
552 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS 

Syllatms 3G I''. T. C. 

IN TIIF. 1\IATTER OF 

J. A. STUANSKY AND L. G. STUANSKY, THADING AS 
J. A. STRANSKY 1\IANUF ACTURING COl\IP ANY 

COl\IPL.\1:-JT, 1<'1:'\DINGS, .\l'\D ORDER IN REGARD TO Tim ALLEGED VIOLATION 
01<' SEC. 5 0~' AN ACT OF COl'\GIU::-18 .\l'l'ROVF.D 8El'T. 2(1, Hll4 

Docket 1612. Complalut, June 10, 19J1 '-Dec· is ion, Apr. 28, 19J,J 

Where an inuivldual, engageu In the manufacture and competitive interstate 
sale alld distribution of a mechanical auxiliary automotive uevice described 
as a vavorizer and decarbonizer and ueslgnatetl a~ "Stransky Vaporizer"; 
through advertisements In ciL·culars, pamphlet~. ru:>w,;papers, and othN' pub­
lications-

(a) Represented that them:~> of snld tlevl<'e wonltl Kllhl'tantlnl!y rednee gasoline 
consumption 2ii percPnt or morP, and lnci·ease milenge pPr gallon of gas; 
rPmove carbon from the Jlltrts of an automobile engine which a1·e Injuriously 
affpcted thereby; reduce spar·k-plug ti·oubiPs, gi,·e powPr and speed to the 
engine, and prevent overheating of nutonwbile engines; uml cause a motor 
to stnrt mot·e easily autl eliminate oil pumJ!Ing; 

The factH b~>lng that thP dPvieP In f}lwstlon, perfo•·muncP of whleh wns limited 
to the ndmlsslon of llll~f'l'l'\'lll'd ulr Into the automobile manifold, thereby 
!Paning the mixture entering the engine, wus not cnpnule, ns established by 
Bureau of Rtantlnrds tt>sts and I'XpPr't tp;;tlmony, of muklng uny lmprove­
lll('llt In autonrohlle euglne pe1·form:mce over thut ohtnlnable with proper 
carburetor adjustment alone; nnd It would not accomplish the results 
dulmPd therpfor, but might actually have udvPrf'e Ol' harmful effects; and 

(11) Heprr;wnt£'d that proNpPcth·r pnrl'lulsers ronld ohtniu u Cl'rtain umnh('r of 
respondl•nt's tlevlcet! frPe or could obtain a JX'n-and-pencll set free by pur­
chu.,ing a SJwc;fipd number of his deYlce~. nnd that they could test said device 
without {')large !Jpfor·e buying; 

Th£' !acts bdng pr·ol'pPctive Jllll't·hal'ers were rrttuirl'd to pny purchase price before 
ht>ing pPr'nllt!Ptl to test dt>vlce, 1111d ~;aid lltJ·enlled fl'Pe goods for·med putt of 
11 comhinatlon olfPI' und their cost wn~ luduliPd In the pricP of tlte dP\'Ice 
rPquircd to be purchnsl'<l; 

'\'lth l'ffPI't of m' .. lPnding uud dPcelviug a ~;ult~tantlal Jiortlon of the put·chuslng 
puhlie Into the f'rJ'OJif'flns bf'Iief thnt f'll('h I'P[ll'l'l't-ntntlon!! WPI'P true, and of 
Inducing It to pnrdi!lSt• rt'"I"Jutlt•nt's prodncls bPcnnE<e of su('h mlstnken 
hPIIPl, w!II'I'f'l'Y trade was dln'rtPd unfairly to him ft·om l1ls competitors who 
truthfully advl'r·tlsPd thPir pro1lucts: 

1/t','ll. Tlwt l'n('h nds nnd praet h·1os, undPr the rlr·c·umstnnces set for·th, were all 
to the prejndiee and Jnjnry of tlJP }l1lblic and of tomJif'titor·l'l, ond constitutf'll 
unfair method.'! ot comp~>tltlon. 

