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PROPOSED STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT FORD 

I am increasingly concerned over the substantial qrowth in 

imports of non-rubber footwear since the esca~ clause investigation 

was concluded in April, a development not anticipated at the time 

of my decision in that case. In the first seven months of this year, 

imports have increased by 33 percent from import levels of a year 

earlier. In July, for the first time in our history, imports exceeded 

domestic production of footwear. I am concerned over the impact which 

this import growth is having on jobs in this important industry. 

Accordingly, l am asking the International Trade Connnission 

to initiate a new investigation under Section 201 of the Trade 

Act of 1974. I am asking the ITC to give prompt and expeditious 

treatment to this investigation . Should the ITC again find that 

imports of non-rubber footwear are seriously injuring the domestic 

footwear industry, I shall promptly put into effect import relief which 

will eliminate the injury caused by imports. 

In taking this action, I am mindful of my responsibilities 

as President to protect the jobs of American workers when they are 

jeoparidzed by imports. 

/ 

Digitized from Box 60 of the Philip Buchen Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



STATEMENT OF POLICY 

The non-rubber footwear import problem is not going away. 

It has worse~ed as a result of the Administration's oolicv 

of beni~n neglect of the problems faced by the do:nestic footwear 

industry due to unrestrained imports. The Administration has 

offered adjustment assistance a palliative at best and burial 

insurance at worst -- instead of corning to grips with the import 

problem. 

Despite a unanimous finding of injury from imports by the Inter­

national Trade Commission and commitments by the Ford Administration 

that imports would be controlled , President Ford issued a negative 

decision in the footwear esca?e clause case last April 16. Since that 

time, imports have reached new, all-time highs. In the first seven 

months of 1976, imports were one-third higher than in the same 

period of 1975. In July, for the first time in our history, imports 

of non-rubber footwear exceeded domestic production. 

At stake here are the jobs of footwear workers and the viability 

of firms which remain in the industry. Soth have been seriously eroded 

by uncontrolled and growinq imports over many years. 

The footwear manufacturing industry, and its suppliers, 

united as never before in the singularity of purpose -- to survlve- and 

to become healthy again -- by securing controls on imports. 

Towards this end, the American Footwear Industries Association 

reaffirms its commitment to achieve effective restraints on imports of 

non-rubber footwear through import quotas. Together with this 

coramitment , the members of the AFIA pledge their time, their effort 

and their resources to accomplish this goal. 



"PRESIDENT FORD 
AND THE AME RI CAN SHOE INDUSTRY" 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: 

DO YOU REALIZE THAT WHEN YOU CRUCIFIED THE AMERICAN 
SHOE INDUSTRY ON GOOp FRIDAY "APRIL 16" =&¥:: OFFERINC yov- t>r~E,ccl> 
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE,~YOU SAID YOU DID rf TO KEEP SHOE 
PRICES DOWN?FOR THE CONSUi\1ERS? DO YOU KNOW WHAT HAS £CAt-t..Y 

HAPPENED SINCE "APRIL 16"? SHOE PRICES HAVE GONE UP AT THE 
RETAIL LEVEL FROM $5 TO $10 A PAIR FOR THE AMERICAN PEOPLE! 

DO YOU REALIZE THAT ON "APRIL 16" YOU SENT A SIGNAL TO THE 
WORLD THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS OPEN GAME FOR ALL 
COUNTRIES TO SHIP MOR~, .. SHOES AND THAT SHOE IMPORTS, 
WHICH ALREADY TOOK ~Jt)F TOTAL SALES, HAVE LEAPED A=N- ro "vc.e SG' 3 
ADDITIONAL 58% SINCE "APRIL 16"~ao YOU REALIZE THAT THE 
SHOE INDUSTRY, WHICH ALREADY LOST 1/50 FACTORIES AND 
100,000 JOBS TO IMPORTS, HAS, SINCE "APRIL 16;' LOST MANY MORE 
FACTORIES AND ANOTHER 25,000 JOBS .to BECAUSE OF YOUR 
DECISION ? '-- t/J THc .S#P£ /11-N'JJ .S#~C:. 

· .svPP.L y I AJ-z>vsr/c-rE s 

DO YOU REALIZE THAT THE ITC COMMISSIONERS, \i\,q IOM Yet.I 
-A!!PO~fID, VQJ,~Qt.y'UNANIMOUSLY BY 6-0 T).jb"I THE SHOE 
INDUSTRY WASAINJURED BY IMPORTS, AND Tl llii . .FQAO ADMINIS­
TRATION PLEDGED TO ~ CONGRESS THAT YOU WOULD ACT 
TO HELP THE INDUSTRY, IF THE ITC COMMISSIONERS SO RU LED? 
YOU hj 'Jv'E BROKEf!*. THAT PLEDGE.·~ YOU WERE NOT HONEST 
WITH THE CONGRESS OR THE AMERICAN PEOPLE.lt>i:REN~NC 
'f-OU R SHOE DECISION I 

DO YOU REALIZE THAT YOU GAVE QUOTAS TO THE STEEL INDUS­
TRY? WHY? DOES A POUND OF STEEL WEIGH MORE THAN A 
POUND OF SHOES? 

MR. PRESIDENT, YOU TELL US ON THE ONE HAND THAT YOU ARE 
WORRIED ABOUT UNEMPLOYMENT AND ON THE OTHER HAND 
YOU CREATE MORE UNEMPLOYMENT. YOU TELL US THAT YOU 
ARE WORRIED ABOUT PRICES FOR THE CONSUMERS AND YOU 
HAVE CAUSED PRICES ON SHOES TO RISE $5 TO $10 A PAIR TO 
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE. YOU CANNOT HAVE IT BOTH WAYS. YOU 
ARE EITHER FOR US OR AGAINST US, AND YOU MADE THIS IMPOR­
TANT DECISION WITHOUT EVEN THE COURTESY OF DISCUSSING 
THIS PROBLEM WITH ANY SHOE MANUFACTURER AND RELIED 
ONLY ON THE ADVIEiE OF SOME OF YOUR CABINET OFFICERS, 
WHO CAN'T TELL A RIGHT FOOT FROM A LEFT FOOT. 

/A/Te ll/S IV£ 
MR. PRESIDENT, WE ARE A LABOR l~ffiiJ4SIFIED INDUSTRY AND 
NO MODERN ECONOMY CAN SURVIVE WITHOUT INDUSTRIES 
LIKE THE SHOE tN D USfRY Al';J}J ~ LEATHER INDUSTRlfSAND 
OTHER RELATED INDUSTRIES~ PROVIDE JOBS FOR THE MILLIONS 
OF WORKERS WHO ARE NOT TRAINED OR QUALIFIED TO MCQt,,~ BE. 
ASTRONAUTS. 

YOU ARE THE PW,IDE.~fl: ,Q£-c1,1~;'-f1Ji~.PEOPLE AND WE LOOK TO 
YOU FOR HELP" INSTfAD, YOU O FFERED US ADJUSTMENT ASSIS­
TANCE, WHICH IS ANOTHER NAME FOR WELFARE. WE DO NOT 
WANT WELFARE! WE WANT JOBS! 

MR. PRESIDENT, YOU MADE A MISTAKE IN THE SHOE DECISION. 
WHY NOT BE HONEST AND ADMIT IT AND CORRECT IT NOW, 
BEFORE YOU DESTROY THE ENTIRE S_HOE AND LEATHER INDUS­
TRIES. THERE ARE OVER A MILLION PEOPLE IN THE SHOEJ ~ 
LEATHER AND RELATED INDUSTRIES WAITING FOR YOUR HELP. 
WE ARE YOUR FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS AND FELLOW AMERICANS. 
HELP US AND LOOK KINDLY UPON OUR NEEDS. 

SEYMOUR FABRICK, 
PRESIDENT 
VOGUE SHOE, INC. 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 



THE. WHITE HOliSE 

W:\SlllNCTON 

March 1, 1976 

D~ar Mr. Ambassador: 

Thank you very much for sending me a copy 
of the memorandum prepared by your Minister 
of Foreign Affairs to Secretary Kissinger. 

I appreciate having this information for 
use if and when this matter comes to the 
President for decision. 

