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The United States of America, by its attorneys,
acting under the direction of the Attorney General
of the United States, brings this proceeding in
equity against Aluminum Company of America;
Aluminium Limited ; The Aluminum Cooking Uten-
sil Company; Aluminum Goods Manufacturing
Company; Aluminum Manufactures, Incorpor-
ated; Aluminum Ore Company; Aluminum Seal
Company ; Aleoa Power Company, Limited ; Alton
and Southern Railroad; Bauxite and Northern
Railway Company ; Carolina Aluminum Company;
Cedar Rapids Transmission Company, Limited;
Franklin Fluorspar Company; Knoxville Power
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Company ; Louisiana Terminal Company ; Massena
Securities Corporation; The Massena Terminal
Railroad Company; Nantahala Power and Light
Company; Ocean Dominion Steamship Corpora-
tion; The Republic Mining and Manufacturing
Company; The St. Lawrence River Power Com-
pany ; St. Louis and Ohio River Railroad; Surina-
amsche Bauxite Maatschappij; The United States
Aluminum Company; The Coalesced Company;
The Aloxite Corporation; J. H. Alger; George G.
Allen; Harl Blough; L. Braasch; Ailsa Mellon
Bruce ; David K. E. Bruce; G‘reorge H. Clapp; Saf-
ford K. Colby; André Henry Coiiannier; Arthur
V. Davis; Edward K. Davis; J. J. Demskie; M. B.
deSousa; F. L. Farrell; Edwin S. Fickes; C. B.
Fox; Aimé Geoffrion; George R. Gibbons; Roy A.
Hunt; J. R. D. Huston; Alvah K. Lawrie; C. L.
Lycette; Leighton MeCarthy ; Andrew W. Mellon;
Paul Mellon; Richard K. Mellon; Union Trust
Company of Pittsburgh, Richard K. Mellon, Jen-
nie King Mellon, and Sarah Mellon Scaife as Ex-
ecutors of the Hstate of R. B. Mellon, deceased;

G. 0. Morgan, Jr.; Charles H. Moritz; Winthrop

C. Neilson; Sarah Mellon Scaife; George J. Stan-
ley; W. C. Terry; Paul J. Urquhart; J. F. Van
Lane; Irving W. Wilson; Robert B. Withers, de-
fendants; and for its petition complains and alleges
as follows:

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This petition is filed and the jurisdiction of
this Court is invoked to obtain equitable relief
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against said defendants because of their violations
jointly and severally, as hereinafter alleged, of the
Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, known as the Shexr-
man Antitrust Act. ’

2. The unlawful monopoly, attempts to monopo-
lize, combination and conspiracy to monopolize,
and contracts, combinations, and conspiracies to
restrain trade and commerce, among the several
states and with foreign nations, hereinafter de-
scribed, have operated and have been carried on
in part within the Southern District of New York,
and many of the unlawful acts pursuant thereto
have been performed by defendants and their rep-
resentatives in said district. The interstate trade
and commerce in aluminum and aluminum prod-
ucts, hereinafter described, is carried on in part
within said distriet.

DESCRIPTION OF DEFENDANTS

3. Defendant Aluminum Company of Ameriea,
hereinafter called Aluminum Company, is a cor-
poration organized in 1888 under the laws of the
State of Pennsylvania under the name of the Pitts-
burgh Reduction Company which was changed to
the present name in 1907. In 1925 said corpora-
tion merged with it under the laws of the State of
Pennsylvania the Canadian Manufacturing and
Development Company, a corporation organized
under the laws of that State. The principal office
of Aluminum Company is in the Gulf Building,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and it also maintains an
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- office where it transacts business and can be found,
in the New York Central Building, New York
City, in the Southern Distriet of New York.

4. Defendant Aluminium Limited is a corporation
organized by Aluminum Company in 1928 under
the laws of the Dominion of Candda, carrying on
business in Canada and elsewhere and having of-
fices in Montreal, Canada, and in the British Em-
pire Building, New York City, and in the Koppers
Building, Pittsburgh.

5. Detendant The Aluminum Cooking Utensil
Company is a corporation organized in 1901 under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania, by Alum-
inum Company, then called Pittsburgh Reduction
Company, and since then hds engaged in the manu-
facture and sale of aluminum cooking utensils as
a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company.
It carries on business and has offices st New Kens-
ington, Pennsylvania.

6. Defendant Aluminum Goods Manutacturmg
Company is a corporation organized in 1909 under
the laws of the State of New Jersey, and since then
has engaged in manufacturing aluminum cooking
utensils and other fabricated aluminum products
and in selling the same in interstate trade and
commerce in the same markets as defendant The
Aluminum Cooking Utensil Company. Tt carries
on business and has its principal office at Mani-
towoe, Wisconsin. In 1909 Aluminum Company
acquired, and has since retained, 26 per cent of the
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capital stock of defendant Aluminum Goods Manu-
facturing Company.

7. Defendant Aluminum Manufactures, Incor-
porated, is a corporation organized in 1919 under
the laws of the State of Delaware, and carries on
business at Buffalo, New York, Cleveland, Ohio,
Detroit, Michigan, and Fairfield, Connecticut, and
has principal offices at Cleveland, Ohio. In 1919
said corporation acquired the properties and busi-
ness of Aluminum Castings Company, which had.-
been organized under the laws of the State of Ohio
in 1909 to consolidate a number of mdependent
casting companies with Aluminum Company’s
foundry. In July 1922 Aluminum Company, then
owning 58 per cent of the capital stock of defend-
ant Aluminum Manufactures, Incorporated, a
large producer of aluminum sand castings, entered
into a contract with Aluminum Manufactures, In-
corporated, by the terms of which Aluminum Com-
pany leased the foundries and other properties of
defendant Aluminum Manufactures, Incorporated,
for a period of 24 years, and acquired control of
the Aluminum Die Casting Corporation organized
under the laws of the State of New Jersey and
engaged in the production of aluminum die cast-
ings, and acquired a substantial interest in the
Aluminum Secrew Machine Products Company, a
corporation organized under the laws of the State
of New Jersey and engaged in the production of
aluminum bolts, nuts, and similar articles. Alumi-
num Company now owns 73 per cent of the capital
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stock of defendant Aluminum Manufactures, In-
corporated, and 100 per cent of the capital stock
of Aluminum Die Casting Corporation and Alumi-
num Screw Machine Products Company, and by
virtue of said lease and stockholdings is the largest
producer in the United States of aluminum sand
castings and aluminum die castings.

8. Defendant Aluminum Ore Company is a cor-
poration organized in 1929 under the laws of the
State of Delaware by Aluminum Company as a
successor of the Aluminum Ore Company incorpo-
rated in 1909 under the laws of the State of Penn-
sylvania. Tt and the said predecessor corporation
of the same name have been engaged since 1909
at Kast St. Louis, Illinois, in refining alumina from
bauxite, as wholly owned subsidiaries of Aluminum
Company. It has its principal offices in said Gulf
Building, Pittsburgh. ,

9. Defendant Aluminum Seal Company is a cor-
poration organized in 1914 under the laws of the
State of Pennsylvania, and since then has engaged
as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum Com-
pany in manufacturing aluminum bottle seals and
caps at New Kensington, Pennsylvania. It has
offices in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

10. Defendant Alcoa Power Company, Limited,
is a corporation organized in 1925 under the laws of
the Dominion of Canada, and since then has en-
gaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum
Company in producing electric power in the Prov-
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ince of Quebee, Canada. Ithas offices in Montreal,
Canada, and in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

11. Defendant Alton and Southern Railroad is
a corporation organized in 1913 under the laws
of the State of Illinois, and since then has en-
gaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum
Company in transporting raw material and fin-
ished products to and from the refinery at Kast
St. Louis, Illinois, of defendant Aluminum Ore
Company. It has offices in said Gulf Building,
Pittsburgh. -

12. Defendant Bauxite and Northern Railway
(ompany is a corporation organized in 1906 under
the laws of the State of Arkansas by Aluminum
Company, then called Pittsburgh Reduction Com-
pany, and since then has engaged in the transpor-
tation of bauxite from bauxite mines in Arkansas
to main line railroads, as a wholly owned subsidi-
ary of Aluminum Company. It carries on business
in the vicinity of Bauxite, Arkansas, and has its
principal office in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

13. Defendant Carolina Aluminum Company is
a corporation organized in 1906 under the laws-of
the State of North Carolina under the name of
Tallassee Power Company, to engage in producing
and marketing electric energy. In 1912 Aluminum
Company purchased the capital stock of said Tal-
lassee Power Company. In 1915 Aluminum Com-
pany purchased the properties of the Southern
Aluminum Company, a corporation organized in
1912 under the laws of the State of New York to
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engage in the production of aluminum, and trans-
ferred said properties to said Tallassee Power
Company, which has engaged since then as a wholly

owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company in the

production of aluminum. Said Carolina Alumi-
num Company carries on business at Badin, North
Carolina, and vicinity, and has its principal office
in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

14. Defendant Cedar Rapids Transmission Com-
pany, Limited, is a corporation organized in 1914
under the laws of the Dominion of Canada, and
since then has engaged as a wholly owned subsid-
iary of Aluminum Company in supplying electric
energy to the producing and manufacturing plants
of Aluminum Company at Massena, New York.
It carries on business in the Provinces of Quebec
and Ontario, Canada, and has offices at Toronto,
Canada, and in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

15. Defendant Franklin Fluorspar Company
is a corporation organized in 1924 under the laws

“of the State of Delaware, and since then has owned

and operated fluorspar mines in Illinois and Ken-

tucky as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum
Company. It carries on business in Illinois and
Kentucky and hag its principal office in said
Gulf Building, Pittsburgh. Fluorspar produced
by said mines is a chemical solvent used by Alumi-
num Company in the production of aluminum.,

16. Defendant Knoxville Power Coﬁlpany is a
corporation organized in 1900 under the laws of the
State of Tennessee, and since then has engaged as
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a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company
in supplying electric energy to the aluminum pro-
dueing plant and the rolling mill of Aluminum
Company at Alcoa, Tennessee. It has offices in
said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

17. Defendant Lousiana Terminal Company is a
corporation organized in 1928 under the laws of the
State of Delaware to engage as a wholly owned sub-
sidiary of Aluminum Company in wharfage at
Westwego, Louisiana. It has offices in said Gulf
Building, Pittsburgh.

