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PROPOSED STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT FORD

B St = Sy

I am increasingly concerned over the substantial growth in

Sl

imports of non—rubber fooééear since the escapg\clguse investigation
was concluded in Aprii, a de§elopmént not anficiégted 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 concernedAbver the impact which
this import growth is having on jobs ih this important industry.
Accordingly, I am asking the International Trade Commission
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 effeét 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.




STATEMENT OF POLICY

The non-rubber footwear import problem is not going away.
It has worsened as a result of the Administration's policv
of benign neglect of the problems faced by the domestic footwear
industry due to unrestrained imports. The Administration has
offered adjustment assistance -- a palliative at best and burial
insurance at worst -- instead of coming 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 escape clause case last April 16. Since that
time, imports have reached new, all-time highs. 1In 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. Both have been seriously eroded
7% TORp
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by uncontrolled and growing imports over many years.
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The footwear manufacturing industry, and its suppliers, are
N
\!
united as never before in the singularity of purpose -- to survive-&nd

2
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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
cormmitment, the members of the AFIA pledge their time, their effort

and their resources to accomplish this goal.



“PRESIDENT FORD
AND THE AMERICAN SHOE INDUSTRY”

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT:

DO YOU REALIZE THAT WHEN YOU CRUCIFIED THE AMERICAN
SHOE INDUSTRY ON GOQP FRIDAY, “APRIL 16) BY-—OFEERING Yo v or c”&ED
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE2YOU SAID YOU DID IT TO KEEP SHOE

PRICES DOWN?FSR=FHECONSEMERS? DO YOU KNOW WHAT HAS keatcy
HAPPENED SINCE “APRIL 16”2 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 MORE OES AND THAT SHOE IMPORTS,
WHICH ALREADY TOOK 584 OF TOTAL SALES, HAVE LEAPED AN 72 ovee sv%
ADBHHONAES8% SINCE “APRIL 16”2 DO YOU REALIZE THAT THE
SHOE INDUSTRY, WHICH ALREADY B4S LosT 450 FACTORIES AND
100,000 JOBS TO IMPORTS, HAS, SINCE “APRIL 16,” LOST MANY MORE
FACTORIES AND ANOTHER 25,000 JOBS,LBFCAUSE OF YOUR

I THE SHoE ARAMD SACE
DECISION? S L

DO YOU REALIZE THAT THE ITC COMMISSIONERS, WHEM=¥OL
ARPOINFED, VQTED, UNANIMOUSLY BY 6-0 THAJL THE SHOE
INDUSTRY WAS%INJUR’/ED BY IMPORTS, AND %”E@Z&D ADMINIS-
TRATION PLEDGED TO = CONGRESS THAT YOU WOULD ACT
TO HELP THE INDUSTRY, IF THE ITC COMMISSIONERS SO RULED?
YOU ks BROKE#: THAT PLEDGE A28 YOU WERE NOT HONEST
WITH THE CONGRESS OR THE AMERICAN PEOPLE HS=RENDERING

YOUR-SHOEDEESSION!

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 ADVIGE OF SOME OF YOUR CABINET OFFICERS,
WHO CAN'T TELL A RIGHT FOOT FROM A LEFT FOOT.

INTENSIVE

MR. PRESIDENT, WE ARE A LABOR H=s=EMstEED INDUSTRY AND
NO MODERN ECONOMY CAN SURVIVE WITHOUT INDUSTRIES
LIKE THE SHOE BBESERY AND EEE LEATHER INDUSTR¥ESAND
OTHER RELATED INDUSTRIES PROVIDE JOBS FOR THE MILLIONS

OF WORKERS WHO ARE NOT TRAINED OR QUALIFIED TO BESS™E 74
ASTRONAUTS.

YOU ARE THE PRESIDENT OF ALL THE PEOPLE AND WE LOOK TO
YOU FOR HELP{T%ﬁEAIg,%OU OFFERED US ADJUSTMENT ASSIS-
TANCE, WHICH 1S 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 SHOE AND LEATHER INDUS-
TRIES. THERE ARE OVER A MILLION PEOPLE IN THE SHOE, AB
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 HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 1, 1976

Dear 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,
’ PLili W. Buchen

Counsel to the President

The Honorable Jaime Alba
Ambassador

Embassy of Spain

2700 15th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009




Washington, D. C., February 13, 1976

THE AMBASSADOR OF SPAIN
WASHINGTON, D. C.
PERSONAL

The Honorable

Philip W. Buchen

Counsel to the President
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue .
wWashington, D. C. 20500

‘2200 /\/ﬂn BMM,

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 Commission end, it 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.

