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/J. The tn er[ted cmnp(my}s adua.nta9e.-; -will.. m1.a.ufr 
1·t to dom·inatc slwc manu.fadu.n:11!/ 

The advm·se co1npetit.ive i1npaet. of. the Brown-Kin­
ney nie:rge1· npon indepE-n clent shoe; inanufaeturers is 

not lin1itecl to the f ol'eelosnre of the substantial Kilu1er 
inarket. The i·ecorcl it perfectly clear t.hat the 
C(•n1binnt.ion of these tw<) huge orgnnizatious, both of 

t.hmn engaged in both the inanufnetnJ'e aud 1·etail of 
1111::11 \•, wornen':-; nnd childJ'e11's 
of the pooling of thei1: ah·endy great advantages oYer 

their smaller inm1ufachn·ing competitors, "definitely 
increase the final constunption of their 
product" (T. 71-72). The iiupact of t.lle nierger \voukl 
extend not only to the substitution of B1·0\vn for other 
inanufact.ure1·:::; as a supplier of innc·h if u ot all of 
the. pre-n1crger Kin11ey ruarket., but also to tho ::;ub­
stantinl ndvantages the me1·gcd cornpany would have 
in eompet.ing fo1· n .Jnrget sha re of the shoe purchases 

by t.be i·en1aining Hnn.ffilintcd retail shoe out.lets. 
Even before thE'. rnergcr Brown enjoyed snbstant.ial 

pnrcbnsing advantages ovc1· its e0111petitors, including 

advantag·es not available to any other n1annf.acturer, 

in the pri<:.e at whieh it. secured rubbe1· and s.ynthet ic 
heel $, soling niaterials nnd other prochrnt.s fro1n B. 
Gooch'ich (T. 990-1012) nnd front the Avon' Sc)l.e Com­
pany (T. 10G4--J05G) . These:. and other concessions 

were nmd.G available to the R.cgal urnnnfnehning plant 
when it joined the Brown e1npire (':C. nn7-998) and it 
is deur they wi11 nllw be to I\:inney in the 
i)lants it opc1·at.cs for the rnannfuctnre of f.>bocs to be 
sold in it.s stores 01· othe1·wise distribnt<: .. d (T. 999-
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1000). Jn fact, in view of the inereasing production 
of Brown after the abso1·ption of Kinney's plants, and 
the i ncrense in t.he nssured u1rn·ket it secures fro1n 
J(in11ey's retail chain, it seems highly likely that 
Bl'own wi ll be able to secure even greater concr~ssio.ns 

frcnn its s11ppHers 1n the future. On the other hand, 
to the extent that I\_i1mey eontinnes to purchase fro111 
outside sources, the very fact that it has the vast 
Bi-own production i·esources available to it should 
enable it to secn1·e even better terms fron1 the small 
n1a.n11facfan·e1·s than j t already does in its capacity as a 
kn·ge chnin sto1·e with Jimited prodnctio11 faeili.tics of 

its own. 
Moreover, the ownc:rship of tlw extensive Kinney 

i·ctajl <.wgnnizntion c.an confidently he expected to 

proclnee fot B1·own all 01· n1c)f:it, of the various advan­
tagt~s t.hat B1·0\\·.n~s pre8iclcnt jndicutcd were the l'Ca­

soils fo1· the Jargcr rnantrfocturo1·s' eute1·ing t.he retail 
field ($1~e pp. 110-11, snpru.) . Brown, but not. its unu1-
tegra t.ed rnannfncturc!l' con1petitors, ean fall back on 
its own tetail stotes, including the huge Kinney 
o.rgnnizat.i•)ll, to nv1)id produetion gyratjons enused by 

the seasonlll bnyi.ng o:f. i.nclividual 1:otailm:s. B1·own, 

hut not its 11ni11t.egJ·at.ed compct.ito1:s, ean nti lizo the 
mt)clel'n, effieient. ]{ii111ey retail orga.uizat1on to intro­

duce llew styles, nnd in (fovc1oping merchandising and 
promotion idE.~as. Brown, but. 1wt its nnintegra.tcd 
cornpet.ito1·s, lws in ]{inncy an assul'ed, 1·e;Jcl,Y 1narket 
ns it downgJ:ades ]ts p1:odnetio11 fl·om the standpoint 
of pl'ice anc1 (jlln li t.y to 1neet the correspondi11g down­
ward trend ]n cons11rnc1· denrnnd (see pp. 20-21, sup·ra,). 

In short, B1·own with]( i1mcy js n ::;ubstnnt.inlly gi:ci.'1.te1· 



. -
eo1npetitivc t.hl'eat to the s1na1l nuuntfactnrer o:f iuen~s, 
w0111en's or children's shoes in seeking the busii1ess of .._ . 

the shoe ret.ailer ontside the inunecliat.e Brown-Kinney 
OJ'bit, than it wus before .. 

'Ve snhn1it, therefore, that considered as an isolated_ 
acquisitio11, and et"en ntore dearly when considered, as 
it nn1st he, as rnnt of nn ii1dust.ry trend in wh.icp 
Bl'own has 1)layed a nrnjor role, the Brown-ICinI!-eY 
1ucrger resnlts in a co1nbinatinu of manufacturing ~11d . 
retail i.ng facilities that has a reasnnable probabiiit.y 
of substantially lessEmiJJg co1npetition in t.be 1nanu­
fucturing of nwn 's, won1c~n~s, and childrcn~s shoes. 

l'-. TUP. Jlli.CORD CLF.:\KLY SUPPOnTS Tfll<: JHBTRICT CO'C.mT's FINDT:-\G 
Tl·l,\T TIU~ l'.rnnm::R :'IL\ y SlJBST.\XTl 1\LI.Y LES~EX CO'i\fl'ETITJON IN 
Tl 11'~ R"E'r,\ILING 01·' SHOF.S 

The clistriet c~onrt found thnt the Bro\n1-I~inney 
merger wonld snb~tautially lessen eo1111)etitio~1 in the 
retail sale of n1en 's, women ~s nnd children's. shoes -
in two ways. It found that I~i.nne~,, wonld he elilni-= · 
nntecl as a snhstnnt.ial ClHnpetitive factor in the Tetail 
ina.rkcts for shoes (T. 73, 74-75). It futther f01u1d 
that t.he eo1nhined Browu-I~iJmey orgnnizntion would, 
by virtne of its size advantage, f;eriously impair the 
ability of the re1naining independent tet.ailers . to . 
compete (T. 71-73, 75). Each of the.se dete1:mtn,a­
t.ions is clearly supported by t.he great weight of the·- . 
eviderice of record belo,Y. 

1. The 'merger elZ:m·1:nate.i:: a- s1tbsta.nt1:a1 com.pet'it·~~·ve · 
f nctor ·in ?J1.a:n/j s£9·n ificrint: ref,a.-il nia:rkets 

.. 
Brown, in n.equiring the J~inncy- chain, was not 

1nerely extending its evel'-g1·0,ring retail operations 
into new teri·itory. On the conti·ary, in the nppl'o~i-
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n1ately 315 cities in which Kinney operated stores in 
1955, Brown already owned or controlled retail outlets 
in 138 (GX 9, 10, R. 60-70, 71-209). In most of these 
138 retail trade areas, scattered throughout the coun­
try, and with city populations ranging fron1 10,000 to 
several millions, both Kinney and Brown were major 
competitive factors in the retailing of women's and 
children's shoes, a11d, in a somewhat smaller number 
of areas, in n1en 's shoes as well. The result of the 
co1nbination of the two co1npanies would thus be that 
in 138 retail tnarket areas two vital competitive forces 
would he r eplaced by a single organization, signifi­
cantly larger than either and freed frmn the spur of 
the con1petition between the two. The district court 
concluded that "the inerger would elinrinate Kinney 
as a substantial con1petit.ive factor to Brown in the 
shoe retailing field" ·The 111ost aggressive retail chain 
in the nation, now a potent competitor of Brown, 
would become hut another adoptive child of an already 
big fan1ily" (T . 74-75). A review of the i1upressive 
evidence of reeord in support of this finding lea-ves no 

doubt as to its correctness. 
The govern.nrnnt's evidence as to the horizontal irn­

pact of the inerger on shoe retailing consisted both of 
testirnony by expe1·ie11ced retailer and manufacturer 
witJ1esses as to the general pattern of the con1petitive 
structure in the va.rions retail nia.rkets, and also of 
doclunentary evidence sl10wi11g the la.rge sha1·es of the 
total snles in each of the three categories of shoes sold 
in such markets held by Brown and Kinney, separately 
and c01nbined. 

The retailer witnesses, describing the sit.nation with 
which they wete familiar in so1ne 40 of the 138 retail 

Gl 8S7~-GL-~9 
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trade areas in which both Bl'own a.nd Kinney own or 
control outlets, st.~·ess.ed, as 've have seen (see pp. 32-3?, 
s·u pra), that Brown and l{inney were. in active con1pe.: 
tition with one another and the other retail sho~ stores 
and departn1ent.s. They also made clear that the very 
differences in son1e of the methods and techniques of 
this competition behveen Bro,vi1 and l(i1u1ey (to which 
appella.nt. points in it.s abortive efforts to show .that 
the competition did not exist) were an10ng the in1-
porfa:i..nt forces for the in1p1·overnent of n1ercbandising 
techniques and services of value to th<:.\ pnblic. Ob-

viously, to the extent t.hat Brown has now absorbed 
I~in11ey, a nwjor impetus i.inpelling· the t.wo organiza­
tions to i1np1·ove their services ·will be elin1inated.61 

.And the independent 1nanufactnrer witnesses. high:. 
lighted the sig11ifieance of the eljminat.ion of con1pet­
in.g- outlets n1 the varions 1·etn.il n1arkets when they 
testified . t.o their inc.reasing jnahiht.y to find any 
inarket for their shoes in the 1nany trade areas in 
which the· principal retail outlets foT shoes had come 
11nder the ownership or control of. u few large iJ1te­
grated inanufa.ctuw:•.rs (T. 429, 517, 769, 89-2-93). 

In this context, the goYcnnne.nt 's cloeu1nentary evi.­
dence of the consequences of l(i1u1e.y's elilninat.ion as 
an hide-pendent competitive fact.or in a. 1nrge n1m1ber 
of· the retail inarkcts pxo·vides o verw hehning sn pport 
for the district court ·s conclusions. This evidence 

• 
57 Thus one 0£ the reasons Brown ga.Ye for purcht1sing Kinney 

-\vns tha.t. it. did not. wish to unclertnke t.he Jinnncing necessn.ry 
to secure out.h~ts for franchise :st.ores (or to build n.nd operate 
its own stot'es) to compete wit.h Kinney nnd the other chains 
in the ~"Uburbun shopping centers (T. 1315-16). The merger 
depri \'es t.he public patronizing t.hese centers of t.lle clmnce to 
pl'ofit from Brown-Kinney compet.it.io11. 
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sbowecJ the percentages of the sales of all shoes com­
bined, an cl of n1en 's, won1e11 's and children's shoes sep·­
arately,. so.ld by Brow.n 's· owned 01· 'controiled outlets, ss 

·by Kinney, and by t.h~ 'two con1hiued in each of the 138 . ., - . . ·.. . .. 
joint. Brown-IG1mey inaTkets in 1955, the year 0£ the 
1nerger~ These :figures confirm the fact that in a large 
number of areas, including many of the nwjor retaii 
markets, both Bro\Vll and J{inncy had app1·eciable per­
cent~ge sba.res of t.be i·etail trade prior to the 111erger 
and that their con1bined operations would accOlmt for 
cle:u·ly substantial percent.ages of an i·ctail shoe sales 
in these ina.rkets. 