18. Defendant Massena Securities Corporation
was organized in 1929 under the laws of the State
of New York to operate as a holding company for
certain subsidiaries of Aluminum Company. It
carries on business in the vicinity of Massena, New
York, and has offices in said Gulf Building, Pitts-
burgh. :

19. Defendant The Massena Terminal Railroad
Company is a corporation organized in 1900 under
the laws of the State of New York, and since 1906
has engaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of
Aluminum Company (known until 1907 as Pitts-
burgh Reduction Company) in transporting ma-
terials to and from the aluminum producing works
of Aluminum Company at Massena, New York.
Tt carries on business in the vicinity of Massena,
New York, and has offices in said Gulf Building,
Pittsburgh. :

20. Defendant Nantahala Power and Light
Company is a corporation organized in 1929 under
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the laws of the State of North Carolina, and since
then has engaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of
Aluminum Company in the production and sale of
electric energy in said state. It has its principal
offices in Bryson City, North Carolina.

21. Defendant Ocean Dominion Steamship Cor-
poration is a corporation organized in 1925 under
the laws of the State of New York, and since then

has engaged. as a wholly owned subsidiary of

Aluminum Company in the transportation of
bauxite and other materials from Dutch Guiana
and British Guiana to East St. Louis, Illinois. 1t
has offices at 17 Battery Place, New York City.
22. Defendant The Republic Mining and Manu-
facturing Company is a corporation organized in

1929 under the laws of the State of Delaware as a -

successor of American Bauxite Company incor-
porated under the laws of the State of Pennsyl-
vania in 1909, and also of Republic Mining and
Manufacturing Company incorporated under the
laws of the State of Georgia in 1882. Said Ameri-

can Bauxite Company and Republic Mining and

Manufacturing Company held and operated bauxite
lands in Arkansas as a wholly owned subsidiary of
Aluminum Company until said properties were
taken over by defendant The Republic Mining and
Manufacturing Company in 1929. Defendant The
Republic Mining and Manufacturing Company
since its incorporation in 1929 has operated as a
wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company,
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with its principal office in said New York Central
Building, New York City.

23. Defendant The St. Lawrence River Power
Company is a corporation organized in 1902 under
the laws of the State of New York, carrying on
business in the vicinity of Massena, New York, and
having offices in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.
All of the capital stock of said corporation was
acquired in 1906 by Aluminum Company, then
called Pittsburgh Reduction Company, and said
corporation has since been engaged in supplying
electric power to the aluminum producing works
of Aluminum Company at Massena, New York.

24. Defendant St. Louis and Ohio River Rail-
road is a corporation organized in 1920 under the
laws of the State of Illinois, and since then has en-
gaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum
Company in transporting raw materials and fin-
ished products to and from the refinery at Hast St.
Touis, Illinois, of defendant Aluminum Ore Com-
pany. It has offices in said Gulf Building, Pitts-
burgh,

-25. Defendant Surinaamsche Bauxite Maatsch-
appij is a corporation organized in 1916 under the
laws of Dutch Guiana, and since then has held
and operated bauxite properties there as a wholly
owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company. It has
an office in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

26. Defendant The United States Aluminum
Company is a corporation organized in 1901 under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania, and since
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then has engaged as a wholly owned subsidiary of
Aluminum Company in manufacturing aluminum
sheet, extrusions, moldings, castings and other
aluminum products at Fairfield, Connecticut. It
has offices in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh.

27. Defendant The Coalesced Company is a cor-
poration organized in 1929 under the laws of the
State of Delaware, carrying on business at Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, and having offices at 514
Smithfield Street in said Pittsburgh.

28. Defendant The Aloxite Corporation is a cor-
poration organized in 1929 under the laws of the
State of Delaware under the name of The Outside
Corporation, which was changed to the present
name in 1932. Said corporation carries on busi-
ness and has offices at 514 Smithfield Street, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania.

29. Defendant Union Trust Company of Pitts-
burgh is a corporation organized in 1889 under the
. laws of the State of Pennsylvania, carrying on
business and having its offices in Pittsburgh,
Penngylvania.

30. The individual defendants Arthur V. Davis, |

Roy A. Hunt, Edwin 8. Fickes, George R. Gibbons,
Robert H. Withers, C. B. Fox, Safford K. Colby,
Winthrop C. Neilson, George J. Stanley, Trving
W. Wilson, David K. E. Bruce, George H. Clapp,
Richard K. Mellon, Paul J. Urqubart, J. R. D.
Huston, C. L. Lycette, and J. J. Demskie, have been
and are officers or directors of, and have partici-
pated and participate in, the direction and man-
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agement of defendant Aluminum Company and
of other corporate defendants, and may be found
in said New York Central Building, New York
City, or in said Gulf Building, Pittsburgh; except
said C. B. Fox who may be found! at Missouri
Avenue and 35th Street, East St. Louis, Illinois;
except said George H. Clapp who may be found
in the Frick Building, Pittsburgh; and except said
Richard K. Mellon who may be found at the Mellon
National Bank, Pittsburgh. Defendant George
(. Allen until recently has been a director and has
participated in the direction and management of
defendant Aluminum Company and of other cor-
porate defendants, and may be found at 30 Rocke-
feller Plaza, New York City.

31. The individual defendants Edward K. Davis,
HKarl Blough, J. H. Alger, G. O. Morgan, Jr., J. F.
Van Lane, . L. Farrell, Aimé Geoffrion, Leighton
McCarthy, W. C. Terry, M. B. deSousa, L. Braasch,
and André Henry Coiliannier have been and are,
officers or directors of, and have participated and
participate in, the direction and management of
defendant Aluminium Limited, and may be found
at the offices of that company in the British Em-
pire Building, New York City, the Canada Life
Building, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, or at 1000
Dominion Square Building, Montreal, Quebec,
Canada; except said André Henry Coiiannier who
may be found at 63 Avenue des Champs Elysées
Paris, France; except said Aimé Geoffrion who
may be found at 112 St. James Street, West Mon-
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treal; and except said L. Braasch who mav be
found at Unter den Linden, 56, Berlin, Gerxr;any.

32. The individual defendant Andrew W. Mel-
lon was a director of defendant Aluminum Com-
pany from 1892 to 1921, and participated in its
direction and management. during that period of
time, and he and individual defendant Paul Mellon
and individual defendant Ailsa Mellon Bruce have
owned, and now own, a large proportion of the
capital stock of defendant Aluminum Company,
and also through their ownership of all the capital
stock of defendant The Coalesced Company have
owned, and now own, a large proportion of the
capital stock of defendant Aluminium Limited, and
thereby have influenced, and influence, the policies
and activities of defendants Aluminum Company
and Aluminium Limited. Said individual defend-
ants may be found in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
care Mellon National Bank. :

33. Defendant Union Trust Company of Pitts-
burgh and defendants Richard K. Mellon, Jennie
King Mellon and Sarah Mellon Scaife are Hxec-
utors of the Hstate of R. B. Mellon, deceased, by‘
virtue of letters testamentary issued to them De-
cember 8, 1933, by the Probate Court of Allegheny
County, State of Pennsylvania, and said Executors

in their official capacity, and said Richard K. Mel- . |

Ion and Sarah Mellon Secaife in their individual
capacities, have owned or held, and now own or
hold, a large proportion of the capital stock of de-
fendant Aluminum Company. Said defendants,
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in said capacities, through their ownership or pos-
session of all of the capital stock of defendant The
Aloxite Corporation, have owned or controlled, and
now own or control, a large proportion of the capi-
tal stock of defendant Aluminium Limited, and by
virtue of said stockholdings these defendants have
influenced, and now influence, the policies and ac-
tivities of defendant Aluminum Company and de-
fendant Aluminium Limited. Said individual de-
fendants may be found in care of defendant Union
Trust Company of Pittsburgh, in said Pittsburgh.

34. The individual defendant Alvah K. Lawrie
was for many years and until 1933 a director of
defendant Aluminum Company and participated
in its direction and management, and owned, and

- now owns, a substantial amount of the capital stock

of defendant Aluminum Company and of defend-
ant Aluminium Limited, and may be found at 930
Park Avenue, New York City.

35, The individual defendant Charles H. Moritz
was for many years and until 1928 an officer of
defendant Aluminum Company and participated
in its direction and management, and thereafter
was an officer and director of defendant Alumin-
ium ijited,\and participated in its direction and
management. Said defendant owns a substantial
amount of the capital stock of defendant Alumi-
num Company and of defendant Aluminium Lim-
ited, and may be found care Power City Trust
Company, Niagara Falls, New York.
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DESCRIPTION OF ALUMINUM INDUSTRY

36. Aluminum was discovered in 1827, and was
regarded as a rare metal until 1886 when a process
for its commercial production was discovered by
one Charles M. Hall to whom a patent was granted
in 1889, the same thereupon becoming the property
of defendant Aluminum Company, then and until
1907 known as the Pittsburgh Reduction Company.

