~~:i- ~:~~~ -~~= ·\..~- th:;;~~,..,.$..Jr~ . 
. , ··~~~~-1~{~~;~ s~~ e~~~r·u·,q comparisons: 

1ti:h., .. ·~:h. ,~,,._. V Nylon 66 - avera.i;e price up 36%; averai;e cost up 46\t:. (Operative 
-xc' ;~~ft' ·;~1~ . 

. y;~;;~~t''~;k. ·:;~.;_;_: .. ~.~-,··· .. ·.:f\;i.i,'\~;~-'.~1:•:.i:.·,_·:~, · !l('. marqm 29, 2% ln 1974 vs. 33. 5% in 1968) If the cost of $249M !or tcnu5 quns is 

;~;r' "'·~~~i; ~ . ·~ ,: ~ :::::~::::~;e1::::e :::: ~'l 12:;~10:~0~ c:ts~::;i:r :~.4:;7:miit-
. ;~t'~r;~,~~· -~~~ . ~~r <;'.:,. 'Ibis points UP' to the continu.inq need !or periodic re-evaluation of the promotional 

!'t ·~~h~.. . ,..df" ( program to make sure that ll is economically justified. 

'~~~;._ .~~f ····,;:i;·;:;i\'
3
· Model 552 - This qun was a major sales and earninqs contributor in 

~~~~~~~,!~~F both periods - averaqe price up 38%; average cost up 31 '!; essentially an earruni;s 
status-quo situation. (Operative ma:rqin la 5~ In 1974 vs. 15. w, In 1968) 
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Model 572 - average price up 37%; average cost up 3<;%, ab:>ut the 5al.i\e 

situation as with the Model 552. These two models are most responsible for soi::e 

Improvement in consolldated rim !ire marq.tn in the last 6 years. (Model 572 
operative marqin 17. 3% ln 197~ vs. 13. 6% ln 1908) 
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