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SOME_ASPECTS OF U.5. TEXTILE IMPORT POLICY RELATING TO SELECTED

DEVELOPING ASTIAN COUNTRIES

by

Charan D. Wadhva

ABSTRACT

This paper highlights some aspects of the practice of discrimination
by the United States of America in its import policy for regulating the
imports of Ytextiles" {(including textiles and clothing) from selected deve-
loping Asian Countries under bilateral agreements within the framework of
the current Multi Fiber Arrangement (MFA). We have selected five such
countries for special study, namely, Hong Kong, China (Taiwan), Republic of
Korea, India and Thailand. These ccuntries have been selected for illustra=-
. ting the effects of the relative degree of restrictions imposed by the U.S.
“Yr its current bilateral agreements with three different types of suppliers
from the so-called "low cost" developing countries. The first three coun—
tries represent the category of "major suppliers", the fourth one represents
"middle level suppliers" and the last one represents the category of "neuw"
or "marginal supplisers?.

This paper presents the preliminary findings of the research on this
sub ject being conducted by the author. It is divided into three sections.
Section I briefly provides the background to the evolution of the U.S.
textile import policy particularly towards Asian countries and the perfor-
mance of the U.S. economy relating to the "textiles" sector as well as the
effects of changes in the U.5. policies om its imports from the selected
developing Asian countries. The period covered is 1973 to 1980. Section II
presents a critical analysis of some of the effects of discriminatory U.S.
textile import policy surveyed in Section I. A few concluding remarks are
offered for further examination in Section III relating to the future policy
options on the MFA in general and the U.S5. Textile impoert policy in particular

On the basis of the evidence presented, this paper concludes that
in implementing MFA-1I (covering the period 1978-81), the U.S. has made it
more restrictive than MFA-1 (covering the period 1974~77). The developing
Asian countries belonging to the categories of "major suppliers" and "middle
level suppliers" have been systematically discriminated against by the U.S.
in recent years., This has caused considerable dislocetion to their economies
which is neither adequately recognised nor compensated by the U.S. (and
other countries practising such discrimination). Considering the improved
performance of the U.3. textile and apparel industries in recent years, thae
paper urges the U.5. Government to liberalise restraints bilaterally and also
help to get a more liberal MFA extended with mechanisms to strengthen its
truly multilateral character. A few suggestions are made for this purpose.
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This papar highlights some aspects of the practice of discrimi-
nation by the United States of America in its import policy for regu-
lating the imports of "textiles" from selected developing Asian
Cﬁuntrias under its bilateral agreements within the framework of the
current Multi Fiber Arrangement (MFA)1. We have selected five such
countries for special study, namely, Hong Kong, China (Taiwan),

Rébublic of Korea, India and Thailand. ue have selscted these countries

for special study for illustrating the effects of the relative dsgree

#paper to be presented at the 'Conference on the United States -
fsia Economic Relations', New Brunswick, New Jerscy: April 16-18, 19681,
(Sponsored by the Center for Asian Economic Research, Rutgers Unlversity-
the State University of New Jersey, New Brunswick, N.J., U.S.A.) The
support received from the Officials of ths Government of India {Depart-
ment of Commerce, Ministry of Commerce), the Government of Hong Kong,
the Government of Thailand and the Goverrment of the United states of
America (Department of Commerce) and the Emhassy of the United States of
fmerica in New Delhi as well as Dr.Jan Tumlir and Dr.Gary Hufbauer in
providing the basic data used in this paper is gratefully acknowledged.
I have also benefitted from discussions with Dr.Andre Sapir on the
subject of this paper. 1 also thank Mr.A.V.L.Narayana for statistical
‘assistance, The responsibility for any errors of observations or
interpretations is mine. :

1“_Taxtilés" cover imports of textiles and clothing (apparel)
mainly of Cotton, Wool and Man-made Fibers. This peper deals with ths
period since 1973 with special reference to the more recent years.




of restrictions imposed by the U.5. in its current bilateral agreements
with different typeg of suppliers of "textiles" from the so-~called
Mlow=cost" developing couﬁéries. The Fiﬁst three countries for our
special study represent the "major suppliers", the fourth one repre-
sents "middle level suppliers" and the last one represents the group of
relatively "new" or "marginal suppliers" among the deueloping countries

from the Asian region.