In 1892 a patent covering a similar reduction proc- .

ess was granted to one Charles S. Bradley, said
patent being sustained after protracted litigation
with said Pittsburgh Reduction Company which
thereupon purchased a license under said Bradley
patent. Since the expiration of said Bradley pat-
ent in 1909, the process has been available to the
publie, no other patents having been granted.

37. The fundamental substance in the produc-
tion of the metal aluminum is bauxite, an ore of
reddish brown color found in extensive natural de-
posits, which when ground and chemically treated
produces oxide of aluminum or alumina. In the
production of aluminum this oxide is subjected to
an electrolytic process through introduction into a
bath of molten cryolite, with the Tesult that the
aluminum is deposited in a molten state on the bot-
tom of the bath, being then drawn off and poured
into molds or pigs. In the commercial production
of aluminum by said: electrolytic process, large
quantities of electric energy are required which
can be generated under favorable conditions more
economically by water power than by steam.
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38. Aluminum as a metal serves many purposes
better than steel, nickel, tin, zine, copper, or lead,
its chief industrial competitors. Although alumi-
num in its early period of production was .used
chiefly in the manufacture of utensils, castings,
and specialties, additional uses have been flejel—
oped until it has now become essential in building
construction, in the manufacture of refrigerators
and radio apparatus, and in the production of
equipment used in rail, air, and water transpo.r’?a—
tion and in military and naval defense, its quall’(fles
being lightness of weight, electrical conductivity,
resistance to corrosion, ductility, malleability, and
strength'when alloyed.

39. Aluminum Company and its wholly and par-
tially owned subsidiaries are engaged, and for
many years past have been engaged, in interstate
and foreign trade and commerce in bauxite, alum-
ina, aluminum, and products manufactured there-
from, as will more fully appear hereinbelow.

OFFENSES CHARGED

" 40. Defendants have violated and are now vio-
lating the provisions of said Sherman Antitr.ust
Act, by monopolizing, attempting to monopolize,
combining and eonspiring to monopolize, and con-
tracting, combining and conspiring to restrain, in-
terstate and foreign trade and commerce, and more
particularly by enabling the Aluminum Compgny
to acquire and maintain a monopoly of bauxite,
alumina, aluminum, and products manufactured
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therefrom, and by excluding others from the fair
opportunity to engage in interstate and foreign
trade and commerce in said articles. Said monop-
oly, attempts to monopolize, combination and eon-
spiracy to monopblize, and contracts, combinations
and conspiracies to restrain, interstate trade and
commerce in bauxite, alumina, aluminum, and
products manufactured therefrom, will now be de-
seribed in further detail, that is to say:

I
MONOPOLY OF ALUMINUM COMPANY AND SUBSIDIARIES

41. Aluminum Company, upon its incorporation
'in 1888, was capitalized at $20,000 which repre-
sented cash paid in, and said Hall patent was in
1889 acquired in exchange for stock of the value of
$400,00Q. A total of $2,200,000 was shortly there-
after received in cash from the sale of stock,
Thereafter and in 1925 properties of a value of
$16,362,500, and cash in the amount of $584,375,
were recelved in exchange for stock. From time of
Incorporation to December 31, 1934, Aluminum
Company paid cash dividends in the approximate
total of $82,000,000, and in addition, on or about

June 1, 1928, in exchange for certain of its proper-

ties abroad, received stock from defendant Aly-
miinium Limited of a stated value of $22,988,314,
sald stock being thereafter distributed by Alumi-
num Company as a dividend. As of December 31,
1934, the net worth of Aluminum Company, as
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shown by its Annual Report, was $174,808,682
which after deducting said paid in capital repre-
sents profits of a total of $155,241,807 from time of
incorporation to December 31, 1934, over and above
said dividends paid during said period of approxi-
mately $105,000,000. Profits of such size in sup-
plying the public with an article of prime necessity
for which there has been, and will be, an increasing
public demand, and for which there is no available
substitute, are excessive and result from defend-
ants’ monopolization of this industry.

492. Aluminum Company and its wholly owned
subsidiaries, defendants herein, have progressively
increased their business until their sales of all
aluminum products in 1929 reached a peak of
$92,901,261. ,

43. Defendant The Republic Mining and Manu-
facturing Company, wholly owned subsidiary of
Aluminum Company, owns or holds more than 90
per cent of the bauxite deposits in the United
States commercially suitable for the production of
aluminum ; and Aluminum Company controls and
uses 100 per cent of the bauxite produced in the
United States for the manufacture of aluminum.

44, Defendant Aluminum Ore Company, wholly
owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company, pro-
duces at its plant in Bast St. Louis, Tllinois, 100
per cent of the alumina used in the United States
in the production of aluminum.

45. Aluminum Company, and its wholly owned
subsidiary, defendant Carolina Aluminum Com-
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pany, are the sole producers of virgin aluminum in
the United States. Said virgin aluminum is pro-
duced at three plants operated by Aluminum Com-
pany, at Alcoa, Tennessee, Massena, New York,
and Niagara Falls, New York; and at a fourth
plant operated by Carolina Aluminum Company
at Badin, North Carolina.

46. Aluminum Company owns and controls, and |

for many years past has owned and controlled,
more than 85 per cent of the combined total of vir-
gin aluminum produced and imported and of the
?ompetitive secondary or “‘scrap’’ aluminum, mov-
ing in interstate trade and commerce in the United
States. More than half of the imported virgin
aluminum is imported by Aluminum Company.
Only a small portion of the available secondary
aluminum is fully competitive with virgin alumi-
num.

47. Aluminum Company produces and sells more
than 90 per cent of the aluminum sheet moving in
interstate trade and commerce in the United States.

48. Aluminum Company produces and sells more
- than 95 per cent of the alloys of aluminum, com- |
monly known as the hard alloys or duralumin, mov-
ing in interstate trade and commerce in the United
States. .

49. Aluminum Company produces and sells vir-
tually 100 per cent of the extruded and structural
shapes, wire, and cable for electrical transmission
and bars, rods, and tubing made of aluminum 01j
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aluminum alloys, moving in interstate trade and
commerce in the United States.

50. Aluminum Company is the largest producer
and seller of aluminum castings, aluminum foil,
and bronze powder moving in interstate trade and
commerce in the United States.

51. Aluminum Company and defendant The
Aluminum Cooking TUtensil Company, wholly
owned subsidiary of Aluminum Company, produce
and sell approximately 50 per cent of the aluminum
cooking utensils moving in interstate trade and
commerce in the United States, and in addition
Aluminum Company owns 26 per cent of the capi-
tal stock of, and is represented on the directorate
of, defendant Aluminum Goods Manufacturing
Company, largest domestic manufacturer of alumi-
num cooking utensils with the exception of de-
fendant The Aluminum Cooking Utensil Company.

59. Aluminum Company and the licensees under
its patents manufacture and sell approximately 80
per cent of the aluminum pistons moving in inter-
state trade and commerce in the United States.

~ 53. By virtue of its 100 per cent monopoly of the

~ production and sale of alumina and virgin alumi-
_pum in the United States, Aluminum Company

has acquired and is maintaining a monopolistic
confrol of the production and sale of alumina,
aluminum, aluminum sheet, alloy sheet, basic fab-
ricated products, and through them of products
manufactured therefrom, sold in interstate and for-
eign commerce, and possesses the power to fix arbi-
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trary, discriminatory, and unreasonable prices and
to extend and perpetually maintain said monopo-
. listic control and to exclude others who would, ex-
cept for said monopolistic control, engage in com-
petition with Aluminum Company in the produc-
tion and sale of bauxite, alumina, virgin aluminum,
and aluminum products manufactured therefrom.
Because new enterprises desiring to engage in the
aluminum industry would be placed at the mercy
of a single powerful corporation controlling éssen-
tial raw materials, and because of the great hazard
necessarily involved in venturing into a business
s0 completely monopolized by Aluminum Company
and its wholly owned subgidiaries, said monopolis-
tie control has had and will continue to have the
direct and immediate effect of suppressing and
preventing substantial ecompetition which would
otherwise arise in the production and sale in inter-
state and foreign commerce of bauxite, alumina,
aluminum, and aluminum produets manufactured
therefrom, and is inimieal to the public interest

and in violation of Section 2 of said Sherman Anti-

trust Act. '
II '