\Wﬂ“« 2‘3 @m ""””“

e -
—— Jaime Alba
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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 hoiding hearings in order to determine the effects
~of shoe imports on the United States of America manufac-
turing industry. This investigation shall come to an end
in a few weeks and on the basis of results obtained, the

International Trade Commission shall propose to the
President of the United States of America the appropriate
‘course to follow. In any event, whatever the ultimate
findingsyof the International Trade Commission may ve, it
shall be up to the President to take the final decision
on the matter.

Conscious of the grave consequences that any
messures taken by the United States of America to limit
Spanish 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 avolid serious damsge to the traditional ties of
friendship and cooperation linking the United States of
America and Spain.

That is why it becomes imperative to recall

L AT
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f 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, $1.55% million in 1974 and $1.778 million in
1975.

" Spanish exports of shoes to the U.S. market
are the most important single item of U.S5. imports from
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. ' “

4 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 of the widespread concern present throughout Spanish
shoe manufacturing areas motivated by the possibdble
adoption by the United States of America of restrictive
measures which would raise unemployment in those areas %o
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 weeks after
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the signature of a new Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation
between both countries. '

On the basis of the abeve 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 leading to a restriction

of imports of Spanish shoes into the United States cf
America.

Madrid, January 24th., 1976.
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£2: 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 office when he
gets in town.

414-458-8771 <% Ty



LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY box 979 sheboygan, wisconsin 53081 tel: 414-458-8771
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March 26, 1976

Attorney Philip Buchen
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Phil:

Knowing that I will be coming to Washington on Monday afternoon,

I 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 1 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-afternocon on
Tuesday, March 30, I will certainly be happy to revise my travel plans
if you cannot schedule an appointment until later that day.

Cordially,

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

Robert H. leverenz .
Board Chairman H

RHL:gg S

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 A , 1611 NORTH KENT STREET
WILLIAM D, SWEASY. Chairman Elect R ARLINGTON, VA. 22209
PETER H. SOLOMON, Treasurer

MARK E. RICHARDSON, President (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 Qelcome 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.

e Five years ago in a similar escape clause'investigation}

" the Tariff Commission was equally divided on whether

imports were seriouély injﬁrying the industry. That
. case was initiated by President Nixon, the first and
only iLime a President has initiated an escape clause

case, but he never took actior. to provide relief to

the industry.

CELEBRATING THE BI-CENTENNIAL IN OUR 107th YEAR
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e 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, Koréa, 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.
e Congress reflected its concern for the welfare of the
domestic industry by specific provisions in the Trade
Act of 1974 singling out this industry bf 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.
e 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 6f over 200 million K\ '
pairs of shoes together with a loss of over 70,000 jobs, while -
annual imports have risen by about 150 million pairs capturing

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 Footweaf 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 would
recommend at this time must be action which will be implemented -
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 more

modest remedy than it put forward in its petition to the T
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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
Commission. Negotiated agreements with foreign governments,
which might also be a desirable means of establishing effective
limitations, could well be an uncertain andvtime—consuming
procedure. Tariff increases by themselves ha&e never been
considered by the industry to be an éffective 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 6f the Commissioners, and that the tariff
quota system be based on the following points:

l. The levei of imports which would be permitted on the

basis of current tariffs should be those which occurred in
calendar year 1974.
2. The remedy should be in effect for five years.

3. The tariff quoﬁa should cover all nonrubber footwear,

-except zoris &nd disposable paper slippers.

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

..,

tariff rate during the five-year period 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 offset 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 quétas should be established for
at least the leading fifteen foreign supplying countries, with
all other countries sharing in a "basket" representing theu
difference between total 1974 iﬁport levels and aggregate
imports of the countries for which individual quotas are
established. |

8. For purposeé of implementation and to avoid an
"upgrading" of imports, éhere 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 shovld be made for "“new

starters". Imports from such countriets should utilize the

"basket".