My best regards to you and Mrs. Alba. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Counsel to the President 

The Honorable Jaime Alba 
Ambassador 
Embassy of Spain 
2700 15th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. c. 20009 

I ,: 
~ l r : 
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Washington, D. C., February 13, 1976 

THE AMBASSADOR OF SPAIN 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 

PERSONAL 

The Honorable 
Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. c. 20500 

As we agreed the other day, I am herewith forwarding 
a copy of the memorandum which was handed by our Minister 
of Foreign Affairs to your Secretary of State on the same 
day that the treaty of Friendship and cooperation between 
the United States and Spain was signed in Madrid. 

You will find in the memorandum that "Spanish exports 
of shoes to the United States are again menaced by the 
possible adoption in coming weeks of restrictive measures," 
.and that in any event, regardless of how the ultimate 
findings of the International Trade Conunission end,· lt shall 
be up to the President to make the final decision on the 
matter. 

I thank you most sincerely for your assistance in 
this important matter. 

(
/~c~~ .. 

. , . -. 

......,__,_~_,,..,r-.,,,..' 

Jaime Alba 



Memorandum 

Spanish exports of shoes to the United States 
of America are again menaced by the possible adoption in 
coming weeks of .restrictives measures. 

The International Trade Commission is at pre­
sent holding hearings in order to determine the effects 

.of shoe imports on the United States of America manufac­
turtn.g industry. This investigation shall come to an end 
in a few weeks and on the basis of results obtained, the 
Int~rnational Trade Commission shall propose to the 
President of the United States of America the appropriate 
course to follow. In any event, whatever the ultimate 
findings of the International Trade Commission may be, it 

shall be up to the President to take the final decision 
on the matter. 

Conscious of the grave consequences that any 

-•· -.... 

measures taken by the.United S~ates of America to limit \ 
Spani.eh exports of shoes to the American market, would 
entail in the general context of relations between both 
countries, the Government of Spain wishes to underline 
yet again the great importance attached to .the matter, in 
order to avoid serious damage to the traditional ties of 
friendship and cooperation linking the United States of 
America and Spain. 

That is why it becomes imperative to recall 
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twrnvll.?'·> O:\:lci..i(..·l.e.) 

that the trade balance between United States of America 
and Spain shows for the past three years a considerable 
and ever-growing Spanish deficit amounting to $838 million 
in 1973, $1.553 million in 1974 and $1.778 million in 

1975· 

Spanish exports of shoes to the U.S. market 
are the most.ioportant single item of U.S. imports frcm 
Spain. In 1975 they came to more than $200 million equi­
valent to approximately 25% of all Spanish exports to the 
United Staes of America. 

. . 
The Government of Spain, however, does not 

wish to contemplate the issue purely from an economic 
standpoint, but must also bear in mind the social and po­
litical implications derived from it. 

Thus, the U.S. Authorities should be fully 
aware ~f the widespreacl. co~cern present "t;hroushou1: Spanish 

"< ·' ' ,., 

shoe manufacturing areas motivated by the possible 
adoption by the United States of America of restrictive 
measures which would raise-unemployment in those areas to 
a dangerous level. 

The Government of Spain is also extremely 
concerned about the feelings of a public opinion which 
would find it difficult to admit such an attitude on the 
part of the United States of America a few we.ek:? after 

. ·'·· . 

. . 
. 
r 

I • . 
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the signature of a new Treaty of Friendship and Cdoperation 
between both countries. 

On the basis of the above mentioned considerations, 
the Government of Spain wishes to express the firm hope that 

, the President of the United States of America does not 
accept, irrespective of the International Trade Commission 
proposal, the adoption of measures leadine to a restriction 
of imports of Spanish shoes into the United States cf 
America. 

Mad.rid, January 24th., 1976. 

<~-;'~, "''· 
\ 
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Monday 3/29/76 

We have scheduled the meeting for Robert Leverenz 
tomorrow (Tuesday 3/30) at 10 a.m. 

(He is staying at the Crystal City Marriott) 

Meeting 
3/30/76 
10 a.m. 
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12:30 p.m. Thursday, March 25, 1976 

Mr. Robert Leverenz from the International Trade 
Commission would like to visit with Mr. Buchen 
on Monday (P.M.) or Tuesday (A.M.) re the footwear 
industry. (March 29 or 30). 

Says if Mr. B. doesn't want to talk about shoes, 
he is a distant cousin and would still like to see 
him. 

I asked where he could be reached in Washington 
when he arrived and the Secretary did not know. 
She will advise him to call our off ice when he 
gets in town. 

414-458-8771 



LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY box 979 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 53081 tel: 414-458-8771 

() F~ f)lforgm Quintt : 

Attorney Philip Buchen 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Phil: 

March 26, 1976 

Knowing that I will be coming to Washington on Monday afternoon, 
l have tried to make an appointment through your office to have a 
chat with you either late Monday afternoon or Tuesday morning. 
However, your office has informed me that it is not possible to make 
these arrangements until Monday, at which time I have been asked to 
call for an appointment. 

This note is simply intended to alert you to the fact that I will 
be calling as soon as I arrive in town early Monday afternoon and 
I sincerely hope you will be able to fit me in for a few minutes of 
conversation either that day or on Tuesday. 

While I am scheduled to leave Washington again in mid-afternoon on 
Tuesday, March 30, I will certainly be happy to revise my travel plans 
if you cannot schedule an appointment until later that day. 

RHL:gg 

Cordially, 

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 

P.S. I note that I neglected to explain to you my reasons for coming 
to Washington. Specifically, a number of us shoe manufacturers 
who have been seriously injured by virtually unrestricted imports 
of footwear, will be exploring the possible remedies which the 
President might recommend by way of granting temporary import 
relief to an industry which has been unanimously found by the 
International Trade Commission to have suffered injury. Whether 
you and I discuss this matter or not, I would nevertheless enjoy 
chatting with you for a few moments. 
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AMERICAN FOOTWEAR INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 

CLAUDE LEWIS. JR .. Chairman 
WILLIAM 0. SWEASY. Chairman Elect 
PETER H. SOLOMON, Treasurer 

MARK E. RICHARDSON. PrH1C111nt 

1611 NORTH KENT STREET 
ARLINGTON, VA. 22209 

{703) 522-8070 

March 18, 1976 

AMERICAN FOOTWEAR INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 

STATEMENT OF POLICY 

The unanimous determination of the International Trade 

Commission that imports of nonrubber footwear have been seriously 

injurying the domestic industry, is a welcome affirmation of the 

position of the American Footwear Industries Association and the 

two labor unions that brought this escape clause case to the 

Commission. 

This case is the most recent of a long series of efforts 

by the industry to secure relief from injurious imports. 

• Five years ago in a similar escape clause investigation, 

the Tariff Commission was equally divided on whether 

imports were seriously injurying the industry. That 

case was initiated by President Nixon, the first and 

only time a President has initiated an escape clause 

case, but he never took actioh to provide relief to · 

the industry. •'. 

CELEBRATING THE Bl-CENTENNIAL IN OUR 107th»YEAR 

I"'. ---···-----1111••·------....... -----··----··-·---..,Ai!ia"--=---·--·~~ w WU~'"" .. =--.·---
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• The industry has filed countervailing duty petitions 

on subsidized exports of nonrubber footwear to the 

U.S. To date, countervailing duties have been imposed 

on shoes from Brazil, Spain, Korea, and Taiwan. 

• A countless number of adjustment assistance cases have 

been filed by firms and workers. The costs to the 

Government have been heavy, the results ineffective. 

• Congress reflected its concern for the welfare of the 

domestic industry by specific provisions in the Trade 

Act of 1974 singling out this industry by name in 

order to deal with its problems. Administration 

officials gave assurances to Senators Mcintyre and 

Hathaway that the Administration would seek to devise 

means of solving the footwear import problem and to 

avoid disruptive imports. 

• The industry was encouraged by the Administration to 

initiate the current escape clause case. It did so. 

The industry has done its part. It has followed all of 

the requirements .of the law. It has been studied to death. 

During the period of studies, investigations, and petitions, ! 

l"" 
the industry has lost annual production of over 200 million \.,_ 
pairs of shoes together with a loss of over 70,000 jobs, whil~ 

annual imports have risen by about 150 million pairs capturin9 

about 44 percent of the domestic market in 1975. No other major 

manufacturing. industry in the U.S. competes for as small a share 

of the U.S. market as does the nonrubber footwear industry. 
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The time for studies and investigations is past. Now is 

the time for action to provide this industry with effective 

relief from imports. Halfway measures designed to placate 

foreign governments will not meet the import problems of this 

industry. The question before the Executive Branch today after 

the long history of this case is not how little should be done, 

but rather how much needs to be done to deliver effective 

relief from injurious footwear imports. The standard to be 

considered is the statement of the Senate Finance Committee 

that "the remedy should be commensurate with the injury found 

by the (International Trade) Commission". In this case, the 

finding of injury was unanimous, demolishing all of the argu­

ments of those in opposition to such a finding. 