~8 The govcmment argued below thnt, in evaJuating the im­
pnct of the metger on shoe ret :1 iJing, all Brown snJes, includ.,. 
ing t.hose made by independent ret..n ilers not t ied to Brown by 
fra.nchise agreements, should be t:Ons idered s ince, from the 
st:rnclpoint of t he publ ic, t heir oppor(,unit.ies .for choice were 
Jimi ted rcgnrdl es~i of t.he c011trnc~u:d relations between the re­
t0:iJ out.let. n.ncl Brown. !£ t.h is position had been adopted by 
the court below, the tigm·es for the Brown-Kinney sl1:tres of the 
r etu .. il mn.rkets would have been snbst:\nt,iaHy gt·c:~ter. Sec GX 
214, R . 121·1:-40. Tiu'?. extent of U1·own~s clornin1mco (after t-he 
mei·ge.r wi t.It Kinney) i1t t.he various retnil m:trket.s in which 
bot.h Brown's nnd Kinney's shoes were ·sold is shown by t.he 
followii1g t.nble: 

Nuw1>4:'r of cities Included 

~5 •••...•• ·- ---·-- - -··- - -···· · -·· --··· ··-········· 
!-oil • ••• ••••••••••••• • •• - • - - - •••••. • • • •• ••••• •••• ••• 

iS: .•. _. _ •.•.. -·-· _ -·-·. _ ••••••••. . _ . •• • _ --· ..•• --
100 ••• · - ••. ••• • -- • ·- . -• - - •• ·-- -- . - •• ••••••• .••.• - . 
12.S •• - •••.• --------- ••• ·---·· - ••• - • ·- -- - - .••• ·--- • 
160. -- .• -- • - . - . - •. • • - - . -~. - - •.•• - • - -- • - -- • -• - - •••. 
176 .... ·---- • - -- .• --- --- --- . - • ·---·. - • -• -· ••• --. -­
:!00 ••••••••• ·····--· •••• -· - ·. -- --- · --·-· --- ·- . •••• 
•~IF 
-~- ..... --- - ......... ... .......... ------·· ·--- ..................... .. --- --.. 
2!.o ••• -•••• -•• - --- - ••••• - •.• - • - • - •• . •• -• -- •••••• -• 

A ~l!!DgC prrcentni;C ShlU'C of total shoe rT!stt ibU· 
tlon repr\!SCntcli by Drown lllli Rinner shots 

All Sho<'S Men's 

:m.3 
30. 4 
27. :! 
:!:J. 0 
:!I. 8 
20. 3 
17. 4 
IS • .'i 
14. 3 
11. l 

22.n 
I ll. :! 
rn. 1 
H. S 

· 12.:i 

10. IJ 
II.I 
i . 3 
(1.3 

c•> 

Wowcn's 

3S.8 
32.8 
28. 4 
:?6.0 
~4. 0 

:21. 4 
IU. 2 
17.2 
15. 5 

12 l 

Chlldr<'n'.s 

42: 4 
3fd). 
30 ·~· ,,_ ,,. .,. ·-
:!4.2: 
21. 3: 
ID. I 

1-; 1, 

13. T 
10_2 

1 Doth Brown :i.ml Kiwia;"s m11u's Sl.l(.1!!5 sc•hl Ju fewer lh:m :.!60 cllks (sourtu G X is, 214, 253, R. 
~62-18, 1214-1240, 2019J. 
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In Appendices B-E to this brief, ,\re have set out 
the figures for n~l shoes, and for inen 's, wo1nen's: ai1~ 
children's shoes separately, fol.· t.11ose com1ntu1it.ies in 
which the conibinecl totals of the two " coinpanies··:wei~ · 

~ . . . . . . . . . ·. . ' . ~ 

over 570.. In won1e1~ ·s shoes <:i.lone, these figu1.·es in:. 
dicate there wer~ no fewer than 66 cities throughout 
the country in which t.he merged con1pany would Lave, 

~s of 1955, over I5ro of all shoe sales, in 17 of 'vhich 
its share would he over 253 (ranging up · to a high ~f 
57.7% in Dodge City, Kans., nnd 48.5'fo i1t Texas City, 
Texas). In addition there were 33 more cities in 
which the nrnrged co1npany would have between lO o/o 
and 1570 of the total retail business in wonien 's 
shoes. In the sales of childl'en's shoes there \~'ould 
be 44 cities where the con1bLned Brown-Ki1u1ey shal·e 
of the nrn.rket would he ove1· 1sro, in si_x of 'vbich 
(Coatesville, Pn.; Do.dge City, I(ans.; Council Bluffs, 
Iowa; .A.rdn101·e, Okla.; ancl Borger, Texas) t.be joint 
percentage would he over 40ro, and 14 more over 25%. 
In addition there would he 21 more cities in which the 
merged company would have be,tween 10'/'o and 15lfo 
of the children's shoe businesi:;. The figures for men's 
shoes (where Brown has a lesser share of' the .sales 
in many inarkets) do not rlUl ns high. But even here 
there were 28 cities with co1nbined Brown-Ki1u1ey 
i)erceutages of over lO'fo. 

This is not a case of a wha1e swallowing a 1ni11,now, 
nor is it one where t.he nrn.jor iinpact of the 1nerger 
is felt only in the smallest of the markets in whi~h 
both Brown and Kinney have operated. As the_ fig­
ures in the App~ndiccs inclica.te, Ki1u1ey alone had 
-0ver · 10o/0 of the sales of won1en's shoes in 51 cities, ·of 
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th~ children's shoes in 40 cities, and of Inen 's shoes in 
10 cities.~11 The population of n1any_ of the cities in 
which Brown and Kinney both had substantial sales 
p~rt.ich>ation prior to the inerger exceeds 100,000 (see 
Appe!1dic~s B-E, ·infrn; see c+X 7, R. 57-58 £01· 1955 
est. ·population figures). For exm11ple in Tulsa, Okla­
bonrn. (population 226,700), l(inney had 70/o of the 
,\1oinen's shoe sales and B1·own 6.9o/o for a total of 
13.970 ; in children's shoes, Kinney had 8.670 ruid 
J?ro,vn 5.2ro, fo1· a total of 13.8%. In °"richita, 
Kansas (population 222,500) Kinney sold 7.5% of the 
'':01i1cn's shoes and Brown 8.3%, for a total of 15.870; 
J(iuney _sold 9.6% of the children's shoes and Brown 
5.6%, for a total of 15.2%. In Des Moines, Iowa 
(population 185,300), Kinney sold 4.9% of the 
'vornen 's shoes and Brown 13.8'.%t for a total of 18.7ro; 
J({nney sold 6.5</'~ of the children's shoes and Brown 
5.1_%, fo1· a total of 11.6ro. Similar figures will be 
fOluHl in the tables in the Appendices for such cities as 
C9i·pus Christi ( 156,500), and Alnarillo ( 104,500), 
Texa~, Bnton Rouge, Louisiana (151,500), and Gary, 
india~1a ( 155,100) . 
. ' Tl~e government's figures nre based upon pai.rage 
sales 00 in 1955 in tbe cities which form t11e core of the 

~0 The equiYn lent figures for Brown's owned 01· controlled out­
lets were 80 cit.ies for women~s shoes, 15 cities fot children's 
shoes :l.ncl G cities for men's shoes. 

: - 6~ In its Reply to our :Mot,jon to Affirm (p. 20, n. •) appellant 
. cha~lenges the government's use of pairage figures, despi te the 
fact that only by converting do1ln-r sales into sales by pairs 
could meaningful figures as to percentages of rnen's, women's 

: and- children's shoes sold by Brown nnd IGnney be derived 
(T . . ~555). (Appellant introduced no figures bi·eaking clown 
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cit.y-nnd-~nvirons area which the district court found 
to be the proper section of the colu1try for retailing, 
.and thus to a liluited extent n1ay overstate or ru1der­
·state the percent.age figures tJ1at wonlcl be shown if 
.figures were also ·available fo1· sales in the arens iln­

n1ediately surrounding and contiguous to th~ city. 
But the test.in10ny of the govern1nent 's expert wit­
nesses was that these fig'lu~es would give n. close 
approximation of the percentag·e~ which wottld apply 
if suburba.n sales were also included, and that they 
provi.cled a inuch n101"e nReful tool for this ptu·pose 
than the st.anclard inetropolita.n area and county fi$·­
urcs advanced as the appropriate measure by tl1e. ap~ · 
pell ant (T. 2690-91, 2697-99, 2771-72). The figures 
set out in the chart in Appendix F, t'nfra., support 
this conclnsion. For they show, on the hnsis of 

ret.nil shoe sales into the three Jines of commerce found by the · 
court .. ) But c.ont.ra.ry to appellant's st:.\tetnent that t.he pairage 
figures were bnsecl upon a. "numher of assumptions concerning 
national income and age/sex which are wholly im:::ilicl'' (Reply 
t.o ~fot.ion to Affirm ( p. 20, n. t)), t.he. bases for t.he computn.t.ioi~s 
were fu lly e:xphlined, to t.he satisfaction of the district cour~, by 
Dr. Jn.y Gould, a. recognized expert. in the field of mi~rketing 
statistics (see T. 1040--45, 2694-97). The further statement 
by appellant t.hat. Dr. Gould "dis:n·owecr' t.he figures ns applied 
to any particular city is completely misle:lding. 'Yhile t he 
witness indica.ted that there was a. nece~c:;sary nl<trgin of error­
one w;ty or t.he ut her-t.l1nt. ·would oo npplic:-:tblc to t he. tmiYerse . 
figu res fo1· t,he various cit.ies~ he m:l de clear t.h:it. this wou Id not 
bo like.ly to exceed the or sis. percent. at. t.he m:iximum 
(T. 2n00) ~ that t.his would be reflected b.v a.n even smaller error· 
in · the Brown-Kinney percent:lges ('l'. ~n!l~), an cl Urnt while the 
n.ctu:il uni\•erse figures for a majority of the cit.~es listed m~ght 
tend to be. slight.Jy higher t.han those upon whic.h he b:isecl his 
percent.age figm·es, n11y such enor would hnve the effect. of 
minimizing t.he Brown-Kinney percent.age of that ret.ail market 
(T. 2697-:3698). 
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st.atist.ics supplied by the appellant for dollar sales of 
all ·shoes by cities and standard inetropolitan and 
county areas in 1954, tlutt the figures for city shoe 
sales do not very often devinte frorn tliose for co1u1ty 
areas by inore than a f ew percentage points.4;1 

Appellant argues that this st.rong evidence that the 
Brown-I\::inney me1·ger would eliminate u substantial 

· con1petitive fnctor in the retaili.11g of nrnn 's, wou1en 's, 
and chi1chen 's shoes in n large ntunber of in1portant 
1narkets throughout the country, could not be dis­
positive in the n bsence of a detailed analysis by the 
court. of the particular facts goveJ:ning shoe retailing 
in each of t.hese n1arkets. To the extent it contends 
that the competitive strncture· of the Nation's i·etail 
shoe· business "al'ics to such a degree fron1 1narket to 
nrn.1'.lrnt · that no basis exists for nny generaljzation as 
to the overall significance of the c01nbination of the 
Brown nnd E:inney f <H:.il.ities, the short answer is that 
the <list.riot court was fully justified iu reaching a con­
tral'y conclusion on the basis of its evaluation of the 

61 As the chn 11; n lso ind icat.es, t.he1·e is usually n. close correla­
t.ion· between city figtll"es :rnd st.:l.ndard mct.ropol it:rn ~rea. figures 
where t.he c.ity is Lhe p1·incipnl <;it.y oft.he standard metropolitan 
a.re:t (see, e.[J., Tnpekn., Kans.; Corpus Ch risl i, Texas; Rochester, 
1\finn .. ; Fort. _Smi t:h, Ark:rnsa.s). 'Vhere t.his is not, t.he cn.se, ns 
in Elgin: Ill. (in t.he Chi•:ag<> St.andn.rd l\fot.ropolit.:m Aren.) or 
Council Bluffs (in the 0111al111, Standard ~fet,ropoli t.:rn Al'en,), 
the figures chwj ate great.ly. But. t.he test.imony of ret11 iler wit·­
nesses familiar wi th such areas mnkes clen..1· t.lrnt. in such cases 
t:he st.n.nd:trd met.ropolit.an aren. does not properly reflect the 
ret.nil trade nrea. n.nd thn.t n. n~ry high percentnge of the resi­
dent.s of t.hese sma11er cities in1rchase their shoes in that, c.it.y 
i:a.t.her t.lian in t.he principn.1 city of t.he sta.nda.rd me.tropolit.n.n 
area, (see T. 1160-Gl (Elgin), 664, 670 (Council Bluffs); see 
also · n. 25, o"'u.p1:a.) . 
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test.i1nony of the numerous retailer witnesses called by 
the governn1ent. There are, of course, special local 
situations in smne n1arkets that are not present, at. 
least to the same degree, in others. Thus, as the 
figures cited abo,-re indicate, there are so1me areas where 
Brown's owned or controlled outlets are hll'gely de­
voted to the sales of wo1nen's and children's shoes and 
where t.he imn1ediate hnpact of the iuerge1· 1nay largely 
be linuted to these lines of conn11erce; in other situa­
tions, the retailing of n1en's shoes is also directly 
affected. But the detailed descriptions of the coin~ 
petitive structure in the forty inarkets with which 
these witnesses were intinrntely familiar clearly de111-
onstrate that the similarities between markets out­
weigh the differences. Aud, in vie"r of the unifornrity 
of the testitnony as to the major roles played by both. 
Brown ancl Kinney in shoe retailing in all of the mar­
kets in which they own or control ret~il outlets, as 
\Vell as the many inarkets, large and small, in which 
the two concerns had sizable percentages of the exist­
ing retail busiliess, the district court wa~ clearly 
correct in concluding that it could 1na.ke general con­
~lusi-0ns as to the probable overall effect of t11e n1erger 
in eliminating a significant co1npetitive factor in ·t.he 
1nany· areas in which Brown and Kinney bot.h -0wned 
or controlled retail outlets. The court's disinclina­
tion to en1bark upon a detailed market-by-n1arket 
analysis nnder these circmnst.ances was not. only un­
derstandable but obviously proper. 

A n1ore funda1nental difficulty with appellant's· ar­
gu1nent lies in the decisional standard for which ·it 
in1plicitly contends. For it appears to urge that it is 
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not sufficient to show the strru1gling of competition 
bet,veen two potent forces · in a large number of sig­
nificant 1narkets, and that instead this showing n1ust 
he accompanied by an extended economic A:nalysis of 
the actual, or at least the potential, effects of the 
elu11ination ?f .competition itself. But Congress, in 
adoyJting the a.1nended version of Section 7 1nade dear 
it.s intent to avoid t.hc necessity for any such analysis. 