As rf'sJlt'ets the truth ot l't'Jlrf'sl'IItntlon that a Cl'rtaln <levil'e to be attached 
to tlw lntnkP IIIIIIIifuhl of an llntomohlle, fnnctlon of whkh wns to lntroduf'P 
add it lonnl air, would rPsnlt In more l.'conomlcnl operation and improved 
performnm·p ar.d rnnnlng condition: tf'>:ts ns to ti1P r!'sult~ outnlnPd, act•ortl­
lug to the tl.'stlmony of cPrtnln wltnPs!'es, hnd llttle or no probntlve value, 

1 AmPnd<'d a nrl suppl<>nwntlll. 
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it HPiwaring that none of tlwm were made under comparable test conditions, 
thnt the1·e wa~ no evidence that the carlmretot' was set at maximum econ­
omy In making the tests with and without the devi<:e, and that the condi­
tions under which the road tE>sts were perform!'d included many variable 
faeto•·s, a1Hl it Hllpcaring further that there was nothing in the tests or­
in the evldmce in connection therewith which Indicated that the device 
waR eapahle of making any lmpt·ovemcnt In automobile engine perform­
nm·l' over that obtninnble without it by adjustment of the carburetor. 

Before },IJ', Randolpli Presto·n and J.h. Lewis C. Russell, triat 
(>Xamin(>rs . 

.1/r. Floyd 0. Collins, lJ!r. S. Brogdyne Teu, II, ancl Mr. Carrel F. 
Rhodes for the Commission. 

Na8h & Don.nclly, of Chicago, Ill., for respondents. 

AliiENDJm AND SuPPLEMENTAL CoMPLAINT 

Pursuant to the proYisions of an act of Congress, approved Sep-· 
tember 26, 1914, entitled "An Act to create a Federal Trade Commis­
sion, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," the 
}i\•deral Trnde Commission having reason to believe that J. A. Stransky 
and L. G. Stransky, copart11ers, trading under the firm name and style 
of J. S. Stransky Manufacturing Co., hereinafter referred to as re­
spondents, have been, and are using unfair methods of competition in 
commerce, as "commerce" is defined in said act, and it appearing to 
the said Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would 
he in the public interest, hereby issues its amended and supplemental 
tom plaint, stating its charges in that respect as follows: 

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondents, J. A. Stransky and L. G. Stransky, are 
ropartners, trncling under the firm name and style of J. A. Stransky 
:Manufacturing Co., having and maintaining their principal place of 
business in the city of Pukwana, in the State of South Dakota. 

PAR. 2. UcspomlPnts are now, and ha,·e been for several years last 
}last, £>ugnged in the manufacture, transportation, sale, and distribution 
in conuneree among and between the Ynrious States of the United States 
of a mechanical device described as a vaporizer anti decarbonizer and. 
designateJ Stransky Vaporizer. Respondents cause said product, 
When sold, to be shipped and transported in interstate commerce from 
their place of business, located in the Stnte of South Dakota, to pur­
chasers thereof located at various points in States of the United States 
other than the Stnte of South Dakota. Respomlents now maintain and. 
have at all times mentiotwd herein maintained n constant current of 
trade in said proLluet in commerce among and between the various 
StatE's of the United Stntes nml the District of Columbia. 

PAn. 3. R(•sponllents, in the course of and conduct of their business 
as aforesaid are now, and at all times herein referred to have been, 

l:i:.!!'l713 43 \01. 31J-38 
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in substantial competition with other partnerships and firms, indi­
viduals, and corporations likewise engaged in the sale and distribution 
in commerce among and between the various States of the United States 
.of other mechanical appliances and devices which are manufactured, 
advertised, recommended, and sold for substantially the same purpose 
nnd use for which respondents' product is advertised and sold. 

PAR. 4. Respondents, in the course of and conduct of their business 
as aforesaid, and for the purpose of inducing individuals to purchase 
.said Stransky Vaporizer, have caused advertisements to be inserted 
in newspapers, magazines, and other periodicals of general circula· 
tion throughout the United States, nnd have printed and circulated 
throughout the several States of the United Stutes, through the 
United States mails and otherwise, to customers and prospective 
custome.rs, certain advertising literature in all of which respondents 
have caused the firm name nnd name of said product to be promi· 
nently and conspicuously displayed and in which the following 
statements are made: 

You can test it-pro\'e It-without the loss or risking of one peuny of your 
money. 