’10.‘ The present spread between tariff rates in column 1

o

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

rate to the levels of column 2. . e

e
v

%
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If it is deemed desirable that annual growth beyond the
first year be provided in the under-quota import levels, thié
should be done only as a result of bilateral goverpment-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 growth beyond the first year must be the only
concession made py 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 nét 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 foregoinévprogram is most moderate
and reasonable. We are hopeful that if all of the recommended
steps are followed, an effectivg remedy will finally be estab-
lished for the domestic industry. However, any departure from
the foregoing recommendation could”jedpardize the successful
attainment of the obﬁectives for which this import remedy is

intended.




LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY box 979 sheboygan, wisconsin 53081 tel: 414-458-8771

TTURERS OF (Wogén!hmq FOOTWEAR FOR

March 31, 1976

Honorable Philip Buchen
Counsel to the President
White House

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Phil:

Not only did I thoroughly enjoy visiting with you yesterday, but also 1
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 posgition dragtically
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 437 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 1 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 may 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. 1 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.

Cordial 1}7 ,
LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY
,(;,;,/W/-./

Robert H. Leverenz
Board Chairman

RHL:gg



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 9, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN
FROM: | . KENNETH LAZARUS KL
SUBJECT: Footwear Import Relief Case

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



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 6, 1976

MEMORANDUM ¥FOR PHILIP BUCHEN /
' JAMES CANNON
MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JOHN O. MARSH
BRENT SCOWCROFT

FROM: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN ?UZ

SUBJECT: 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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By

NSC M lll24l98 State Dept. Gyidelies :
, NARA. Date-dLhro
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THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR
TRADe NIGOTIATIONS
WASHING TON

MEMORANDULN FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Footwear Import Relief Case

On February 20, 1976, the U.S. International Trade Con-
mission (USITC) by unanimcus vote fourd the domestic footw=zar
industry to be seriously injured by imports. This is the
largest import relief case brought under the Trade Act of
1974, or under previous law. Over 600 pliants emoloying 163,000
workers in 37 states are affected. Over $l1.1 billion of lmcd*uS,

representing 40% of domestic shoe consunptlon, is involved i
this decision.

'Relief can take the form of increased tariffs, a tarifsi-

rate guota, or a quota, or the negotiation of orderly marketing
agreements.

Your decision of whether to grant import relief to the
domestic footwear industry must be published by April 20. Underxr
the Trade Act, relief must be granted unless you determine that

the prov1Slon of import relief would be contrary to the national
economic interest.

Adjustment assistance is currently available to workers,
firms and communities from the Departments of Labor and Cosmarce.

Sitat

However, in connection®with the granting or denial of relief,

you can direct that additional efforts be made to assist this
industry.

Discussion

Several major issuss are posed by this case. There is th
ngey that a second set of U.S. impoxt restrictions (specialty
221 and then shoes) will undermine our ability to provice

:rship for other countries to resist protectionist pressures.
r1Pt1ons which substantially decreas d imports of tradiiiona!
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suppliers would also resuli in an immensce compensation bLill
beiny owed or risk foreign retaliation. Since it is likely
that there would be an increase in domestic conaumpblon as
U.S. economy recovers from the recession, excessive import
restrictions could result in substantial price increcaszeos To

e D

would be especially serious given the fact that shoes re
1.5% of the consumer price index.
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Equally important, howesver, is the fact that this case i
a major test of whether the Administration will uphold the co-
ments made to the Congress in obtaining the Trade Act of 1974. :
general commitment was made that import-injured industries woul’
receive relief unless this was contrary to the national intersst.
This is the basis upon which trade negotiating authority is
granted to the President. Specific commitments, described be

were made with respect to how a footwear import relief case V~“7c
be dealt with.

i W

There is a clear division between agencies on whether r
should be granted. State, Treasury, Agriculture and CEA stronc
oppose relief. They suggest that the remedy best suited to th=
needs of the shoe industry is increased efforts to deliver adiust-
ment assistance. Commerce, Labor, CIEP and STR strongly recor: o.l

| & PR IR LS |
that moderate relXief be grantea in the form of a tariff-rate cuo-
(excluding shoes for low income consumers). This would be decig. &
“to stazbilize temporarily the erosion of the domestic industrv.
The Department of Defense favors imposition of a tariff-rate cuo

if the Administration has given its commitment to provide rel: =

-~

a. Injury to the domestic industry

' No agency disputes the existence of injury. This case reon -
sents a dramatic example of a dedlining U.S. industry whose trads

tional market is being taken over by imports. During the perios

R

1968 through 1975, there has been a decline in domestic proauc*imr
from 642 million to 433 million pairs. Imports have increasec
from 181 million to 288 million pairs (an increase in market siz o
from 22% to 40% of footwear covered by the USITC finding). Duria:
this period, domestic emoloymert declined by 30%, from 233,80C
workers to 163,000 workers, half of the dOT°SL1C companles have
gone out of business, and approximately one third of the tctal
number of plants have closed. The level of unemployment has baowu
consistently more than twice that of the average for all manu-
facturing.

