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TIn; :MATTER OF

VENUS FUR CORPORATION ET AL.

CONSE T ORDER, ETC. , I ' REG--\RD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE

FEDER..U, TR.-'\DE CO::DIISSlOX AXD THE F"CR PROD17CTS LAllELIXG ACTS

Docket C-9S. CO'lnplaint , Mar. 1S , 19GB-Decision, Jlar. , 1962

Consent order requiring New York City furriers to cease violating the Fur Prod-
uds Labeling .Act by labeling Hnd invoicing bleached fur products falsely to
show that the fur contained therein was natural, failng to show on labels
and invoices when fur was artificially colored, and furnishing false guaran-
ties that fur products were not misbranded, falsely invoiced, or falsely

advertised.
COlIPLAIKT

Pursunnt to the provisions of the Federa.l Trade Commission Act
and the Fur Products Labeling Act and by virtue of the authority
vested in it. by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission having reason
to belieY8 that Venus Fur Corporation , a corponttion , and Leon Lutz-
ke1' , Kathan E.:mlnel , l\Iorris Rosenshine, and George Perlman , indi-
vidually and as offcers of said corporation , hereinafter referred to as
respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules
and Regulations promulgl1ted under the Fur Products Labeling Act

and it a ppearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof "ould be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint
stating its charges in that respect as fol1ows:

P.,\RAGIL\PH 1. Respondent V cnus Fur Corporation is a corporation
organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the la \vs

of the State of X ew York "ith its offce and principal place of business
located at 307 Seventh Avenue, Ne,y York , N.

Respondents Leon Lutzker, Nathan IGmmel, J10rris Rosenshine
and George Perlman are presjdent , treasurer, vice president, and sec-
retary\ respectively, of the sajd corporate respondent and formulate
direct and control the acts , practices and policies of the said corporate
respondent. Thejr offce and principal place of business is the same
as that of the said corporate respondent.

PAR. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act on August D , 1D52 , respondents have been and are now engaged
in the introduction into commerce , and in the manufacture for intro-
duction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising and offering for
sale, in commerce , and in the transportatjon and distribution , in com-
merce, of fur products; and have manufactured for sale, sold , adver-
tised , offered for sale, transported and distributed fur products "hich
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have been made in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped

and received in commerce as the terms "commerce

, "

fur" and "fur
product" are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of mid fur products were misbranded or otherwise
falsely or deceptively labeled in that said fur products were labeled
to. shmy that the fur contained therein was natural when in fact such
fur was bleached , dyed or otherwise artificial1y colored , in violation
of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Laheling Act.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section 4(2) of

the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and form prescribed
by the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

Among suchmisbrancled fur products, but not limited thereto, were
fur products with labels which failed to show that the fur contained

in the fur products was hleached , dyed or otherwise artificially colored
when such was the fact.

PAR. D. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively

invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show that the fur
contained theTein was natural ,,,hen in fact such fur 'vas bleached
dyed or otherwise artificial1y colored, in violation of Section 5 (h) (2)

of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively

invoiced in that they were not invoiced as required under the provi-
sions of Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the
manner and form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but not
limited thereto, werB invoices pertaining to such fur products which
failed to disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached , dyed or otherwise artificially colored , when such \fas the
fact.

PAIt. 7. The respondents furnished false guaranties that certain
of their fUT products were not misbra!Hlec. falsely invoiced or falsely
advertised. when respondents in furnishing s11ch guaranties had rea-
son to believe that the fur products so false.ly guaranteed would be
introch!red : sold , transportccl or distributed , in commcrce , in violation
of Section 10 (b) oJ the Fur Products Labeling Act.