Jm;t thlnlc, 10 New Improve<! Strnn~ky Gas l~eonomlz{'rS ft•ee. 
It Is not nt>cl'ssnry tor yon to rl:;k one pt•nuy to prove that the "New Im· 

prov<'d" Stransky Is what I claim. 
Saves 25% or more gasoline. 
Ucduces carbon. 
Reduces ~pnt·k plug trouble. 
Gives more power an<l speed. 
Ilclps prevent ovt't'heatlng, 
Savl's them mnny tlmf's It's price on gus bills. 
I will send you your first order of 100 J<~eonomlzers nt a r<p••clal pl'ice of 70¢ 

('UCh or $70.00 and not only thnt, but will give yon10 extrn fn•e, 
With the nbovc oru!'r I will nlso Include 2 Extra EconomlzPrs frre (wbicb 

1nnke11 you $-U.OO profit when sold by you) anti I wlll also give you a bP.auUful ' 
fountain pPn and pt>ncll set with memorandum book, (a $7.::i0 value) put up 
In a Vl'ry nPat box Absolutely l<'rre If you net now. 

PAn. 5. All of said stntl•ments as above sl.'t out, to~ether with JllllnY 
other similar statements appearing in re~pondents' ad vHt ising and 
litemt?re, purport to be descriptive of respondents' product, StranskY 
VaporJzl.'r. In nil of the ref'pondents' advertisin~ matter and litera· 
ture, the re~pondents repr£>s(•nt through the statements herrin s.et 
out nnu through other statrments of like import nntl E'fTE>ct thnt s!\ld 
vapor·izer willre•luce fuel consumption 25Jwrcent or more; will reJuce 
carLon; will rrduce ~park plug trouhle; will give more power and 
8pePd to motor·!>; will pr·ennt onrl1eating; will cause a motor to 
btnrt easier; will eliminuto oil pumping; will enable an automo~i1e 
to run from 37 to 57 milt.·~ on 1 gnllon of ga~oline; that u pnbpl-ctrre 
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purchaser can test said vaporizer without any risk; "that with the 
purchase of a certain number of vaporizers, the purchaser is given 
.a certain number of vaporizers free; and that pen and pencil sets are 
given free with the purchase of a given number of vaporizers. 

PAR. 6. The claims and repres£>ntations made by the respondents 
with respect to the efficacy of respondents' product, Stransky Va­
porizer, and the results to be obtained from the use of l:iaid vaporizer, 
.and the representations with reference to the free goods are grossly 
exaggerated, false, and misleading. In truth and in fact, respond­
-ents' product, Stransky Vaporizer, docs not make possible any ap­
preciable improvement in fuel economy. Said devise is not capable of 
making any improvement in engine performance over that normally 
<lbtainable without th!} use of said device. No beneficial rP,sults 
-can be obtained through the use of said device that cannot be ob­
tained through the proper adjustment of the original appliance or 
appliances already upon and forming a part of motors. The pur­
ochaser is not permitted to test said device without any risks, but is 
required to pay for such device before testing same. The articles· 
advertised as being given away free are n~t in truth and in fact 
given away free, but the COl:it thereof is included in the purchase 
price of the articles purchased. 