The nmajor factor in the erosion of the U.S. produser's &ha;
tha donzeic market appo2ars to b2 tha lower cost oi labor

o F




abroad. hnother important factor has bzzn consuier domand For
wide varicty of styles and gualities of footwear.

Along with the overall decline in doma2stic production cuva

—-— e

the p=ariod 1967 through 1974, therxe has been a tcpdcncy for the
largest firms to increase thc1r total production, while tno
medium-sized and smallex firms reduced production substantially
or went out of business. In 1974, out of a total of 409 firns

r

the 21 largest firms accounted for 50% of domestic production.

b. Efforts to help the shoe industry

Adjustment assistance is available under existing programs.
For workers, it takes the form of a supplement to unemolovns"h
insurance and re-training. For firms and communities, it take
the form of financial and technical assistance. Some 22,00
footwear workers have been certified eligible to apply for adiust-—
rment assistance to date. A total of 17 footwear firms have bee:n
certified eligible for firm adjustment assistance. Financial an<
technical assistance totaling $14 million has been authorized for
seven of these firms. It is estimated that some $24 million to
$120 million would be reguired to fund additional firm assistanc
Resources of this magnitude are not currently budgeted for this
program, and there would have to be a decision to increase fund-
ing if it were proposed that increased reliance be placed on
adjustment assistance. In addition, a supplemental appropriatioc=n
would appear to be necessary.

The advantages of confining action in this case to tha coi-
tinued or intensified use of adjustment assistance are several.
The national economic interest would be served by pressrving un-—
impaired our ability to exercise the moral leadership necessary
to effectively oppose protectionism abroad. There would also bs
no risk of sparking either foreign trade restrictions imposzd in
response to, or emulating, our own. We would not have to pay
compensation in the form of lowering the import protection of
other United States industries, or risk retaliation against our
exports of agricultural or industrial products. Moreover, vz
would not bz providing a blanket remedy which helped healthv
firms to improve profits.

Thoso agencies which argue for a denial of relief po
that the eatire shoe industry cannot be expected to adjus
any fundamantal® way, because lowsr foreign labor costs ar
Gominant factor in tho continuing 2rosion of our édomastic
"uction. Therefore relief has ceasumer costs which rmay n
cifset by long-term benefits to the domestic industry.




On the other hand, adjustmaont assistance is curroently
available without any further Presideantial action, and would be
regarded (with scme cause) as simply the denial of any reliof,

In 1971, when the footwe=ar case was last prescnted to a Presiden*
for action, no relief was granted. A public announcerent wvas
macdz of a2 comprehensive pro jram of adjustment assistance. The
program had little cffect. While one of the USITC Commissioners

recomma2ndad the provision of adjustment assistance in the curren:

report, four Commissioners noted that this was not an effective
remady 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 confinad o
stabilizing the growth rate of inports. This will minimize the
adverse trade effects on our major suppliers. The tariff-rate
gucta proposed as Option II would have no effect on shoe inport
from the Common Market, little effect on shoes from Spain, and =z
limited effect on Brazilian, Korean, and Taiwanese shoe exports.
This would minimize the risk of retaliation against U.S. exports
or demands for compensation. In fact, there has been somz2 assuraq--
already from the European Community that there would not bs retal-
iation taken or compensation demanded if certain conditions are i.-:
As noted above, the major impact of granting relief will not
be directly on the patterns of trade, but in the relativelv
imponderable area of the atmosphere in which countries abrozd
fornulate their trade policies. There will be, and have becn
charges that further restrictive action by the United States
would undermine the Rambouillet statement and the OECD trads
pledge, as well as the effectlveness of U.S. leadership against
protectionism.