PRESERVATION OF MONOPOLY BY RESTRAINTS UPON
FOREIGN COMPETITION
54. Aluminum Company, its officers, directors,
agents, affiliates, and wholly owned subsidiaries
from 1902 to the present have pursued a policy and’
have adopted various and sundry devices with ref-
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erence to foreign competition designed to curtail,
and having the effect of curtailing, shipments of
aluminum and aluminum products from foreign
countries to the United States, and have thereby
protected and maintained the aforesaid monop-
olistic control of Aluminum Company in the
United States. That is to say, Aluminum Com-
pany, its officers, directors, agents, affiliates, and
wholly owned subsidiaries, have from time to time -
entered into agreements and understandings with
the major aluminum companies of foreign coun-
tries to limit world production, remove accum-
ulated stocks, fix prices, and allocate and restrict
sales in world markets, with the intent and effect
of restraining importations of aluminum into the
United States; and have acquired substantial and
sometimes controlling interests in foreign alum-
inum producing and fabricating companies, water
power sites, power plants, bauxite deposits, and
leucite deposits (substitutes for bauxite deposits),
and have thereby intimidated foreign producers
through control of raw materials and low cost pro-
ducing facilities in foreign countries which could
be used to undersell such foreign producers in
world markets in retaliation against such foreign
producers shipping aluminum or aluminum prod-
ucts to the United States, with the intent dnd effect
of suppressing shipments of aluminum and alum-
inum products to the United States for sale in
competition with Aluminum Company, and thereby

protecting and maintaining the aforesaid monopo-
140953—37—4
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listic control of the Aluminum Company ; and have

purchased substantial interests in foreign alum-
inum companies in which major foreign producers
of aluminum hold substantial interests, and have
thereby created interlocking interests with most of
Aluminum Company’s world competitors, with the
intent and effect of suppressing shipments of
aluminum and aluminum produets by such foreign
producers to the United States for sale in com-

petition with Aluminum Company. Said agree-

ments, understandings, acquisitions, and purchases
by Aluminum Company, its agents, affiliates, and
wholly owned subsidiaries, will now be described
in greater detail, that is to say:

95. In 1902, Aluminum Company, then called
Pittsburgh Reduction Company, with the intent
and effect of protecting and maintaining the afore-
said monopolistic control, organized under the laws
of Canada the Northern Aluminum Company,
Limited, later called Aluminum Company of Can-
ada, to engage in the production and fabrication
of aluminum in Canada, and caused said Northern
Aluminum Company, Limited, to enter into an
agreement or understanding, continued until 1906,
with all of the Huropean producers of aluminum,
to allocate sales and fix prices of aluminum and
aluminum produets throughout the world, thereby
restraining imports of aluminum into the United
States. :

96. On or about September 25, 1908, Aluminum
Company, for the purpose and with the effect of
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protecting and maintaining its aforesaid monopo-
listic control, caused said Northern Aluminum
Company, Limited, to enter into a contract with
Societe Anonyme Pour 1’Industrie de I’ Aluminium
of Neuhausen, Switzerland, then the largest Euro-
pean producer of aluminum, hereinafter called the
Swiss Aluminum Company, by the terms of which
said Swiss Aluminum Company agreed not to sell
aluminum in the American market defined as the
Western Hemisphere exclusive of the United
States, nor in the United States market which was
to be reserved to Aluminum Company; and said
Northern Aluminum Company, Ldimited, agreed
not to sell aluminum in the European market, and

" engaged that Aluminum Company likewise would

not sell in said market. The principal and restric-
tive provisions of said contract were canceled June
7, 1912, by decree of the United States District
Court, Western District of Pennsylvania.

57. On June 10, 1912, three days after the entry
of said decree of June 7, 1912, canceling the re-
strictive provisions of the aforesaid contract of
September 25, 1908, Aluminum Company caused
said Northern Aluminum Company, Limited, to -
enter into a contract with I’ Aluminium Francais, a
corporation organized under the laws of Hrance,
hereinafter called the French Aluminum Com-
pany, with said Swiss Aluminum Company, with
the British Aluminium Company, Limited, a cor-
poration organized under the laws of Great Brit-

“ain, with the Anglo-Norwegian Company, Limited,
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a _corporation organized under the laws of N. orwa,
with the Alumininm Corporation Limited, g coi—’
p_oration organized under the laws of Gre.;t Brit-
ain, and with La Societa Ttaliana Per La Fabrica-
zione  Dell’Aluminio, a corporation organized
under the laws of Ttaly. Said contract restriéted
and allocated sales of aluminum outside the United
States, and provided that the quantity of alumi-
num. to be. sold in any one year by each of the
parties, and the prices therefor, were to he ﬁX d
a;nd determined by a Committee named b ‘s f}d
signatories. All Bluropean parties to i’;hisy ei;
T;ract were then engaged in the production of alum:
mu'm and in the exportation of the same to th
Umffed States for sale therein in interstate an§
foreign commerce in competition with Aluminum
Company, and the purpose and effect of said con-
tr:‘act were to restrict said exportations and restraj
said commerce. The continuanee of operatiom
under said contract was rendered impracticah] l:ls
the outbreak of the World War, and said contiacz
X;S;hel efqre canceled by the parties J anuary 23,
58. In 1916 Aluminum Company, with the int
and effect of maintaining and extendine its o
oly _in the production and sale of ah;mim;l;znop_
ganized under the laws of British G‘ruiana’ tolf~
Demerara Bauxite} Company, Limited. o hold’ ;
operate bauxite Properties in that céuntr aJnh
company being retained as a wholly OWnéd sylr;bs%;'
ary until 1928 when it was transferred'to defencinl’;
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Aluminium Limited which has since retained the

same.

59. In 1916 Aluminum Company, with the intent
and effect of maintaining and extending its monop-
oly in the production and sale of aluminum, or-
ganized under the laws of Duteh Guiana, defendant
Surinaamsche Bauxite Maatschappij, retained
since as a wholly owned subsidiary of Aluminum
Company, to hold and operate bauxite properties -
in that country.

60. In 1921 Aluminum Company, with the intent
and effect of maintaining and extending its monop-
oly in the production and sale of aluminum, incor-
porated Jadranski Bauxit Dioni’Co Drus’tvo
under the laws of Jugo-Slavia to hold and operate
bauxite lands there, said corporation being held as
a wholly owned subsidiary until 1928 when it was
transferred to defendant Aluminium ILimited -
which has since retained the same.

61. In 1922 Aluminum Company purchased one
half interest in, and obtained control of, Norsk
Aluminum Company, a corporation organized
under the laws of Norway, engaged in producing
aluminum there and in exporting substantial and
inereasing quantities thereof to the United States
for sale therein in interstate and foreign commerce
in competition with Aluminum Company. The
purpose and effect of said purchase were to elim-

inate said competition and to protect and maintain
the aforesaid monopolistic control of Aluminim
Company in the United States against importa-
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tions of aluminum from Europe to the United
States, by intimidating European producers
through control of an important low cost pi‘oducing
plant whose output could be used to undersell such
pI:odu_cers in Kuropean and world markets. Alu-
@11111[1 Company held such interest and control un-
til 1928 when it transferred the same to defendant
Aluminium Limited which has since retained said
interest and control.
62. In 1922 Aluminum Company purchased one
third interest in Det Norske-Nitrid Company, a
corporation organized under the laws of NorW;Ly
the remaining two thirds interest being heldi
equally by said French Aluminum Company and
by said British Aluminium Company, Limited, said
three Huropean corporations being then engagjed in
producing aluminum and in exporting the same to
the United States for sale therein in interstate and
foreign commerce in competition with Aluminum
Company. The purpose and effect of Aluminum
C'ompany ’s purchase were to eliminate said compe-
tition of said Det Norske-Nitrid Company. andL to
restrain said competition of said French Ah;minum
Company and of said British Aluminium Com-
pany, Limited, through the establishment of a joint
venture with said French Aluminum Company and
said British Aluminium Company, Limited, which
were natural competitors of Aluminum Oc;mpaﬂy
al.ld.l under free and unrestrained competitive con-
ditions would offer their products in the United
States in competition with Aluminum Company.
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Aluminum Company retained said holding in Det
Norske-Nitrid Company until 1928 when it trans-
ferred the same to defendant Aluminium Limited
which has since held it.

63. Tn 1923 Aluminum Company, with the intent
and effect of maintaining its monopoly in the pro-
duction and sale of aluminum, purchased a 40 per
cent interest in Carrieres de 1’Arboussas, a cor-
poration organized under the laws of France and
owning and operating bauxite properties there.
Aluminum Company retained said interest until
1928 when it transferred the same to defendant
Aluminium Timited which has since retained the
same.

64. Tn 1924 Aluminum Company acquired one
third interest in Fonderie de Precision, a corpora-
tion organized under the laws of France and en-
gaged there in the manufacture of aluminum die
castings, the remaining interest being retained by
said French Aluminum Company then engaged in
producing aluminum in France and in exporting
the same to the United States for sale therein in
interstate trade and commerce in competition with
Aluminum Company. A purpose and an effect of

said transaction were, through the establishment of
a joint venture with ¢aid French Aluminum Com-
pany, to suppress competition from said French
Aluminum Company, which was a natural com-
petitor of Aluminum Company and under free and
unrestrained competitive conditions would offer its
products in the United States in competition with
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Aluminum Company. Aluminum Company re-
tained sald one third interest until 1928 when it
transferred the same to defendant Aluminium
Limited which has since held it.

65. In 1924 Aluminum Company acquired a 55
per cent interest in Det Norske Aktieselskab, a cor-
poration organized under the laws of Norway and
owning water powers and patents on electrode
processes, and also acquired 100 per cent interest
in the Kinservik Company and in the Laate-Fos
Company, corporations organized under the laws of
Norway and owning undeveloped water powers
there. The low cost production of aluminum re-
quires large quantities of electric energy in the
economical generation of which water powers are
essential and a purpose and effect of the above
acquisitions were to restrain exports of aluminum
to the United States for sale therein in interstate
trade and commerce in competition with Alumi-

- num Company, by threatening European producers
with underselling in their own home markets
through availability there of large resources for
the economical generation of hydro-electric energy.
Aluminum Company retained all said interests
until 1928 when it transferred the same to defend-
ant Aluminium Limited which has since held them.