PAR. 7. Ench and all of the false and misleading stat£>ments and 
~eprcscntations mnde by the respondents in designating and describ­
lllg the product, Stransky Vaporizer, and the results to be obtained 
from the use of saitl device, us hereinabove set out, in ofl'ering for 
Mle and selling said device, were uud are calculated to, and had, 
nnd now have thB tendency niHl capacity to, and llo, mislead and 
lleceivo n ~uLstnntial port ion of the purchasing public into the er­
l'oneous L<.'lit>f that nil of saitl claims nnd n·presentations nre true. 
As a direct consNtuence of snid mistaken and erroneous beli~fs, in­
duced by the nets nnd r£>pr<>sPntutions of the respondents as herein­
nbove set out, a Humbrr of the purehnsing public have purchas<>d 
r~spondents' pruJ.uct with the result that trade has bt>en unfairly 
1hverted to the responuents from competitors likewise engaged in 
lnanufacturin" S<.'llinrr, and dh;tributinrr vaporizers and decnrbon-• t--! t-- . I:"> 

lZers nnd who do not misrepresent the <'fficacy or value of their re-
~Pective products. As u n·sult of the unfair acts, and false nnd mis­
leadin~ representations of the respondents, injury has been, and is 
now L<>ing llOJlC by rt>spondcnts to competition in commerce among 
and betwl'cn the various States of the United States and the District 
Qf Columbia. 
t' PAn. 8. The above nnd for<'going nets, practices, and representu­
lons of the respondents ha\·e been, and are all to the prejudice and 
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injury of the public and respondents' competitors as hereinabove al­
lPged. Said acts, practices, and representations constitute unfair 
methods of competition in commerce within the intent and meaning 
of section 5 of an act of Congress, entitled "An Act to create a Fed­
eral Trude Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other 
purposes," approved September 26, 1914. 

REPORT, FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS, AND ORDER 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act, 
the Federal Trade Commission on April 25, 1929, issued and subse­
quently served its complaint in this proceeding on the respondents, 
J: A. Stransky and L. G. Stransky, copartners, trading under the 
firm name and style of J. A. Stransky Manufacturing Co., charging 
them with the use of unfair methods of competition in commerce in 
violation of the provisions of said act. After the filing of res'pond­
ents' answer to said complaint, the Commission, on June 1'0, 1937, 
issued, and subsequently served, its amended and supplemental com­
plaint upon said rcspomlents, charging them with the usc of unfair 
methods of competition in commerce in violation of the provisions 
of the Federal Trude Commission .Act. Thl'reafter, testimony ancl 
vther evidence in support ·of aml in opposition to the allegations of 
said amended ·Complaint were introJuc<'d before trial examiners of 
the Commission theretofore duly designated by it, and said testi­
mony and other evi<lence were duly recorded and filed in the office 
of the Commission. Thereafter this proceeding regularly came on 
for final lwaring before the Commission on !'laill amended and sup­
plemental complaint, tt'stimony, anu (Jther· evidence, report of the 
trial examiners upon tl1e evidence and !'lupplemental report of Trial 
Examiner Lewis C. UussPll upon the evidence and exceptions filed 
tlJereto, briefs in support of the complaint and in opposition thereto, 
and ornl argument of coun!'el; and the Commission, having duly 
consiclt'red the matter and being now fully advised in the premises, 
finds that this proceeding is in the inter·est of the public and makes 
this its findings as to the facts and its conclusion drawn therefrom. 

FINDINGS AS TO TilE FAcrS 

P,\RAGRAPII 1. Ue!'pondents, J. A. Stransky and L. G. Stransky, 
were formerly copartners, tradiug untl<'r the firm name and style 
of J. A. Stransky l\fanufacturin~ Co. On or about February 17, 
1!>3!>, durin~ the pendPncy of this proct•eding, respondent, J. A. 
Stransky died, and subsequent to that time rc:-:pondent, L. G. Stran­
sky, as an individual, has continued to trade under the fil'ln name 
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and style of J. A. Stransky 1\Ianufacturing Co., having his principal 
place of business in the city of Pukwana, in the State of South 
Dakota. 

PAR. 2. Respondent, L. G. Stransky, is now, and for several years 
last past has been, engaged in the manufacture and in the sale and 
distribution in commerce among and between the various States of 
the United States of a mechanical device described as a vaporizer 
and decarbonizer, designated as "Stransky Vaporizer." Respondent 
causes said device, when sold, to be 8hipped and transported from his 
place of business in the State of South Dakota to purchasers thereof 
located in various other States of the United States. Respondent 
maintains, and at all times mentioned herein has maintained., a course 
of trade in said device in commerce among and between the various 
States of the United States. 