As indicated at p. 90, su.pra, the House Committee ex­
pressly stated that "elunination in whole or in n1a­
terial part of the co1npctitive activity of an enterprise 
which has been a substantial factor in co111petition" 
(JI. Rep., p. 8) was to he deeiued to reflect a likelihooq· 
of a substantial lessening of coinpctition or of a tend­
ency to n1onopoly. The situation on the horizontal 
level is thus analogous to the rnle laid down by this 
Court in the vertical area that f oreclosnre of a sub­
stantial share of a su bstantia1 inarket will in itself 
violate Sect.ion 7. See United Sta.f:es v. E. I. du Pon.t 
de N mnou.rs &.: Co., 8u,pra., :353 U.S. at 595. 

2. The 1nerge1· wZ:U s1ibstci·nt£a.ll:1J im.pa.z>r the ab·ility of 
, othe1· ref:ailers to conipete eff ect-i·velv 

J(inney's president, in his a.polog£a for manufacturer 
entry into the retail shoe 1narkot referrecl to above 
(pp. 110-11), argued that ·the large nrn.nufacturers' in­
creasing enhy into the retail shoe 111a.rket through 
ownership or control of retail outlets n1ight actually 
prove of benefit to the "alert~ efficient, a.ggressi ve, and 
sales-1ni.nded independent retailer'' (GX 219, R. 
1300-01). In fact the testimony of the government's 
retailer witnesses strongly supports the district court's 
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co~trary conclusion that independent retaile1·s are hav-· 
ing a harder and -ha1·der tin1c competing with · manu­
facturer-owned and inmiufacturer-controlled · ~·etail 
outi~ts (T. 70) and that. "as indepenclent .retailers are 
forced to other lines or fro1n the market" there is a 
inarked ten.dency towards retail n1onopoly (T. 73). 

The reasons for t11is are clear. The independent 
shoe ret.ailer?, like all other small bnsiness1nen in our 
society, have had an increasingly difficult task in 
con1peting with the chain stores, whether they · he 

chains of shoe stores as such, or large inultiproduct 
~hains (like Sears, Roebuck) also selling shoes (T. 
149-50, 350, 364-65, 366-67, 478-79, 578-79); ~ee 

p. 40, snpra.. But as long as these chains are inde­
p~ndent of the largest shoe 1nanufacturers the1·e are 
techniques by which the operator of a single shoe 
~tore_ or department or a small local or regionai chain 
can hope to innintain his position successfully. The 
Robinson-Patn1an Act a1nenc1n1ents to Section 2 of 
the Clayton Act, 15 . U.S.C. 13, as amended by 49 Stat. 
1526, plus the crilninal provisions of Section 3 of. the 
Robinson-Patinan Act., 15 U.S.C. 13a, provide . . so~e 
:protect.ion against undue preferences to the chains 
not base.~ upon actual cost savings due to d.iffQre1~ces 
in .the qu~1tities and nrnthods by which shoes ai·e sold 
and distributed. 1\foreo,-:-er, by pro.viding a nu1~ber 
of importan_t services that the chains . cannot o~· do 
J~ot .offer, in such areas as fitting, ch.oice of. size a;1d 
scyle, charge acco1u1ts, etc., the independents . m~y be 
able to co1npete. on relatively favol'ahle teru1s. ; In 
~ddition, as Jong as son1e of. the largest chains .. are 
eng'!-gecl prilnarily in the sale of 111ake-up shoes .. tm-
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der their own trade names, the independent retailer 
Ql' sn1all shoe chain cnn benefit fro1n the extensive na­
tional advertising of the brand 11a1ne shoes produced 
by the larger 1uanufact11Tcrs. But where t.he nrnnu­
facturers themselves invade · the 1·etail field, and par­
t.ieularly where they take over the large chains, the 
sit.nation is quite different. 

The independent retailers wl10 testified as govern­
ment witnesses 1nade it clear that, where a 1nanufac­
"turer with whon1 they had been dealing acquired its 
o-\Yn outlet in an urea, they soon found it impossible 
to cornpete, since the sa1ue shoe or its equivalent 
would appear on the shelves and in the windows of 
the rn;u1ufacturer-ownecl outlet at considerably less 
than the price at which they could afford to sell the 
particular type of: shoe (see, e.g., T. 150, 350-51, 358-
60, 364-66, 476-79, 661--662, 1159-60). Olle experi­
enced i·etailer- a 1neinbe1· of the Board of Directors 
of the National Shoe Reta.ilers Association and past 
president. of tlrn Independent Shoe Men (T. 143)­
_sta.ted that as Brown and General bad acquired chains 
in co1npetition with bis stores he had fo1u1d it neces-
sary to drop the lines of their shoes he had been 
ca.l'rying because " [ o] bviously, if the person can buy 
his own products cheaper than yon do, * * * he 
could, an(l quite ofte11 does, lmder-price you at the 
retail Je\rel" (T. 150). On t.he other band, as the court 
fotu1d (T. 70), if the n1anufact.urer e11ters into a 
franchise arrange1nent with a retailer, bis co111pet.i­
tors find that the franchise dealer (in return for 
agreeing to concentrate on the n1anufacturer's brand) 
secures great co1npetitive advantages in a<lvertisu1g, 
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insurance, disco1mts on purchases, and financial, 
architechu·al and store site assistance (see T. 311-15, 
459-61, 490-91, 552-53, 686) .6~ 

Often the 1nanufacture:r will transfer to its newly 
acquired. retail outlet in the area t.he brand nmue 
shoes upon which the independent. retailer hacl built 
his reputation. Thus, one Tetai ler witness stated, 
"We will build up a na1ue and a brand and the first 
thing you know the.y will come into the town and open 

up and ta.ke the b1:and sotue plaee else into one of their 
own outlets and it is not profitable on that basis'; (T. 
662; see also, e.9., T. 926~27). rrhe encl result, as the 
court fo1uld (T. 70), bas heen to force incl'e::1sing 
numbe'rs of independents to seek refuge in a higher 
retail price bracket, leaving the expanding n1arket for 
lower and nrndi11u1 priced shoes to the inanufact.urer­
ownecl outlet~ (T. 150, 365-68, 478-79, 6Gl-62, 925-27, 
1158-60). An independent retailer testified that 
Kinney's up-grading of its product had allowed it to 
undersell him at p1·ogressively higher price levels, 
that "my shoes began to look sick,'' and that "I had 
to discontinue three-ninety-nine, fou1·-ninety-nine, ··as 
a inatter of fact five-ninety-nine, and get up into 
si..x-ninety-nine and up and just stay there, thus the 
result was I had lost a.bout twenty pe1·cent of iuy 
sales". (T. 479). He added thu.t Kinney was 1iow 

moving in on Iris $6.99-$10 price range (-ibifl., see also 
T. 487-88). 

. . 
o:? Appellant suggests (Br. 43--44) that some of these ndvn.n.-

tn.ges were also available to its better independent ret.ailers. 
But clearly in most areas where it hn.d franchise stores it was 
those outlets that reaped by fnr the larger shnre .of its 
beneficence. And see p. 23, n. 10, supra. 
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A number of i·etailei·s testified to their :extrerpe dif­
ficulty 'in finding a new supplier among the independ­
ents when they lose, or :fincl they are unable to 
continue to carry, the shoes of a large integrated lnan­
ufacturer err. 367-68, 389, 1160). Moreover, the COill­

petitive difficulties in which both the independent 
. retailer and independent manufacturer find then.1-
selves as a result of the trend to vertical integration 
inevitably drives thein both into a higher price bracket 
where they are able to get together. The s1uall tu1m­
tegrated manufacturer, not having the asstu·ed outlets 
and other advantages of bis lal'ger integrated c01n-

·petitor (and :findi11g it hard to maintain any outlets 
in the inany inarkets ·where the larger shoe concerns 
.have appropriated most of the retail shoe stores or 
depnrt.nients) just cannot offer a shoe of equivalellt 
style and quality which the- independent retailer can 

.hope to sell at a price con1petitiYe with his inanu­
facttuer-ow1rnd or controlled competition. Conversely 
the independent i·etailer finds that even if he cru1 

·secure a like-quality shoe to sell at a silnilar price, be 
will be eo1npeting against the best know11 trade nan1es 
in the bus:iuess (often those he has spent years in 
building U}) to his customers), backed by the ever­
increasing national ad't:ert.ising budgets of such con­

cerns as Bro,vn. Since they cannot hope to succeed 
by lowering their price-grade standards below the 
level of the :integrated 1nanufacturer-Tet.ailers, they 
are forced to take at least temporary refuge in the 
shrinking market for better grade shoes . 

. The fact that Kinney, prior to its acquisition by 
Brown, sold only under its own trade names, by no 



136 

inenns · indicates that its ad1nission into the Brown . . . 
fo1d will not ha-ve as gr~at or greater in1:pact ~pon . 
the independent retailers as prcvio11s acquisitions of 
ch~ins by the large inanufar.turers. To the extent that 
Kinney increases the a.mount of sales of Brown's . 
brancl-naine shoes (sec T. 1368-69), the i.Iupact.. wi.11 
be direct.. But it. will be no less significant in those 
areas where .Kinney continues to sell it.s shoes under 
its own .name. Fo1: its already powerful c.ompet.it.ive 
position wil.l be strougly euhanced by it.s affiliation 

with the Brown organization. Thus, a nmuber of . 
retnilers testifiecl that Kinney had jn fact already bc­
co1ne 1nore of a co1npetitiYe forc;e since the rnerger 

(T. l49- 151, 479, 487, 661). Kinney shoes selling at 
several dollars below the brand name shoes of the 
independent retailer were, many of these retail~rs 

t.estified, already considerP.d t.o he about on n par with 
their pToduct by 1nany of their cust01uers ( T. 396, 
478, 661). Obvions1y this situation will he further 
aggravated when Kinney (in the 20 percent share of 
its shoes -it secures frorn its own factories) is nble to 
take ach·antage of t.hc inal'kecl discounts . on raw 
1naterial purchases previously available to Brown · 
<1 lone in the industry. Shnila.dy, to the increasing 
extent Ki:m1ey's shoes al'e acquired directly fron1 
Brown it \.vill be able, in view of the intercorporate 
savings (such on salesmen's salaries, see T. 359), to 
ret.ail them at lower prices t.han it could offer if t.he 

· same shoes were purchased fro1n outside sources.63 

03 Thus, for example, ' the \Vohl fonsed shoe rlepnrtments pu1·­
·chn.sed 'Yohl-brnncled shoes 21!. nppt-ecinbly lower prices than 
lVohl sells t.he snme. shoes t.o independent retailers (1'. 2051). 
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Ancl' furally, regardless of the trade 11an1e Kinney uses, 
independent 1·etailets selling Brow1~ brand-nani.e 
shoes, or comparable branded shoes of other inanu­
factrirers, are going to be adversely affected when 
sh?es siinilar in appearance ancl wo1·h111anship are 
available at substantial1y cheaper price:-; in the Kin­
ney stores. 
Th~ prospect, if the t.l'encl -to inanuf acturer-retniler 

inte.g1·ation is not halted, is, as one i·etailer witness 
put· it, that "[w]e would have the hig three in the 
shoe business like we have in the automobile business 
or the. big six ii1 steel" er. 702). Or, as another wit­

ness, wl10 had found it necessary to stop selling 
Brown shoes when Brown acquired Kil111ey, statccl, 
the shoe industry would "deteriorate to the point 
where it was so standnxdized that no one would have 
a chance to expand without being involved with one 
of the giants" (T. 151). · 

CONCLUSION 

Tl1e Brown acquisition of Kinney presents a classic 
exn.1nple in both its vertical and horizontal aspects of 
the tJ1)e of in erg-er Section 7 of t1 te Clayton .Act was 
intended to prevent. The shoe i11dustry, with a few 
large. rnanufacturers and retail chains already 
d01ninating a large number of small prodncers and 
retailers, has been the subject of a rapidly accelerat­
ing trend to vertical integration in which the sL' 
largest manufacturers, led by Brown, have purchased 
numerous :r:ctail shoe outlets and 11ave established ex-
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elusive ·franchise agreements with many more. 
·Brown's purchase of Kinney's·352 sto1·es is the largest 
single purchase in -this entire n1ovement. Independent 
·shoe manufacturers, who find it progressively n1ore 

·difficult to sell their product in n1arket after market 
as the n1ajor manufacturers acquire more and more 
of the important. retail outlets, a.re now to be cut off 
from the large Kinney shoe inarket \Vhich Brown 
can and undonbtedl.v will "jnsulnt[c] from free c01u­
petition" (United Sta.tc.<; v. E. I. du, Pont de l>l ernours 

&: Co., 366 U.S. 316, 318-19) as a r esult of the n1erger. 
Anc.l both the independent nmnufactm·er and retailer 

·will, as the gove1·mnent's inany industry witnesses 
t estified; find it n1ore difficult to compete against the 
vast resources and special advantages of t.he merged 
c01npany. At. the same time, at the retailing level, the 
Brown-Kinney nrnrger will, i11 n1any of tl1c 138 
n1arkets where both have owned or controllecl outlets, 
con1bine into a single unit. t.\yo of the principal cmn­
petitive forces in the rot.ailing of n1cn's, wo1ne.n 's and 
children~s shoes. This elimination of a n1ajor com­
i)etitive fact.or in those inarkets will in itself have a 
reasonable likelihood of substantially lessening com­
·peti ti on and tending to n1onopoly. 