Accordingly, the American Footwear Industries Association 

believes most strongly that effective and immediate limitations 

must be placed on the volume of nonrubber footwear imports. 

The jobs of thousands of workers and the future of hundreds 

of firms are at stake. 

Because of the industry's dire need for immediate relief, 

its position with regard to the specific remedy which it woulf 

recommend at this time must be action which will be implementE::d 

as soon as possible and no later than April 20, the statutory 

deadline for action by the President under this escape clause 

case. To this end, the industry is willing to recommend a mor.e 

modest remedy than it put forward in its petition to the .Tl~"-. 
\ 
--' 
<f 
/ 

/ 
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International Trade Commission, despite the fact that the 

President has the authority to impose quantitative restrictions 

pursuant to the February 20 decision of the International Trade 

Conunission. Negotiated agreements with foreign governments, 

which might also be a desirable means of establishing effective 

limitations, could well be an uncertain and time-consuming 

procedure. Tariff i~creases by themselves have never been 

considered by the industry to be an effective remedy to meet 

the problem of injurious imports. Adjustment assistance is 

clearly not an import remedy. 

Accordingly, the American Footwear Industries Association 

recommends at this time the promulgation by the President of a 

tariff-rate quota. In making this recommendation the Association 

strongly believes that revisions must be made in the remedy 

recommended by two of the Commissioners, and that the tariff 

quota system be based on the following points: 

1. The level of imports which would be permitted on the 

basis of current tariffs should be those which occurred in 

calendar year 1974. 

2. The iemedy should be in effect for five years. 

3. The tariff quota should covex all nonrubber footwear, 

except zoris and disposable paper slippers. 

4. There should be no scaling down of the over-quota 

tariff rate during the five-year pericd that the remedy is in 

effect. The Trade Act of 1974 does not require that there be 

any reduction.in import relief during the period that the remedy 

is in effect. 
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5. The over-quota tariff rate should be the maximum 

permitted under the Trade Act of 1974, namely, 50 percentage 

points ad valorem above current rates. (The ability of foreign 

countries to off set tariffs through such measures as currency 

devaluation -- Italy has devaluated by 25 percent since 

January 1 of this year -- makes it mandatory that the maximum 

rate be applied.) 

6. No growth should be permitted in the annual under-quota 

import levels. 

7. Individual country quotas should be established for 

at least the leading fifteen foreign supplying countries, with 

all other countries sharing in a "basket" representing the 

difference between total 1974 import levels and aggregate 

imports.of the countries for which individual quotas are 

established. 

8. For purposes of implementation and to avoid an 

"upgrading" of imports, there should be a control mechanism 

using either price breaks or the TSUS numbers in which imports 

occurred in 1974, with a quarterly or semi-annual allocation 

of the under-quota rate. 

9. No additional allocation shot1.ld be made for "new 

starters". Imports from such countriE:IS should utilize the 
. .. . .. .. 

"basket". 

10. The present spread between tariff rates in column 1 

and 2 should be maintained by adding ~he over-quota tariff 

rate to the l~vels of column 2. 
I_. 
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If it is deemed desirable that annual growth beyond the 

first year ~e provided in the under-quota import levels, this 

should be done only as a result of bilateral government-to­

government negotiations. Growth may be provided as the price 

for a foreign government relinquishing its rights to compensation, 

if any should arise, for the effects of the tariff quota system. 

Providing annual gro~th beyond the first year must be the only 

concession made by the U.S. The growth rate permitted should 

be related strictly to the growth in the U.S. market for non­

rubber footwear, to be implemented one year after the growth 

has occurred. The industry is willing to share the growth of 

the U.S. market, as it stated during the recent ITC investigation, 

but it is not willing to see foreign footwear supplying countries 

absorb a higher degree of growth in their exports to the United 

States than the domestic industry may enjoy. Nor is it willing 

to see growth applied unless it is in return for waiving compen-

sation. 
. -- ~. - . ..,, .... 

We believe that the foregoing program is most moderate 

and reasonable. We are hopeful that if all of the recommended 

steps are followed, an effective remedy will finally be estab­

lished for the domestic industry.' However, any departure from 

the foregoing recommendation could jeopardize the successful 

attainment of the objectives for which this import remedy is 

intended. 

'· . 

. . 
·'. 
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Honorable Philip Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
White House 
'Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Ehi 1: 

March 31, 1976 

Not only did I thoroughly enjoy visiting with you yesterday, but also l 
am sincerely grateful for all the time you took to explore with me the 
urgent matter of import relief for the non-rubber footwear industry. 

As I indicated to you, the industry has moderated its position drastically 
to the point where we have no fall back. The ten points in the policy 
statement I gave you represent, in their entirety, a program of effective 
relief. For the President to do less would be to deliver an ineffective 
remedy that will not give the industry breathing room to adjust to import 
competition. Since 1968,one-third of the jobs in the industry, representing 
70,000 workers, have been lost to imports. Imports have captured 43% of 
the domestic market. In 1975, fifty-two plants, a plant a week, were 
closed. The issue here is not how little relief the administration can get 
by with, but rather what should and can be done to get effective relief 
delivered to this beleaguered industry once and for all. 

One further point l failed to mention yesterday. The Trade Act of 1974 
was sold to Congress and industry as a vehicle for providing a more 
effective means for industries to secure relief from injurious imports. 
The President needs the continued support of industry to get various trade 
agreements approved by Congress. Unless there is credibility in the escape 
clause process, these agreements ma.y well be in jeopardy. 

The industry wants very much to come out with a statement after the 
President's decision expressing their gratitude for giving the industry 
hope for the future. I personally pledge my assurance that such a statement 
will be issued if our ten point recommendation is adopted! 



Honorable Philip Buchen 
Page 2 
March 31, 1976 

Again, many thanks to you and your people for the extraordinary courtesy 
you accorded me. 

RHL:gg 

Cordially, 

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 9, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: L. VllLLIAM SEIDMAN 

FROM: KENNETH LAZARUS KL 
SUBJECT: Footwear Import Relief Case 

The Counsel's office has reviewed your me·morandum on the 
subject noted above and recommends adoption of Option ll, 
Adjustment assistance combined with a ·moderate tariff quota 
based on recent trade patterns. 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 6, 1976 

PHILIP BUCHEN / 
JAMES CANNON 
MAX FRIEDERSDORF 
JOHN O. MARSH 
BRENT SCOWCROFT 

L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN M 
Footwear Import Relief Case 

A memorandum from Ambassador Dent on the footwear import 
relief case is attached. 

Please provide your comments and recommendations on this 
memorandum to my office no later than c. o. b. Friday, April 9. 
1976. 

Attachment 
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w A SI IH·!G ro"l 

APR 
i·i.Et·~OHi-"'\NDUH FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Frederick B. 

SUBJECT: Footwear Import Relief Case 

r-

0 1976 

On February 20 , 1976, the U. S. International Trade Com­
mission (USITC) by unanimous vote found the domestic footw2ar 
industry to be seriously injured by imports . This is the 
lar ge st import relief case brought under the Trade Act of 
197 ~ , or under previous· law . Over 60 0 plants employing 163,000 
workers in 37 states are affected . Ov,er_ $1 . 1 billion of imports , 
represent ing 40% of domestic shoe consumption, is involved in 
this decision . 

Relief can take the form of increased tariffs, a tarif£­
rate quota, or a quota, or the negotiation of orderly marketing 
agreements . 

Your decision of wh9ther to grant import relief to the 
domestic footwear industry must be published by April 20 . Under 
the Trade Act , relief nust be granted unless you determine tha 
the provision of import relief would be contrary to the national. 
economic interest . 

Adjustment assistance i s ct.lrJ::ently available to worke!:s, 
f irms and communities from the Departments of Labor and Co~~erce. 
However, in connection •\Tith the granting or denial · of relief , 
you c an direct that addi tional efforts be made to assist this 
industry . 

