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Syllabus

IN THE MATTER OF

LOUIS A. WALTON CO., KLING BROS. & CO., INC., LEOPOLD
KLING AND SAMUEL KLING

‘COMPLAINT, FINDINGS, AND ORDER IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF SEC. 5 OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEPT. 26, 1014

Docket }528. Complaint, June 80, 19}1—Decision, Aug. 14}, 1942

whGre a corporation, which was the wholly owned selling subsldiary of a second
corporate concern; said parent corporation and 2 brothers, who were officers
of the 2 and together owned about 38,000 of the 50,000 shares outstanding of
the latter; engaged, directly and through 8 other corporations, which, like-
wise thus controlled, were carried on, essentially, as one enterprise, in the
manufacture and interstate sale and distribution of suits, topcoats, and
overcoats, both direct to individual consumers and to retail dealers—
Made use of such designations and descriptions, on labels attached to
samples of materials used in carrying on the business of corporation first
referred to, as-“Blue-Green Alpaca-Mohair Knit Back,” “Camel IIair and
Wool Blend,” and “Silver Grey Mohair-Camel-Wool Blend” when such
materials contained none of the hair of the alpaca or of the camel;
Made use, as aforesaid, of descriptions and designations “Mohair and Wool
Knit Back Overcoating—Green” and “Oxford Mohair-Wool Blend Topper”
for materials which, respectively, had a cotton knit back and contained no
mohair; '
Made use, as aforesald, of descriptions “Green Shadow Stripe—121%4 oz,
Pure Worsted. Silk decoration” for materials in which the decoration was
rayon or some fiber other than silk, the product of the cocoon of the silk-
worm ;
Falsely represented a domestic product as imported through attaching to
samples of a material made in this country label reading “Imported Corona
Brown Wo0l—Crisp Spun Iomespun”;
Made use of term “The llouse of Wool Fabrics” on letterheads and in adver-
tising, together with such statements as “Every Fabric is Guaranteed All
Wool—Qualitles you can only find in lines selling at $35.00 and $40.00. This
we can prove. * * * A guarantee goes with every garwent”; when in
fact certain of said garments were not composed entirely of wool, and in
some instances contained substantial percentages of cotton, rayon, or other
fibers: and N .
(1) Failed to disclose the fact that substantial percentage§ of cotton and some
R rayon were contained in materials sold, through use, as typical, of such terms
as “Oxford-Mohair Wool Blend Topper,” to describe materials of wool, rayon,
and cotton fibers, whereby as a result of failure to disclose such content of
cotton or rayon (which, when manufactured to simulate silk or wool, is
Practically indistinguishable by the purchasing public from the one or the
other), a substantial portion of the purchasing public was led to belleve that
the materials in question were composed entirely of wool;
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With tendency and capacify to mislead and deceive a substantial portion of tbe
purchasing public into the belief that said representatio’ns were true, thereby
inducing it to purchase a substantial volume of the products in question:

Held, That such acts and practices, under the circumstances set forth, wer€
all to the prejudice and injury of the public, and constituted unfair an
deceptive acts and practices in commerce.

Before Mr. Edward E. Reardon, trial examiner.
Mr. Donovan Divet for the Commission. ,
D’ Ancona, Plaum, Wyatt, Marwick & Riskind, of Chicago, Ill, for
respondents.
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 Louis A. Walton Co.s &
corporation, Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., a corporation, Leopold Kling ai
Samuel Kling, individually and as officers of said corporations, here:
inafter referred to as respondents, have violated the provisions of 58}
act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it 1»
respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its cor”
plaint, stating its charges in that respect as follows:

Paracrarix 1. Respondent, Kling Bros, & Co., Inc., is a corporatio®s
organized and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Illinois with its principal office and place of business locate
at 333-339 West Van Buren Street, in the city of Chicago, State of
Illinois.

Respondent, Louis A. Walton Co., is a corporation, organized, existr
ing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State ©
Illinois with its principal office and place of business located at 40
South Market Street, in the city of Chicago, State of Illinois. It 12
a wholly owned and controlled subsidiary of respondent, Kling Bros
& Co., Inc., and is operated as a department of that company. .