In short, this is tbe case, and this is th~ tin1e, to 
call a halt to a trend that is otherwise certain to con­
ve1i tbe shoe jndnstry into one of those oligopolistic 
industries in which a few large · concerns exercise 
decisive control over the market structure and the 
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smaller companies that are able to survive continue 
· on sufferance only so long as they follow the leaders. 

The judgment below should be affinned. 
Respectfully submitted . 
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APPENDIX A 

STATUTORY PROVISIONS 

S~ction 7 of of the Clayton .A.ntit.rnst Act., 38 Stat. 
731, as amended, 64 Stat. 1125 ( 15 U.S.C. 18) : 

* 

No corporation engaged in con1merce shall ac­
quire, directly 01· indi1·t~ctly, the whole or any 
part of the stock or other share capital and no 
corporation subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Federal r.J:rade Con11nission shall acquire the 
whole or any part of the assets of another co1·­
porntion engaged also in cornmerce, where in 
any hue of commeTce in any section of the 
co11ntry, the effect of such ac.qnisition may be 
substantially to lessen co1upetition, or to tend 
to create a n1onop0Jy. 

* * * * 
Section 15 of the Clayton Antit1·ust .Act, as 

ainencled, 62 Stat. 909 (15 U.S.C. 25) : 

The several district conrts of t.he ·u11ited 
Stat.es al'e invested wit.h jurisdiction t.o prevent 
and l·estrain violations of th is Act, and it shall 
be the duty of the several United States Attor­
neys, in their res1)cctive districts, nnder the 
direction of the Attol'ney General, to institute 
proceedings in equity to prevent and restrain 
snch violations. Such proceedings may be ·by 
way of petition setting forth the cuse and pray­
ing that such violation sha 11 he e11joined or 
otherwise prohibited. When the parties com­
plained of Rhall lwve been duly notified of such 
petition, the court shall proceed, ns soo11 as 
may he, to the hearing and determination of the 
case; and pending such petition, and before 

(141} 
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final decree, t.be court inay at any tinrn make 
such temporary restraining order or p1·ohibition. 
as shall be dee1ned just. in t.he inemises. When­
ever it shall appear .to t.be co1ut before which 
any such proceeding lnay be pending that the 
ends of justice require that other parties should 
be brought before the court, the coul't may 
cause them to be sunm10ned whet.her they reside· 
in the district in which the court is helcl or not, 
and ·subpom1as to that end may be served in 
any district by the marshal t.bereof. 
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<Jcm1>bit1ed, salea of mc1•'8, womc>f8 011<t child1·c1~·s 811oca by Bro1on and 

Ki1inc11 fJ.8 a share of the totaL city sales ir• selected. areas (1955) 

[Rutikod by oomblncd Brown own~d nn<\ controlled outlets and Kinney shnrrs) 

Cl Ly 

J?odi::o Olty, K11n9 ____ ____ -- - -- -· .............. 

1'rxns City, 'l"ox .•• --···· -···-··--.. ·--- -- --·-· 
Oounrll Bluffs, Iowa ___ ·-·-·- ____ ------·---· .. 
Ardmore, Okin ..•... - ..•• --- -.•. - ••. --- . ·---• •• 
Keokuk, Towa. _._. --- ------- ·- .... -••••• --- . · · · 
Contcs~111'?, Pa •. ·-----·---··-----·-·--------· .• 
Dori;cr, Tor ......... __ __ .. · ·- ·-· .··--. __ ·-·-·· · 
Ottumwa, Iowa •••• ---· . . . . ·-- .. __ •...•.•. •.•• • 
Mnrshnlllovm, rowa.·-····- -· - ----- --·······-·· 
LDwton, Oklahoma ......... _ .•••.•••••••.•• ••• 
Bobbs, N. Mex ..... -- ........... --------·· .... 
Unlontollfo, Po ••••••••• - - ....... ___ ---· •••.••• 
Pl no Bluff, Ark .• __ --·-·--·.·--- -- ·----·---- .•. 
Pueblo, Colo .... -------.----·-· ....... ..... . . . _ 
'Carlisle. .,,lo. -. ---. -·--. ·-.... ·--------· -.. ----· 
Bntnvlo, N. Y ·-··--· .. •..•. ·----· ·-···----··· ·· 
"I"opelre, Kans .. ........ - • ·-·-. ·--·- ••• ----- ••• 
Frnnklln, Pa ___ _ - • -·- ••• --·· •• ••• · ·--- •• ·--· ••• 
Dubuqno, Iowa .. __ ... ··-·-·· ..•. · ·--·-· .. ...... 
Iowa City, low ... __ · · - ···-···-··· ·-----·---····· 
Rcrwyn, Ill. ....•. ·----- .. __ ···---------·------

"l"oxnrkaon, Ark ••.•• •. •.•. _ ....... _____ .------_ 
Coucord, N .IL __ .··--........ . ................ 
:Roswcll, N. Me.:r ............. .... ·----- - ·----- . 
J\ l nnltowoc, .'\Vis ... .... --·· ...•. •.. ----·.------
R11rtlos.:lllc, Okla .••.•••..• ···---·-·····----· ·-
Fr<!moot, Nebr . .. ....... ...... . . _····-· ·····-· 
~tcAllcn, Tex ..•. _--· --.... . ............ ---· ... 
Liu·cdo, '1'01 . . . ................ _. ______ ......... 

Oulfporl, Miss •.• _____ •. -- .............. -----· _ 
J\lnson City, Tows .. ... ___ . . ........... ··-----·-
!'II uslcogcc, Oltlo. ..... . . .......... ·----------- ••• 
Cortland, ~- \" .... --·. -..... .. --- ··. -·-. -----·· 
Klng$pOrt, Tenn • . _ .. --··--- ··· . · -------- · · ···· 
Hibbing, Mlon ..................... --- -····---
Corpus Cbri'ltl, Tox .•. ---· -· ··----· ·---·-·---- -
Fort Dodge, Iowo. ... -----··--·-·--·-···--------
Steuben\'illc, Ohio .•.. ·-- ............ --- · ··-·--
Rochester, !Vf Inn • . __ •. _ .•.... ____ . - ---- • • ·--- __ 
Clorksburg, W. Va •• --· ... .. ........ ·--- ----··· 
Marlon, Ohio._ .... -· .. ··-·- - .• . ·---·------· ..• 
llallnn, Kans •. -·-·- ..... . . -- -..• ·--· .• ·-·-····-

'fotul sslo.~ 
(plllrB) 

67, 000 
6'4,300 

125, 200 
114, 000 
63,'100 
84,700 
02,000 

123, 400 
133,300 
174. 700 
ll3. 200 

26.5.800 
i 16, ;oo 
279, 000 
101. 000 
138,200 
411, 400 
68, 700 

!!l8,300 
132, 6()1) 

li6,l>OO 
120, ;oo 
·~.:m 
HS.600 
111, 600 
115. 700 
103, 000 
IG5, riOO 
30-1. OOI) 

163.000 
18'1, 000 
JZ5. 000 
101,400 
1~.800 

81,000 
608.~ 
190, 500 
380, 100 
239. iOO 
247. 000 
168,000 
188, 600 
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Klnnl'y 
per<'Cntago 

shnro 
(f>()rcent) 

24. ll 
30.1 
26. 8 
14.6 
2t. 3 
lG. 6 
17.0 
26. 1 
20. l 
17. 9 
211.8 
HU 
22. 7 
15.8 
17.8 
l'!. 5 
lZ.1 
13.0 
14. 3 
1-4. 6 
lo.a 
15.9 
H . 8 
12. 3 
14.4 
15. 0 
IJ. ll 
12. 0 
IS.O 
16 . • 
14. l 
I!. I 

11. 6 
12. 2 
IG. 3 
2.8 

l0.3 
12. 1 
8. 9 

14. ~ 
8. 4 

12.1 

Dro·wn 
owne•J or 
controllcu 

sh!ITe 
(pt'rccnt) 

23.8 
I I. 3 
J0. 2 
Jll. 6 
8. I 

U.8 
J3. l 
3.0 
8.3 

10.2 
2. 7 

12. g 
6. 1 

10. I 

6.9 
11.6 
JD. 6 
8.6 
'1.8 
7.3 
2. 4 
6. 6 
6- 3 
8.6 
6. 4 
4 9 
8. S 
7.1 
I. s 
3.i 
6.3 

J0.9 
7_2 
6.6 
1. 8 

JS. 1 
7 . .f 
6.2 
8. 3 
2. 1 
8. 6 
4. 8 

combined 
Brown­
Kinney 
share 

(percent) 

48. 7 
41. , 
37.0 
34.1 
32. 4 
31.3 
30.l 
211.1 
28.1 
28. t 
28_0 

28.0 
27.8 
25.9 
24. 7 
24.0 
22.6 
7.?. 2 
22. t 
21.S 
21. '1 
21 . -t 
21. l 
20.'i} 
20.8 
20. !i 
20. 4 
20.0 
19.8 
1~:6 

Hl. 4 
19. 0 
18.S 
18.8 
18- 1 
17.9 
17. 7 
17. 3 
17. 2 
17. 0 
17. 0 
16. 9 
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Mc.n'a, 100111tm·o'1, alld children's shocs-Contin1ied 

City 

Emporia, Kans •• ______ ._ .. •.. . . . .•• ·--·- .• •••• 
Fnrgo, N. Dak . ..••.••.. . .. •.. _ •. •.••• •••. ... . .. 

Omnd Forks, N.Oak • . ·· -· ---------····· ··----
Freeport, JU ••••••••• _ . •. _ .. _ .• _._ . . _ •• ___ .·._ .•. 
Fort Smith, Ark ..•. •... . .• ... •• • .••..•. •• •• ••. 
Jobnson Clty, Tenn . ..• . •• ••• .• ...... ••• . . . .. .. 
Da\"enport, Iowa . ..... _ .. •. -- -· --- . _ . . •.•. . .... 
Sioux City, Iowa . . •.•••.•.. . . .. . .• . •. . .•. . ..... 
Muskegon, .Mlcl1 __ ___ _____ ---- . - . • ·-·-· - ••••••• 

Baton Rouge, La •••.. -- - - · ·· · - ···--·· ···· - · ···· 
:Kingston. N. Y . . • . .• .. • . • ··-·-----. __ • .•••. _. _. 
Enid, Okla. ---••• •• •••. ---• •• • • - •.•. • ••••• .. • •• 
Odessn, TeJ .••••••••• • ----••.. . -•••. -. . . •. . _ .•. 
St . C loud , M inn ...... . .... . ..... . . . . ... ...... . 
Elgin, Ill. ••.••. · -··- · · - · · ·_.--· · ·-- -- __ _ •... __ _ 
Sprtngtleld, Mo_ • . ----- ---· · __ ••••• ..•.•. . . . • •• 
Des Molnos, Io'\\·a ••••• ••••••••. . . ... ··-- -------
Burlington, low a .. ___ ••••• .•. _ .••. _. . . . _. _. _ •• 
\\'Jcblta, K£1.Il.!! . ---- • ••• ••• •• •• •••••••• •• ••••••• 
1\.i uncio, lnd. · · · ---- .•..... __ ____ ....... •. •••.. 
A bllcne, 'l'e:i: ......... . ......... . - •.•. - - - - - - - - --
O recnshurg, Pa __ •.••• - - - . • . _ ••• •• _ ••• • -.· _ •• •• • 
Litt le Hork, Ark . . . .. . . . . ... .. ....... . ... ..... . 
Mcrh.l fa n , !\1iss ... . ......... ....... . . . . .. ... . . . 