‘\\

<
s

d. Administration commitments

To obtain the Trade Act, commitments were made both in general
with respect to import-injured industries, and specifically in
regard to tha shoe industry. The price for obtaining from Congrazs:

>sidential authority to lower trade barriers was that import

ief would be provided to U.S. industries injured by the palicy
freer trade. Relief is to bs granted unless the national
~mic interest dictates to the eontrar y- Morcover, the qgnersi

t3on  that relio' is to ke granted is bolstcred by cxplici
alstration comm =nts in the casc of shaes that it wouid b:
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- amandment relating to footwear on the floor of the Senate.

During Congressional consideration of the Trade Ack of

4, Ambagsuador Eberle and hls Daguty, Anbhacsz: e
ne Administration representatives who sat in at the marx—up o,
nis legizlation, and coordinzted its dave O{T“n for the

ouze. When this legislation was neari vote in the Seo
Senator McIntyre in a letter of Decembor 6th, 1974, expresza
grave concern as to the Trade Act's possible effect on the =!
industry. To reassure the Senator, Amobassador Eberle on
December 11, 1974, wrote that the Trade Act:

dor Ma I.IRU_C( M, e T

t-

... contains provisions which, if passad 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 American non-rubber
footweax industry . . . . If such escapes clause pro-
cedures were undertaken under the new law, priority
attention would ke 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

Senato:
Long successfully urgea defeat of the McIntyre Amendment on the
grounds that: "It is our gqguess that if the shoe industry would

seek relief under the terms of this Act, chances are 90 out of
100 that it would get relief."

Against this background, and as opposed to the industry's
currently secking an interantion nal footwear agreement called for
in another section of the Trade Act, last summer I recommencded
that the industry pursue their grievances in accordance with the
remadies provided under the Trade Act. They did so and received

the unanimous USITC flndlng thab this 1nouscry has been seriously
injured by inports

Another consideration in connection with Administration commit
ments to Congress is the possible implication that failure to pro-
vida any relief for footwear would have on future Administration
sponsored trade legislation. We expect major progress to be mag

e

in the MTM in the nontariff barrier area. This will result in
logislative proposals at the end of the talis.. To be succesoin

in thaose 2fforts to expund world trade, the Administration masnt

avrar L 3




responsive to domestic needs and to the vicws of the Congrazz.
Neglect of these concerns in the Kennedy Rouad led to failurc
to have the only two nontariff barrier agrccements entered ind-

in that negotiation accepted by the Congress.

Remady Options

The six USITC Commissioners failed to agree on a remedy.
This fact deprives the Congress of the ability to override vour
decision by concurrent resolution, an important factor in th=s
spacialty steel case. In this case, three Commissioners voted
for substantially increasing footwnar tariffs (with the less
expensive shoes bearing a higher rate of duty) phased down oz

a period of five years. Two Commigsioners voted for a tarifsf ra+

guota, with a high over quota rate phased down over five vyears.

allocated to supnlylnc countries on the basis of theixr 1274 si: -:
of United States imports. One Commissioner recommended that

adjustment assistance be provided.

;
for maklng rocommﬁndatlonb to you “with respect to 1mport relis:
cases. Tne Committee met on April 1, 1876 and agreed that o
basic options be recommended for your consideration. In conne
with each option, the President would direct the Secret taries of

Labor and Commerce to give expeditious consideration to patiticons
- for adjustment assistance.

4
¥

Option I. Adjustment assistance with no import
relief. The President would determine that pro-

vision of import relief is not in the national econcoic

interest of the United .States. This option is stron-iy
supported by:State, Treasury, Agriculture and CEA.
& -

Approve:

Disapprove:

Option II. Adjustment assistance combined with a

moderate tariff quota based on recent trade pattern:t.
See Annex A. Excluded would be low-priced ghO?J, e
reduce costs to consumars. Growth would be provide:d:.

i

~ ;
—



and the amount of relieI would bz phased down owv

< cr
a period of five years. Comnercs, Laboxr, CIEP ang
STR strongly favor this ootion. DOD supoorts this
option if you deltermine that the Administratiocn is

committed to giving relief.

Approve:

Disapprove

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

Option III: A stringent tariff rate quota based con
recession levels of imports (1274) with a prohibitive
over—quota rate. See Annex B. All footwear would b=
covered, without exception. This is the proposal of
the American Footwear Industries Association. No
agency recommends that you adopt this proposal.

Approve:

Disapprove:

Option IV. The President would announce on April 20
that he had decided to negotiate orderly marketing

agreenrents. Agreements would be negotiated with fiv
principal supplying countries. If agreements were

negotiated, the President would impose quotas on or
before July 19, 1976, having a similar effect. The

footwear unidn desires this remedy. No agency

recommends that you adopt this proposal.’

