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ments; on the record he obviously was a bad credijt risk. In
fact, the first case was 3 $5 scare suit back ‘in the nineteen-
thirties over g magazine subscription he had never ordered;
the second involved g disagreement over a $200 lawyer’s fee
and was later compromised amicably; the third concerned g
disputed fee he had charged g client; and this suit he won in
court. It took my friend two days of digging to clear his
record with the credit bureay,2

Frequently there is a sharp legal Separation between financing agency
and retailer. The lending agency buys the customer’s promissory note
from the retajler and becomes 3 detached “third party” to the transac-
tion, The Customer is then in g borrower-lender relationship with the
finance company or bank, The latter is a “holder in due course” of the

to be used by unscrupulous businessmen in soliciting business. Abuses
multiplied, particularly in the home—improvement field. Fly-by—night
Operators ahsconded with down-payments and never completed the
jobs they had contracted for, while the bank or finance agency had the
legal power to compel the customer to keep paying installments on
- loans used to pay for goods or work he had never received,

26 Packard, Don’t TeJ] It to the Computer, N Y. Times, Jan, g, 1967, § 6 (Magazine),
P. 44, at 90. : : )
27 Mass, Gen. Laws Ann, ch. 255, § 12¢ (Supp. 1966).
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