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Summary
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Made in USA fraud harms both consumers and honest competitors. Yet for decades, FTC
Commissioners pursued a no-money, no-fault settlement strategy to tackle this problem,
ignoring Congressional authority to penalize bad actors.
Over the last two years, the Commission has begun to turn the page on its checkered record,
obtaining significant judgments for Made in USA fraud and initiating a rulemaking to trigger
damages and penalties.
Today’s action against Chemence and a top executive is another step forward in protecting
the Made in USA brand and restoring the Commission’s law enforcement credibility.

For markets to function fairly, the Federal Trade Commission must be a credible watchdog,
ensuring that companies have an incentive to follow the law and adhere to the agency's rules and
orders. Corporate defendants that blatantly lie about their products have been able to convince
Commissioners that their conduct caused no harm, allowing them to extract settlements with
virtually no consequences whatsoever. Robert Pitofsky, who served as a Commissioner and later
as the agency’s Chairman, described these no-money, no-fault orders as “scandalously weak.” 1
Longstanding FTC policies recognize that blatant deception harms consumers and diverts sales
from honest competitors. 2 But, over the years, Commissioners quietly adopted a permissive
approach toward corporate fraud, while bringing down the hammer on small, fly-by-night
operations. Going hard on small businesses can give the appearance of active enforcement, even
as more established companies face few consequences for their wrongdoing.
However, there are promising signs that this is changing. One of the best examples of our
moving away from lax enforcement is our Made in USA fraud program. Today, the Commission
is announcing another action against an established corporate actor, showing we are turning the
page on our permissive policy of the past.
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FTC’s Flawed Made in USA Enforcement Strategy
Consumers prefer goods that are produced domestically, and they are even willing to pay more
for them. 3 This gives bad actors an incentive to unlawfully parade their products with the “Made
in USA” brand. Government enforcement can ensure that this strategy does not pay off.
However, for decades, there was bipartisan consensus at the Federal Trade Commission that
Made in USA fraud should not be penalized. Even in egregious cases, most matters were
resolved with no-money, no-fault settlements, and many violators received nothing more than
closing letters. In 1994, Congress authorized the Commission to do more – granting the agency
new authority to trigger penalties and damages for Made in USA fraud – but past Commissioners
declined to even propose implementing this new authority, allowing it to languish for a quarter
century. 4
This lack of deterrence contributed to brazen Made in USA fraud, as seen in some of the
Commission’s recent cases. In 2018, for example, the FTC sued Patriot Puck, which branded its
product as “The Only American Made Hockey Puck.” In fact, according to the Commission’s
lawsuit, these pucks were made in China. 5 That same year, the FTC sued a seller of military bags
and other gear, charging the firm with inserting fraudulent Made in USA labels into imported
products, and marketing these products on military bases. 6 These practices harmed both
consumers and honest competitors. 7
Even firms that the FTC warned were seemingly undeterred. In 2017, the FTC required iSpring
Water Systems to stop mislabeling its products. Last year, iSpring violated this order. 8 In 2018,
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the FTC warned Williams-Sonoma to stop falsely marketing products as Made in USA; 9 earlier
this year, they were charged with doing it anyway. 10 The fact that these repeat offenders were
caught is a testament to our staff’s vigilance, but offenders’ willingness to break the law twice
demonstrates the flaws of the strategy pursued by past Commissions.
Recently, we have seen how that strategy is changing. iSpring was ordered to pay a civil penalty,
and the company admitted that it broke the law. Williams-Sonoma was required to pay $1
million to resolve the Commission’s allegations – a small sum, perhaps, for Williams-Sonoma,
but a record for the FTC’s Made in USA enforcement program. And in July, the Commission
finally proposed codifying the Made in USA standard into a rule. 11 This rule would help to end
the agency’s reliance on no-money settlements, allowing the Commission to seek civil penalties,
damages, and other sanctions for Made in USA violations. 12
Turning the Page
Today’s action against Chemence and its top executive marks another turning point for the
FTC’s enforcement strategy. Chemence is an established player in the adhesives and sealants
business. The order announced today imposes real consequences – a major difference from the
Commission’s past Made in USA settlements.
First, the proposed order requires Chemence to forfeit $1.2 million in revenue stemming from the
company’s failures. This is another record judgment for the FTC’s Made in USA enforcement
program, and it represents a sea change from the era of no-money settlements. It is encouraging
to see the FTC reducing its reliance on no-money orders, both here and in other program areas.
Second, this order reminds businesses that FTC orders are not suggestions. 13 The FTC’s
complaint highlights false compliance reports filed by Chemence, and charges the company’s
president personally for his involvement in the alleged violations. 14 This stands in stark contrast
to other actions against repeat offenders, where the FTC granted broad releases to executives
who oversaw egregious violations. The approach in this matter is far more effective. 15
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Third, the proposed order requires Chemence to notify consumers of this action. Notice confers
benefits in cases like this. It helps to erase any competitive advantage a firm realized through
deception, and it accords consumers the dignity of knowing what happened. I have long argued
we should seek notice in Made in USA and other matters, 16 and I am pleased to see this
provision incorporated into this enforcement action.
Our new approach is a critical step forward for protecting the Made in USA brand, and it is a
model for other FTC enforcement areas. There is more work to do, including finalizing a Made
in USA fraud rule, but we are clearly moving in the right direction.
While it is tempting for any government agency to think that the status quo is working well, we
do our best work when we engage in self-critical analysis and strive for continuous
improvement. I congratulate all of the agency’s staff who fought for this outcome, as well as the
many stakeholders who have worked with us to turn the page on the policy inherited from our
predecessor Commissioners. 17 These efforts to reboot the Made in USA enforcement program
represent real progress.
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