Di scussi on 

Se ver al major issues are posed by this case. There i s the 
d a n crer that a second s et of U.S. import restrictions ( soec ial tv 
s te; 1 crnd then shoes) will undermine our ability to pro~idc ~ 
le~darship f o r o ther c ountries to r esist protecti onist pres•ur~s . 
P.0~;trictioas • .. :hich s ub s t.:rn t i al l y decreased imports of tradi. .. ion:::J 

DBCI.A.UIFIBD 
B.O. 12958, Sec. 3.S 

NSC ~· Iln4/98, State Dept.q~&;ef. 
By J=n\, NARA. Date 0 
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suppl ie:rs would also re::;ul:.. in Etn ir11mGnsc c.:omp0nsa tion !Jill 
being o~ed or risk for~isn retaliation. Since it is likely 
that th0rc ~·:ould be an increctse in domestic consumption a:; ti. 
U.S. economy reco»1ers from the rec£!ssion, e:;.:cessi ve impJrt 
restrictions could result in substantial price increases. T:· ~ 
would be especially serious given the fact thilt shoes repres=~:t 
1.5% of the consu~er price index. 

Equally important, however, is the fact that this case i s 
a raajor test of whether the Administration will uphold the co:::-..:r.~.' . 
rnents made to the Congress in obtaining the Trade Act of 197G. 
general com..rnitment was made that import-injured industries woul ~ 
receive relief unless this was cont~ary to the national intor~st . 
This is the basis upon which trade negotiating authority is 
granted to the President. Specific cormnitments, described bclo-:: , 
\·1ere made with respect to how a footwear import relief case wot;.ld 
be dealt with. 

There is a clear division between agencies on whether rel ~-e~ 
should be granted. State 1 Treasury, Agriculture and CEA s tro ::.. L""' 
oppose relief. They suggest that the remedy best suited to t .. -2 

needs o f the shoe industry is increased efforts to deliver adius c -­
ment assistance. Co:mmerce, Labor, CIEP and STR strongly reco7 .. ~ .•d. 
that moderate re:tief be granted in the form of a tariff-rate ·-''..·'.): .... 
(excluding shoes for· lm·1 income consumers). This would be de si·;~"': '5 
to st~bilize temporarily the erosion of ~he domestic industry. 
The Department of Defense favors imposition of a tariff-rate c,.t:~'< , 
if the Administration has given its commitment to provide rel: ~~ ~ 

a. Injury to the domestic industrv 

No agency disputes the existence of injury. This c~se re;;,~·!~· 
sents a dramatic example of a declining U.S. industry whose t~~~~­
tional market is being· taken over by imports. During the pcrioc.: 
1968 through 1975, there has been a decline in domestic prod'.:i-:t io:­
from 642 million to 433 million pairs. Imports have increas~ ! 
from 181 million to 288 million pairs (an increase in market .s: ."t ._ 
from 22 ~ to 40% o f footwear covered by the USITC finding}. D~zi .. • 
this period, domestic employmc~t declined by 30%, from 233,C flC: 
workers to 163,000 workers, half of the domestic companies h~ ~ a 
gone out of business, and approximately one third of the to tn l 
nurabar of plants have closed. The level of unemployment has be l 

consistently more than twice that of the average for all m~nu­
£acturing. 

'I'h r-- l''.:--.. jor f.:-ictor 5.n th::- ~:-res:on of th13 U.S. produ~ .:' r'::; !-; ' _--_· •• 
• -? : th .::~ lb .~ ~tic rru r~,'2.· t app·~~':! ~:s to ~:~ th:~ lo-::~r cost of l.:i.bo!:" 
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abroad . Ano ther import a n t fac tor has b0en consum~r d~m~~<l r~= ~ 
wide var iety of styles and qualities of footwear. 

Along with the overall dcclin~ in domestic production c · r 
the period 1967 through 1974, there has been a t endency for the 
largest firms to increase their total production, while thn 
medium-sized and srnu.ller firn:is reduced production substantially 
or went out of business. In 1974, out of a totnl of 409 fir~s , 
the 21 largest firms accounted for 50 % of doracstic production . 

b. Efforts to help the shoe industry 

Adjustment assistance is available under existing progrttns. 
For workers, it takes the form of a supplement to unernploynent 
insurance and re-training. For firms and communities, it takes 
the form of financial and technical assistance. Some 22,000 
footwear workers have been certified eligible to apply for adjus-::-:: 
ment assistance to date. A total of 17 footwear firms have bee1 
certified eligible for firm adjustment assistance. Financial an:: 
technical assistance totaling $14 million has been authorized fo= 
seven of these firms. It is estimated that some $24 million to 
$12Q million would be required to fund additional firm assijtanc~. 
Resources of this magnitude are not currently budgeted for tnis 
program, and there would have to be a decision to increase func­
jng if it were proposed that increased reliance be placed on 
adjustment a s sistance. In addition, a supplemental appropriatio~ 
would appear to be necessary. 

The advantages of confining action in this case to the cc-.. ·­
tinued or intensified use of adjustment assistance are seve~al . 
The national economic interest would be served by preserving un­
impaired our ability to exercise the moral leadership necessary 
to effectively oppose protectionism abroad. There would also b2 
no risk of sparking either foreign trade restrictions impos~d in 
response to, or emulating, .our own. We would not have to pay 
compensation in the form of lm'lering the import protection of 
other United States industries, or risk retaliation agains~ ou~ 
export s of agricultural or industrial products. Moreover, w~ 
~ould not b a providing a blanket remedy which helped healthy 
firms to improve profits. 

Those agencies ~hich u.rgue for a denial of relief point Oil 

th~t the entire shoe industry c~nnot be expected to adjust in 
~:1y fund,;rz:v~ ntal " \·;ay, becaus~ low'2r foreign labor costs arc ,:! 

c:..-~;;dn:::rnt f.J.ctor in th~ cont.i.nu ia:-j 2rosio:-t of our d(1rn.~st.ic _ .-~-
, ction . Th~refore relief has consumer cos~s which ~ay no ~, 

' : ~ , ., 1 ' - t ,.., b,..,n~·.c1·tC! ·to i-h~ o~or-\ .... -Li·c· i"nc""''• ··r·-\' o. :..s~ ... o> .1-.H1':J- er .. 1 ,_ ...... .., • ""'"'"' •···~~''·· i. . .:.·-. .. ~ . 
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On the othor h ci nd., ad·justr. .. :.~ri t ClssistanC(! i !': curr.r~ntly 

availabl1:: without any fu.:::ther. ?rcsidc·nt.ial action , and wo1J1d be.. 
regarded (with sc~e cause) as simply the denial of any r~11_~ . 

In 1971 , when the footw~ar case was last presented to a Pre~ia8 1~ 
for action , no relief was gr~ntcd. A public announcement wa~ 
mad2 of 2. cornprehcn£i ve program of adj ustroen t c.:.ssistance. ?he 
program h=i.d little effect. While one of the USITC Corr . .miss.:.otlers 
rccominend2d the provision of u.dj ustment assistance in the curre:~:: 
rep:>rt, fou r Commissioners noted that this was not an effective 
rcraedy in the absence of import relief. 

c. Impact on U.S. International economic interests 

Temporary import relief can be fashioned so that there is 
no cut-back of imports from recent levels, and can be confin-:!d to 
stabilizing the grm·;th rate of imports. This will minimize the 
adverse trade effects on our major suppliers. The tariff-rate 
quota proposed as Option II would have no effect on shoe iu1ports 
from the Com.rnon Market, little effect on shoes from Spain, and a 
limited effect on Brazilian, Korean, and Taiwanese shoe exoorts . 
This would minimize the risk of re-t:aliation against U.S. exports 
or demands for compensation. In fact, there has been som~ assura. ~­
already from the European Commun ity that there would not be retal­
iation taken or comoensation der.landed if certain conditions are F·~ ,_ 

As noted above, the major impact of granting relief ~ill no_ 
be directly on the patterns of trade, but in the relatively 
imponderable area of the atmosphere in which countries abroad 
fornulate their trade policies. There will be, and have been, 
charges that further restrictive action by the United States 
would undermine the Ra1nbouillet statement and tho OECD trade 
pledqe, as \-1ell as the effectiveness of U.S. leadership against 

- • • t protectionism. 
~ .... 