» 66. In 1924 Aluminum Company acquired the
capital stock of Societa Anonyme Mineraria Tries-

Vt}ina, a corporation organiied under the laws of
Ttaly and owning and operating bauxite properties

- there. The purpose and effect of this acquisition
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were to obtain substantial quantities of bauxite in
Europe to aid in supplying the requirements of
such aluminum producing plants there as Alumi-
num Company then held or might thereafter pur-
¢hase or construct in connection with its afore-
mentioned policy of restraining exportations of
aluminum to the United States by threatening
European producers with low cost production and
underselling in their own home markets. Alumi-
num Company held said capital stock until 1928
wheit it transferred the same to defendant Alumin-
jum Limited which has since retained said holding.
-67. Tn 1925 Aluminum Company acquired from
said French Aluminum Company one half in-
terest in, and thereafter became a joint owner
with said French Aluminum Company in, Societa
Dell’Alluminio Ttaliano, a corporation organized
under the laws of Italy and engaged there in
manufacturing aluminum and aluminum products
available for exportation to the United States and
for sale therein in interstate trade and commerce
in competition with Aluminum Company. The
purpose and effect of such acquisition were to
forestall said competition of said Societa Dell’Al-
luminio Ttaliano, and by the acquisition of such
partial control of an important Buropean alumi-
num producing company and through the estab-
lishment of another joint venture with said
French Aluminum Company to restrain the lat-

ter’s exports of aluminum to the United States
140953-—37—5
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for sale therein in-interstate trade and commerce
in competition with the Aluminum Company.
Aluminum Company retained said one half in-
terest until 1928 when it transferred the same to
defendant Aluminium Limited which shortly
thereafter acquired the remaining interest and
has-since held said corporation as a wholly owned
subs1d1ary

768. In 1925 Aluminum Company and said
French Aluminum Company and said Swiss Alum-
inum Company organized, and thereafter became
Joint owners of, Aluminio Espagnol, incorporated
under the laws of Spain to manufacture aluminum
and aluminum products there. 'The purpose and
effect of said joint ownership were to restrain the
exports to the United States of said French Alumi-
num Company and of said Swiss Aluminum Com-
pany through the establishment of a further joint
venture with said French Aluminum Company
and an initial joint venture with said Swiss Alumi-
num Company, which were natural competitors of
‘Aluminum Company and under free and unre-
stralned competitive conditions would offer their
products in the United States in competition with
Aluminum Company. Aluminum Company re-
tained its said holding until 1928 when it trans-
ferred the same to defendant Aluminium Limited
W]:uch thereafter sold said holding to said French
‘ Alummum Company.

69. In 1925 Aluminum Company incorporated
Primorski Baumte Company under the laws of
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Jugo-Slavia to hold and operate bauxite lands pre-
viously acquired there. The purpose and effect of

- atquiring said bauxite lands were to obtain sub-

stantial quantities of bauxite in Europe to aid in
supplying the requirements of such aluminum
producing plants as Aluminum Company then
held or might thereafter purchase or construct in
connection with its aforementioned policy of re-
straining exportations of aluminum to the United
States by threatening European producers with
low cost production and underselling in their own
home markets. Aluminum Company held said
Primorski Bauxite Company as a wholly owned
subsidiary until 1928 when it transferred the same
to defendant Aluminium Limited which has since
retained said company. :

70. In 1926 Aluminum Company incorporated
Forces Motrices du Bearn under the laws of France

to hold and develop a large water power acquired

there. In 1912 Aluminum Company had incorpo-
rated Bauxites du Midi under the laws of France
to hold and operate bauxite properties acquired
there for the purpose and with the effect of holding
substantial quantities of bauxite in Europe to aid
in supplying the requirements of such aluminum
producing plants as Aluminum Company might
thereafter purchase or construct in connection with
its aforementioned policy of restraining exporta-
tions of aluminum to the United States by threat-
ening European producers with low cost produc-
tion and underselling in. their own home markets.
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The special purpose and effect of incorporating
Forces Motrices du Bearn and Bauxites du Midi,
as aforesaid, were to enable Aluminum Company
at its will to produce aluminum commercially in
France and thus to offer the threat to said French
Aluminum Company of low cost production and
destructive competition in its own home market, if,
despite the aforesaid joint ventures of Aluminum
Company and said French Aluminum Company,

the latter should export aluminum to the United .

States in such quantities or sell therein at such
prices as to interfere with the aforesdid monop-
olistic control of the United States market by
Aluminum Company. Aluminum Company held
said Bauxites du Midi and said Forces Motrices du
Bearn as wholly owned subsidiaries until 1928
when it transferred said companies to defendant
Aluminium Limited which has since held them.
71. In 1927 Aluminum Company incorporated
Prodotti Chimici Napoli under the laws of Italy
to engage in the refining of alumina from leucite,
for the purpose and with the effect of obtaining
substantial quantities of alumina in Europe to aid
in supplying the requirements of such aluminum
producing plants there as Aluminum Company
then held or might thereafter purchase or construct
in connection with its aforementioned policy of re-
- straining exportations of aluminum to the United
States by threatening European producers with
low cost production and underselling in their own
home markets. Aluminum Company retained said
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Prodotti Chimici Napoli as a wholly owned sub-
sidiary until 1931 when it wag transferred to de-
fendant Aluminium Limited which has since held it.

72. In 1928 Aluminum Company caused to be
incorporated under the laws of the Dominion of
Canada defendant Aluminium Limited to which
Aluminum Company transferred all its business
and holdings outside of the United States, except
defendant Surinaamsche Bauxite Maatschappij,
defendant Cedar Rapids Transmission Company,
Limited, defendant Alcoa Power Company, Limit-
ed, and said Prodotti Chimici Napoli. As con-
sideration for said properties, defendant Alumi-
pium Limited, issued all of its capital stock to
Aluminum Company which thereupon distributed
said stock proportionately among its own stock-
holders, Andrew W. Mellon, R. B. Mellon, and
Arthur V. Davis, who together then held the ma-
jority of the capital stock of Aluminum Company,
receiving more than 50 per cent of said stock of
defendant Aluminium Limited. As a result of said
stock distribution, the ownership of a majority of
the shares of stock in both Aluminum Company
and defendant Aluminium Limited has since re-
mained in a small group of persons, defendants
herein, common to both corporations, prominent in
the organization of Aluminum Company, who
through such stock ownership, the close relation-
ships among officials of both corporations, and the
use by both corporations of the same banking,
legal, and other facilities have since controlled the
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Policies and activities of both Aluminum Compan
and defendant Aluminium Limited. The ofﬁcer};
anq directors of Aluminium Limited from the time
of 1t.s organization have been, almost without ex-
| ce‘zptlon, individuals formerly identified with t];e
direction and management of Aluminum Compan
Def.endant Aluminium Timijteq has offices in thye;
United States, and many of its directing official
function and reside there. i
7?. Defendant Aluminium Limited upon its or-
ganization assumed the contractual obligations of
and continued the relationships and associationé
of, A'luminum Company with foreign producers of
aluminum, and hag since effected further contrac-
tual relationships with said foreign producers
74. ]‘Jfafendant Aluminium Limited produces l'ar e
quantities of aluminum at lIow cost in Canada angd
N orv&.fay, and has shipped occasional quantities of
'alummum to the United States for sale to Alum
Inum Company, but it does not export any alum—
mmum to the United States for sale in interstat-
trade and commerce in competition with Aluminun?
Company although the United States is a logical
mark(.et for products of Aluminium Limited 'ganil
Ah;mmum Company does not export any zilum—
Mum, or any products fabricated therefrom, f
sa'le. abroad in competition with defendant ’Alor
minium Limited which directs its own 0];)era’t1'orllls~
so. as to aid and supplement the Operations of Alu—
n:unum' Company and other corporate defendant
The failure of Aluminum Company and defendarft'
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Aluminium Limited to compete with each other is
the result of the common control of said corpora-
tions by a small group of stockholders and of agree-
ments and understandings between said corpora-
tions.

75. Defendant Aluminium Limited was organ-
ized as aforesaid with the intent and effect of es-
tablishing said common control and transferring
to Aluminium Limited as a foreign corporation the
aforesaid contractual obligations which Aluminum
Company had entered into with foreign aluminum
producers, and enabling Aluminium Limited as a
foreign corporation to enter into further contrac-
tual obligations with said foreign producers re-
stricting competition in world markets and curtail-
ing imports of aluminum into the United States,
thereby attempting to evade the prohibitions of
said Sherman Antitrust Act and the injunctive
provisions of said Decree of June 7, 1912.

76. Defendant Aluminium Limited, whose poli-
cies have been, and are being, directed through the
aforesaid common control exercised over it and
Aluminum Company, promotes contractual ar-
rangements and understandings with foreign pro-
ducers of aluminum pursuant to which exporta-
tions of aluminum to the United States for sale
therein in interstate trade and commerce in com-
petition with Aluminum Company have been, and
are being, unlawfully restrained.