Respondent, Leopold Kling, is an individual, and is president of the
corporate respondents, Louis A. Walton Co. and Kling Bros. & Co»
Inc., respectively. -

Respondent, Samuel Kling, is an individual, and is vice president
of the corporate respondent Louis A. Walton Co. and vice president
and treasurer of the corporate respondent, Kling Bros. & Co., In¢s
respectively. -

Respondents, Samuel Kling and Leopold Kling, individually, and 8%
officers of respondent corporations, manage, control, and dominate the
affairs and activities of said corporations with respect to the acts an
practices herein set forth. Said individual respondents have thelr
offices and place of business at 333-339 West Van Buren Street, in the
city of Chicago, State of Illinois, .
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Par, 2. Respondents are now, and for more than 5 years last past,
.2Ve been engaged in the sale and distribution of men’s suits and cloth-
Mg made to individual measurements. Respondents cause said prod-
Uets when sold to be transported from their places of business in the
State of Illinois, to purchasers thereof at their respective points of
“Otation in various States of the United States other than the State
of Illinois, and in the District of Columbia. Respondents maintain
0d at a]] times mentioned herein, have maintained a substantial course
% trade in said products, in commerce, among and between the various
States of the United States and in the District of Columbia.

_P AR, 8. In the course and conduct of their businesses in connection
With the offering for sale, sale, and distribution of their products; in
“mmerce, and for the purpose of inducing the purchase thereof by the
Public, respondents have caused various false, misleading, and decep-

Ve statements and representations, descriptive of their businesses
- 2nd the place of origin and the constituent fibers of their materials, to

¢ Printed on labels attached to samples of materials, and inserted in
‘S&h?s magazines, price lists, advertising placards and on letterheads
Which they have distributed among sales agents, customers and pros-
Pective customers located in the various States of the United States
0d in the District of Columbia.
_ Y4R. 4. Among and typical of such false and misleading descriptions
Angd designations used on labels attached to samples of respondents’

8:‘terials are the following :

Blue-Green Alpaca—Mohair Knit Back” for material which con-
a:‘ns none of the hair of the alpaca.

3 Caniel Hair and Wool Blend.” “Silver Gray Mohair—Camel Wool
lsnd” for materials which contain none of the hair of the camel.’
MOhair and Wool Knit Back Overcoating—Green” for materials

“1011 have a knit back made of cotton.

Oxford Mohair—Wool Blend Topper” for materials which contain

0 mohair,

“Green Shadow Stripe * * * pure worsted-silk decoration” for

laterials in which the decoration is rayon or some fiber other than
Silk, the product of the cocoon of the silkworm.

AR. 5. Respondents have likewise misrepresented the place of origin

of their fabrics by misrepresenting domestic products to be imported.

Mong and typical of such misrepresentations used on labels attached

°“Samples of respondents’ materials is the following :
" InrorreD Corona Brown Wool Crisp Spun Homespun” for fabrics
'at are not imported, but to the contrary are manufactured in the
“Nited States.
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Par. 6. Respondents have made further false and misleading staf':e'
ments with respect to their businesses and the kind and type of fabric®
which they sell; the letterheads and advertising mentioned herei®
contain the following wording:

The House 6f Wool Fabrics. .

Every Fabric Is Guaranteed Al Wool—Qualities You Can Only Find in Lines’
Selling at $35.00 and $40.00. This We Can Prove.* * * A Guarantee Goes With
Every Garment.

In truth and in fact the fabrics used by respondents in manufacturing:
men’s suits and clothing are not composed entirely of wool but in many
instances contain substantial percentages of cotton, rayon and othef
fibers. . )

Par. 7. Respondents further misrepresent the materials of Whlch_
some of their men’s suits and clothing are manufactured in that they
fail to disclose that substantial percentages of cotton and rayon 8¢
found therein. Among and typical of such misrepresentations use”
on labels attached to samples of respondent’s material is the fol-
lowing” _

“Oxford Mohair—Wool Blend Topper” for material composed of
wool, rayon and cotton fibers. .

Substantial quantities of cotton and rayon fibers may be combined-
with wool in such a manner that the cotton and rayon content is prac’
tically indistinguishable by the purchasing public from the WoO™
and when cotton or rayon and wool fibers are so combined, and.no_
disclosure is made as to the cotton or rayon content, the purchasing
public is thereby led to believe that said materials are composed €D
tirely of wool.