.... 
d. Administration com.~itments 

To obtain the Trade Act, conu-ni tments were made both in gener2. ·:. 
with respect to import-injured industries, and specifically in 
regctrd to th"?. shoe industry. The price for obtaining from Cong .;<-;_ 

Presidcnti.:\l authority to lm·:er trade barriers was that imp~1~i:: 
roJ.icf \·;o;;ld be provided to U.S. industries injured by the P:)lic:: 
of freer t.rr.de. Reli ef is to be granted unl~ss the natior·:il 
c~o:-.~:!'.lic inttJ.'=·~ St dic tates t'-l th~ ~ontrary. Horcover, th~ ~:.::1e:--.. -
•-.r· "' .,..,.. .• j.~ ; 0'1 ~-\1-·t rel :t.' ·"t- i· s to l)e crrunted is bolstered bv c:-::'"11_ici '._ :-- t. .... "\-0.·~ti. ._..... . '-'a . . ....... ":J "' r 
.::~~::-:·i.:-.i.st-r-r1ti0:-i corn~itr~F_nts in the case o f shoes th·1.t it woui_d l>~ 
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Durit~0 Congrc!:;:::.ional consic\er2tion of t~.<::: 'l'ra.c10 l\ct 0 ~-
197·~ I Amb t~;::;:::tdor Eb81l.; c:nd bi~' D·.;C'.ltv, i·..:-:~hoise:::idor. !•!almurr·n ~ .. ·r.~, r 

.., - _, - I • . .. -

the: Administration rcpres0nta l:ives ·..:ho s;it ir~ L.tt th~ mv.rk- 1•':'.) of 
' . 1 . 1 . , 1· , . . tfl :.::; cgi ~;; .:1t1on, an<.t coorcirwt "..! c.. its c1sv2 lorJ;.:'.:!nt for the ~-:: i __ 

H0l~e. V~en this l egislation was n~aring a vote in the Scn~te, 
Sen.a.tor r·1cintyre in a letter of December 6th, 1974 , e:xpres ::;<.:!d 
grave concern as to the Trade Act's possible eff~ct on the s~ae 
ind us try . To rec...ssure the Se:ia tor , 1'.mi::»as.sador Eberle on 
December 11, 1974 , wrote that the Trade Act : 

" . . . contains provisions \·;hich, if passed by 
Congress, will allow the Executive Branch to work 
out suitable remedies for disruptive imports, remedies 
which are appropriate to the particular difficulties 
of industries or workers concerned . 

. it seems to me that the escape clause provisions . 
are ideally suited for use by the ~~~erican non-rubber 
footwear industry ~ . . If- s uch escape clause pro­
cedures were undertaken under the new law , priority 
attention would be given to the matter, and if the 
procedures suggested the need for import relief , you 
can be assured that the Administration would move 
expeditiously to provide it . " 

Subsequently, Senator Mcintyre introduced a restrictive 
- amendment relating to footwear on the floor o f the Senate. Senato· 

Long successfully urged defeat of the !-lcintyre A.r:1endment on the 
grounds that: "It is our guess that if the shoe industry ·w:-uld 
seek relief under the terms of this Act, chances are 90 out of 
100 that it would get relief . " 

Against this background , and ~s opposed to the industry's 
currently seeking an in~e,rantional footwear a greement called fer 
in another section of the Trade Act, last sun>4~er I recor.-.:menC:.~d 
that the industry pursue their grievances in accordance with the 
rem~dies provided under the Trade Act. They did so and recei~ed 
the unanimous USITC finding that this industry has been seriously 
injured by i~ports. 

Another consideration in connection wi~h Administration co!T::--.,;. ~­
men ts to Congress is the possible implication that failure to pro­
vid~ any relief for footwear ,,·ould have on future l1.dministrntio:·1 
sp:::ir13urcd '.:.r.:l~~e legislation. \·:€' e:·;2ect m::ljor progress to b t'~::-dc· 
in th~~ l·i.T~! jn the nontv.riff barrier arc:!=t. 'fhis will reSL!l t ''1 

l~~;:i s.lath·t:· proposals at the e::::! of th2 t.:ilks. Tc be succ .. '=-> ;u1 
~:1 d10st..• '2 f forts to e:s:p:tt1c1 world t~~id·:! , r:ie Ad:.1ini..~:tration :. :. ' . 
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respo::sivc to domestic nc:;<c;ds ancl to the vir.;\·1s of thr-> ConJ' ::-.;: . 
Neglect of thes0 concerns in the Kennedy Round led to f~il ~ -
to h'.!V8 the only two nontariff bilrrier ngrccnv:mts entered jit'...r:. 

in that negotiation accepted by the Congress. 

ReI!'l~dy O;?tions 

The six USI'l.'C Corruni ssioners failed to agree on a re:mechr _ 
This fact deprives the Congress of the ability to override -·cu-:· 
decision by concurrent resolution, an important factor in ~he 
specialty steel case. In this case, three Cormnissioners vo :::~­
for substantially increasing footwear tariffs (with the less 
expensive shoes bearing a higher rate of duty) phased dm·m O'rc...= 
a period of five years. Two Coro.missioners voted for a tarif:E .L<lt~ 
quota, with a high over quota rate phased down over five years 
allocated to supplying countries on the basis of their 1974 s >: -
of United States imports. One Co~.missioner recommended that 
adjustment assistance be provided. 

The Trade Policy Com.~ittee has the statutory responsibili~'l 
for making recommendations to you-with resp2ct to import relie:. 
cases. Tne Committee met on April 1, 1976 and agreed that ti·;'J 

basic options be recomi-nended for your consideration. In com~ -::t:_·_~ 
with each option, the President would direct the Secretaries _ 
L3.b02." and Commerce to give expeditious consideration to petit:.c::"!.S 
for aojust~ent assistance. 

Option I. 1'.djustment assistance ·with no import 
relief. The President would determine that pro-
vision of import relief is not in the national econc .. ic 
interest of the United .states. This option is stro;.:- 1-~. 
supported by, state, Treasury, Agriculture and CEA • .. 

J .. pprove: ----------
Disapprove: -------

Option II.' Adjustment assistance combined with ~ 
moderate tariff quota based on recent trade pattcr~~­
See l\nnC::!>: A. E:·:cluded \·;ould be low-priced sho0's, b.:· 
reduc.~ costs to consi..:n~~,_ s . Grovth would b0 pr(lVid~-:~ .. 
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and the a moun t o f relic~ ~ould b~ pha~ed down over 
a perio<l of fi VP yea rs. COi:" r:'.-::rc (::.: , L:1 uor , CIEP <l~H1 
STR strongly favor this o~tio~. DOD sup ports thi3 
option i f you d eter mi n e t hat the bdministratio~ is 
conunitted to 'giving relief . 

Approve: ...,--------
Disapprove: ------

Also included for your consideration are the proposals of t he 
industry: 

Option III: A stringent tariff rate quota based on 
recession levels of imports (1974) with a prohibitiv~ 
over-quota rate. See Annex B. All footwear would be 
covered, without exception. This is the proposal o f 
the American Footwear Industries Association. No 
agency recom...'1\ends that .l''OU adopt this proposal. 

Approve: -------
Disapprove: ------

Option IV. The President would announce on April 2 0 
that he had decided to negotiate orderly marke ting 
agreements. Agreernents would be negotiated with fiv~ 
principal supplying countries. If agreements were n ~~ 
negotiated, the President Hould impose quota s e n or 
before July 19, 1976, ha"ving a similar effect. 'I'he 
foot\·1ear un~6n 'desires this re;nedy. No agency 
recormnends that you adopt this proposal. 

Approve: 
~----------~-

Disapprove: ------

In light o f t he USITC 1 s va rio1.l s reii:edy f i n dings, no count.:_· 
l1~s indicatGd a wil l i ngness to ne~otia te agreements. Mor~ovcr, 
the do:nestic indu stry , du~ to its b eli0f t hat relief ~oul<l b~ 
Ci~l~y~d unc1 d il u ted throu9h th-::- n~~ot.ia::ic;> :; o f .:i.9r.·-::-~:ents , lw ~• 
j;,~t-ico.tc~"i th~~t: i. t wou l d pre:fe::- t~!~:t a .:;:.~1:.g.:rnt t.1:- J.r.f - r.:ttc ql:.-
1.).. ?St~tl.>l j !_-;[1i-.::cl .. 

CG:1?18::? : ."t I C'.f_. 
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While incrc~scd tariffs WQS the remedy adopted by th ·~ 
of the six usrrc Com.mi SS io:-tt;.!rS I this form of relief is not c .!'::C· -

mend-_d bccuusc it would have a severe ·effect: on European c.: ·_}'°)"" _·: 

to th,3 United States and would be very likely to lead to re :at.:.!.!._=.·. 
against our trade. 