77. In July 1931, defendant Aluminium Limited,
whose policies were then directed through the
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aforesaid common control exercised over it and
Aluminum Company, acting in the latter’s behalf,
entered into a contract with said French Aluminum
Company, said British Aluminium Company, Lim-
ited, said Swiss Aluminum Company, and the
Vereinigte Aluminium Werke, hereinafter called
the German Aluminum Company, a corporation or-
ganized under the laws of Germany and engaged
there in the production of aluminum and in the ex-
portation of the same to the United States for sale
in interstate trade and commerce in competition
with Aluminum Company. Said parties and their
subsidiaries then were, and are now, the only sub-
stantial producers of aluminum outside of the
United States, except for production which has re-
cently developed in Russia whose product is not ex-
ported. Pursuant to the terms of said contract, said
parties in October 1931, incorporated Alliance
Aluminium Compagnie under the laws of Switzer-
land, the capital stock of said corporation being
subseribed and paid for by said parties, defendant
Aluminium Limited acquiring 28 per cent of said
stock and also representation ilpon the Board of
Governors of said Alliance Aluminium Compagnie.
The sums so received by said Alliance Aluminium
Cqmpagnie'were employed in purchasing from its
stockholders, and in holding, such accumulated
stocks of aluminum as said stockholders had been
unable theretofore to market. Said contract of
July 1931, limited the future production of each of
the parties to such amounts of aluminum as should
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be thereafter determined by said Board of Gover-
nors, and authorized said Board to fix the prices for
said aluminum. Said contract also provided that
alumina should be sold only to stockholders of said
Alliance Aluminium Compagnie.

78. Prior to and at the time of said contract of
July 1931, said foreign producers held large quan-

~ tities of aluminum for which there was no market

and in the production of which they had incurred
heavy financial obligations, and the intent of de-
fendant Aluminium Limited in participating in
said contract and in acquiring a substantial stock-
holding in said Alliance Aluminium Compagnie,
and the effect thereof, were (1) to provide for the
availability of sufficient funds with which to pur-
chase surplus stocks of aluminum in the world
market, thereby preventing the exportation of such
surplus to the United States for sale therein in
interstate and foreign commerce in competition
with Aluminum Company at prices lower than
those fixed and established by said Aluminum Com-
pany, and (2) to provide against future surplus
accumulations abroad which might enter into said
commerce, and (3) to suppress exportations of
aluminum to the United States in the future at
such prices or in such amounts as to endanger the
aforesaid monopolistic control of Aluminum Com-
pany. , : :

79. In1931 defendant Aluminium Limited, whose
policies were then directed through the common
control exercised over it and Aluminum Company,
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'acting in behalf of and pursuant to an understand-
ing with Aluminum Company, entered into a con-
icract with said British Aluminium Company, Lim-
ited, said French Aluminum Company, said G(;rman
Aluminum Company, and said Swiss Aluminum
(?o_mpany, by the terms of which their compe-
tition in sales in Japan of aluminum and alumi-
num products was restricted. An intent in and
an effect of the execution of said contract were the
establishment by defendant Aluminium Limited of
further interlocking interests with said European
pIioducers tending to restrain exportations of alu-
~mnum to the United States for sale therein in in-
terstate and foreign commerce in competition with
Aluminum Company.

SO. In 1931 defendant Aluminium Limited, whoge
policies were then directed through the c(;mmbn
control exercised over it and Aluminum Compan
:etcting in behalf of and pursuant to an underst:m?ifj
ing with Aluminum Company, entered into a con-
T:raet with said British Aluminium Company, Lim-
ited, restricting competition in saleé of aluvn’linum
?nd aluminum products by the contracting parties
in India. An intent in and effect of the execution
of said contract were the establishment by defend-
?mt Aluminium Limited of a further interlocking
111.te1.'est. with said British Aluminium Oompam:>
Lumf:'ed, tending to restrain its exportations 03‘:’
aluminum to the United States for sale therein in

interstate and foreign commerce i
1 ’ mmerce in commpetiti
with Aluminum Company. petition
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81. Aluminum Company submitted to the De-
partment of Justice its proposal to acquire the
aforesaid interests in Norsk Aluminum Company
and Det Norske-Nitrid Company (described in
paragraphs 61 and 62 hereinabove), and in 1922
obtained the consent of the then Attorney General
to a modification of the aforesaid decree of June
7, 1912, to remove injunctive prohibitions against
said acquisitions. Aluminum Company also sub-
mitted to the Department of Justice its proposal
to purchase the aforesaid properties of the South-
ern Aluminum Company (veferred to in paragraph
13 hereinabove), and obtained from an official of
said Department a letter stating that the Depart-
ment saw nothing in the facts submitted by coun-
sel for Aluminum Company which would call for
action by the Department under the aforesaid
decree of June 7, 1912. In none of these transac-
tions did the Department of Justice have before it
“the question as to whether or not said acquisitions,
considered together with other acquisitions and
facts alleged in this petition, constituted violations
of said Sherman Antitrust Act. Except as here-
inabove alleged, Aluminum Company at no time
submitted to the Department of Justice proposals
or facts relating to aequisitions or transactions set
forth in this petition.

‘892, The aforesaid agreements and understand-
ings of Aluminum Company and Aluminium Lim-
ited with foreign producers, and the aforesaid
acquisitions and purchases abroad have been de-
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signed to restrain, and have had the effect of re-
straining, imports of bauxite, alumina, aluminum
and aluminum produets into the United States and
sales thereof in interstate and foreign trade and
commerce in competition with Aluminum Com-
pany, in violation of Section 1 of said Sherman
Antitrust Act; and have thereby materially aided
in establishing, protecting, and maintaining the
aforesaid monopolistic control of Aluminum Com-
Pany in the United States. The existence and
maintenance of said momnopolistic control under
such circumstances and by such means is inimical
to the public interest and in violation of Section 2
of said Sherman Antitrust Act.

IIT

ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF MONOPOLY BY
UNFAIR AND OPPRESSIVE TACTICS

83. The aforesaid monopolistic control of the
aluminum industry in the United States by Alumi-
num Company has been acquired, extended, and
nflaintained by unfair, unreasonable, and oppres-
sive agreements and understandings and by eon-
tracts, combinations and conspiracies in restraint
of interstate and foreign trade and commerce,
which will now be described in greater detail, that
is to say:

84. In 1894 Aluminum Company, then called the
Pittsburgh Reduction Company, knowing that
large quantities of low cost electric energy were
necessary for the commercial production of alumi-
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num, and with the intent and effect of forestalling
competition in the production and sale of alumi-
num and of extending its monopoly therein beyond
the life of the patents heretofore described, in its
contract with the Niagara Falls Power Company,
a New York corporation, for power for Aluminum
Company’s new aluminum producing plant at Ni-
agara Falls, New York, required said Niagara
Falls Power Company, then outstanding in hydro-
electric development, to agree not to supply power
to any other aluminum producing company, said
prohibition being still in full force and effect.
Aluminum Company purchases substantial quanti-
ties of mechanical power from said Niagara Falls
Power Company under an exclusive arrangement
whereby it receives discriminatory rates and ad-
vantages not made available to others.

85. In 1902 Aluminum Company, then called
the Pittsburgh Reduction Company, knowing that
large quantities of low cost electric power were
required for the commercial production of alumi-
num, and with the intent and effect of forestalling
competition in the production and sale of alumi-
num, and of extending its monopoly therein beyond
the life of the patents heretofore described, caused
said Northern Aluminum Company, Limited, in its
contract with the Shawinigan Water and Power
Company for power for said subsidiary’s new
plaht at Shawinigan Falls, Canada, to require said
Shawinigan Water and Power Company, a Cana-
dian corporation, then outstanding in hydro-elec-
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trie development, to agree not to supply power to
any other aluminum producing company. Said
prohibition is still in full foree and effect.

86. On July 25, 1905, Aluminum Company, then
called the Pittsburgh Reduction Company, entered
into a contract with the Gleneral Chemical Com-
pany, a New York corporation, to acquire there-
from all the capital stock of the General Bauxite
Company, a Delaware corporation, owning and
operating bauxite lands in the States of Georgia,
Alabama, and Arkansas, the contract of purchase
providing that for a period of 50 years said Bauxite
Company would supply the bauxite requirements
of said Chemical Company in an amount not ex-

ceeding 50,000 tons annually; and that bauxite
lands then owned, or acquired during said period,
by said Pittsburgh Reduction Company,
held subject to the performance of said
It was further provided in said contract
chase that said Bauxite Company would not sell,
other than to said Chemica] Company, bauxite for
domeetic manufacture of sulphate or hydrate of
alumijia,. or of alum and its compounds, the same
being products manufactured by said Chemical
“Company, and that said Chemical Company would
not use or knowingly sell bauxite 80 supplied to it
by said Bauxite Company, or any bauxite, or the

products thereof, for the burpose of conversion

into the metal aluminum. Saig restrictive pro-
visions imposed restraints upon said Chemical
Company greater than were necessary to afford

would be
contract.
of pur-
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fair protection to the interests of Li&luminu;z szj;t
pany and were employed Wltil éhe;nl;liir; a;hen ot

reventing said Chemical Co 01,_ ! !
Z‘frglg financial position, frone engabfléi ;}136 1;};
commercial production of alun:‘unum al o the e
piration of said patents. Said profm:];e s e
canceled June 7, 1912, by decree 0

 Qtates District Court, Western District of Penn-

lvania. .
Sy;a On or about January 1, 1907, Aluminum

d into a contract to purchase
Slﬁ?i?ﬁﬁrsif Ej;lee Pennsylvania Salt Marzejzet:;e—}
vania corporation,
- Compa;};gaaf ;;il: ilf the consideration that
361;(312; iﬁi life of the contract, a period ef ﬁx};i
. Aluminum Company having the option :
e for like period, said vendor would not en |
renew’ (‘S}Ze manufacture of aluminum noxj aﬂew
-y o any in which' it owned a controlling m- '
ze;ieio‘?;pdo so, nor invest its capital in anoyr :Zi)};
4 ase of stock of any corp
thro&lgeiv?ilsi K;gr;?e manufacture of aluminum, ne1:
el ina,for.use in the manufacture of alumi
. altun:my one other than Aluminum C-)ompaey.
Ié];r(; re)strietive provisions imposed restraglﬁs ugg?r
said Pennsylvania Salt Manufaetum(_lni iro;xgte; —
oreater than were necessary te afford fa proee
i;ion to the interests of Ahjcmxfuild Ce(;frzaaoz .
i intent a :

