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9612. Misbranding of cottonseed meal. U.S. * * * v, Bueckeye Cotion
0il Co., a Corporation. Plea of guilty. Fine, 825 an ™ costs. (F. &
D. No. 11947, 1. 8. No. 11402-r)

On November 8, 1920, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of Mississippi, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district an information against
the Buckeye Cotton Oil Co., a corporation, having a place of business at Jackson,
Miss,, alleging shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, on or about November 29, 1918, from the State of Mississippi into the State
of Ohio, of a quantity of cottonseed meal which was misbranded. The article
was labeled in part, ‘° Buckeye Prime Cottonseed Meal.”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureav of Chemistry of this depart-
ment showed that it contained 36.5 per cent of protein, 7.08 per cent of ammonia,
5.84 per cent of nitrogen, and 13.96 per cent of crude fiber.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
the statements, to wit, “ Guaranteed Analysis Protein 41. Per Cent Minimum
* % ¥ Ammonia 8. [Per Cent Minimum] Nitrogen 6.50 [Per Cent Minimum]
Crude Fibre 10. [Per Cent] Maximum,” borne on the tags attached to the sacks
containing the article, regarding it and the ingredients and substances con-
tained therein, were false and misleading in that they represented that the said
article contained not less than 41 per cent of protein, not less than 8 per cent
of ammonia, not less than 6.50 per cent of nitrogen, and not more than 10 per
cent of crude fiber, and for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid
so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it contained not
less than 41 per cent of protein, not less than 8 per cent of ammonia, not less
than 6.50 per cent of nitrogen, and not more than 10 per cent of crude fiber,
whereas, in truth and in fact, it did contain less than 41 per cent of protein,
less than 8 per cent of ammonia, less than 6.50 per cent of nitrogen, and more
than 10 per cent of crude fiber.

On January 13, 1921, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $25 and costs.

C. W. PucgsLEy, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

96138. Adulteration and misbranding of cottonseed meal. U. S, * * ¢
v. Natchitoches Cotton 0il Co., a Corporation. Plea of guilty.
Fine, $100 and costs. (F, & D, No. 11948. I. 8. No. 11990-r.)

On April 26, 1920, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Louisiana, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district an information in two counts
against the Natchitoches Cotton Oil Co., a corporation, Natchitoches, La., alleg-
ing shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as
amended, on or about February 17, 1919, from the State of Louisiana into the
State of Kansas, of a quantily of cottonseed meal which was adulterated and
misbranded. The article was sold as 41 per cent cottonseed meal.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it contained 36.16 per cent of protein,

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that a substance, to wit, a cottonseed meal containing less than 41 per cent of
protein, had been substituted in whole or in part for cottonseed meal containing
41 per cent of protein, which the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was food in package
form, and the quantity of the contents thereof was not plainly and conspicu-
ously marked on the outside of the package.
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On October 18, 1920, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $75 on count one
and $25 on count two, together with the costs.

C. W. PugsLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

9614, Misbranding of kidney and bladder remedy. U.S. * * * v, Wil=
liam T. Long (William T. Long Medicine Co.). Tried to the court
and jury. Verdict of guilty. Fine, $200 and costs. (F. & D. No.
12328, 1. S. No. 7225-r.)

On May 19, 1920, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Oklahoma, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
William T. Long, trading as the William T. Long Medicine Co., Oklahoma City,
Okla,, alleging shipment by said defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, as amended, on or about May 27, 1919, from the State of Oklahoma into
the State of Iowa, of a quantity of an article labeled in part “ The World’s
Greatest Kidney and Bladder Remedy,” which was misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this depart-
ment showed that it consisted of an aqueous solution of acetic acid and tannin-
bearing plant material.

Misbranding of the articke was alleged in substance in the information for
the reason that certain statements, designs, and devices regarding the thera-
peutic and curative effects thereof, appearing on the label of the bottles con-
taining the said article and in an accompanying circular, falsely and fraudu-
lently represented it to be effective as a treatment, remedy, and cure for kidney
and bladder trouble, gravel, Bright’s disease, diabetes, bed wetting, female weak-
ness, sugared urine, rheumatism, all uric acid troubles, and pellagra, and to be
-effective to remove all impurities and to destroy infections from bad blood in 4
few days, when, in truth and in fact, it was not.

On February 1, 1921, the case having come on for trial before the court and a
jury, after the submission of evidence and arguments by counsel the court
delivered the following charge to the jury (Wade, D. J.):

Gentlemen of the jury, this is a simple case. I don’t want you to become
confused and wander off into fields of speculation suggested by counsel in the
arguments or in the opening statements, including Christian Science, prejudice
of doctors, the origin of the medical profession, and all that sort of thing. Get
down to the thing to be tried. What is it?

This man here is sending out some medicine which he solemnly represents will
do certain things. The question here is whether it is true. If not true, it was
sent out with the purpose to defraud.

Don’t get a notion that this law was made by somebody to do something to
help somebody that is not entitled to help, because this law was made by the
people of the United States. They make the laws in this country. And this
law was made in the same spirit in which they have here in Oklahomga, and In
every other State in the Union, a law providing that mo man can practice
medicine unless he has taken a certain course of study or is a graduate from
certain institutions, and in the same spirit in which the people of every State
spend thousands of dollars every year to enable men to become qualified to prac-
tice medicine for us, because it is the only source of aid which we have when
sickness comes.

Now, let’s get away from some of these suggestions that have been made.

In addition to providing a bar against the attempted practice of medicine
by persons who know nothing about the human body or its elements, they passed
a law providing that if persons are selling food, it shall not be adulterated;
if they are selling drugs or medicine, they shall not misbrand it. That is all
No law prohibits a man from making any medicine he wants to and selling it
to the people if he tells the truth about it. Anybody in this country has the
right to buy any medicine that he wants to buy if he knows what it is.
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