Implementation of decision 

A decision hy April 14 ·would allow sufficient time to concl:J.c­
consultations with countries affected by the decision prior to i~~ 
announcement. ~·7hen informed of your decision, I will prep~re t!:.;? 
appropriate press release, notices to Congress, and Federa l ~cgis~~ 
notices to implement your dec·ision. 

If you choose to grant relief, the necessary proclamatio·t 
will ba drafted. Relief must be effective within 15 days of: your 
determination and announcement (not later than April 20) tb2..t it 
will be provided, unless you direct that orderly marketing agree­
ments be negotiated, in which case the deadline for putting· relic.:.= 
into effect is July 19. 

, .,, . 
~ 

CO::;· I El C?~':P T >.it 
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B;;ise PC!r .i.od: 

E:-:clusion::;: 

Country Allocations : 

Value categories: 

Over-quota rate : 

Duration: 

Growth : 

'I..:' .. ?.rF::' Q!J•)T,\ 

C:ons:istG;it with the most recent tr.-,.·. 
patterns. 

Footwear under $2 . 50 in value 

(1) EuropeaTi Community (EC) and S?~irt 
( 2 ) All other 

(1 ) Under $6 . 00 
(2) $ 6 . 00 and over 

an additional 30% above existing rate~ 
o f duty , phased down by 4% per y'2ar. 

1st yr. 
+30% 

5 years 

2nd yr. 
+26% 

3rd Yr . 
+22% 

4th yr. 
+18~ - . 

... J .. 

3% per year for each c ategory covere::!. 

Explanation - The tariff-rate quota has been designed to e~~cep :. 
from its coverage the least expensive shoes . Protection fo~ lcw-

··priced footwear would affect consu::-.ers the most without suf:: ci · . 
offsetting benefits for the domestic industry . Keen compet :.·;.::..u:. 
under $2.50 should be presE:!nt to keep lower income consumers 
sup?lied with adequate quantities of footwear at reasonable p; ~· ---· . 
('l'he values given are in terms of foreign export prices. Do:;1es :-- · c 
consumers would pay between $7 . 5 0 and $10 . 00 for a shoe tha.t has -. 
foreign export price of $2.50 , before freight , insurance , a~d 
distribution costs are added.) 

' ~ ' 
Having excluded the least expensive footwear , ·the tari f£­

quota would have its greatest adverse ef fcct on truditional 
suppliers of leather footwear , the European Community and S1>ain. 
Therefore, allocations have been given specifically to thcs0 t 
suppliers, to minimize the need for compens.:ttion , or risk of 
retaliation . The remaining sup?liers , lead by Brazil and Korea, 
arc placed in a basket category , as this is favorable both to 
these countries and to consumers, due to the competitive st ..... ~:-:::~:l 
oc these producers. 
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Usin(j t•·:o val 1..:.c ca 1• r!90r ics of foo t~·:i::ar cov0ri:·~d by th ~ 
q~ota, under $6.00, ~~d $G.OO and abov~, ~ill help to pr~~ ~ 
footwear prices frora climbing rapidly as fon.:ign supply is 
rc;:;tricted rel a. ti ve to <l'211~:ind. Sine:~ a subs t an ti al quan ti " oi: 
shoes must enter under $6.00 to benefit from unde r-quota t~~iEf 
ra t<::s , there will be a disincentive for foreign e;.:po:cters to 
raise prices. 

The over quota surcharge rate is set initially at 30i, 
(added to existing duties). It is estimated that a surcharg~ o f 
25 % would be adequate to prevent overall growth in footwear 
imports. However, as rates vary in effectiveness depending on 
the price and type of footwear, a 30% rate has been selected 
to provide additional assurance that the su~charge will be 
effective. The phase-down of .4% a year will gradually rester~ 
increasing competition to the domestic industry, and avoid a 
sudden change between protection and free competition. 

A rninir.1.um flat rate of growth of 3%/year is provided i r c~s~ 
domestic production does not respo~d to domestic demand. Since 
growth in consumption has been through increasing imports, i _ is 
important to allow imports to expand at a moderated rate even L.: 
domestic production does not grow at an equal rate. This will 
damp2n the inflationary impact. 

Because the adjustment of this · industry, largely to pr ·C.t..l~U-· _ 
uses outside footw2ar production, promises to be a slow ant1 d.!..f i: i·· 
cult process, a full five years of relief (the maximum allo::i;:..d 
under the Trade Act at this time) is recmnmended. 

Review at the end of three years is recommended to d e ~rmir~~ 
whether the quota amounts require modification in light of 
domestic demand and the heal th of• the dome$tic industry. ~-:~ 
should also promise to,.'consult ·with foreign supplying coun c ·es 
at any time on specific problems that they may raise about th2 
impact of the tariff-rate quota. 



. . -
l\m.:~ 1. i can Foot • .. :~:.i r I !1Gi.!:; t. r ie:!-j J;_:; soc.: iu l". ion 

•rariff H:tte Ouotc0! -=~·:!-:o n..r. • .:ndut :i,ori 

--~-~------

?he tariff quota system should be based on the following 
points: 

1. The level of inports which would be permitted on th~ 
basis of current tariffs should be those which occurred in 
calendar year 1974. · 

2. The remedy should be in effect for five years. 

3. 'l'he tariff quota should cover all non rubber footwear, 
except zoris and disposable paper slipp2rs. 

4. There should be no scaling dm-m of the over-quota tarif f 
rate during the five-year period that the remedy is in effec~. 

5. The over-quota tariff rate should be the maximum per­
r;-iitted under the Trade Act of 19741 namely, 50 percentage points 
ad valorem above current rates. 

6. No growth should be pe~:mitted in the annual under-quota 
import levels. 

7. In9ividual country quotas should be established for at 
least the leading fifteen foreign supplying countries, with all 
other countries sharing in a "basket 11 representing the differenc ·:? 
between total 1974 import levels and aggregate imports of the 
countries for which individual quotas are established. 

8. For purposes of imple:r:entation and to avoid an "upg~adir . .::·· 
of imports, there should be a control mechanism using eithar nric : 
breaks or the TSUS numbers in which imports occurred in 197 , - '.·Ji th 
a quarterly or semi-annual allocation of the under-quota r~ e. 

9. No additional~allocation should be made for "new starter.:." 
Imports from such countries ·should utilize the "basket 11

• 

· 10. The present spread between tariff rates in coluren 1 and 
2 should be maintained by addi;lg the over-quota tariff rate to 
the levels of colurr~ 2. 

If it is deemed desirable that annual growth beyond l'h0 
first year he provided in the under-quot~ import levels, th _z 
should be done only as a result of bilateral govcrnrncnt-to ­
~~...,vern:D~:; t. ne-::;otiat.i.ons . Gro·.·:t'h ~.:iv be orovi<l!.: .... d .:i.s the !l:."i ~: 

J .. 6- -
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fo~ a foreign government relin~uis~ing its riglits to corep~~-
s tion, if any should arise, far t~e effects of th~ tarif f ciotE 
system. Providiny annuul gro~;~h ~eyond ~ha first year mus t-b~ 
".:!-.e only concession o.~lde by tl·e :; . S . 'l'he growth rd. te pen;!' t~.:ed 
s:'.:.ould be related strictly to tl'-:e growth in the U.S . market 
for nonrubber footwear, to be im?lEmented one year after the 
growth has occurred . · 
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T HE AMBASSADOR OF SPAIN April 9, 1976 

Mr . Philip • Buchen 
Col.lllsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington D. C. 20500 

Dear fr . ~uchen: 

Further to previous correspondence exchanged 
with you on imports of footwear and on the decision 
that President Ford will take before April 21st on the 
subject, I have the pleasure to enclose herewith a 
diagram of the Spain/U. S. Trade Balance for the period 
1971/1975 in which you may see the figures of the 
Spanish trade deficit . 

I am also enclosing a diagram of the Spain/U.S. 
trade during 1975, showing the main import/export products 
of both col.llltries . It is significant to notice that from 
the $807 million exported by Spain to the United States, 
$238 million (about 30%) correspond to footwear . The 
impact that possible restrictive measures on footwear 
imports would have on the trade balance , which already 
shows a deficit against Spain, would be enormous . 

I greatly appreciate the interest shown by you on 
this matter at all times and I trust that the decision of 
President Ford will be the most convenient for the U. S. 
and Spai • 

Sincerely, 

Jaime Alba 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

WASHlNGTON 

May 20, 1976 

ROGER PORTER 

PHIL BUCHEii? 