Weflfirf;n iz}éedP?nils;iigae Salt Manufacturing
ve

Company, then in a strong financial position, from
om; ,
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engaging in the commercial production of alumi-
num. Said provisions were canceled June 7, 19192
by decree of the United States Distric’lc bour{
Western District of Pennsylvania. ,
88. On or about April 20, 1909, Aluminum Com-
pany purchased from the Norton Company, a Mas-
sachusetts corporation manufacturing an abrasive
ea?le.d alundum, the capital stock of the Republic
Mmlng and Manufacturing Company, a corpora-
tion qrganized under the laws of the State of
Georgla owning and operating bauxite properties
in the States of Georgia, Alabama, and Arkansas
It was agreed in the contract of purchase tha’g
Aluminum Company would annually supply said
Norton Company with 50,000 tons of bauxite for
a period of 40 years during which time Aluminum
.Oo.mpany would not use any bauxite produced by
it ']11 the United States or Cansada or sell any of
sald bauxite to others than the Norton Compvany
for the manufacture of alundum, nor directly or,
indirectly engage or assist in any business com-
petitive with said Norton Company in the manu-
facture of alundum; that during such period said
Norton Company would not use or sell any of the
bauxite supplied by Aluminum Company or any
other bauxite or product thereof, for the purpose
o? conversion into aluminum, nor directly or in-
d.lrectly engage-or assist in any business competi-
tive with Aluminum Company in the manufacture
of aluminum. Said restrictive provisions imposed
restraints upon said Norton Company greater than
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were nécessary to afford fair protection to the in-
terests of Aluminum Company and were employed
with the intent and effect of preventing said Nor-
ton Comipany, then in a strong financial position,
from engaging in the commercial production of
aluminum. Said provisions were canceled June 7,
1912, by decree of the United States Distriet Court,
Western District of Pennsylvania. v
89. In 1909 Aluminum Company acquired, and
has since retained, 26 per cent of the capital stock
of, and representation upon the directorate of,
defendant Aluminum Goods Manufacturing Com-
pany then engaged in the manufacture of alumi-
num cooking utensils and other fabricated prod-
ucts and in selling the same in interstate and for-
eign commerce in competition with defendant The
Aluminum Cooking Utensil Company. The pur-
pose and effect of said acquisition were to obtain
for Aluminum Company an important influence
_over the policies of defendant Aluminum Goods
Manufacturing Company and to restrain said com-
petition. Aluminum Company and its officers now
own approximately 31 per eent of the capital stock
of - defendant Aluminum Goods Manufacturing
Company, and two of Aluminum Company’s offi-
cers are directors of defendant Aluminum Goods
Manufacturing Company. In 1931 defendant
Aluminium Limited caused Aluminum Goods, Lim-
ited, to be incorporated under the laws of the Do-
minion of Canada to engage in the manufacture of
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u’Fen.sﬂs and other products, defendant Aluminium
Limited retaining 51 per cent of the capital stock
the remaining shares thereof being sold to defendj
ant Aluminum Goods Manufacturing Compan
The purpose of the sale of 49 per cent of the ca ?—
tal stock of said Aluminum Goods, Limited, to é)e
fendant Aluminum Goods Manufaeturmg: Com:
pany, and the effect thereof, were to give defend-
ants Aluminum Company, Aluminium Limited
and Aluminum Goods Manufacturing Compan a,
monopolistic control of the interstate and forez n
fcrade and commerece in aluminum cooking utensigl
in the United States and Canada. i
90. On or about N ovember 16, 1910, Aluminam
Oompany burchased from one Gustavje A. Krutt-
schnitt and one James (), Coleman 720 sllares i
the capital stock of defendant Aluminum Googs
Me}nufacturing Company, said vendors being re-
quired to agree that for g period of 20 years ther
after they would not compete in the United St te_
east of Denver with either of said defendants Saaf(;
vendors had been engaged theretofore in the 'manu
facture of aluminum cooking utensils and in th-
sale of the same in interstate trade and commer X
a'nc:{ the purpose and effect of said restrictive p:::—,
visions were to restrain said interstate trade and
: eommerc.e by the elimination of said vendors from
the? aluminum industry during said period of time
Said restrictive provisions were canceled J une 7 .
1912, by decree of the United States Distriet Cou t,
Western District of Pennsylvania o
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91. On or about October 21, 1912, Aluminum
Company and defendant Northern Aluminum
Company, Limited, entered into a contract with
Southern Aluminum Company, as heretofore al-
leged a corporation organized in 1912 under the
laws of New York to engage therein in the produc-
tion of aluminum, and with Societe Generale des

N itrures, a joint stock company organized under

the laws of France and owning certain patents for
the production of alumina from bauxite, the two
last named corporations being controlled by said
French Aluminum Company, then a large Huro-
pean producer of aluminum. Said contract pro-
vided for the formation of a corporation in the
United States to own said patents and to operate
thereunder, the capital stock of said new corpora-
tion to be subscribed and paid for by the contract-
ing parties. The purpose and effect of said con-
tract were to prevent the manufacture of alumina
under said patents by others in the United States
and Canada, and to create an interlocking interest
between Aluminum Company and said French Alu-
minum Company through their joint operations in
the production of alumina, and thereby suppress
imports into the United States of aluminum and
aluminum products by said French Aluminum
Company. The manufacture of alumina under said
patents proved to be impracticable, and said con-
tract was therefore canceled by the parties in 1920.
92, In March 1918 Aluminum Company entered
into a contract with the Cleveland Metal Products
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Oomp.any, a corporation organized under the laws
?f Ohio and since 1915 engaged at Cleveland, Ohio
in the production of aluminum sheet and i"cs sale;
i interstate and foreign trade and commerce in
coEmpetition with Aluminum Company. Prior to
said contract the said Cleveland Metal Products
Oompany was the first and only competitor of
Aluminum Company in the United States in the
production and sale of aluminum sheet. Pursuant
to the terms of said contract the Aluminum Rollin, |
Mil‘l Company was incorporated under the laws oi
Ohio to purchase and operate the rolling mill there-
tofore owned and operated by said Oleveland Metal
Proc.luets Company, Aluminum Company then pur-
ch-as'mg 60 per cent of the capital stock of andpob—
t.j:umng the control of the management an,d opera-
tion of, said Aluminum Rolling Mill Compan:
The purpose and e;ffect of said contract were to rZ:
establish Aluminum Company’s complete mono
oly in the production and sale of aluminum sheei_
by the elimination of the competition of said (lev ,
%and Metal Products Company. In August 1922_
in compliance with an order of the United Stat 7
Circuit Court of Appeals, Third Circuit AlurrfS
num*Qompany divested itself of said stoc,k of thl —
Aluminum RoHing Mill Company by sellin the
same to the Cleveland Metal Products Comgan X
'Shortly thereafter Aluminum Company obtaifl dy.
Judgment against said Aluminum Rollin, 1(::11161l
Qompany for indebtedness, and acquired sa'g(;l 1
ing mill at sheriff’s sale. e el
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93. In 1919 defendant Aluminum Goods Manu-
facturing Company, 26 per cent of whose capital
stock was then owned by Aluminum Company,
and upon whose directorate Aluminum Company
then had representation, and for whose policies and
activities Aluminum Company therefore shared re-
sponsibility, purchased the aluminum sheet rolling
mill at St. Louis, Missouri, then owned and op-
erated by the Bremer-Waltz Corporation which
was engaged in the production of aluminum sheet
and in the sale thereof: in interstate trade and com-
merce in competition with Aluminum Company,
and was the only competitor of Aluminum Com-
pany in the United States in the production and
sale of aluminum sheet. The purpose and effect

of such purchase were to eliminate said competi-
tion.

94. In 1924 Aluminum Company purchased, and
has since retained, one third of the capitdl stock
of Republic Carbon Company, a corporation organ-
ized under the laws of Delaware to manufacture at
Niagara Falls, New York, carbon electrodes suit-
able in the production of aluminum and of special
grades of steel. The demand for carbon electrodes
had materially declined with the termination of the

World War, and the Republic Carbon Company

had determined therefore to engage in the produc-

tion of aluminum. In furtherance of this plan
large sums of money had been expended in locating
and acquiring bauxite lands and in overcoming

legal obstacles raised in connection therewith by a
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subsidiary of Aluminy
i m Company_’ Bee .
bossession of bauxite lands, of long ter Anse of its

merce, and the burpose and effect ¢
WG;I‘; to forestall saiq competition
patel.JtIn 1924_1 Aluminum Company, then ownin

S covering the casting processes for the ¢ :

. om-

f said purchase

which is still held by Alumi
licensees.
Stzi il; 1;24 one Jameg B. Duke, a‘ citizen of the
et faw J ersey‘, who “controlled extensive
teClric properties in the United Stateg d

an.

03

formation with respect to the production of alumi-

num, to produce aluminum for sale in interstate

and foreign trade and commerce in competition
with Aluminum Company. Said Duke and said

Haskell formulated plans to use the electric energy
developed by the aforesaid water powers and ex-
pended substantial sums of money in furtherance
of this project. In 1925 defendant Arthur V.