\R. 8. The aforesaid aets and pructiees of respondents, as here,

alleged , are in violation of theFnr Products Labeling Act and the
.Rules and I\cgulations promulgated thereunder and constitute unfair
n.nd deceptive acts and practices and unfair methods of competition in
commerce. under the Federal Trade Commission Act.
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DEcrslOX AND ORnEn

The Commission hnvirJg heretofore determined to issue its com-
plaint charging the respondents named in the caption hereof ". jth
violation of' the Fe-deral Trade Commission Act and the Fur Products
Labeling Act , and the respondents having been selTed \yith notice of
said determination and "ith a copy of the complaint the Commission
intended to issue , together \lith a proposed form of order; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having- thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent orcler an admission by

respondents of all the jurisc1ietional facts set forth in the complaint
to issue herein , n. statemcnt that the signing of sllic1 agree.l1cnt is for
ettlement pnrposes only anel does not constitute an admission by

respondents that thc la\\' has been -violated as set forth in snch C011"
plaint , and aivers and provisions as rerluirec1 by the Commission
rules; and

The Commission having considered the agreement hereby accepts
SrUIH' j issues its complaint in the form contemplated by said agreement
makes the follo\':ing jurisdictional findings , and enters the follol'- ing
order:

1. Hesponelent Venus Fur Corporation is a corporation organized
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the la \\-8 of the
State of Kew York ,\"ith its oflce rmd principal p)ace. of business
located at 307 Seventh AT enue, Xc\'; York , R.

Respondents Leon LutzkeI' , Natlwl1 KirnIncl , 1\10rri8 Rosenshine
and George Pel'lrnan nre officers of said corporation and their address
is the saIne as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the :mbjcct
matter of this proceeding and of the responClents , and the proceeding
is ill the public interest.

OlWER

It 'is Q1'(le1' That Venus Fur Corporation , n corporatiOll , and its
oiEcers, and Leon LutzkeI' , X athan Kimmel , )1:orris Roscnshine, and
George Pel'man , individually and as offcers of said cOl'por tion , and
respon(lents ' representatives , agents and employees , directly or through
any corporrtte or other device , in connection ith the introduction

or manufacture fOl. introduction , into commerce, or the sale, adver-
tising or offering for sale , in commerce, Qi' the transportation or clis-
triblltion in commerce of any fur product: or in connection with the
sale , manufacture for sale , advertising, ofIering for sale , transporta-
tion or distribution , of any fur product \\hich has bee.n made in whole
or in part of :fur which has been shipped and received in COIDInerce as
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commerce , "fur" and " fur product'\ are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act do forthwith cease and desist from:

1. AIisbranding fur products hy:
A. R.epresenting directly 01' by implication , on labels that the fur

contained in fur products is natural , when such is not the fact.
B. Failing to affx labels to fur products showing in words and

ligures plainly legible all the information required to be disclosed by
ench of the subsections of ection 4(2) of the Fur Products Lnbeling
Act.

2. FaJsely or dcceptiyely inyoicing fur products by:
A. Representing directly or by implication on invoices that the fur

contained in fur products is natural , ,,,hen such is not the fact.
B. Failing to furnish invoices to purchasers of fur products shmv-

ing all t.he information required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 5 (b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

3. Furnishing a false guarnuty that any fur product is not mis-
branded, false.ly invoiced or falsely advertised when the respondents
have reason to believe that such fur product lllay be introduced, sold
transported or distributed in commerce.

It -i8 further ordeTed That the respondents herein shal1 , within
sixty (GO) days after service upon them of this order, me "with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detflil the manner and
form in which they have complied ,vith this order.

Ix TI-IE )'L TTETI OF

IIDWEST FROZEN FOODS , IKC. , ET AL.

CON."EX' l' ORDER , ETC. , IX REGAHD TO THE " \LLEGlm VJQL.AT\ON OF THE

FEDElULTlUDE CO::DIISSIOX \CT

Ducket C- COilpla. int , JIar. 19U2-.Dccisioil , Jiar. .1902

Consent order requiring Gary, Ind. , sellers of freezers anu food by means of a
freezer-food plan" to cease representing falsely, oy their salesmen and

otherwise, savings realized by purchasers of their plan; failing to disclose
tllat installment contracts would be sold to others, and failing to complete
contracts at the time of a sale and later fillng in different terms and con-

ditions from those agreed to.

COilIPLAIXT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and by virtue of the Ruthority yestcd in it by sftid .itct., the Federal
Trade Commission , having reason to believe that :JIichvest Frozen
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Foods , Inc. , a corporation , :Midwest 'iVho1esaJe Freezer Foods , Inc.
a corporation, and I-Iarriet B. Pearlstein, inc1i"dclmLlJy and as all of-
fircr of said corporations, hereinafter referred Lo as respolldellt2 1ut Y8

violated the provisions of said Act, and it appearing to the, COllmis-
sian that a procEeding by it in respect thereof Yloulc1 be in the public
interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that l'C2pect
reS follows:
PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent 1\iidwest Frozen Foods , Inc. , is a corpo-

ration organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of Indic,na with its principal offce and pbce of
business located at 4,001 vVest Ridge Road , Gary, Ind.