PAR. 3. In the course and conduct of his said business, said respond­
ent, L. G. Stransky, prior to February 17, 1939, as a copal'tner, with 
J. A. Stransky, and subsequent thereto, as an individual, trading as 
J. A. Stransky 1\Ianufactnring Co., has been in substantial competition 
with other partnerships and inclividuals and with corporations like­
wise engaged in the sale anu distribution in commerce among and 
between the various States of the United States of other mechanical 
appliances and uevices which are manufactured, advertised, recom­
mended, and sold for substantially the same purpose. and use for 
which respondent's product is advertised and sold. 

l")AR. 4. In the course and conduct of his said business as aforesaid 
anJ for the purpose of inuucing tl1e purchase of his said device, 
respondent has made false, dt>ceptin, and misleading statements 
and rl'presentations concerning his snid device in circulars and pam­
phlets and in a<h·ertisements inserted in newspapers and other publi­
cations, all of which have bt>t>n circulated between and among the 
various States of the United States. Among and typical of such 
representations made by the respondent are the following: 

1. That the use of respondent's device will substantially reduce 
gasoline consumption 25 percent or more and increase mileage per 
gallon of gns. 

2. That the u~ of saitl device will remove carbon from the parts 
of an automobile engine which are injuriously affected tlwreby. 

3. That the usc of said device will reduce spark plug troublt•s, give 
power and ~p£'cd to the C'ngine, and prevent oyerheating of automobile 
engines. 

4. That the u,;e of saitl device will cause a motor to !'>tart more easily 
and eliminate oil pumping. 
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5. That prospective purchasers can obtain a certain number of 
respondent's devices free or can obtain a pen-and-pencil set free by 
purchasing a specified number of respondent's devices. 

6. That prospective purchasers can test respondent's device without 
charge before buying. 

PAR. 5. Based upon tests made by the National Bureau of Stand­
ards and the expert testimony introduced ·in this case, the Commis­
sion fimls that the use of respondent's device will not substantially 
reduce gasoline consumption, remove carbon or reduce carbon forma­
tion, reduce spark plug trouble, give power and speed to the engine,. 
prevent overheating, eliminate oil pumping, or cause the motor to­
start easier and that said device is not capable of making any 
improvement in a~tomobile engine performance over that obtainable 
without such device. 

PAn. G. Respondent's device is a mechanical contrivance attached to 
the intake manifold of an automobile motor between the ·carburetor· 
mixing bowl and the lead into the combustion chamber and the cylin­
ders. This device is made in dilferent sizes and forms to fit various 
types of cars, but all mollels of respondent's device operate on the same 
general principle. In the operation of an automobile engine when the· 
gas passes from the mixing compartmrnt proper of the carburetor 
through the intake manifold into the combustion chamber, a certain 
suction or vuauum is created. This suction or vacuum raises the small 
hearings or balls located in respondent's device, thus permitting air to 
enter the ingoing mixture of gasoline and air. As the suction in the­
fuel carburetor system increa~es, the bulls or bearings in this device­
are raised higher from their s<>at, thus permitting a greater quantity 
of air to be taken into the combustion chamber of the motor. In a 
test made by the National Bureau of Standards it waR d<>termined 
that a Chevrolet engine operating at full tlu·ottle nnd l,GOO revolutions 
per minute uses approximately 100 cul1ic feet of air p<>r minute. Un· 
der the same conuitions r<>sponllent's <.levir.o suppliNl only 0.4 cubic 
feet of nir per minute, which is negligible, being less than one-half of 
1 percent of the total amount of air that the <'ngine was using. Con· 
sequently, responuent's device has no effect upon available power or 
economy at full throttle, and the tests made owr the full range 
of mixtures on which an engine would run indicate thnt the air sup· 
plied by respoml<>nt's <.levice makes no improvement in performance­
which cannot be obtained without such device by suitable cal'buretor 
adjustment. 