" Davis, then President of Aluminum Company, act-
ing on its behalf and knowing of the plans of said
Duke and said Haskell, with the intent of eliminat-
ing them as potential competitors, entered into an
agreement with said Duke under the terms of
which (1) Canadian Manufacturing and Develop-
ment Company, controlled by said Duke and own-
ing power sites on the Saguenay River in Canada,
merged with Aluminum Company, (2) said un-
developed water powers in Canada were conveyed
to Aluminum Company as part of said merger, and

(3) Duke undertook to furnish Aluminum Com-
pany with important quantities of electric energy.
As an immediate and intended result of said agree-
‘ment, said Duke abandoned the aforesaid joint
venture with said Haskell, said Duke and his asso-
ciates obtained one ninth of the capital stock of
the reorganized Aluminum Company and member-
ship on the directorate thereof, and said Duke and
said Haskell were eliminated as potential competi-
tors of Aluminum Company. Under the terms of
said merger, Aluminum Company paid many mil-
lions of dollars in excess of the true value of the
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broperties acquired by it ¢
prog : ¥ 1t, for the burpose of eli
11131,:t1ng said potentigl competition. The adzitf hml_
X'r- v X7, I3 " . O
f\a dl, L power acquired by Aluminum Company vsn ;
" 1N excess of itg legitimat i i
. € requirements
;v?s not needed for the nhormal operation anii ?ind
Ce opment of Aluminum Company. Aluminy "
hompa;;;}l after said merger, organized undery tk]fa
Ws of the Dominion of C dant
N 1 of anada the defends
: Zza Pozer Company, Limited, since retained I;Ht
v a W olly owned subsidiary, to hold and ¢ {
P said water powers; and through itg Wholl(;

ada, theretofore known as gaiq Northern
:111;121;2 Oompz?ny, Limited, Alumingm Compji;ﬁ
C‘onstructed a large low cost  alumi
broducing plant on said Saguenay Rive dmmm'n
num Company in 1998 transferred said Xl Al'ulm_
.Oompallly of Canada to defendant Alumin; umm'mn
1te;c}7 which has since held the same i
o .O fIlz ;egig f%iummum Company acquired 53 pey
oont pital st(.mk of the Duke Price Power
pany, a corporation organized under the laws

ers obtained by Aluminum Companv'through it;
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energy, ity y
ergy, of a capacity of approximate] 1,540,000
H
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horsepower. A purpose and an effect of said stock
acquisition were to enlarge the capacity of Alumi-
num Company for low cost production outside of
the United States, to operate as a further threat to
dissuade European producers from interfering
with Aluminum Company’s aforesaid monopoly of
the United States market. Aluminum Company
retained said stock until 1928 when it transferred
‘the same to defendant Aluminium Limited which
has since held said stock.

98. In 1927 Aluminum Company was then, as
theretofore and now, the sole producer of virgin
aluminum in the United States, and fixed and es-
tablished the prices for all virgin aluminum mov-
ing in interstate trade and commerce, said product
being indispensable in the manufacture of alumi-
num sheet. Aluminum Company also produced
in excess of 90 per cent of the aluminum sheet
moving in interstate trade and commerce, and fixed

- and established the prices for all aluminum sheet
moving in interstate trade and commerce. Sheet
Aluminum Corporation, of Jackson, Michigan,
and Fairmont Aluminum Company, of Fairmont,
‘West Virginia, both of which began operations in
1926, were in 1927 producing aluminum sheet and

- selling the same in interstate and foreign trade
and commerce in competition with Aluminum

Company, and were required because of said

Aluminum Company’s control over prices to pur-

chase virgin aluminum at, and to sell their alum-

inum sheet at, prices established by Aluminum
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Aluminum Goods Manufacturing Company. Said
Sheet Aluminum Corporation and said Fairmont
Aluminum Company afforded the only other com-
petition of consequence in interstate trade and
commerce in aluminum sheet encountered by
Aluminum Company, and the purpose of effectu-
ating said reductions in differentials was to elim-
inate the competition of said Sheet Aluminum Cor-
poration and of said Fairmont Aluminum Com-
pany and to preserve Aluminum Company’s afore-
said monopolistic control of said trade and com-
merce, the practical effect of said reductions be-
ing the virtual elimination of the competion of
said Sheet Aluminum Corporation, the contraction
of the competition of said Fairmont Aluminum
Company, and the preservation of said monopolis-
tie control. »
99. During the period 1924 to 1931 Aluminum
Company was then, as theretofore and now, the sole
. producer of virgin aluminum in the United States,
and fixed and established the prices for all virgin
aluminum moving in interstate trade and com-
merce, said product being indispensable in the
manufacture of aluminum alloy sheet. Aluminum
Company also manufactured such a large pro-
portion of the total domestic output of aluminum
alloys, a product resulting from mixing alumi-
num in a molten state with other metals, that it
was able to, and did, establish the prices for all
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such production, Aluminum Company having
since encountered no competition of consequence
in the production of aluminum alloy sheet and its
cale in interstate trade and commerce. The pur-
pose and effect of said reductions in differentials
were to eliminate said competition of said Baush
Machine Tool Company and to establish, extend,
and maintain Aluminum Company’s aforesaid
‘monopolistic control of said trade and commerce.
100. The aforesaid monopolistic control of the
aluminum industry by Aluminum Company, ac-
quired, extended, and maintained as aforesaid, has
been used by defendants to fix arbitrary, discrim-
inatory, oppressive and unreasonable prices for
aluminum and aluminum products manufactured
therefrom. From the time of its original develop-
ment to the present, Aluminum Company has made
unfair and arbitrary price discriminations against
small and independent manufacturers, and has dis-
criminated in favor of its wholly and partially
owned subsidiaries engaged in competition with
said independent manufacturers, and has granted
unfair and discriminatory rebates to favored cus-
tomers, and has refused to sell aluminum, supplied
inferior aluminum, and delayed shipments, to said
independent manufacturers, and has extracted in-
formation from said independent manufacturers
as to the prices bid by them on contracts sought by
Aluminum Company’s said subsidiaries, and has
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102. In participating in the agreements, under-
standings, acquisitions, purchases, and arbitrary,
diseriminatory, oppressive and unreasonable prices
and competitive practices hereinbefore referred to,
defendants have suppressed and eliminated com-

petition and excluded others who would otherwise

venture into competition in the aluminum industry,

and have monopolized, attempted to monopolize,
combined and conspired to monopolize, and have
entered into contracts, combinations and econ-
spiracies to restrain, the aforesaid interstate and
foreign trade and commerce in bauxite, alumina,
aluminum and aluminum products manufactured
therefrom, to the great detriment of potential com-
petitors, independent manufacturers, consumers of
aluminum snd aluminum products, and the public,
and in violation of Sections 1 and 2 of said Sher-
man Antitrust Act.

103. Tn order that the aluminum industry in all
its branches may be open to those who may desire
to enter therein, and that competition may arise
and that the benefits therefrom may acerue to the
public, and that the interstate and foreign trade
and commerce in aluminum and in the products
manufactured therefrom may be wholly unre-

strained and the existing monopoly therein de-
stroyed, Aluminum Company and all other defend-
ants herein should be restrained from continuing
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(3) That defendants and each of them, their of-
ficers, directors, agents, representatives, and all
persons and corporations acting or claiming to act
on behalf of them, or any of them, be perpetually
enj oined from monopolizing, attempting to monop-
olize, combining or conspiring to monopolize, or
agreeing, combining or conspiring to restrain, the
aforesaid interstate and foreign trade and com-
merce, and from engaging in or participating in
practices, contracts, relationships or understand-
ings, or claiming any rights thereunder, having a
tendency to continue or revive any of the afore-
said violations of said Sherman Antitrust Act.

(4) That Aluminum Company be adjudged and
decreed to be a monopoly in violation of Section
9 of said Sherman Antitrust Act.

(5) That Aluminum Company be dissolved and
that its properties be rearranged under several
separate and independent corporations in such a
marner as to dissolve effectively the aforesaid
monopolistic control and prevent further violations
of said Sherman Antitrust Act, and that all of the
defendants herein, corporate and individual, be re-
quired to make such divestiture and conveyances
of their stockholdings and properties as shall be
necessary to accomplish such dissolution.

(6) That the Court appoint such receivers and
trustees as may be necessary or appropriate to ef-
fectuate a dissolution of Aluminum Company and
the aforesaid monopoly.
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7. That the agreerzent or understanding
whereby defendant Aluminum Company and de-
fendant Aluminium Limited have refrained from
competition with each other he adjudged and de-
creed to be an illegal combination and conspiracy
to restrain and ‘monopolize interstate angd foreign
trade and commerce, and that in order to establish
an effectual guarantee against further Suppression
of competition between said two corporate defend-
ants through similar agreements or understandings

each defendant herein, corporate or individual,

owning any, of the capital stock in both defendant
Aluminugm Company and defendant Aluminium
Limited be ordered to divest itself or himself of all
stockholdings in one or the other of said corporate
defendants ; that each defendant herein, corporate
or individual, be perpetually enjoined from Simul-
taneously holding or controlling, directly or indi-
rectly, or through subsidiary corporations, agents,
representatives or assignees, any of the capital
stock of both defendant Aluminum Company and
defendant Aluminium Limited, or any of the capi-
tal stock of defendant Aluminium Limited and any
other corporate defendant herein. o

(8) That Petitioner have such other, further,
general, and different relief ag the nature of the
case may require and the Court may deem proper
in the premises.

(9) That Petitioner recover costs of this suit,

(10) That writs of subpoena issue, directed to
said defendants, commanding them and each of
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