Attached is correspondence from a friend of 
mine who is in the shoe manufacturing business. 
With it is enclosed a copy of a letter he sent 
the President. Your office has probably been 
called on to respond for the President. I 
would appreciate receiving a copy of this ~eply. 
In light of the thoughtfut tone of the incoming 
letter, I hope a responsive reply can be 
developed. 

Attachment 
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Mr. Philip Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Phil: 

May 13' 1976 

I know that my voice in the wilderness is terribly small. However, 
in view of our earlier discussion and my keen disappointment over 
the President's decision pertaining to the shoe manufacturing 
industry in this country, I think you might conceivably be 
interested in the contents of the message I have forwarded to him. 

If my presence in Washington could at any time shed further light 
on the critical years facing our industry, don't hesitate to ask me 
to make the trip on a moment's notice! 

RHL:gg 

Enclosure 

Cordially, 

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 



Tbe Pi'Hident 
The 'Wld. u B04AH 
Waahina,on, DC 20500 

Dial' Hr. Pft•iffnt & 

May lJ. 1976 

Tbaak you for your recent let~T acknowledging ., ®-nte on you~ Miluube 
appearance on April 2. While t kaov ray chances for reaching y u "lria tbia 
letter are elia, I tltinlt t owe lt to ., colleague& and rq employ ... to paae 
along my ree~ttOIUI to your unfavoi:able niling on hoe i~port ~•lief for 
our industry. 

ln contraet to the anger and bitterneaa hicb _, leaders in my industry 
haw vented toward JOU because ot the i.mpQnding demi e of •bo9 !llatlufacturing 
in tMa count1-y. t want: you to know that I f•l genuine aympath)r fr>r you on 
two counts. Firet. tbe agontaina priuS\lree on tt. presidency ••t k al-.t 
incomprehenaible, particnd&r17 when a deeWcm of this ktnd cam:tat M 
received with ai•ltaneoua Mthuiaml by in:porta~, giant ntailer•• domestic 
•hoe -.mdacturar• • consu.rc • and foreign trading partnere ahu. S.cond 1 

it tg llDN&aonahle to .. ct 1<* to be totally knowledgeable Oft au •ttu·• 
you are e4a11ed upon to <lecid•i for thi• rea•on tt ta acut•lY rt:grettable 
that adv11or1 eucb aa Treasury Secreta~ Simon and State Secretary :Kta•taa-r 
ahould ao groa•ly •f.saaseas tbt •ituatton and urge JOU to eng&ae in exportin& 
ou.r AM9rtean jobs x.thu- tb&n to proclaim to OU?' foreign trt.M•, "Enough 

· t.a •ouah t 0 

BJ no etr~ch of thil 1-st•tion would a cont:tmaa-ttoa of at !Mat 40l to 
43'% ,._tratlcm of our •rket .,, foreign shoe -.mu.fact.oven have ccmatituted 
a pd.ct• ,.rl.1 to tbe AMricaa eonaUMr 01r a n~tion of. illpOTted footwar. 
)'4tt t'ha 8IPllt people vbo diatortw fact• Wore tbl Iat~tiOl*l Tnde 
Co.m.nton aucc..i.d t.n flotna vttb JOUT 1r.ty C.btnee ..-IMln w'hat tM, "" 
unable to do ln an open, thorouth hear:tna CODducted b1 tM 1.1'.Ci. 

Certainly our induat17 1• far teo ... u to ••t'ciae 41lJ •tpift-..t poUttc:&l 
clout. The tbouunda of famiUea whoa• inc~• t.lve been 1 and are beial. 



The Prelident 
Page 2 
May 13. 1976 

affected bJ' your ded.atOG, bowrver, are alrudy being allOre damaging to ,.,ar 
campaign than you deserve or want. 11 there any conceivable y ia vhich yw 
can reversti your unfort te dectaion aad pr ... TYe ti. ever-diminishing 
number of •hoe wodlera' jobs in -.ny .. 11 ~lti•• in tlde country? 

IJ!Lta / 

cc I Mr. Phi Up Buc::be'n 
Counael to the Pftndent 

R•apec:tfully, 

E <Dtt!ANY 

Robert H. ~nmas 
Boan! Cbairan 



B 4 1976 
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1• 
1Co1-arc• w 11 

t Di 

eea ..-., .a..clter. WPM•!Mlw. ..mJ', ""1te Boa• (at.ta.• PIQ'llia 
.. t.tlt•n), nwb-., -. c~ (atat:e), a. 1terrec1a (~), 
1Coff'i.e14 (fta) 

~/ld.k/6-4-76 
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The President 
The White House 
Washington~ DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

May 13' 1976 

Thank you for your recent letter acknowledging my comments on your Milwaukee 
appearance on April 2. While I know my chances for reaching you via this 
letter are slim, I think I owe it to my colleagues and my employees to pass 
along my reactions to your unfavorable ruling on shoe import relief for 
our industry. ' 

In contrast to the anger and bitterness which many leaders in my industry 
have vented toward you because of the impending demise of shoe manufacturing 
in this country, I want you to know that I feel genuine sympathy for you on 
two counts. First, the agonizing pressures on the presidency must be almost 
incomprehensible, particularly when a decision of this kind cannot be 
received with simultaneous enthusiasm by importers, giant retailers, domestic 
shoe manufacturers, consumers, and foreign trading partners alike. Second, 
it is unreasonable to expect you to be totally knowledgeable on all matters 

·you are called upon to decide; for this reason it is acutely regrettable 
that advisors such as Treasury Secretary Simon and State Secretary Kissinger 
should so grossly rnisassess the situation and urge you to engage in.exporting 
our American jobs rather than to proclaim to our foreign friends, "Enough 
is enough! 11 

By no stretch of the imagination would a continuation of at least 40% to 
43% penetration of our market by foreign shoe manufacturers have constituted 
a pricing peril to the American consumer or a rejection of imported footwear, 
yet the same people who distorted facts before the International Trade 
Commission succeeded in doing with your key Cabinet members what they were 
unable to do in an open, thorough hearing conducted by the I.T.C. 

Certainly our industry is far too small to exercise any significant political 
clout. The thousands of families whose incomes have been, and are being, 



The President 
Page 2 
May 13' 1976 

affected by your decision, however, are already being more damaging to your 
campaign than you deserve or want. Is there any conceivable way in which you 
can reverse your unfortunate decision and preserve the ever-diminishing 
number of shoe workers' jobs in many small communities in this country? 

RHL:gg 

cc: Mr. Philip Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

Respectfully, 

LEVERENZ SHOE CDMPANY 
,/ / ~· 

/:::/;(;.--v-<----.--2)" 
/ l i" ·~ ,• 

? 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 5, 1976 

PHILIP W. BUCHEN """71~ 

COLEMAN ANDREWS °1Z7T '-
Further Developments in the Footwear Case 

Subsequent to our telephone conversation earl this morning, 
I spoke twice with Bob Leverenz concerning the status of the 
inquiry into the condition of the domestic non-rubber footwear 
industry, and the actions of Mr. Seymour Fabrick of Vogue Shoe 
Company. 

The White House has taken all possible action in this case within 
the realm our responsibilities. Mr. Leverenz is in agreement 
with this, and he understands that the footwear case will con­
tinue to receive close scrutiny. In addition to the EPB review 
of the situation, scheduled for this Friday, the office of the 
press secretary should release this afternoon a short statement 
indicating our concern over this issue. Ultimate action by the 
President in the form of import relief or tariff imposition will 
depend upon the recommendation of the International Trade Com­
mission, which was requested on September 24 to reopen the shoe 
case. 

It appears that Mr. Fabrick will still run some of the advertise­
ments that he had planned, and he may well also have some of his 
workers picket the President's appearances in California. How­
ever, you should know that Bob Leverenz has made every effort 
co persuade Fabrick that the White House is giving serious at­
tention to this issue. 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

1/J~.,1 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 12, 1976 

PHILIP W. BUCHEN 4~ 
COLEMAN ANDREWS -<[(/1(1' 't 
Update on the Footwear Case 

\_, 

Bill Gorog asked that in his absence I bring you up to date 
on the footwear case. 