PAR. 7. The purpose of a carburetor is to supply to the automobile 
engine the proper mixture of gasoline and air so that the motor will 
give the maximum power for the minimum amount of gasoline. The 
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carburetor controls both the intake of air and the intake of gasoline~. 
Respondent's device has no effect upon the intake of gasoline but 
hlerely increases the intake of air, dependent upon the vacuum condi­
tion which exists at the time. 
' If the carburetor is in perfect c.ondition the additional air supplied 
by respomlent's device is simply additional to that intended by the 
original adjustment upon the cul'buretor and to this extent negatives 
the operation of the carburetor in connection with the engine of the 
car. If the carburetor in a car is not in perfect l'ondition or the air 
intake passages are clogged with dirt, despondent's device would 
supply additional air and temporarily give a leaner mixture than 
Would be obtained from a badly fouled carburetor. This, however,. . 
\\·ould be a hit-and-miss arrangement at best, as satisfactory results 
e~uld be obtained merely by cleaning the carburetor or adjusting it. 
S1nce the performance of respondent's device is limited to the admis­
sion of air into the manifold and thereby leaning the mixture entering 
the engine, nothing can be accomplisne<l by this device that cannot 
readily be accomplished merely through adjustmPnt of the carburetor. 
!£ the carburetor is properly adjusted, the best pedormance in start­
Jng the motor will be obtained. The intro(1uction of additional air 
by hl<'nns of respondent's l1evic€', if sufficient to haw any effect, will 
adversely affect the starting of the motor since the leaning of the 
tni:x:ttll'e interfp.res with the action of the carburetor. Consequently,. 
respondent's device is of no value in assisting or causing the motor to• 
start when the carburetor is in proper adjustment, and in cafies where 
earburetor is out of adjustment more effl•ctiYe rer;ults cun be obtained 
by nujustment of the carburetor than by the use of respondent's 
device. 

PAn, 8. Carbon in an engine is the formation of gum, unburned oil,. 
llnd dirt in the engine and cylinders. Since the sole property of re· 
spondent's device is to increase the intake of air and lean tho mixture 
~sed by the engine, it will not have any effect on removing carbon sO> 
0 l'll1ed, but, instead, is more likely to increase the formation of such 

Cat·bon since this device has no screen or filter and will draw dirt and 
?ust through the jet, which will be carried through the manifold and 
lnto the engine and possibly deposited on the walls, thereby aiding in 
the building up of carbon. 

PAR. 9. "Spark plus trouble" is a. general term which might apply 
to any uefect or condition of spark plu~. There is nothing in either 
the tests conducted on this device or in the testimony of the various 
e:<perts which indicates that a device such as the respondent's, the sole 
ferformunce of which is limited to the admission of air into the ma.ni· 
old of an automobile engine, has any effect upon any spark plug trou· 
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ble. The amount of air supplied by respondent's <levice and the pos· 
sible leaning of the mixture resulting therefrom has no effect upon the 
lwating of the motor and will not prevent overheating. The only pos· 
sible effect that respondent's <levice might huve upon oil pumping 
would be to increase, rather than to reme<ly, this defect. This device 
permits dirty air to enter the combustion chamber of the engine since 
no filter is attached which cleans such air. In p<.'rmitting this air to 
<'nter the combustion chamber, a certain amount of grit is likewise 
likely to enter. This grit if it accumulates over a period of time might 
be enough to act as an abrasive, causing the cylinder walls, pistons, 
an<l rings to wear more rapidly than if respondent's device were not 
used. Such wear would have a tendency to increase oil consumption, 
rather than to decrease it. There is nothing in either the tests or the 
expert testimony which permits the conclusion that the use of re· 
.spondent's device gives more power to the motor or increases its speed. 
Its performance, if any, is limited to idling and low speeds, and, if the 
-carburetor is adjusted to provide a lean mixture for either idling or 
low speed, the use of this device would cause the car to stall and oper· 
ate in a jerky manner at low speed. 