Kansas Cit~'. J\:ru:is •. .. • ••• •• •• -------· -·· ··· - -
Portsmoutb. Ohio . •. .. __ --- · -· ·- . .. --- --- --- . • . 
Colorado Springs, Colo ... ...... ...... ... . . . - --· 
Oaf~shurg. HI . . .•••••. . __ -- - -- · · · ·· ·· · ····-- .•. 
Hutchinson, Knns . . _ .•••.•. . ••• . . . _ -----·-·- . . 
Rending, P tL. _ .. . . . . . . ... . . ------ ...... __ .•... 
South Bend, Ind . . ...... . .... . . . ..... . ... .. . .. . 
Lubbock, Tei ______ ------· .... . __ .••..•. . ... ---
T ulsa, Okla. .. ... .. ... .. .. ___ ••••• •...• •. · ·---- . 
Bloomington, Ill . .. - ---· --· . . . -- - -- -· •.•. . ··- --
! tba.ca, N . Y --.... .... ............ . . . ... _ • ••.• .• 
Snn AngP-lo, Tex . .. . . ... ...... .. . . ........ . . .. . 
Sloui: Falls, S .D:Uc .... .... . ... . ----- -- - -····---
0"1!n Bay, \Via •• •. . •.• .• • .. •. •• • .•.. . ..•.• •• •• 
?..ADesvllle, Ohio ••• • _ . • ___ •• •••. . . .••••••• . . . _ •• 
"\\'atcrloo, lows ..••. . ____ _ . __ ._ . .•• •.. __ .•. ••. . . 
Williamsport, Pa .•••.. . ___ . __ .. .. . ___ ... . . . ___ _ 

Olen~ Faus, ~.Y •. •.• -- ----- ··-· -· ------ -------
Kenosba, WLi; __ ••••. _____ .• •••• . ----· •• . •. . . . . . 
Manko.to, ~flnn . ..• . . ••. ____ ____ •••• .. ___ _ .... . 
Toledo, Ohio . . . . . . ... . . ........ . ...... ..... . . .. 
Oklahoma Cit~·. Okla •• .. .. -· -- ----- . .•••• • •.•. 
Fllo t , Mlcb . . . ....• . .. - . - . - - - .. .. .. . . .•. --- - .•. 
Pottsville, Pa .... . . .. . . . ____ _ ..•... _____ ... ... . 
AIXlarlllo, Tei ........ . .............. . .. ·--- - . . . 
\Vhl'l'ling, Vl . Va ..... •.•..... . . • • . . . ••••••••... 
Altoona, Pa . •• •• ••. _. --- ·--- ..... - -- · __ __ .. .•.. 
Jilioblle, Ala .• _ •.••••• _ •. __ ._ •• •• _ .. ..••• •• _ ... • 

Dec:-atur. UL . ••••.•••• -----··---- .••. ••. _· --- --

Totlll salts 
(pairs) 

Sl, :?<JO 
298.800 
222, :?00 
161, 400 
303. ::_>()() 

139,000 
422, 000 

407, 400 
315,700 
730, 400 
205, 600 
257, 600 
307, 5()0 

16:!. lOO 
23'.!, &lO 
3Sti, 100 

l , 03:!, 600 
136. r.oo 

I, ?23.100 
:.?811,000 
J:lS. 100 
2 ltj, 100 

8.58.SW 
:?:!(). 21!} 

3J2,600 
21i9, 100 
414. 000 
1 7.~. ~00 

281), 000 
76.'i,000 

i97, 300 
500, 500 

], 374, 300 
:.!37,800 
IM,000 
208, 800 
315, 700 
403, i ()(J 

2.'.14, 700 
411.100 
281. SO() 

211 , coo 
197, f..00 
153,300 

1.ro1.!l00 
I , MO, 400 
I, 152, 700 

269, j ()() 

612. 900 
.m.100 
44~ 200 
80'..!,000 
400, 900 

K inney 
percen tage 

sho.re · 
(Jl('r~nt) 

13.0 
11. s 
11. 6 
11. 2 
10.5 
l l. 3 
6. s 
7.0 
5. l 

4. 8 
10.9 
10. l 
10.5 
9.3 
9.0 
3. 5 
4. 8 

l l . 5 
i . 4 

S. l 
I I. G 

4. 6 
10.:; 
s. 6 
7. 0 

11. 0 
8.6 
4.9 
2.0 

' · G 6. 5 
6.0 
5.3 
S. lS 
8. -t 
6. i 
8.4 
ll. 3 
4. 4 
7.5 
s.o 
ti? 
]. 2 
1. 8 
2. 3 
5.6 
6. I 
6. J 
G. O 
2. 0 
4.G 

Brown 
owned or 
L'(JO!rOll('d 

shure 
(pcr ceol) 

3.6 
4. 3 
4. 2 
4. 5 
5. 2 
4. 2 

8. 5 
8.3 

10. ] 

J0.3 
4. J 

4.8 
l. s 
4 s 
!i.O 

10. 3 
8. 9 
:!. 1 
ti.I 

~- \i 
I. I 
fo..2 
\) \I 

KO 
2.0 
3.9 
.'>.2 
I. I 
3.5 
i . O 
9. 9 
7 ., 

5. 3 
!i. 7 
tU 
!Ui 
2. 7 
4. l 
::?. 4 
I. 3 
&. I 
2.S 
Z.3 
3. i 
8. 4 
7. 7 
i. I 
3. i 
3. I 
3- I 
3.0 
i .O 
4. l 

Combined 
Brow11-
K lnnt-y 
share 

(perrent) 

16 . .5· 
16. 1 

15. S· 
J.S. 7 

. 15. 7 
15. 5 
15. 3 
15. 3 
is. :r 
15.1 
HI. O· 

14. 9 
14. 3 

14. I 
H . O· 
13. S· 
13. 7 
13. f> 

13. 5 
ia.o 
12. i 
I!?. :' 
12. Ii 
I :!. t> 
l :!. S-
12.} 
1·> ., 

12. 1 
12. 1 
11 . g 
11. g. 
11.8 
11. s 
11. 7 
I I. 7 
II. 3 
11. I 

J0.8 
10. 8 
10. 6 
10.5 
10.3 
10.3 
10 . l 
9. f) 

9. :; 

IH 
9. 3 
9. ~ 

9. 2 
!I 0 
9.0 
s. 7 
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• Men's. women'1, and. children's .sl1oes-Coutlnued 

City 

Jl'ort Worth, Ter •.••••••••••••••••••••.•.. .•••• 
Gary, Ind ••••••••••••••••. -----•.•.••••••••••.• 
'Varo, Tei: •••••••••• ---·-·-·--------- ~ ••••••••• 
MfnneopoUs. Mino •• •• •• •••••••••••••••.•••••• 
L6ncaster, Pa •• .••• ••••• •••• . •••.••••••..•••••• 
Grand Rapids. Mich ••••••••••••••••.••• : ••••• . 
York:, Pa •••••• •••••••.•••••••••.•.•. : ...•• ~- --· 
.AshevJIJo; N. C •••••. •• -- ~-- .•..•...•.•••••••••• 
Mll~aukeo, Wh. _ •.•.•.•...•.•..•••. _ .•.••.•.• 
Poona, 111 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sprtngtl&ld, 111 ••••••••••••••••••••••• _ .•••••••• 
Columbw, Oa ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Roctrord, lU ••••••••• •.•••••••.••••••••••••••.• 
Saginaw, Mich . ...................... : ••••••••• 
1acksonvlllo, Fla. .............................. 
1'ionti:omery, AJa .................... . . ........ 
E\"anavllle, Ind ... . ................. ........... 
St. Paul, Minn.. . . .............................. 

Totnl s11lcs 
(po.lrs) 

2.003, 800 
760.300 
312, 000 

3, (J(H, 300 
580, 000 

l , 103, :xx> 
631, 000 
Jl!B, 000 

3. 641, 900 
861, 000 
.5r.s, roo 
~. 600 

692,000 
698, $)() 

l. 356, :.ioo 
666, 000 
8112, 800 

l ,&9,000 

1\:Jnncy 
percentage 

ShlllC 
(percent) 

J. 6 
i.6 
s.o 
6. 2 
4 . .5 
6.2 
.f.3 
6.0 
6.1 
.f. 6 
IS.7 
.f. l 
.f.6 
2. ti 
1. 1 
2. 2 
3.6 
2.; 

Brown 
owned or 
controlled 

sho.re 
(percent) 

7.0 
ao 
s.o 
2. 2 
2. 8 
(). 0 
2.11 
0.6 
-0. 4 
J. 0 
o. 7 
2. 2 
1. 7 
s. 7 
4. 8 
s: ti 
2.0 
2. 7 

Comhtned 
Brown· 
KlnDey 
she.re 

(percent) 

8.6 
8. 5 
8.0 
7.4 
7.3 
7.1 

6. 9 
6. 6 

. 6. ti 

6. ti 
6. 4 
6. 3 
6.3 

6. 2 
6. 9 
5. 7 
6. 6 

~· 
Source: .OX o, 214, n. CI0-70, 1214-tO; DX RR, DDDD-1, DDDD-2, n.. 3892--015, 4031Hi20P, 

6300-56..'12. 



APPENDIX C 

Sales of 1ooni"cn'8 8hoe8 by Bro101t 'aiid Kinney- a8 a share of the total city 
sales in selected areas (1955) 

Area 

Dodge City, Ko.ns ••••• - ·-. ---. -· - •• -- - - ·-·-·--
Te1as City, Tex: •.•.•.... ··· ·-----------·-·· ... 
Council nlufls, Iowa ••••. _._ ••••• •.••• . . •. ... --
Marshalltown, Iowa ....••••....•••.. ..•.••• • ... 

Uniontown, Pn .•. ···-···----····· -· ·······--·· 
Ardmore, Okla •• -- -- ... ... _. __ --------_--·· · •. • 
Keokuk, Iowa .......... ............... . ... . .... 
Ottumwa, Iowa .......................... ------
Pine Bluff, .Ark .......... --------·-·--·-······· 
Lawton, Okla ... .. ................. --····-·----
Borger, TeL. ----~-·--· ..• --·---------. - --·-·-· 
Roswell, N. l\.lenco ..••••.. ..•••.••...••....• •• 
Topeka, Knns .•••••..••••....• ...•••••••.••. .•. 
CoatcsvlllE', Pa .••••.•.•.• ----------- · ·-····---· 
HC1bb.~, ~. 1\Jel(CO ••• - .. --- • --·--· .. - . - ... ·---· 
Iowa Cl1y, Iowa ............. -------··-----·-·· 
DubuQue, Iowa . .• . .. . ·--------- - --- - -. --- --- - . 
Dodge City, Rons .. ___ _ ... __ - __ . _ . •. •• _ ... • -• - -
Carllslt~, Po. ___ -- ------- __ .. . _ ..•.•...•. -····-· 
'I'c:o1nrka.no, ./\ rk: •• _. ___ ••••• ____ . _ ..... _______ •• 
Fort Dodg1\ Jowo .••• ___ • ___ .... _ •• _ .• _ ••••••• _ 

Stcuben,·illa. Ohio ••• - - . - • - ••••. - • - ••• - . - ----- . 
Mason City, Iowa_ • ••• ·--------·_ .. ·-- __ ·--- __ 
Mllrlon, Ohio .... _--- --·---·-._ ... -------------
Pueblo, Colo •.. _._._. _____ . ___ •.. _ . . .... ------· 
JI I bblng, l\-1 inn . - --- _ ••. • . • _ - - - .•. - .... - - . - ... -
'Fargo. N .Dair ••...•••••• _ .• ·----------· •• •••••• 
Franklin, Pa ••• - --- · · · ··-·-------·------··· ···· 
Corpus Christi, TeX------·-----·--- -- ---· . . .••. 
Batavia, N. y. --- - - . . · - -- - -~----·· ...... ·-· ·---
1\-f c • .\llen, Tex .• . ___ ._. ____ ••••...... _ -- _. - -- • -· 
Concord, N.H. ____ . __ ..•. • ·---·----........... 
Sioux City, Iowa .••••••• • .•.••. ----··-·-·-····· 
Muskogee, Okla •••... ---·-···-···--· •.•...• •.. 
Rochester, Minn •••.• ... -·----·---··· ..... ----· 
Eartlcsvllle, Ok.la • ••• ••• _ .••• _---- . --- . - .. - .. - . 
Berwyn, Ill .. - --- - ----- ---• - - • - -- - • - -- -- . - -----
Olu.rksbUTg, w. \ 'a __ __ -- . . - . ---- -- - - - • -· - ·----. 
Davenport, lowa ............. ___ ... . ----··· ·--· 
Freeport, IU . - ..•...•. -···-. -----·-·-·- .. .. . . - -
Oro.nd Fork:.,, N. Dak .• ·-·---··-·· •.••. --·-·· ---
Muskegon, fl<l!ch •••• ___ • _ •• --- __ •• _ ..... _ ... ___ 

D11ton Ronge., Lo ...•.•.... . • •..•.....•. • .• .••• 
Des Mol.ncs, Iowa .••••••.•••••••.• .•.... ·----·-
Sprlng1l.cld, ~fo •.•. ---- •. ___ .. --------- ···- .•. -

Total sales 
(pairs) 

31 , 400 
32, 300 
SR,200 
72,600 

H4,900 
62,600 
34,600 
67,200 
63, 100 
95,200 
fi(), 100 
80,000 

z.:?4,000 
4fl, 200 
ro. 800 
72, 200 

119,000 
12. 000 
~.500 

65,800 
104,000 
W7.200 
102, 400 
91, GOO 

15:?, 400 
44,600 

162,800 
32, 100 

331, 600 
75,300 
90,200 
.)7,300 

mooo 
65.100 

13-0, 100 
63, lOO 
95,900 

134.600 
230,300 

88,000 
121, 100 
172,000 
398, 100 
562,800 
:H0,400 

(146) 

Klnn~y 
Sboo Blore 

(3) 

23.3 
27. 8 
27.3 
21. 8 
HD 
Jf.4 
18. 4 
28.2 
21. 6 
20 2 
l ~.6 

JJ. 7 
11. 7 
17.2 
:r.l.2 
15. 3 
14 3 
16. 4 
17.5 
lb.9 
10.8 
14.9 
1'1. 4 

G. 7 
1(.) 
IS. l 
15. 3 
14. 4 
2.4 

!3.2 
13.0 
15.6 
7.7 
7.6 

l I. 2 
15.8 
17.8 
16. 5 
6.4 

10. 7 
12. 8 
4.0 
3. 8 
4.9 
3. 7 

Brown 
owned or 
controlled 

out.lets 
(3) 

M.4 
!!(). 7 

15.4 
13.4 
18.8 
2Q.3 
14. 8 
4.3 
9. 4 
9.8 

13.8 
15.S 
15.S 
10.0 
5.0 

10. 7 
11. 5 
SA 
5.9 
7.5 

12. 5 
8. 1 
8.3 

15. 7 
7.5 
3 1 
6. 2 
7.1 

Ill 0 
8. l 
8. 3 
4. 7 

12. 3 
12.2 
8.6 
3. 9 
1.9 
3.9 

12.S 
8.3 
6. 1 

14. D 
14. g 
13. 8 
14. g 

I 

Combined 
Bro\vn­
Klnney 

&hare. 
(3) .. . 