This paper is basically'BXplﬁratory in nature and presants the

preliminary Flndlngs of the research belng conducted by the author,

The central purpose of this paper is to raise issues for debate and

R e

further in=depth research rather than to rresent final conclug;ins and
detailed recommendations on a cbmprehensiue packaée of desirable policy
changes for the futurs., For conveniénca, it'is diﬁided into three
sections. Sectlon I brlefly prou1des the background to the euolutian
'oF the U S. textlle 1mport policy partlcularly towards Rsxan countrlas
and tha performance of the U.S. esconomy relating to the "textiles"
sector in recent years asrmell as the eFFectS‘mF ths recent changes in
tha U S. policies on its lmports of tBthlES from. selected deueloping
: Asxan countrles. ISBCtlnn II presents a.crltlcal analy51s oF some of the
effects of dlscrlmlnatory U S. textlle 1mport pOllClES surueyed in
SBCtth I. [ few concluding remarks are offered for further examlnaﬁiuni
in 5&ct10n III relatlng to the future lele options on "the MFA in

-general and the UeS. taxtlla import policy in partlcular.



U.S. TEXTILE IMPORT CONTROL POLICIES TOWARDS ASIAN COUNTRIES

fontrols onlimports of textiles from low-cost supplying

countries (primarily Asian Countries) have now a long history behind
them. The United States sericusly began suchicontrols on impnrts of
cotton textiles when it extracted "Unluntary"_Export Restraints from
Japan in 1956. The U.Se took initiative in muitilateralising such
bilateral restraints under the auspices of the &ensral Agraement on
;T;riffs and Trade (GRTT) through a séries of agreemgnts despite their
" being a2 clear viclation of ﬁha existing GATT rulgs. ﬁhesé agreements
started with the "short Term Agreement on CDttoaneinles“ covering
the period from October 1, 1961 to September 30,:1962. THis was
converted into a "long Term Agreament" immadiately thereafter and it

culﬁinatad into the -Arrangement Regarding International T:ade in

Textiles in 1973 with the coverage extended comprehensively to textiles
and products made of cotton, wool and man-made fibers. This Arrangement,

popularly called the multi Fiber Rareement (MFR)jhas been extanded with

a protocol of undetstandlngs as MFA-1I for the next four years (1978

tc 1981) « The MFﬁ provides For ths negotlatlon of sp901F1c bilateral

2F’or a recent study of the uorklng of the MFA-1 and the natura
of the MFA-II witﬁ special reference to the imports of textiles from the
developing member countries of the MFA from South psia, see Charan
Wadhva and Vasant Mote, 'Internmational Trade in Textiles uwith Special
Reference to South Asiat, a study prepared for the Trade Policy Research ’
‘Cantre, London (U.K.). This study can be made available on reguest.



agresments betueen the member countries and alsc lays down othsr rules
for the implementaticn of the Arrangement. It provides for an overall

rate of growth of textile trade of 6 per cent per annum.

The United States has been regulating the flow of its imports of
"textiles" from selected "major" suppliers from the developing countries
primarily from ﬂsia during the period of MFA-I and MFA~II. The primary
objective of U.S. textils import policy relating to selscted deva;oping
Rsian countries has been to achieve an "orderly trade expansion" in this.
"unigue®" sector without "“market disruption" (or "threat thereof") by an
- unecontrolled surge in imports originatihg from the countries uith‘much;

lower wasge rates,

profile of Growth of U.S.Textiles and Apparel Industry during MFA Period

The period of MFA-I nearly coincided with conﬁinuing recessionary
cgnaitions (generally called "stagflation") in thec major industrial
cbuntfiaé of the world, including the U.S. This country also siperiance
'llcartain receésionary conditions during the period of MFA-II. This led:
‘to a slbuing down of the annual rate of growth of consumer expenditure
in real temms in general and on clothing items in particular as shown

below:3

These fitures are available in Demand, Productlon and Trade in
Textiles and Clothing, Report by the Secretariat, Gemeral Agreement on
Tariffe and Trade, COM. TEX/W/84, 3 December 1980. (N.A. stands for
‘'Not Availabls'.) We have relied on this source for data cited 1n the
next paragraph.