Rayon is a chemically manufactured fiber or fabric which may be-
so manufactured as to simulate silk or wool. When manufacture®
to simulate silk, it has the appearance and feel of silk, and when man”
ufactured to simulate wool, it has the appearance and feel of wool-
By reason of these.qualities, rayon, when manufactured to simulat®
silk or wool and not designated as rayon, is practically indistinguish™
able by the purchasing public from silk or wool—as the case may be-
Products made of rayon which simulate silk or wool in appearanc®
are accepted by the purchasing public as silk or wool where no
disclosure is made that the products are actually made of rayon.

The word silk has had for many years and still has in the mind®
of the purchasing public, a definite and specific meaning, to wit, the
product of the cocoon of the silkworm.

Par. 8. The false and misleading statements and representation®
set forth herein, used by the respondents in connection with thelr
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l’.uSinesses as aforesaid, are not all-inclusive but are merely illustra-
Ve of the character and type of such false and misleading statements:
ind representations made by respondents to induce the purchase of
ieir merchandise.

) Par. 9. The use by the respondents of the aforesaid acts and prac-
tees has had and now has, the tendency and capacity to mislead and
fceive a substantial portion of the purchasing public into the er-
Toneous and mistaken belief that all of said representations are true
Ind on account of this erroncous and mistaken belief so induced by
'eSpondents, the purchasing and consuming public has purchased a.
Substantial volume of respondents’ products.

Par. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents as herein
tlleged are all to the prejudice and injury of the public and constitute:
Unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce within the intent.
d meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Rerort, FINDINGS 48 TO THE Facrs, ANp OrpER

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act,
& Federal Trade Commission on June 80, 1941, issued and subse-
Qently served its complaint in this proceeding upon respondents,
Ouis A, Walton Co., a corporation, Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., a gor-
Poration, and Leopold Kling and Samuel Kling, individually, and
% officers of the corporate respondents, charging them with unfair
af‘(_i deceptive acts and practices in commerce in violation of the pro-
VIsions of said act. After the issuance of said complaint and the
Ing of answers by certain of respondents, testimony and other
*Yidence in support of and in opposition to the allegations of the
omplaint were introduced before an examiner of the Commission
fretofore duly designated by it, and said testimony and other evi-
fnce were duly recorded and filed in the office of the Commission.
ereafter, the proceeding regularly came on for final hearing before
¢ Commission on the said complaint, answers thereto, testimony
nd other evidence, report of the trial examiner and exceptions thereto,
nd briefs in support of and in opposition to the complaint (oral ar-
Sument not having been requested) ; and the Commission, having duly
‘onsidered the matter and being now full adyised in the premises,
ds that this proceeding is in the interest of the public and makes
“Us its findings as to the facts and its conclusion drawn therefrom.

FINDINGS AS TO TIIE FACTS
b

OPPAR‘AGRAPH 1. Respondent, Louis A. Walton Co., is a corporation
8anized, existing, and doing business under and by virtue of the
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laws of the State of Illinois, with its principal office and place of
business at 407 South Market Street, Chicago, Ill. It is a wholly
owned and controlled subsidiary of respondent, Kling Brothers &
Company, Inc., and is operated as a selling agency of that company

Respondent, Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., is a corporation, organiz€™
existing, and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Illinois, with its principal office and place of business ?
333-339 West Van Buren Street, Chicago, I1l.

Respondent, Leopold Kling, is an individual, and is presiden
each of the corporate respondents. ‘

Respondent, Samuel Kling, is an individual, and is vice president ©
respondent, Louis A. Walton Co., and is vice president and treasure’
of respondent, Kling Bros. & Co., Inc.

Par. 2. The corporate respondents directly, and the individus!
respondents acting through the corporate respondents and othel
agencies, are now, and for many years last past have been, engagt
in the manufacture, sale, and distribution of suits, topcoats, 22
overcoats, distributing such products both directly to individual co™”
sumers and indirectly through sales to retail dealers in such products'

Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., has two manufacturing subsidiaries, Willia®
Bradford Co., located at Davenport, Towa, and Ed V. Price & €04
located at respondent’s place of business in Chicago, both engag®
in the manufacture of suits, topcoats, and overcoats. Kling Bros-
Co., Inc., has a number of subsidiaries in addition to responde
Louis A. Walton Co., including Whitney Tailoring Co., Chesterfiel
Tailoring Co (which is presently inactive), and Leeds Tailors. The
Ed V. Price Co. also has subsidiaries, including Lamm & Co., A- -
Anderson Co. (which is presently inactive), and Murphy Bros. “_711-‘
liam Bradford Co. manufactures the garments sold by all the Kling
Bros, & Co., Inc., subsidiaries, except Ed V. Price & Co., which doe’
its own manufacturing. The subsidiaries of Kling Bros. & Co., In°"
other than the Bradford and Price companies are merely sales 0%
ganizations engaged in the distribution of garments manufactul',ed
as aforesaid. With the exception of the Price company, which has its
own sales organization, the sales of these subsidiaries are under the
direction of the same general sales manager.