Approve:

Disapprove:

In light of the USITC's various remedy findings, no count -
hzas 1nclcuked a willingness to negotiatez agreements Horecover,
the domestic industry, due to its belief that rellaf would be
Gelayed an@ ﬂllqud through th2 nzgotiation of agreements, has
jfiﬁc~“‘ that it would prefer thzt a scringent tariff-rate quns

\
ylishaed.




, shile increased tariffs was the remedy adopted by thra:
of the six USITC Commissionerxs, this form of relief is not roce -
mended because it would have a severe effect on European exuorz=-s
to thz United States and would be very likely to lead to retal .=
against our trade.

Imolementation of decision

A decision by April 14 would allow sufficient time to conduc-—
consultations with countries affected by the decision prior to i:=
announcenent. When informed of your decision, I will prepare th=

appropriate press release, notices to Congress, and Federal Registo
notices to implement your decision.

1f you choose to grant relief, the necessary proclamatio:
will ba drafted. Relief must be effective within 15 days of your
determination and announcemsnt (not later than April 20) that it
will be provided, unless you direct that orderly marketing agree—
nents be negotiated, in which case the deadline for putting relies
into effect is July 19.



FOOTWEAR TARIFD QUOTA

Base Poriod: Consistent with the most recent tr.”
pP2LLEXns.
Exclusion Footwaar under $2.50 in value
Country Allocations: (1) European Community (EC) and Soain

(2) All other

Valus categories: (1) Under $6.00
(2) $6.00 and over

Over—gquota rate: an additional 30% above existing ra
of duty, phased down by 4% per year

st yr. 2nd wE.: 3rd ¥Yr. 4Ath vr. 534

+30% +263% +22% +18% B 5
Duration: : 5 years
Growth: 3% per year for each category coveres.

Explanation ~ The tariff-rate quota has been designed to excen:
from its coverage the least expensive shoes. Protection for lcw—
priced footwear would affect consumers the most without sufficic-
offsetting benefits for the domestic industry. Keen competition
under $2.50 should be present to keep lower income consumars
supplied with adequate quantities of footwear at reasonable :
(The values given are in terms of foreign export prices. Doue
consumers would pay between $7.50 and $10.00 for a shoe that
foreign export price of $2.50, besfore freight, insurance, and
distribution costs are added.) ' '

N ¥ s
Having excluded the least expensive footwear, -the tariff-

cuota would have its greatest adverse effect on traditional
suppliers of leather footwear, the Europesan Community and Spai
Therefore, allocations have been given specifically to thesz two
suppliers, to minimize the need for compensation, or risk of
retaliation. The remaining suppliers, lead by Brazil and Korca

are placed in a basket category, as this is favorable both to
th‘u; countries and to consumers, due to the competitive stroncis
uf the producaers.




Using two valuc categories of footwear covered by thz
auokta, under $6.00, and $6.00 xnd above, will help to prev~
footwear prices from climbing r'ﬁidly as foreign supply is
restricted relative to demand. Since a substantial guantityv of
shoes must enter under $6.00 to bznefit from under-quota tariff
rates, there will be a disincentive for foreign exporters io
raise prices.

The over quota surcharge rate is set initially at 30%,
(added to existing duties). It is estimated that a surcharge of
25% would be adeguate to pravent overall growth in footwear
imports. However, as rates vary in effectiveness depending cn
the price and type of footwear, a 30% rate has been selected
to provide additional assurance that the surcharge will b=
effective. The phase-down of 4% a year will gradually restar=
increasing competition to the domestic industry, and avoid a
sudden change between protection and free competition.

A minimum flat rate of growth of 3%/year is provided in ca
domestic production does not respornd to domestic demand. Since
growth in consumption has been through increasing imports, ii i
important to allow imports to expand at a moderated rate sven i
domestic production does not grow at an equal rate. This wiil
dampen the inflationary impact.

Because the adjustment of this industry, largely to producti- o
uses outside footwear production, promises to be a slow and
cult process, a full five years of relief (the maximum allow
under the Trade Act at this time) is recommended.

Review at the end of three years is recommended to deitcrminc
whether the guota amounts require modification in light of
domestic demand and the health of'the domestic industry. ws
should also promise to, ‘consult with foreign supnlylng countiriss
at any time on Sp°C1f1C problems that they may raise about th=z

impact of the tariff-rate quota.