Rate of change in Volume MFA=1 Period MFA~I11 Period

OVeT previous year: 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1879
(1) Consumer Expenditure  ~0.9 1.8 5,9 4.9 4.5 2.6

(1i) Expenditure on

Clothing -0.8 3.6 4.9 4.4 73 Nefa

The average annual real fafe'of gromth'ﬁ% total consumer expen~
diture was 3.1 per cent and that of expenditurs on clothirg (apparel)
in the U.5. was 4.0 per cent for the period 1973-79, This slowing 7
down of growth of demand ﬁaturally affected production. The U.5.
textile and apparel industry experienced grave recession dﬁring 1974 and
1975 whsen output deqreased by 7 per cent for textiles and S‘ﬁer cent for
apparsl 1ndustry in 1974 and by 7.5 per cent and 5 per cent respectively
for 1975, Téxtiles output was stagnant in 1977 and apparel output was
stagnant in 1978 caompared to the previous year's level. while textile
output has been showing pos;tlue rates of growth in 1976 {at 9.5 per
cent), 1978 (at 2 per cent) and 1979 (at 5 per cent), clothing industry
shomea positiua growth in 197379 perlud only in 1976 (at 16 5 per cent
after recessionary years of 1974 and 1975) and 1977 (at 6.5 per cent).
The epparsl output declined by 2.5 per cent in 1979 and by an estimated
6 per cent during the first half of 1980 (during which taxtilé output
was constant) over the firpst haif of 1979. The textile and apparel
industries in the U.S. have been experiencing growimg unemployment for
several years now due primarily to productivity increase by the growth
of capital-intensive technology. This situation continued to prauall

throughout the period of the MFA. Thus for the parlod 1973—79,



employment in ths U.S. textile industry as well as apparsl industry
declined at the rate of 2 per cent per annum. However, these industrieé
presented a mixed outlook generally favourable to growth in value terms:
during the period 1974~79 as shown in Tables 1 and 2 in terms of seuaraif
indicators such as value of shipments, value added, productivity, new
papital expenditures as well as prices {and profits) raalized by pro=-
duoars._ The consumer expenditure on clothing has alsa shown modest
rates of growth in nominal terms (at the rate of around 4 to 5 per cent

per annum) since 1976. ’ ‘

Profile of Growth of Imports during*mFA-I

Contrary to the trends in the growth of ocutput aﬁd amployﬁeﬁt in
'rthe U«Se textile and apparel industry described above, the 1mports of
these products increased rapidly during the period of MFA~I. & profile
of the rates of growth of imports of textiles and apparel in the U.S.
during this period is provided in Tables 3 to 8: These tables are éelf—
‘explanatory and throw light on the changes in the value, ualﬁﬁe (in
million square yards aﬁuiualeﬁt), composition and ma jor sources gof
imports belonging to both the groups of "controlled" suppliers and
Muncontrolled® suppliers. .In addition, Table 3 provides data on the
value of exports and the~net "gectoral" balance of trade during the
period of MFA=I (1974—1977) as well as later years (NFA-II): The
rélatively sharp increase in imports in 1976 and 1977 during the MFA-1

period hay be noted,



Towards Creater Protsctionism in Post=1977 Periods

.As a result of relatively sharp increases in imports of
textiles and apparel in general ancd for some specific categories in
particular during 1976 and 1877 in an environment of .relatively stag-
nant domestic demand and rising unemployment in these industries,
producers, Labor Unions and Congress Represéntatiues from the Consti-
tuencies where these industries are concentrated strongly lobbied for
amending and renewing bilateral agreements for imposing stricter gquotas
on the imports of textiles and apparel products particularly from the
low=gost developing Asian countries. These industries also demanded
a more restrictive MFA as the replacement of MFA-I. With the Presi-
dential Election due around tﬁat time, the political voice of the major
Constituents of the electorate could not be taken lightly by the U.S5.