The parent company, Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., has outstanding 50,000
shares of capital stock, of which respondent Leopold Kling o"?®

. approximately 21,000, and his brother, respondent, Samuel Kling
owns approximately 17,000 shares. Leopold Kling directs the mant”
facturing and selling operations carried on by Kling Bros. & Cos
Ine., through its several subsidiaries, and Samuel Kling directs the
financial, property, and office affairs of the several companies. To-

t of
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. 8ether the individual respondents control, dominate, and direct the

Usiness of Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., and its several subsidiary and
affiliateq corporations, and the Commission concludes that the business
of these several corporations is carried on as essentially one enterprise
18 which the various corporations are in substance merely departments.

4R. 3. In the course and conduct of the aforesaid business re-
Sbondents have caused, and cause, their products, when sold, to be
Yansported from their places of business to purchasers thereof at
Yeir respective points of location in various States of the United
tates other than the State in which the shipments originate and in.

& District of Columbia, and respondents maintain, and have main-

Aned, a substantial course of trade in said products in commerce
imong and between the various States of the United States and in
¢ District of Columbia.

Par. 4. In the course and conduct of their aforesaid business, in
nnection with the offering for sale, sale, and distribution of their
Products in commerce and for the purpose of inducing the purchase
thereot by members of the public, the respondents have caused various
Statements and representations descriptive of their business and of the
%onstituent, fibers in their products and the place of origin thereof to

® printed on labels attached to samples of such materials, inserted in

faleg magazines, price lists, advertising placards, and on letterheads
Which they have distributed among sales agents, customers, and
Prospective customers located in various States of the United States
fnd in the District of Columbia.

Among the descriptions and designations on labels attached to sam-
Ples of materials used in carrying on the business of respondent Louis
‘{L Walton Co. during the fall season of 193940 were the following:
Blue-Green Alpaca-Mohair Knit Back” to designate and describe
1 material which contained none of the hair of the alpaca; “Camel
Hair and Wool Blend” and “Silver Grey Mohair-Camel-Wool Blend”
to designate and describe materials which contained none of the hair
of the camel; “Mohair and Wool Knit Back Overcoating—Green” to
designate and describe materials which had a knit back made of cot-
ton; «Qxford Mohair-Wool Blend Topper™ to designate and describe
Materials which contained no mohair; and “Green Shadow Stripe—
1314 Oz. Pure Worsted. Silk Decoration” for materials in which the

ecoration was rayon or some fiber other than silk, the product of the
€ocoon of the silkworm.

Par, 5. In the conduct of the business of respondent Louis A. Wal-
ton Co., during approximately the same period of time, respondents
falsely represented the place of origin of fabrics offered for sale and
fold, A label reading “IMPORTED Corona Brown Wool—Crisn
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Spun Homespun” was attached to samples of a particular xrlf:lter“"1
which was not imported from any foreign country but which, on £he
contrary, was manufactured in this country. Respondents thus
falsely represented a domestic product as an imported one.

Par. 6. Respondents, in carrying on the business of Louis A. Walto?
Co., also made statements with respect to the business of that respot®
ent and the kind and type of fabrics sold by it. The letterheads 87
advertising of said respondent contained the following:

TIIE HOUSE OF WOOL FABRICS
: and

‘Every Fabric Is Guaranteed All Wool—Qualities you can only find in lines sellilll.b'
-at $35.00 and $40.00. This we can prove. * * * A guarantee goes with eve
.garment.

In truth and in fact certain of the fabrics offered for sale and sold ‘t'))’
‘the Louis A. Walton Co. were not composed entirely of wool, and 17
‘some instances contained substantial percentages of cotton, rayon; ¢
-other fibers.