67, 7 
48 . .15 

42. 7 
35. 2 
35. 1 
:w.; 
33.2 
32.5 
31.0 
30.o 
29.3 
27. 5 
27.5 
27. 2 
27.2 
26.Q 
2S.S 
24.S 
23.-l ' 
23.'4 
23. 3 
23.0 
22. 7 
~- 4 
21. 8 
21:5 
21.6 ' 
:?l. 5 
21. 4 
21.3 
21. 3 
20.3 
!)O, 0 
rn. s· 
111. 8 
lll.7 
lll 7 
19. 4 
19. 2 
111.0 
IS. 0 
18.9 
18. 1 

:18. 7' .. 
lS. 6 
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Women's fhoes-Continued 

Area 

Llll'edo, Tex •••••••.•••.•••.••••• .••.•. •. ••••••. 
St. Cloud, Mino •• •••••••• •••••••••.•••.••.••.• 

Fort Smiib, Ark.·-·-··· · · ··-·-· ······· . . . .... . 
Klngsport, Tenn • . ....•.• . ••••• • • •..••••••••••• 
Gulfport, 1\Hss •• • _ ••• · - -- · •• _ •••• •••••••.•••••• 
Cortland, N.Y ••••• • •• •••••••••••••••••••••••• • 
Premont, Nobr .••.•.•.•••.•• .•••••••••••••• •••• 
MBllltowoe, Wis •••• .••••••••••••••••.••••.. .•• 
Solina, Kans •••• •••••••••••••.••••••••• •••••••. 
Muncie, Ind ..•........ . . •.. . .. . ..........•.... 
Ponsmoutb. Oblo .•.•. •.•.....•. ..•••••••••.• •• 
Reading, PB ••• •••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Greensburg, Pn •••••.•• ••••.••••••• .••••• . •.• • • 
LltUo Rock, Ark •••••.•.• ••• •••.•••••• •• • • •• . •• 
Flint, J\flch •.••••••..•. ••.•••••.• •••••••• •••••• 
\Vicbltn, Kcms • .•••••.• ••••••••••••• •• ••••• •••• 
Lubbock". Tei .••..•••.•.•.. . ••..•• •••••• •• • •• •• 
Kin,gston, N.Y ••..•...•. ~ .••••..•••••• •. .•••••• 
Em polio, K1111S ••.• · . ••••••••• •••••••••••• •• • ••• 
JGhn.~Oll City, T()llJl ...• •• ••••••• •• •• ••• •••••. . . 
Odcssn, To:t .•. .••••..••••.• •. • •• •.••••••••.•••• 
Bloomington, lU ..••••• ••••••••• ••.•••••••••••• 
Elglo., liL ......•......•.•.••....•..•.. .•.• . . ... 
f=ntd, Okla ..•••• . ..••••••. ••••••• •••••••••••. •• 
Burlington, lown •.•...•••••.••••••••••••.••••• • 
South Bend, Ind •••••.•.•.••••..••••••.•••••••. 
Oru~hurg, Ill .••••• • ••••••• •• ••• ••• .•••••• . ..• . 
Ahllcno, 'l'ei ....•• . . - ·········-··-········ · - -· · 
l\fcrldlan, J'\11ss .••• .•.••• ••...••• • •. . • • • ••••.•• 
Toledo. Ohlo ••••••• •• •••••• ••• •••• ••• •• • • ••• ••• 
Tulsa, Okla •••• · · - · ___ •.••••••••.. ·-·-••. ----·. 
Oolomdo Springs, Colo •••.. ...........••. •.•••. 
Wllllomsport, Po ••••• _ .•. -·-·_._._ ••. ----·.·-· 
l\fnnknto, J'\Unu ••••.•.••••• . •.•••.••••••••••••• 
Oreon Buy, \Vis .•.• .•.•••..••••• • ..••.••...•••. 
Waterloo, Iowa ••.•.••.•••..••••••••.•.•••••••• . 
Sioux Falls, S.Dnk . ................... •.•.•• .•. 
Glens Falls, N. Y •..••...•.•.•••...••.. _ ..•••... 
Knns.'\5 City, Kans •••.•••••••••••••.•••.•..•••• 
Okloboma City, Okla .•.•.•.•••.•••••• ••..••••• 

Huteblnson, Kans ••• ·-···-·····-········ · --· ·· 
Kenosha, Wis ••••. ·· · ·····-·-···· ······ ..• . •••. 
Pottsville, Po._ •••• ___ .•••• . __ •••.•••••••.••••• 
San .Angelo. Tex •• ••••• ••• • •• ••••.••••••. ---·-· 
Wbeellng, \"!/. Va ••••• •••••••••••••.••••. • ••••. 
ltbQ()8, N .Y •••••••••••• ••.••••••••..••••. •••••• 
Zanesvtlle, Ohlo .••• ·-- -. •...•••• •••. •.••••••••• 
Mobile, .Ala ••••• • --·-·-·······-···· •••••• •••••• 
York, Pa •••. . ... ---- · · · ··-·········· · ··· ...•.. . 
Gary, Ind •••••••• .. •• . •••.•••• ••• •••••••••••••• 
Decatur, Ill .•.•.•...••••..••••. ----·-····-····· 
AWBrlllo, T('X ••••• ••• . ---···· · ····-·········· ·· 
MlnnoopolJs, Minn .•.•..••••.••. ••••••••.•• •• • 

Ji'ort \\"orth, Toi ..••• . · · -·······-·-·-···· · -----

Totnl sales 
{polrs) 

lG<l,200 
88.400 

105, zoo 
106,WO 
1!9, ;oo 
SS,300 
60. 100 
60,800 

102,800 
15S, OOO 
Hl,200 
4\i , 200 
117, 800 
41JS, l ll() 

628,300 
666,000 
305.600 
112, 100 
44, 300 
75, 600 

167, iOO 
1~'9,f-00 

126, 900 
140,400 
74, {\()() 

.f34,.500 
115,600 

184, 300 
120, 000 
821,800 
749.000 

225,600 
163 • .WO 
99,900 

220. 000 
224, JOO 
172,000 

m.aoo 
181,300 
839,500 
166, 400 
107, 700 
147, ()()() 
f13,SOO 
311,600 

62,300 
138, 800 
473, 100 
344,200 
4U, .f-00 
221,800 
334, 100 

J, 009, 900 
J,092, 100 

Kinney 
Sboe Store 

{%) 

l!'i. 3 
9.6 

11. s 
13.0 
H . 2 
1.2. :l 
11. ti 
13. 9 
J3.8 
1. {I 
9.2 
0.0 
s.o 
2. 7 
~. 7 
7.5 
3. 9 

11. 6 
14.3 
12.0 
8. 1 
G.2 
6. 7 

10. 7 
10. 7 

l.6 
12.4 
lZ. t 
3. 7 
l . 3 
i . O 
7.5 
u 
7.9 
7. 6 

10. 2 

7. 4 
7. 6 
8. 6 
1. 8 
9. 0 
7. 0 
6.0 
6. 5 
6.9 
11.8 
0.0 
I. 0 
6.1 
4.3 
3.9 
6.6 
5.3 
I. 6 

Brown 
owned or 
controlled 

outlets 
(%) 

3.2 
8.9 
6 . .'i 
6. J 
3.7 
!i.5 
5.6 
3.5 
3.3 
9.0 
7.2 

10. 4 
7.9 

13. 2 
13. J 
8.3 

11. 7 
3. 9 
.8 

3. 1 
7.0 
8.6 
8.0 
4.0 
9. 0 

13.0 
2. I 
2. 0 

10. 6 
12.C) 
6. ll 
6.1 
9,2 
S.3 
6. 2 
2.3 
4.9 
!. 6 
3.6 

10.4 
2.4 
4.3 
6.3 
4.6 
3.9 
4.7 
1. 6 
9. 4 
4.9 
6.3 
!I.II 
3.2 
3. 1 
6.9 

Comblnro 
Drown­
Kluni:y 
share 
(%) 

18. 5 
18. 5 
18. 3 
18. l 
17.9 
17. 7 
17. 4 
17. 4 

17. 1 
16. 9 
16. 4 
16. 4 
Iii. II 
15. 9 
15. 8 
15. 8 
15. R 

15. 5 
15. l 

Ui.l 
Hi.l 
14.8 
14. 7 
14. 7 
14. 6 

14. 6 
14. 5 
14. 4 
14. 3 
13.9 
13.9 

13. 6 
13.3 
13. 2 
12. 7 
12. 5 
12. 3 
12. 2 
12. 2 
IZ. 2 
IJ. 4 
11.3 
I). 3 
n .1 
IO. 8 
10.5 
10. 6 
10. 4 
10.0 
9. 6 
9. 4 
8. 8 
8.4 
8. 3 
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lVom.en's shoes-Continued 

A.tea 

\V BC"O, Tei .. -· •.....•... . ... - . . -. --· · -···· . • .•. 
Altoona, Pa .••• ..•. --·· - •• -· •.•• ••• - ••••... •.•. 
Len~tor, Pa ...................... ._ .. . • · -···-
Rockrord, ru •... ___ ...•.......••....•.......... 
Saginaw, l\ilch •.•..••• __ •..• -----· •••.••••.• _ .• 
Grand Rapld.S, ~llch ......... . . . ........ ___ --.. 
Jacksonville, Fla •••.•••••.••.••.•••••• .. ...••.. 
Columbus, Oa . • • •••• ••. . · · · ·······-· - · · .. .••• . 
Evausvlllo, rnd • .• _ --·-- .••••••..•••• ___ • ___ .. _ 

Sc. Paul, Minn . •••••••••..• ••••. . --- •• .•.•... . . 
Montgomery, Ala ••••••••.•••••••••••••• •.• • ••• 
Peoria, Ill .•. _. ______ ••• _____ •••.•.•.••• _ ..••••. 
Springfield, n1 ..••.•.....•. •.•.... .. • _ •••• ••.•. 
l\lilwaulrne, " "Is •• ·-· •. ... .. •. •.•.• ··----------
San Antonio, Tex---·- · ······-· ·· ·· ····-····· -· 
Cedar Re.plds, Iowa ••...••.....• ••••.•••.•.•.. 

Tolill sal<'s 
(pairs) 

170, 400 
241,000 
316. 400 
377,400 
326, :ii()(} 

6.50,300 
73?,200 
300-.300 
4b6.600 

1, 013, 200 
43i, 100 
4119,300 
304,.l()() 

1.~. 000 
l ,4i6,000 

2.56. 600 

Kinney 
Sboc Store 

(%) 

5. 4 
4. 8 
3.9 
S.0 
2.1 
5.8 
0.6 
3.4 
3. l 
3. 1 
1. 7 
3. 6 
5.1 
5. g 
1. 0 
s.g 

Brown 
ownod or 
controlled 

outlets 
{%) 

2.9 
3.3 
4.2 
3.1 
s. 6 
1.6 
6. 7 
3 . ~ 

3.6 
3. S 
4.7 

-2.8 
1, 3 

-0.3 
{_ j 

1.2 

Combined 
Brown­
Klnney 

share 
(3) 

8. 3 
8.1 
8.1 
8.1 
i .7 
7.4 
7. 3 
6 ll 
6. '7 
6.6 
0. 4 
6.4 
6.4 
6. 2 
fl. 7 

6.1 

Source: GX 9, 214, R. 60·70, l2H-40; DX RR, DDDD-1, DDDD-2, R. 3892-4.'Ut., 49~5m, 5300-
6652. 



APPENDIX D 

.')ales of cllildrcn·s ,9hocs bu Rrown and. Ki1wcu as a ~11arc of tlle total t:itV 
.~a/c.y i11 selected areas (JfJ55) 

Cont1•s,·lllc, P11 .... _ .. . ___ • ••... _ ......... _ ..••• 

Dl~gc CILy, Knns ___ ··---·-------------- ---··· 
CoWJcll Dlulfg, l O\'IB ••••• •••••• __ •••.•••• ··· ·-_ 

Ardmore. Okla ___ ---···.-·· •. __ ·······-._ ....•. 
Pueblo, Colo·-_. --- .. ___ ----. __ •.•. _ ••• _ •. •• _ . • 
Dor~C'r, 'f c:i: . . .. . ... . .... . .. . .. . ·-- _. ___ ____ .. .. 
l!crwyo, JJI. .. ___ ... _ .................... . .. .. . 