TIesponc1ent f.lidwest ,Yholesale Freezer Foods , Inc. , is a corpora-
tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of t.he
la,, s of the State of Indiana with its principal offce and place of busi-
ness located at 4001 vVest Ridge Road, Gary, Ind.

Respondent Harriet B. Pearlstein is an oHicer 01 said corporations.

She, participates in the formulation , direction and control of the poli-
cies , acts and practices of the said eorporate respondents. I-IeI' ad-
c1rnss is the same as that of corporate respondents.

PAR. 2. Respondents arc, and for more than one year last past. have
been , engaged in the offering for sale , sale and aistribl1tion of freezers
and food by means of a so-called " freezer-food plan

PAR. 3. Respondents cause t,he said freezer and food , when sold , to
be transported from their places of business in the State of Indiana to
purchasers thereof located in other states of the lJnited States. Re-

spondents maintain, and at all times mentioned herein Imve main-

tained, a c.ourse of trade in said freezers and food in commerce: as

commerce" is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act. Their
olume of business in such commerce is and has been sl1bstnntiaL
PAR. 4. In the conrse and conduct of their business , at all times men-

tioned herein, respondents have been in substantial competition , in
commerce, with corporations , firms and individuals in the sale of
freezers , food and freezer-food plans.

PAR. 5. In the course and conduct of their business , and for the
purpose of inducing the purchase of their " freezer-food plan
commerce, respondents have represented directly or by implication by
means of statements or representations ma,de by their salesmen and
otherwise:

1. That their salesmen are qualified, by virtue of training or ex-

perience, in the field of dietary control, and to determine the food
requirements of customers;
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2. That the food ordered with the help of their salesmen wil be sufIi-
cient to last the purchaser for four months;

3. That because purchasers of their freezer-food plan can buy
their food from respondents at wholesale prices , such purchasers can
purchase their food requirements and a freezer for the same or less
moncy than they have been paying for food alone;

4. That purchasers of respondents' freezer-food pInn will save

enough money on the purchase of food to pay for it freezer;
5. That insLl1lment contracts for the purchase of their freezer- food

plan are financed 01' carried by respondents and will not be sold or
discounted to others;

6. That the terms and conditions of the sale arc as agreed upon

and as disclosed at the time of sale.
PAIt. 6. The aforesaid representations \ycre and are false, mislead-

ing and deceptive. In truth and in fact:
1. Respondents ' salesmen are not qualified in the field of dietary

control or to determine the food requirements of customers;

Q. The food ordered with the help of respondents ' salesmen , at the
time of the purchase of respondents freezer-food plan is seldom suff-
cient to last the purchaser for four months;

3. The prices cha.rged for food by respondents are not always whole-
sale prices, nor are respondents ' prices so low that purchasers of their
freezer-food plan can purchase their food requirements ancl a freezer
for the same or less money than such purchasers have been paying for
food aJone;

4. Purchasers of respondents ' freezer- food plan do not save enough
money on the purcha.se of food to pay for a freezer;
5. Respondents haTe sold or discounted purchasers' insttll1ment

contracts to others despite their representations to the contrary, both
specifica.lly, and inferentially by rcason of their failure to disclose
that such contracts will be sold or discounted to others;

6. AlI of the terms and conditions of sale arc not always disclosed

at the time of a sale : and in many instances contracts are not com-
pletely fined in at the time of a sale and ,,-hen later fined in and sent
to purchasers the terms or conditions thereof are not the same as

previously a.greed to by the purchasers.
PAR. 7. The use by respondents of the aforesaid false, mis1eading

and deceptive representations has had and now has the capacity and
tendency to mislead nlcmbers of the purchasing public jnto the errone-
ous and mistaken belief that sflid representations \fere and are true
and into the purchase of substantia.l quantities of respondents ' freezer-
food plan by reason of said erroneous and mistaken belief.