Par. 7. Respondents, in carrying on the business of Louis A. Walto!
Co., also failed to disclose the fact that substantial percentages ¢
-cotton and some rayon were contained in materials sold. For examl?le’
the term “Oxford Mohair-Wool Blend Topper” was used to descl‘{be
material composed of wool, rayon, and cotton fibers. Substanti?
quantities of cotton or rayon fibers may be combined with WOOl.ln
such a manner that the cotton or rayon content is practically indisti®”
guishable by the purchasing public from wool; and when cotton or
rayon and wool fibers are so combined and no disclosure made 38 t0
‘the cotton or rayon content, a substantial portion of the purchalslng
public is thereby led to believe that said materials are composed €
tirely of wool. '

Par. 8. Rayon used in the production of cloth is a chemically mant”
factured fiber which may be so processed as to simulate silk or W07,
‘When manufactured to simulate silk it has the appearance and feel ©
silk and when manufactured to simulate wool it has the appearat®
and feel of wool. By reason of these qualities rayon, when manufa®
tured to simulate silk or wool and not designated as rayon, is pra%’
tically indistinguishable by the purchasing public from silk or 0%}
as the case may be. Where no disclosure is made of rayon content ©
products which simulate silk or wool in appearance, such products ar®
accepted by a substantial portion of the purchasing public as silk or
wool. The word “silk” has had for many years, and still has, in the
minds of the purchasing public a definite and specific meaning ; namelys
the product of the cocoon of the silkworm.
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P4r. 9. The use by respondents of the aforesaid acts and practices

a3 had, and now has, the tendency and capacity to mislead and deceive
3 substantial portion of the purchasing public into the erroneous and
Mistaken belief that all of said representations are true, and on account
oI this erroneous and mistaken belief so induced by respondents the
Purchagsing and consuming public has purchased a substantial volume
of respondents’ products.

.CONCLUSION

_The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents are all to the preju-
Ice and injury of the public and constitute and deceptive acts and

Practices in commerce within the intent and meaning of the Federal
rade Commission Act.

ORDER TO CEASE AND DESIST

_This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trade Commis-
Slon ypon the complaint of the Commission, the answers of certain
of respondents, testimony and other evidence in support of and in
OPbposition to the allegations of the complaint taken before an examiner
9f the Commission theretofore duly designated by it, report of the trial
“Xaminer and exceptions thereto, and briefs filed in support of and in
%Pposition to said complaint, and the Commission having made its

Ndings as to the facts and its conclusion that respondents have violated

@ provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

1t is ordered, That respondents, Louis A. Walton Co., a corporation,
and Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., a corporation, their officers, representa-
theS, agents, and employees, and respondents Leopold Kling and

amuel Kling, individually, and as officers of respondents Louis A.

Valton Co., and Kling Bros. & Co., Inc., their representatives, agents,
and employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
Connection with the offering for sale, sale, or distribution of fabrics or
articles of clothing in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Fed-
ral Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

L. Using the word “Alpaca,” or any simulation thereof, either alone
Or in connection or conjunction with any other word or words, to des-
lgnate, describe, or refer to any product which is not composed entirely
of the hair of the alpaca: Provided, however, That in the case of a
Product composed in part of the hair of the alpaca and in part of other

bers or materials, such word may be used as descriptive of the alpaca

air content if there are used in immediate connection or conjunction
tl1erewith, in letters of at least equal size and conspicuousness, words
truthfully describing such other constituent fibers or materials.

.



344 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Order 35 F.T.C

2. Using the term “Camel Hair,” or any other word or words of
similar import and meaning e1ther alone or in connection or conjunc
tion with any other word or words, to designate, describe, or refer to:
any product which is not composed entirely of the hair of the camel®
- Provided, however, That in the case of a product composed in part ©

the hair of the camel and in part of other fibers or materials, such
term may be used as descriptive of the camel hair content if there ar®
used in immediate connection or conjunction therewith, in letters of at
least equal size and conspicuousness, words truthfully desmnatmf’ such
other constituent fibers or materials,

3. Using the word “Wool,” or any simulation thereof, either alon®
or in connection or conjunction with any other word or words to desig”
nate, describe, or refer to any product which is not composed entire! ly
of wool: Provided, however, That in the case of a product composed in
part of wool and in part of other fibers or materials, such word may be
used as descriptive of the wool content if there are used in immediste

- connection or conjunction therewith, in letters of at least equal size
and conspicuousness, words truthfully descr1b1ng the constituent fiber¥
or materials of such product.