American Footwear Industries hssociabtion
Tariff Rate Quota Rocowmundatlon

The tariff quota system should be based on the following
points:

1. The level of imports which would be permitted on th-
is of current tariffs should be those which occurred in
endar year 1974.

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

3. The tariff qguota should cover all nonrubber footwear
except zoris and disposable panar slippers.

4. There should be no scaling down of the over-quota tariff
rate during the five-~year period that the remedy is in effecth.

5. The over-quota tariff rate should be the maximue per-
mitted under the Trade Act of 1974, namely, 50 percentage points
ad valorem above current rates.

6. No growth should be permitted in the annual under-guota
import levels.

7. Individual country quotas shouvld be established for at
least the leading fifteen foreign supplying countries, with all
other countries sharing in a "basket" representing the differen
between total 1974 iwport levels and aggregate imports of the
countries for which individual quotas are established.

')

8. For purposes of implementation and to avoid an "urgradin
of imports, there should be a control mechanism using either nric:.
breaks or the TSUS numbers in which imports occurred in 1974, wit

a guarterly or semi-annual allocation of the under-quota ruu».

. ®

9. No additional allocation should be made for "new startexrs"
Inports from such countries should utilize the "basket®.

"10. The present spread between tariff rates in column 1 and
2 should bz maintained by adding the over-quota tariff rats to
tha levels of column 2.

If it is deemed desirable that annual growth beyond the
Y€

H!.>

irst year be provided in the under-quota import levels, this
should be done only as a result of bilateral government-to-
covernman

want negotiations. Growth may be provided as the pricoe



for a foreign government r:l'ﬁ;uis? ng its rights to compon
sation, if any should arise, for the effects of the btariff cunts
system. Brov1d1nq annuzl gx P&;? Levond he first ysar nust he
the only concession made by the U.S. The growth rate permitied
should be related strictly to the growth in the U.S. market

for nonrubber footwear, to be implemented one year after the

growth has occurred.
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THE AMBASSADOR OF SPAIN Apri]_ 9, ]_976

Mr. Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President
The White House
Washington D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. Buchen:

Further to previous correspondence exchanged
with you on imports of footwear and on the decision
that President Ford will take before April 21lst 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 countries. 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 Spain.
Sincerely,
WC l‘ W Jaime Alba
Encl.,
-~
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 20, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: ROGER PORTER

FROM: PHIL BUCHEﬁ/i/;7

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 reply.
In light of the thoughtful tone of the incoming

letter, I hope a responsive reply can be
developed.

Attachment




LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY box 979 sheboygan, wisconsin 53081 tel: 414-458-8771
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May 13, 1976

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

Dear Phil:

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!

Cordially,

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

Robert H., Leverenz
Board Chairman

RHL:gg

Enclosure



JC

The Presidant
The White Houss
Washingten, DC 203500

Dear Mr., President:

Thank you for your recent lstter acknowledging my commsnts on your Milwaukse
appearance on April 2., While I know my chances for reaching you via this
letter are siim, I think I owe it to my colleagues and my employess to pass
along my resctions to your unfavorable ruling on shoe import relief for

our industry.

In comtrast to the anger and bitterness vhich 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 agonising pressures on the presidency sust be almost
incomprehensible, particularly when a decision of this kind camnot bs
received with simultaneous enthusiasm by importers, giant retailers, domestic
shos manufacturers, consumers, and foreign trading partners sliks. Sacond,
it is unreasonsble to expect you teo be totally knowledgeable on all matters
you sre called upon to decidej for this reasom it is acutely regrettable

that advisors such as Treasury Secretary Simon and State Secretary Kissinger
should so grosely misassess the situation and urge you to engags in exporting
our Amsrican jobe rather than tc proclaim to our foreign friends, "Enough

- 18 enough!®

By no stretch of the imagination would a continuatfon of at least 40% to

437 penetration of our market by foreign shos manufecturers have constituted
a pricing peril to the American consumer or a rajection of imported footwear,
yst the same people who distorted facts before ths International Trade
Commission succesded in doing with your key Cabinet mewbers what they were
unablie to do in an open, thorough hearing conducted by the 1.T,C.

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



)

affected by your decision, however, are already being more damaging to your
campaign than you deserve or want. Is thers any conceivable way im which you
can vaverss your unfortunste decision and pregerve the ever-diminishing
nunber of shoe workers' jobs in many small communities in this country?