As I indicated in a memo to you on October 5, we had planned 
to release through the Press Off ice a short statement indicating 
the Administration's concern over levels of production and em­
ployment in the domestic footwear industry, and further indi­
cating that any possible action by the President, including 
the potential imposition of quantitative import quotas, would 
be dependent upon the findings of the International Trade Com­
mission. On separate occasions, Bill and I had indicated to 
Bob Leverenz and Mark Richardson of American Footwear Industry 
Association that such a statement would be forthcoming. 

The statement was ultimately not released, because of the con­
cern that there was no precedent for such a release as well as 
the concern that it might raise more questions than it answered 
among the press corps. Leverenz and Richardson were very dis­
tressed about this; in spite of the fact that a similar state­
ment was to be released through STR, they both felt that the 
White House was trying to shove the issue aside. Leverenz and 
Richardson both interpreted our actions as an indication of the 
"continued lack of concern by the Ford Administration for the 
problems of shoe manufacturers." At the request of Bill Seid­
man, I indicated to Leverenz and Richardson that such was not 
the case, and that we were in fact following the normal pro­
cedure for handling such matters, however, neither of them was 
willing to accept the validity of that proposition. 

cc: Bill Seidman 
Roger Porter 



,. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 15, 1976 

Dear Bob: 

Your were helpful again providing the 
suggestions set forth in your letter 
of October 12. 

I do very much appreciate your interest 
and help and so do the others in the 
White House with whom you have been in 
contact. I know they regret, just as 
I do, the inability to provide the public 
statement which you had sought. 

Very warmest regards, 

Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

Mr. Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 
Leverenz Shoe Company 
Box 979 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 53081 

. . i. 

41 . 

..... ::.;. . 
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Mr. Philip Buchen 
The White Bouse 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Phil: 

October 12, 1976 

,- . 

Quite apart from the various discussions we have had on matters affecting 
the shoe industry, I feel impelled to share with you for whatever they may 
be worth a few political concerns which are keeping me on edge as the 
election approaches. 

Stated as briefly as possible, and limiting my observations to the two 
debates which have been held, l respectfully ask these questions: 

Why doesn't President Ford ••• 

••• point out at appropriate times that Jimmy Carter either fails to 
answer the questions he is asked or intentionally dodges them? 

••• cite that leadership, among other things~ requires the intelligent 
delegation of authority to competent specialists in many areas? 

••• challenge Carter to describe how he would "involve the American 
people in making decisions on foreign policy"? 

••• assail Carter for hoodwinking the American public into believing 
that we can have both reduced taxes and balanced budgets, both 
reduced defense spending and greater military strength, or both 
reduced inflation and decreasing unemployment effected by 
artificially created and government-funded jobs? 

I cite the above as mere examples of where I think the President is allowing 
Jimmy Carter to get by with flagrant distortions and political babblings which 
make appealing sounds to any given segment of the population he happens to 
be wooing. 

While the biased news media chose to ignore one of Carter's irresponsible 
statements in the first debate, l should think someone on the strategy team 



Mr. Philip Buchen 
PAGE 2 
October 12, 1976 

would have picked up the fallacious comment made by the Democratic candidate 
when he stated that the average factory worker's take-home pay is less today 
than it was in 1968! 1 think a transcript of that debate will reveal that 
this blatant lie went unchallenged. 

Finally, I would like very much to see the President identify his frequent 
use of the veto with responsible leadership, simultaneously pointing out that 
a spendthrift Congress supported by a veto-less president such as Jimmy Carter 
suggests he will be, is the surest formula for the economic ruin of our 
country! 

I hope these observations may be helpful as they reflect the concerns of a 
100% Ford supporter in the hinterlands. 

RHL:gg 

Cordially, 

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 

, <::-"(7Ii::S> , 
' 



Monday 10/18/76 

10:45 Roger Porter was checking to 
see if you had replied to the attached. 

I 



#' -- "--= 

/d/s~ 
/)f c.. 

tit/b£ Q 
:?cryh r?~ 

6\7 • 





~fof d APbr~~s 
::Sfif f T arif f.-on . 

:. :· Sugar lrnPQtl~ ~ 
;washlngton:n.c. - -Af'_­

President Ford, taking note of 
falling sugar prices, soµght to 
protect domestic sugar pro-

. ducers by raising the tariff-on 
_.;;imported sugar from 62~ 

.cents a pound to '$1.87~ 
~ '.l.'!Uesday. -. - .- ',:~' .-,:b~ :C'r~ 

;.~~r.~~~ ~''::· .... ~ .·. :~ .. (' ,!:.r. ~.:-:;.,.t>:· ~ •. ,. 
.: ... ,.11Jlc~. c;u11.icm~s dutfes 
~will offer domestic pfo4llcers 
~some protection from im· 

~ ports," Ford said. · 

tJ~:.:~':#~~-.. ~ ... ~~ ~=,. .. ~ 

He added that the levy on 
foreign sugar "is an ~terim . 
measure'~·th,at he. will reView 
folloY{illg an expeMted eXam- l . 

ination of the entire sugar 
situation by the US Interna- • 
tional Trade Commission. 1 
. ·· .~:;-:. .. , 

-:Sugar prices fell to about ' 
·$21 a ton in August from .$45 
a ton a "year ago. Much of the 
slide pccurred in August. 

. ·.~ .. 
0n·sept. IO.nearlya d~zan/' 

Republican members ,':If the 
.Senate wrote Ford .o urge a 
:.tripling of the import tariff, a 
reduction in quotas on sugar 
imports and the removal of 
Jligar from a list of commodi­
_ties that can be imported 
'duty-.free from developing 
:nations. 

' ~-"_The, p;esident acted : only 
on the tariff increase, 

·-
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Attorney Philip Buchan 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Phil: 

September 23, 1976 

Again I want to thank you for the highly important role you played 
in initiating the kind of administrative action which allowed me to 
persuade Seymour Fabrick to kill his proposed, critical ad. I am 
~incerely appreciative of both your patience and your understanding. 

Since last visiting with you via telephone on Tuesday, I have been 
apprised of the fact that the Senate Finance Committee voted 
unanimously to initiate a new review of the shoe industry's escape 
clause case. While I had no prior knowledge that this action was 
even being contemplated at this time, it raises in my mind a question 
as to whether or not it might be politically expedient for the White 
House to make public the formation this week of a task force on this 
matter by the Economic Policy Board. 

I simply recoil from the efforts of the Democrats in the Senate to 
make political hay on a matter where the administration has actually 
assumed the leadership role in monitoring the state of our industry 
in the light of the most recent available statistics. 

RHL:gg 

Cordially, 

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 

Robert H. Leverenz 
Board Chairman 

P.S. While I continue to work in my own areas of influence for the 
election of President Ford, I will welcome from you or any other 
member of the White House staff those further concrete suggestions 
which I might implement in helping to swing this pivotal state 
of Wisconsin! 



LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 53081 

Attorney Philip Buchen 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NG TON 

September 29, 1976 

ROGER PORTER 
COLEMAN ANDREWS 

PHIL BUCHElf? 

Attached is a copy of a letter to me from 
Robert Leverenz which in the second paragraph 
mentions some action by the Senate Finance 
Committee in regard to the case of the shoe 
industry and makes a recommendation concerning 
the Economic Policy Board. 

I would appreciate your comments on this matter. 

Attachment 



COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 

September 21, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES CAVANAUGH 

FROM: 

PHILIP BUCHEN ~ -d'tllf;:;;;;;::7' 
COLEMAN ANDREWS\fJ'f' _.. 

SUBJECT: Footwear Case 

To follow up on our telephone conversations of this morning, this 
is to advise you of step$ that will be taken concerning the monitoring 
and analysis of data relating to the footwear case. 

After Sam Rosenblatt of CIEP and I spoke with Bill Seidman this 
morning, Mr. Seidman agreed that EPB should undertake a study 
of 1) the most current data relating to imports, domestic production, 
employment and prices in the non-rubber footwear industry, and 
2) the ongoing system for monitoring and analysis of such data. 
This step was taken with the consent of Fred Dent, whose office was 
charged by the President with monitoring the footwear case. Follow­
ing consideration of the matter at tomorrow's EPB meeting, staff 
work will begin immediately. The study should be available within 
a week. Any further action based on the economic facts of this 
situation will depend upon the outcome of EPB consideration of the 
study data. 

I understand that Mr. Buchen conveyed the essence of our intended 
action to Mr. Robert Leverenz, who will be in touch with Mr. Buchen 
as warranted. 

cc: Bill Seidman 
Sam Rosenblatt 

\I 
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