4, Using the word “Mohair,” or any simulation thereof, either ﬂlone
or in connection or conjunction with any other word or words, ¢
designate, describe, or refer to any product which is not compos®
entirely of hair of the Angora goat: Provided, however, That in the
case of a product composed in part of the hair of the Angora goat 8l
in part of other fibers or materials, such word may be used as descriP”
tive of the angora content if there are used in immediate connectio™
or conjunction therewith, in letters of at least equal size and co™”
spicuousness, words truthfully describing such other constituent fibers
or materials,

5. Using the word “Silk,” or any simulation thereof, either alon®
or in connection or conjunction with any other word or words to desig”
nate, describe, or refer to any material which is not composed entirely
of silk, the product of the cocoon of the silkworm : Provided, howeve's
That in the case of material composed in part of silk the product 0
the cocoon of the silkworm, and in part of other fibers or materials
such word may be used as descrlptwe of the sillkk content if there 8ré
used in immediate connection or conjunction therewith, in letters of at
least equal size and conspicuousness, words truthfully describing such
other constituent fibers or materials,

6. Representing by the use of the word “Imported,” or in any manne?
whatsoever, that fabrics or garments of domestic manufacture 2r¢
imported from any foreign country.
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7. Using the term “The House of Wool Fabrics,” or any other words
Or terms of similar import or meaning, to designate, describe, or refer
t any business which includes the offering for sale and sale of fabrics
W}{)ich are not composed entirely of wool or garments made from such

abrics, -

8. Advertising, offering for sale, or selling products composed in
Whole or in part of rayon without clearly disclosing such rayon con-
nt; and when such products are composed in part of rayon and in
Part of other fibers or materials, all such fibers or materials, including

€ rayon, shall be clearly and accurately disclosed.

1% is further ordered, That respondents shall, within 60 days' after
the service upon them of this order, file with the Commission a report
0 writing setting forth in detail the manner and form in which they
Have complied with this order.

1t i3 further ordered, That no provision of this order to cease and
esist shall be construed as relieving respondents in any respect of the
Necessity of complying with the requirements of the Wool Products
abeling Act of 1939 and the rules and regulations promulgated

ereunder. '
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In tHE MATTER OF

PAT V. JAMES, TRADING AS THE N-A COMPANY

COMPLAINT, FINDINGS, AND ORDER IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF SEC. 5 OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS AFPPROVED SEPT, 26, 1914

Docket j662. Complaint, Dec. 30, 1941—Decision, Aug. 14, 1942

Where an individual, engaged in the interstate sale and distribution of his “N-A
No. 7,” “Vicine,” “Nature’s Ald” or “N-A” medicinal preparation; by ﬁd‘ter'
tisements disseminated through the mails, by radio broadcasts and otherwisé
directly and by implication— .

(a) Represented that his said product was a powerful germicide and antisepti®s
was unequalled in stopping bleeding, and was a cure for athlete's foot &P
eczema ;

The facts being that, when used externally, its therapeutic properties were 1lm
to those of a mild astringent and mild antiseptic; used as an astringent
would not arrest venous or arterial hemorrhages; its only value in the treat:
ment of such conditions as athlete’s foot or eczema was limited to givié
temporary relief to itching and irritation; and it was not suitable to use on
denuded skin surfaces where it might cause permanent disﬂgurement

. the deposition of iron in the form of pigmentation ; and

(b) Represented that said preparation was a splendid iron tomic, and that usé
thereof would prevent lockjaw and blood poisoning; and that it was an
effective treatment for Indigestion, sour stomach, ptomaine poisoning, rheumd”
tism, and kidney disorders;

The facts belng that while It might supply some iron, it was not a splendid “'071
tonic, since Its iron content was not in a form readily utilizable by the body !
it would not prevent lockjaw or blood poisoning; and was of no substantia.
therapeutic value for the treatment of ailments above set forth or any diseas®’

With effect of misleading and deceiving a substantial portion of the purchaslﬂg
publie into the mistaken belief that such statements were true, thereby induc”
ing it to purchase said preparation because of such belief:

Held, That such acts and practices, under the circumstances set forth, were all
to the prejudice and injury of the public, and constituted unfair and'deceptive
acts and practices in commerce,

ited

Before Afr. Arthur F. Thomas, trial examiner.,
Mr. Merle P, Lyon for the Commission.
Mr, Cecil F. Travis, of Jackson, Miss., for respondent,

CoMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Acts
and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said act, the Federa]
Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Pat V. James, 2%
individual, trading as The N-A Co., hereinafter referred to as _the
respondent, has violated the provisions of said act, and it appearing

to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof wou