P.An. 10. Certain witnesses for the respondent tl.'stified as to results 
ohtained through tests of r<.'spondent's device. None of thl.'se tl.'sts 
were made under comparable test conditions. There is no evidence 
that the carburetor was set at maximum economy in making the tests 
with and without respondent's device. The conditions under which 
the road tests were made included many variable factors, which give 
to such tests little or no probative value. Furthermore, there is noth· 
ing in these tests or in the evidence in connection therewith which 
indicates in any way that re.spondent's device is capable of making 
any improvement in automobile engine performance over that obtain· 
nhle without such device by adjustment of the cnrlmretor. 

P.An. 11. Prospective purchasers of respondent's device were not 
r~ermitted to test said devices without charge or risk before buying, 
as they were required to pay the purchase price for said device 
hefore being permitted to test it. 11urchasers of respondent's de· 
vices do not oLtain a certain number of such devices free or obtain 
a pl.'n-nnd-pl.'ncil set or other articles of merchandise free, but, instead, 
the cost of such devices or merchandise is includl.'d in the purclwse 
price of the devices rl.'quirN.l to be purchased, nnd such so-called free 
goods form part of a combination offer. 

l,AR. 12. The use by the rl.'sponuent of the forrgoin~ false, decep· 
ti\'e, nn<.l misl<.'nding stntNn<.'nts and r<.'prl:'sentations has hnd and no'\"' 
hns the capacity and t£'ndency to, and docs, mislead and deceive tl 

substantial portion of the pm·chasing public into the erroneous and 
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mistaken belief that such statements and representations are true, 
and induces a substantial portion of the purchasing public to pur­
chase respondent's products because of such erroneous and mistaken 
belief. As a result, tralle has been lliverted unfairly to the respond­
<'nt from his competitors in said commerce who truthfully advertise 
tlwir products. 

CONCLUSION 

The aforesaid acts and practices of the respomlent us herein found 
nre all to the prejudice and injury of the public and of respondents' 
competitors and constitute unfair methods of competition in com­
l'ilerce within the intE-nt and meaning o·f the Federal Trade Commis­
sion .Act. 

OHDEU TO CEASE AND DESIST 

This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trad·e Commis­
sion upon the amendt'd complaint of the Commission, answer of the 
l'espondent, testimony, and other evidence in support of and in 
opposition to the allegations of the complaint taken before trial 
examiners of the Commission thrretofore duly designated by it~ 
l'eport of the trial examiners upon the evidence and supplemental 
report of Trial Examiner Lewis C. Russell upon the evidence and ex­
Cllptions filed thereto, briefs filed in support of the complaint and in 
0 Pposition thereto, and oral argument of counsel; an<l the Commis­
sion having made its findings as to the facts a11<l its conclusion that 
l'esponJt>nt, L. G. Stransky, trading as J. A. Stransky Manufac­
t~ring Co., has violated the provisions of the Federal Trade Commis­
Sion Act. 

It i.y o,·df'red, That the l't>!"pondt>nt, L. G. Stransky, an huliviJ.ual, 
1~ading as J. A. Strun:;ky Manufacturing Co., anJ. his rqm'senta­
tJves, n~Pnts, aJI(l ('mployees, dir£'dly or through any corporate or­
()tht'r device in connt'ction with the offering for Falt', salC', atHl distri­
htltion in conmH'r<'e as ''commet·ce" is ddhlC'tl in the FC'deral Trade 
Commi~sion Act of his device designatC'd as "Stransky Vaporizer," 
?1' any other device of substantially similar construction or possess­
Jng sub~tantially similar properti~s, whether sold under the same 
narne or under any othE-r name, do forthwith cease nntl desist from: 
. 1. Hl'PI'£'H'nting directly or by implication that any j!l'eatt'r reduc­

tJon in gasoline consumption or improvenwnt in automobile engine 
[lel'formance can be obtained throu~h the use of respondent's device 
than that whieh may be obtained without such llevice by adjust· 
ll'lent of the carburetor. 
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2. Representing directly or by implication that respondent's device 
will remove cnrboi1 from the parts of an automobile engine or re­
duce formation of carbon. 