Du tu via, ~-Y ••••••. ···-·-··--··-···-- .. • ---· __ 
f)LLumwu, Iowa .... ...... . .... ..... ........... . 
Cnrllsh!. l'n. _ .••.••. _ .•••.•• ·-----------· ••.••. 
Lnwto11, Oltla .•. ---- ·· --------········: ...... .. 
Fnmklin, l 'n-. ... ...... ... . .............. --·-·-
(luUport. M lss .. _____ .•• • ____ ... ____ ____ _ •.• .• _ 
Freruont, Nebr ... .. ................ _ •••••.••••• 
B11rtlcsv!U1·, Okla ••••••••••• ----------· •••••••• 
Concord, N.ll ••.• ---····-·-···-···· ··········· 
Unlontown, Pi' .... ---- -· - · ··-----·· .......... . 
!ltarshulltown, Town .. •••..• ····------....... .. 
Corlhu11l, N . Y . ---- ------------------ -. ------ --
K Jngsporl, Tenn ...... ·-···· --··-- .... .. . .. ... . 
l\lcAllcn, •rc:i: ........ _ .•. •• -- ---.... ___ ••.•.• __ 
Topeka, Kans . . ..... . . . ..................... .. . 
Tc1nrk11no, Ark •• _ ............................ . 
Johnson Cit)•, Tenn .. ......... --···---··· ·· ----
Dubu<lUO, Iowa ........ .... --- ------- --·· ·· ···-
Emporl11, Kans-·-··· ·-····--- ---- ---- --·---··· 
Iowa City, Iow11. ............... ............. ... . 
1\Iusko1tcc. OkJu ___ .................. ... ...... . 

Saline, Kaus ••..... - --···---- -·····----·--····· 
Muson Clly, Iowa ••••• •.••••••••.•••••••• ---~--
.Enid, Oklu ••• ••••. • ·- .. . ................ . ..... . 
Kings ton, N'. Y .... .. ----- · · -····---······-····· 
Rochcstm-. l>tlnn .......... .............. ·- -···· 
lthacu, ~.Y •. ··-···-·- --········· · ·---·· ··-···. 
Hutchinson, Kans. .• ----- ..... _ ... _ .•••.•••• ••• 
Daton Houge, Le .................... ---···-··· -
Orullll Forks, •°". Dair •.• ..•• •..••• ••• •• .•••• ••• 
Slo1n. Clly, fow11 ••• ••• • .' .. _ ... ................ . 
Altoona, Pa . .......... .. _ .... -- ------ -- -·-··-- · 
Elgin, llJ _____ _ .----- ........ ... .............. . . 
:Meridian, i\tlss _______ _. .. . . . . ...... . ...... ___ _ 
"''lchlta, l\:nns •••.•... ____ ....... ---· -· ....... . 
Colorado Springs, Coll) . ..... . ................. . 

Forl Smith, Ark ..•.•••• --····-·· · ··-- --- ·--··· 

Total snles 
(p:ilrsJ 

20,000 
H, 2()0 

30. llOO 
28,400 

Gii, 100 
22, 700 
<t3, WO 

"34, 100 

30.500 
25, ~'00 
43, '.!U(l 

14.500 
-1.\ 200 
25,400 
2$.GOO 
26.000 
Gli, 700 
32,llOO 
:25. lC).) 

4tl, 100 

40, 000 
101, coo 
29,800 
34,3fl() 

63. 000 
:!O. 100 
32,700 
30,000 
41},600 
46,400 
63,700 
60.800 
59, IOO 
37.300 
70, 000 

1$0, 400 
54,000 

100. 600 
lW,300 
61.500 
M,400 

302,200 
102,300 
7-l,000 

(149) 

Kinney 
Shoe Store 

l3) 

20.S 
~- 6 
3(i.6 
20.7 
25. -t 
24.8 
31.2 
14. 0 
30.4 
21.4 
lS.3 
14. 4 
24. 5 
14. s 
2-0. 7 
16.a 
IS. Q 

Z.?.8 
13.S 
H . S 
17. 0 

15. 7 

Hl. 2 
13.0 
17. 6 
H .6 
15.8 
10. ; 
I:!. 5 
16.S 
12.1 
12. 8 
7.:1 
5.6 

10.9 
8.0 

12. 7 
9.8 

12.5 
13. 1 
6. 7 
9.6 
8.U 

12. l 

Drown 
ownril or 
controlled 

OUL[CLS 
(%) 

31.0 
13. 5 
G. 5 

21.0 
16. 8 
](',, 1 
3.4 

19.3 
. 2.5 

11. 3 
12.G 
1-1 . {I 
4.5 

14. 6 

i.S 
11. 8 
8. 3 
4 ... 

12.4 
10.fi 
i.5 
7.2 
3. 6 
IU 
4. ,:-, .... 
5.8 

l'l.ll 
8. 7 
3.4 
6.!I 
!i. l 

. 9.9 
11. 8 

6.0 
!.!.6 
3 4 
6.9 
2. 9 
2.3 
8.i 
5.6 
7. 1 
3.0 

Combined 
Brown- -
K lnnoy 

sharo 
l%) 

51.8 
411. 0 
43. l 
41. 7 
4 t.:! 
4.0. g 
34 6 
33.3 
3:!. 0 
3:!. 7 
30.!I 
:?9.3 
:!9.0 
2S. 9 
2S.5 
2S. l 
21. 2 
27.0 
:!tl.2 
25.4 
:n 6 
~.19 

n.s 
:!"2. 4 
:n. 1 
21. 9 

'.!I. 6 
21.6 
21. 2 
20. 2 
19.0 
17. 9 
17. f 
17. 3 
Iii. 9 
10.6 
16. 1 
15. 7 
15.. 
15.4 
H.4 
B.2 
l~. I 
LU 
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01a ildrc1~·s shoea~ContJ.nued 

Arco 

:Fort Dodge, Iowa •... _ ..•••.. . .•.••••. -· ..• . ..• 
7.a.nesvUk:, Ohio .... • • • _ ...• •. •. _ ... •. ••... _ . . __ 
Muskegon. Mich .............. ......... ~.--- ··· 
Steulx>nvlllP., Ohio ••• .•••.•. •..•••••.. ----·-··· 
Tuls!1, Okin.····-- ................. __ .•.. -·· ··· 
Corpu~ Christi, T ex •.••••.• . • ....•••... _ ...... . 
Dave.oport, l owo .. ..••... ----· · · · ·· .•.•.••. . • .'. 
"f'arso. :-.;. DRk •• _ .... __ _. .................... . 
Wheelin g, ,V, Va .............. . . ... .. ........ . 
.Am11rtllo, 'J'e :ic •••.• ••..•••••...•.• ••. ....••• •. .• 
!Little Rock, Ark .• •••.. _ ...•• . • .•.•.• ••. ..••• .. 

South Bend, Ind .• •.. .. . . --- -··-··············· 
Orooosbufll, Po_ ...• •.• .....•• ···-- ---···· ····-
Des :Moines, Iowa .•..•..... _ ....... _ •••••.•. .•• 
Olrns Falls, N.Y .••••• •. . ••..•.•.•.•.... ....•.. 
Green Bay, ·w1s •••••••. . . •. . . ........•. ••. ..••• 
Decatur, 111. •••••••••••• •••••• __ •..••. __ ••••••• 
Fort Worth, 'I'<.'x • . _ ..... _ ••..••• •.•.•••••••. _ .. 
l\1oblle, Ala . ••••••••••• •. ············---······· 
Gary. Ind ••...•••.••••..•.• ·· ·-·· ······-······· 
Bloomington, ru ............................ -·· 
Spr1nttft<.'ld, Mo •••••••...••••......• •. .....•••• 
'Vllllomsrort, Pa •.•••.••.•.•. •. ••.... . ••••. _ ... 
1\"aoo, 'T'o?:t •••••• •••••••• • ··-·-· • • • • .••• • __ ••••• 

L u bbock, Tex .••.•..••......•• .. · · ·----~- . .. . •. 
l'olts\•llle, Po._ .••...•..•••• ·-·-· _. _._ .. --· • •.• 
Milwaukee, ""ls . •. ·-·---·-·· ···-······· ·---· .. 
llA\llcaster, Pa .•.• ...••••••.•.••••••...•. ••••••. 
Tompe, Flo •....•. • •..•.•••••. ... ••.•••.•.• . •.. 
Oklnhotna City, Okla •••• .•..•.••...•..••..•... 
Manitowoc, \Vis • ••••••••.••• ····· · - · · · ·--· • • •• 
.?\f ankato. ?.fl.un ....••• •.••..•••••••••• .. •.••••• 
Minneapolis, M inn ••••.••• •• •••.••. . ••...••..• 
Peoria, 111. .•••••••.•••••...•..••.....••••••••.• 
Columbus, Oa ..... . . . . . ...... ................ . 
Re11dln11, Pa ................ . ..... . ..... . : .•••• 
Toledo, Oblo ..• . • . ····· ··-···· · ····· · -··· •••••• 
Jacllsonville, Fla ............ . . ... ... . .... ..... . 
Sprlngftold, 111 •••••••••••••• •••••• ••.•••.•. •• .• 
itontgomer~·, .'\Ia •• •••.••••••..•. - • - • -----. . ... 
Browns,•llle, Tex ...••••••.••••.••••. : ••••••.•.. 
Saginaw, l'\.fi~b ...... ........... .............. .. 
St. Paul, Minn.. ••••.••••• •..••• .•.... ..••.....• 
Detroit, l\Ucb ••..•• •• •. : •••••..•.•.•••••.•••••• 

Total s:iles 
(pairs} . 

n, 100 
G:l, 90!> 
~000 
93, {)o(l 

:l39.~ 

150,300 
104. 400 
'3. 800 

IH, :lOO 
151. iOO 
212, 200 
197, 000 
t-3. 400 
2~.100 

52.300 
oo. ;oo 

JOO. 500 
495, 100 
lOS;l OO 
lSi',800 
58.600 
9~•00 
69,too 
i7.200 

138. MIO 
66.600 
~.soo 

H3.-<00 
251. 600 
380.000 
45, aoo 
4S. aoo 
s~.soo 
212. ;oo 
139. 700 
189.100 
372.500 
335.100 
~600 
164, 500 
100. l.OO 
H i,900 
459,300 

2,483,900 

l{Jnney 
Shoe Store 

(3) 

12. s 
9. ? 
7. 4 

11. 4 
8. G 
4. 4 
S. 1 
9. , , 

s. 7 
s.s 
3.0 
2. 9 
s. 9 
6.5 

10.2 
7. 3 
6. 3 
aa 
" · 5 
7.0 
tl 5 
a. l 
s.o 
a. 3 
tl. 4 
5.9 
5.3 
6. 2 
4.6 
2.5 
6. 8 
6.8 
6.; 
li. 7 
6. t 
•. 4 
I. 5 
2.0 
5, 7 
a. 3 
4.3 
:u 
::?. 7 
4. 4 

Drown 
owned or 
cootrollt'd 

outlets 
('J'o) 

:.!. 4 
4-8 
6.6 
2. 4 
5. :t 
8.8 
•-8 
3 . 8 
4. 1 
.C.:? 
9- 5 

9- ' 
3. 0 
5. I 
1. 2 
3.8 
4.4 
7. 4 
fi. 2 
3. 6 
4:0 
6. 5 
4.5 
3.2 
2.8 
3.3 

.4 
2. 3 
4. 0. 
5.8 
J. l 
l. l 
I 2 
l. 0 
I. 2 
3.'l 
,\ 3. 
4. 5 

~ .. 
2. 9 
1.-s 

25 
2. 5 
. 6 

Combined 
Brown. 
Kinney 
sbarc 

(%) 

14. 9 
H .5 

· i 14. U 

. ., · 13. S 

-13.R 
13. ? 