Respectfully,
LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

Robert H. leverenz
Board Chairman

RHLigg /
ect My. Philip Buchen

Counsel to the Prasident
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Bernard Ascher
Acting Directer
Office of Import Programs

Cleared by phone with Wm. Pounds, BIEFR, and 5. Coffield, STR.
¢c: Roche, Ascher, WPounds, Reilly, vhite House (attm.: Phyllis

Matthews), Phuchen, Wa. Clark (State), Wm. Berreda (Treasury),
SCoffield (STR)

JReilly/mik/6-4~76
Control Bo. 9488



[.LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY box 979 sheboygan, wisconsin 5308l tel: 414-458-8771
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May 13, 1976

The President
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

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 T 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 1 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 misassess the situation and urge you to engage in exporting
our American jobs rather than to proclaim to our foreign friends, ''Enocugh

is enough!™

By no stretch of the imagination would a continuation of at least 407 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?

Respectfully,

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

//“ngﬂva o
b [ e =€ -

5

Robert H. Leverenz
Board Chairman

RHL:gg

'

cct Mr., Philip Buchen
Counsel to the President
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 5, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR PHILIP W. BUCHEN

FROM: COLEMAN ANDREWS ?CﬁyfzéEéF’

SUBJECT: Further Developments in the Footwear Case

Subsequent to our telephone conversation earlier this morning,
I spoke twice with Bob Leverenz concerning the status of the
inguiry 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 of 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.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 12, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR PHILIP W, BUCHEN
FROM: COLEMAN ANDREWS Wh
SUBJECT: 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

toc release through the Press Office 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,

Sincerely,

AR

Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President

Mr. Robert H. Leverenz
Board Chairman

Leverenz Shoe Company

Box 979

Sheboygan, Wisconsin 53081
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October 12, 1976

Mr. Philip Buchen
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Phil?

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, 1 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?

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

..schallenge 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 1 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, I should think someone on the strategy team
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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.

Cordially,

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

Robert H. Leverenz
Board Chairman

RHL:gg




Monday 10/18/76

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

I see nothing in our files.
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Ford Ap foves
-~ Stiff Tariffon -

i ',Sugar Impons
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Wuhlngton, D.C. — AP —
Presxdent Ford, taking note of
falling sugar prices, sought to

,' protect domestic sugar pro- _
ducers by raising the tariff on

B

“imported sugar from 62%
.cents a pound to “$l. 87% .

!Tuesday e :;f,-_:-;f.,- A
EF '}":.- »""“ -
iy creased ‘customs dufi'es

" will offer domestic proc{ucers

Pl “some protection from im-

ports,” Ford said..

« He added that the levy on .
foreign sugar “is an interim .
measure™ that he will review ,{
following an expedited exam- |

" ination of the entire sugar

situation by the US Interna- /
tional Trade Commission. f

Sugar prlces fell to about
$21 a ton in August from $45 |
a ton a‘year ago. Much of the
slide occurred in August.

On Sept 10 nearly & dnzenf 4
Repubheen members, of the
Senate wrote Ford .0 urge a
‘tripling of the import tariff, a -
reduction in quotas on sugar
imports and the removal of
sugar from a list of commodi-
‘ties that can be imported
‘duty-free from developmg

: mations. y o

< .'I'he president acted -only
on the tariff increase, =
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September 23, 1976

Attorney Philip Buchen
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Phil:

Again T want to thank you for the highly important role ycu played
in initiating the kind of administrative action which allowed me to
persuade Seymour Fabrick to kill his proposed, critical ad, 1 am
sincerely appreciative of both your patience and your understanding.

Since last visiting with you via telephone on Tuesday, 1 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.

Cordially,

LEVERENZ SHOE COMPANY

Robert H, Leverenz gfﬁwif”
Board Chairman

RHL:gg

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!
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Attorney Philip Buchen
The White House
Washington, DC 20500
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THE WHITE HOUSE ;‘f

WASHINGTON

September 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: ROGER PORTER
COLEMAN ANDREWS

FROM: PHIL BUCHEm

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
PHILIP BUCHEN &+

FROM: COLEMAN ANDREWW

SUBJECT: Footwear Case

To follow up on our telephone conversations of this morning, this
is to advise you of steps 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. :

ce: Bill Seidman
Sam Rosenblatt
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