3. Representing directly or by implication that respondent's device 
will reduce spark-plug trouble, give power or speed to an automobile 
engine, or prevent overheating of such engine. 

4. Representing directly or by implication that respondent's device 
will cause a motor to start more easily, eliminate oil pumping, or 
reduce oil consumption. 

5. Using the term "free" or any other term of similar import or 
meaning to designate, descri~e, or in any way refet· to articles of 
merchrmdise regularly included in a combination offH with respond­
ent's devices or other merchandise. 

6. Uepresenting directly or by implication that rcl'pondent will 
permit prospective purchusers to test his device without charge before 
buying, when prospective purchasers are required to ptty the pur­
·chase price in advance befot·e being permitted to test such device. 

It is furtlter ordcr·ed, That the complaint be dismissed as to re· 
spondent, J. A. Stransky, deceased. 

It ia further orde1'ed, That the respondent shall, within GO days 
after service upon him of this order, file with the Commission a re· 
port in writing, setting forth in detail the manner and form in which 
he has complied with this order. 
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Syllabus 

IN THE MATTER OF 

J ACOD SIEGEL COMPANY 

<::OMPLAINT, FINDINGS, AND ORDER. IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION 
OF SEC. II OF AN ACT OF CONGRESS APPROVED SEP'.C. 213, 1014 

Docket 3i03. Complaint, May 16, 19-W '-Decision, Apr. 28, 19.~3 

Where a corporation, engaged In the manufacture and competitive interstate sale 
and distribution of men's clothing, Including overcoats {lnd topcoats made 
of Its "Aipacuna" fabric which had a face or pile composed of about UO 
percent alpaca, 20 percent mohnir, and 30 percent wool, worked in the case 
of the overcoats but uot of the topcouts, into a cotton backing compt·lslng 
about 30 percent of the entire fabrlc-

{a) Represented that such fabric wns mnde entirely of wool through state­
ments and depletions ln advertising matter Included ln swatch books which 
1t supplied to dealers nnd which were frequently displayed by them to the 
purchasing public, and through advertising copy furnished to dealers for 
their u~e In advertising Its said coats in their trade areas, of which thPy 
made frequent and repeated use; 

{b) lleilresented, us aforesuld, that Its sal!l fabric contained guanaco hair and 
that the Angora goat hnlr use(} therein was Imported fl'Om TurkN;tan or 
some other Asiatic country; 

'Tho facts being that, while the fabric used by It In its topcoats was a wool and 
hair mnterlal, 811<'h was not true as to the overcoats In which the aforesaid 
cotton backing conRlltnted about 30 percent of the fabric, and while In its 
more recent ndn•rtlslng It referred to said fact, such reference was usnally 
In smaller and less conspicuous type than othet· portions of the advertise­
ment, and, the overcouts being full-lined, the prospective purchaser had 
little opportunity to observe such backing when examining the garment: 
gunnaco wns used In neither coat, and presence thereof In cases in which 
gunnuro hah·s might accl!lentally find their way Into ~;hlpmt>nts ot alpnca was 
nt>gllglble In nmount; and such Angora goat hair or mohair as was uRt'd 
therein was not lmporte!l from any foreign country but was a domestic 
product obtained from Texas; and 

(c) Made U!!C of word "Alpacunn" to designate Its nforl:'sald fabric with result 
ot talst>ly implying that Its coats contained vicuna fiber; 

With tendpney nnd cnpnclty to deceive a subMtantlal portion of the purchasing 
public with re!!pt>ct to the tlbPr content of such coats and the origin of the 
materials used therein, and, ns a result, to cause It to purchase substantial 
quantities therrof: 

llcld, That such nets and prnctlces, under the circumstances set forth, were all 
to the prl'judlce of the public nnd competitors and constltutl'll unfair meth· 
ods ot competition. 

Defore Jlr. Edward E. Reardon, trial examiner. 
Mr. George ll". William.¥ for the Commission. 
Nontr;omery & J!cCrad.:en, of Philadelphia, Pa., for reRpondent. 

--;---
Arnen<)~d. 