13. 2 
• 12.8 

12. 8 
12. ; 
12, 5 
1~.3 

. 11. 9 
IL 6-
11." 
II.I 
J0.7 
10. 7 
IQ.; 
10. 6-

. 10. 5 
9. & 
9.5 

. ·9, 5 
9. 2 

. 9.Z 
s. i 

... s. 5 
s. 5-
s. 3 
7.9 
7. 9 
7. 9 
~ ~ ... 
7. 6 

.. i.5 
6.8 
6. 5 

. . • •6. 4 
6.Z 
6.. 1 

• • 1 6.0 

:s. ~ 
. 5.0 

Source: ox 9, ZH, R. 60-70, JZH~; D X RR, DDDD-J . DDDD-2, R. S892~315, t939-sm. Saoo-
~62. -



APPENDIX E 

Salea o.f men's alloes by Broion. and. Ki11ne11 as a share of the total oit11 aalea 
{n. .telcclcd, areas .(1955) 

Dodae Cit)·, Kans •••••..••.•••.. . .•.•.•••.•••• 
J.rdmore. Okla •••••.•..•••••• . ••.•••••••••••••• 

· llat1H'lll. N. '\" . .•... ••..•••••...•••.•• • ...••.••• 
Lawton, 01.:hi. •••••••••••••• •• •••••••••••••••••• 

·Borger. Tex ••. . .. . ..• .••.•........••.••••.••.•• 
Pueblo, Colo .•... . • ••••••.•••... •• .••..•..••••• 
Carlisle, Pa .•••.....••••••••....• ······----· .•• 
Freemont, Nobr ••••.•••••.•.•..•••• •.•••••••.•• 
Coalc3vJlle. Pa ....•.•.••••..•.•.•••.•••••.•.... 
MonJtowoc, '\'Is •• _ • ••••••••••••••.•••..••••••• 
Franklin, Pa •. .••.•.•.•....•.....•..•••.•• . •.• . 
Council Dlutfs, Iowa ... ....•••••••.••••••••••.• 
'l'exarkana, Arie .•... _ •.•••••• ••••••• ••••••••. •• 
Corpu1 Christi. Tex .....•.....•.••..... .••. •••• 
~[uakoi:eo. Oll:la •••••...••••.•. .••.•• •••••• •• •. • 
£mparto, Kilns •. • .••••••.•.•••.•. •...•...••••• 
Kiopport, Tenn ••. ••.....•....••.•...•.•••.••• 
Jlartlt>Svllle, Okla ................ ............. .. 
Concord, N.n ... ·············-··-··-·········· 
Cortland, N.Y .. ....................... .. .... .. 
Dubuque, lo\171\ ................. .......... .... . 
McAllen. To~--.. ............................. . 
·Berwyn, Ill. ........................ ......... .. 
&Una, h:a.ns ••••••••••••• • •. ---·······---------
Kingston, N. Y ........... . . . .................. . 
El!'ln. Ill. ....................... . ............. . 
Entd. Okla •••.•••••• . .. . •.• __ •.• ____ - - - · .•••.•• 

Uniontown, Pn •• ···---·-··· ······· · ··-· ···-··· 
Roehrs tt.'r, l\Jlnn •...•.•••.•••.•...••••... • . •••• 
·Fort Smith, Ark •••••••.•. .•• ••.••....•••••.••• 
Topakll, Kon! ............ . ....... . . ........... . 
Hutchin.son, Knns •.•••••••......... --•• - •.••.• 
Jobnso11 City, Tenn ..•• . •• • . •..••.. . •......•••. 
Dovcnpart, rowa ..•. .••...... .• •....••••••.•.•• 
IUuu:a, N.Y ...... ... ......... ... .............. . 
Zonrsvllle, Oblo ....................... ....... . . 
Muskt!gon, Mich •••.•••• ••.• .. .•.•••..•.•.•• •• 
Steuhcn\·lllo, Ohio ...•• •• •• --· •• ••••••••.• .•.•• 
Spr1ngfteld, Mo .... .... . .. .................... . 
:Amarillo, Te.r ........ . .............. . ........ . . 
.Asheville, N. C ••••.••••••.•••. ••••••• •.• __ .... . 
Oreeu Boy, '\\'ts ....................... .. . .... . 
'''4<'0, Tes • • ..... ..•.......•...•.•••.•....• - .. 
Orceruburg, l'n . .................... . . ........ . 
r eortn, n1. •••.•....••.. ..... ..... : •••••.••. .••• 
Rc11dlng, P11 .. .... ... .. ........ ............... . 
\ \"lchltn. Kuns ...... .......................... . 
Colorotlo Sprln~. Colo ....................... -

Total·imles· Kinney 
{pain) - Sboe BLore 

(o/o) 

\2, 000 
'l3, 000 
28, iOO 
38,300 
10, 100 
.58. 100 
21. 200 
21, 400 
17, tiOO 
23, :?00 
12, 200 

26. 000 
:!S.100 

126. 600 
26. 000 
16. 000 
40, roo 
2•.100 
21, 000 
21. 100 
45,400 
34. 400 
35, 000 
39.~ 
42,800 
4S, 400 
6:1. <Al() 

65, JOO 
~9. 000 
03, 000 
8~.~ 
Sii. 700 
28,000 
87, goo 
31, 400 
63, 000 
65,GOO 
79,000 
80. 300 

127,400 
80,900 
83,il()() 
&,000 
44,il()() 

liO, 000 
159, 200 
264,300 
se. 100 

16. • 
8.1 
8.11 

11. 3 
11 .5 
8. 6 

l4. 3 
8.0 
9.3 

10. 1 
10. s 
14.0 
12. l 
2.0 
6. 5 
7. 8 
7.2 
u 
7. 8 
7. 6 

IO. 2 
8. 4 

9. 1 
i.2 
o.e 

10. 1 
6. 0 
7.3 
4. 3 
5, 2 
0.0 
6. 1 
7. 7 
ll.O 
3.5 
5.2 
5.1 
6. 7 
3. 11 
4.6 
2. 9 
4.0 
2. 6 
4. 4 
4. 7 
2. 7 
4.3 
4. 4 

·Brown 
owned or 
controlled 

outlel.a 
<3> 

8. i 
1.5. s 
11. 3 

8.2 
7. 8 

10. 3 

4.2 
JO. 4 
8. 2 
7. 3 
6. 3 

1. 1 
2. 6 

12. 3 
i . 6 
6. 7 
5. g 

4.1 
S.2 
5. 2 
2.1 
3 s 
2.6 
3.9 
3. i ... 
4. G 
2. 0 
6.5 
•. 5 
. .5 

3. 7 
I. 0 
I. 7 
4. 2 
2. 1 
I. 7 
1. 1 
2.8 
t . 3 
2. 9 
1. 6 
3.0 
I. 0 
.7 

2. 6 
.o 
. 7 

Comb!Jled 
Brown- -
Kinney .. 
share 
(3) 

iu 
23.6 
20.2 
19. IS 
19. 3 
18. 9 
lS. 6 
18. 4 
17. 6 
17. 4 
16. 8 
U. l 
H. 7 
14. 3 
14. l 
J3.6 
13. l 
13. 0 

12. 8 
12. 8 
123 
JI.II 
II. 7 
JI.I 
10.6 
10.6 
1e. s 
10. 2 
9. 8 
9. 7 
9. a 
8.8 
8. 7 
7. 7 
1. 7 
7. 3 
6.8 
6.8 
6. 4 
5. g 

6.8 
6. 6 
6.6 
5.4 
6. 4 
~3 

6.2 
5. 1 

Source: OX 9, 'll4, R. ro-;o, 1214-40; DX RR, DDDD- 1, DDDD- 2. R. 3892-4315, 1m-.529P, 630()­

~. 
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APPEN.DIX .F 

Oomparis01l of B rDt0t1-Ki11.ney pcrce11tauc rJ/ induitry ahoc aale3 /Qr ·selccted 
citic~, .... a11d comitffis=or:8Landa·rci:rifctrop-0litan..areas - .. -- - - - .. - ..... . .. :-. - - · . ..- . 

(Appcllaol's perceatnges or 19M dollar sales adjusted to Include salos or Brown !ranchlse and Wohl: 
plan stores) 

City 

Texas City, 'l'u _____ - . • • ••. . 
CQ!'lte!»llle, ru ••• . ·----··· · -­
O t tunnvs, Jown . . ---------·--
Uo..l()ntCtwn, Pa ___ ------- ___ _ 
Tcxarlwn:i, Arie ••...• . • ..• .•. 
Marshalltown, Iowa •••.•. · --
Councll Dlu!Ts. Iowa ___ _. ____ _ 
Corpus Christi . 'l'e:i; ___ __ . ____ _ 

.Ardmorc, Oklll •.•••.• ..•••••• 
Iowa City, Iowa ____________ _ 
Muskogee. Okl:l _____ .. -----·-
Steuben\·ille, Ohio . .•••••.• . • 
Ornnd Forks, N. Dair ..••••.. 
11fa30n City, rowa •• _ ·- ----­
'fopekn. Kins ...• .. . •. •. ••. .. 
Bntou Houge, La ............ . 
Rochester, M inn .. . .•.•••.••. 
Duhuqul!, IOVi'B.------------­
Fort Smith, Ark. ------------
Litt!~ Rock", Ark ___ _________ _ 

Fort Dodge, Iowa .. ----· ----­
Sprtni;Oehl. Mo ••••••• . ••. ••• 

Berwyn, 111. ••••••• ------· · · · 
Dll\"enport, lows •••••.•.•.••• 

Fargo, N. Dair • ..•••••. ··-·-­
AILoonn. Pu.·-------- ·-·--·-­
J\1 uskegon, Mich .•.••.•• --·-­
Reudln~. l'B----------------­
Soutb Uend, led ••••. ·-··- ---
Greensburg, Pn __ ___ _____ ___ _ 
Bloomlni;tlln, Ill _______ __ ___ _ 

"Kansa.ti City. K&JJS ••••••••••• 
Colomtlo Sprln~s, C'olo ••••••• 
Elgin, 111.. ..•••..•• : _____ , __ _ 
Oklubomn City, Okla .• ..•.•. 

City 
pcroon I.age 1 

County or SM A per~ntnge J 

Namo SMA County 

36.8 0flh'Pst0n..................... 1:.!. ':! • ••• •· •• ••• 
;JZ.Q f'hihulclphlu, l'u........... .. 1.0 -------··---
!?7.3 Wn?()llO CoUllty ______________ --·· ····· -·- 26.5. 
27. 2 Fny~tte County ...... . ........ .... --·--------- 12. -1 
2.5. 3 Miller Couoty •.•.••••..•••••••• . · · - · · · ··- 23.. 9 
24. 9 f\forsltall Countr-- ----------· ---- ··-----· !!2. 6· 
:?4.!l Omoho, Nebr •.•..•.••••• _____ 7:9 ···---·· ----
24.0 C'orpUJI Christi, 1\:.1.. ......... ~-6 ------------
23 . .f Cnrt.er County • ••••••••••• .••. ·· ······---- · 20. 4 

Ht g Johnson Counb·--- - -~- - - -· .. . --------·-·· 16. 6 
17. 7 l\ft.1Skog~ County ••.• ..•••.•• ·---·-······ 16.5 
17. 5 \\'heeUng·SteuhcovUle. _ .• .. __ 8. 7 • ··------·· 
1; . 1 Orund Forlr11 County _ ••••••• ••. . .•••••. . · 14. 4 
IG.6 Cerro Oordo County •••• ..••. -·-····-- ·-· . 16. 6· 
UU 'fopelw, K1ms...... ... .. ...... 16.1 --------·---
16. 0 Baton &ugc.......... . •••. . .•• IS. II • ••• . . .•..•. 
15.9 Rocllester, M ino............. . 16. 4 -----···----
16. 4 Oubuquc. Iown_ ·--~---------- 13.11 • -----------
15. 4 Fort Smith _________________ .•. H . 7 • · -·--· ····· 

JS. 2 Litt It! Rock & North Little 13. 2. -----------· 
Rock. 

u . 8 Webster CoWJty •.• •••••••• ••• ·----------· I~. 3 
l4. 3 Sprlni;liclcJ, Mo...... ......... J3.3 ----· · -·- - · · 
14.1 Ohicuco. 111.................. . z.s -------- --- -
11.1 Devenport, Mol1nc, & Rock 12. 2 . - ·- ··- ····. 

Jslnnd. . 
13. 9 Cass C'ouoty •••••.•••••••.•. •• - -· - · - ··-··· 13. s 
13. J Altoona , Pa .•.•••••.•• ,....... 10.6 -------- - ---
13. 1 Musk~gon Countr--- --------- ·-····· ··-· · 12. o 
l'.!. 2 .Rendin~. Pe........... . . ..... JO. i --------- ---
11.D South Dend, lnd.... . . ........ 11. l . .• ;. ____ __ _ 
·II. 3 Pittsburgh, Pa_______________ :.t 6 - ---·- ------
11.0 Mc~ep County •. • .•.• . .. • .•• · - -··------ - 9. 8 
10. 7 K11ns:1s City, Mo...... . . . .... 3. I ........... . 
JO. 6 F.l Paso County .•••••••••••... ------------ JO. 5 
10.5 Chicago, iu....... ............ 2. 5 -·--·-------
10. o Oll: luhoina Cit>', Okla......... 10.1 . ·-·---- ·-·· 

I BMell 00 dollar \•e.Jues rrom DX DDDD-1, DDDD-2, NNN~. uuuuuu, R . .i939-5m, 578C>­
$18. ;1M-7313; OX :?UD, R. :!014-2365. 

2 Total 1.1rc:i dollar cstlmales of rootwear sales from OX 242, R 2807-19. and DX UUUUOU, R. 
2014-23'.S. Arcn dolbr salt>s of rootwc:ir by Drown and Kinney o'<·ncd or controlled outlets Crom 
ODDD-1. DDDD-2, NNNN, U UU UU ll, R . .i9J9-5:."199, 5760-5818, 7155-7313: OX2nD, R. ~14-!?365. 

( 1 5~) 

O. S. OOVUHNINT ,lllNTlK!O OFFICE11111 