Administration,

The response of the United States Government was to haka more
effective use of its bilateral agreements for tightening the imports
of variocus sensitive product categories of textiles and apparel from
several low-cast developing countries (especially Asian tountries)
keehing in mind the réte_of growth of domestic demand. Efforts were made
to fix specific quanﬁitatiue limits 6n certain categories which were
only subject to consultation level limit, The.use of flexibility pro-
visions was also reduced below the original levels agreed to in the bila=
teral agreements, The United states, in fact, adopted the strategy of
concludirig five year bilateral aqrsements with major suppliers beginning

with Hong Kong on Rugust 8, 1977 much before even the fate of the
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multilateral instrument (MFA) was to be decided . Simultaneously the
Ue.5. Govermment strengthened its monitoring and implementatiuﬁ machi-
nery to enfurce new restrictions more effectively. At the insistencé
of the European Economic Community (E.é.c.), the MFA was eventually
renewed for the next four years (1978-81) on somewhat more restrictive
grounds incorporated in the protocol of extenmsion as additional "under-
standing™. One of the key elements of these understandings was the
nReasonable departures" clause under which "pressing import problems®
of an importing participant of the MFA were to be resolved bilaterally
M ieseseseswith a view to reaching a mutually acceptable solutioness»
which does include the possibility of jointly agreed reasonablefdépar-
tures from particular slements in ﬁérficular cases". These reasonable
departures were to be of "temporary" nature and the participanfs were
expected to "return in the shortest possible time to the framework of
the Arrangement". The U.S. was apparently happy to accept such an gxt
ded MFA as an instrument of multilateral policy within which it could
negotiate and coerce developing supplier countries to accept on
balance.ﬁﬁre restrictive bilateral agréements through appropriate

amandments.

in continuation of its moves mentioned above, the United Stétes
Administration announced a new major Textile Program {popularly called
nyhite Paper") on February 15, 1879 for assisting the "baleagured
textile and apparel industry" partly by intensifying the dag:ee of bro
técfion already provided py the MFA and the bilateral agreements and.

_amandments concluded under that. The following two major mgasures



uané;anvisaged-Under this Programs -

(i) Lontrolling "surgas"° This measure prou;des that whers
guotas are underutilised in one year, action would be taken in the
following year to ensure that there would be: no Ysurge" of imporis.
 resulting from the comblnatlon DF fuller utllizatlon of quota and the
flexibility provisiong. ' a

(ii) Controlling grauth of imports: Whsre there is no likelibood
of "surge", the growth rate of imports would be svaluated annually and
ad justed on the basis of the growth rate of the domestic market.

In addition to taking action against established "arge" low-cost
supplier countries, the White Paper also provides Fo: action to bs taken
against ”shafp and disruptive growth in.e...s imports from any new major

supplying country"” (emphasis added).

Actlan was indeed taken agalnst Hong.Kong, Republlc of Korea and
China (Talman) by calllng them to negotlatlng table several times through-
out the period 13978 to date to amend bilateral agreements which were on
balance more restrictive. Hong Kong was Fofced tgrsetidb elaborate
administrative machinery to institute strict "Expd:t Authorization
System". The restrictions imposed on Hong Kong involved lowering down
_OF effactlue ceiling of aggragate textlle and apparel prcducts in 1979
(-1.1 per cent over 1978 aggragata l1imit) and stricter limits to growth
and flexibility provisions of seueral sensitive categories. Furthar res=
: triétiéns were iﬁpcsad by the U.5. on Hong Kong for the 1980 exports. .
 Tha§e inualued "in.rgspéct of axports in 1980 of ten categories of apparel,
giving up carrybuér ahd.carryfarward and a reduction in swing margin
from-hstwéen 6% and. 7% to 5%. In quantitatiuelterms, the demands invol-

ved a total reduction in access rights émounting to 31Tmillion-s@ﬂare
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yards equivalent“f The U.S. secured similar restrictive modifica-

tions to the bilateral agreements with gouth Korea and China (Taiwan)e

fven M"middle level" supplier like India was brought under the net-
work df increased import guota controls on balance by the U.S.through
bilateral agreements including various amendments while implementing
MFA-II (compared to MFA—I)S. This was done not as muéh DQ reducing
aggrepate limits as by imposing specific changes in the limits of some of
the sensitive items.  Thus q.s. resorted to freezing or reducing
affective ceilings Dn!seueral categories or by bringing restraints on

some new categories. These are jllustrated by the following examples:

. The aggregate effective limit for Group~I11 (Apparel, Made-up Goods
~and Miscellaneous products) in 1979 was permitted to grow only by 2.2

per cent over 1978 and was reduced by 7.7 per cent in 1980 over 1979,

The following rates of change are jliustrative of restrictions

placed on effective limits for specific categories: Cotton Sheeting and

aHoggﬁKong’s Textile and Clothing Industries gomment on_the MFA
{Myths, Facts, Application)J Background paper presented at the Hong
Kong Textile and Clothing Industries! Joint Conference, Hong Kong,
November 1980, p.S. '

5The more restrictive nature of the bilateral agreement between USA
and India for 1978 (first year of MFA-II) compared to the bilateral
agreement for 1977 (and earlier years under MFA-1) is discussed in detail
in Charan D.uwadhva, "Some Aspects of the Textile Trade Agreement Between
the United States of America and India%", & paper presented at the Con- '
ference on 'The New perspective of India = United States Economic
Cooperation', New Delhi: hugust 20-25, 1979 {organised by the Association
of Indians in America). '
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Duck 8s well as other Coats and Terry Towels (0.0 in 1979 over 1978 and
also in 1980 over 19793 Fabric speciality (~66.7 per cent in 1980 over
19795, Trousers, MB (-25,0 per cgnt in 1980 over 1979); and Dresses
(~98.6 per cent). To a certain extent, the reduction in gquotas for some
categories reflected non-fulfilment of.quotas by India for previous
period but this was by no means the most important cause. Thg more
impqrtant reason for such actions was limiting the growth of more
sensitive items (where import penetration rate was high) and/or where

domestic demand was nmot rising at a high rate.6

Thailand}s axample illustrates the case of "new" or "marginal®
supplier who got relatively more libsral treafment under bilateral agree-
ments in the textile import policy of the U.5. towards selected Asian
CDUntries; This reflected tﬁe official policy of special treatment
for such: "new" or "marginal" suppliers. The U.S5. House of Represen~
tatives had recently adopted a resclution to this effect. Parts.of it

read as follopws:

"yithin the framework of global analysis, special attention should
.be devoted to EEE&X developing cuuntrias......substantial growth poten-
‘tial can and should be allowed for (such) deueloping'ﬁountries.f...if
the neuly industrislised countries are restricted to ihport growth

rates somewhat below the rate of U.S. market growth."7(ithlics added).

6The only exception has been relatively liberal treatment given to
India on what are called "india Items" (made of cottage and small scals
industries and other folklors items) which are subject to special
"elephant" stamping procedure for visa on their imporfts into the U.S5.
until 1977, these were almost totally unrestricted for imports.

TRS cited in Hong Kong's Textile and Clothing Industries Comment
on the MF4, OPe cit., p.15.
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Howsver such a policy did not deter the United states from
recently extending the coversge of controls through bilateral agreements
on "small" developing countriass uncontrolled hitherto {such as Sri [anka
on the basis of growth rates of imports or growth in market share for

selected sensitive categories,

Performance of U.S. Imports and f£ffects on Selected Supplier Countries

in MFA—II Period:

The more restrictive U.5. textile import policies relating to
selected developing Asian Countries described above did have a substan-
tial sffect on the imports im overall térms as well]l as from selected
sources in the post MFA-II period. This can be seen from Tables-3 to 8.
Table B8 presents the comparative perfoomance in aggregate terms {voiume}
af three’ﬁmajur suppliers®, namely Hong Kong, Republic cof Korea and Chinz
{Fajwan), A detailed (selected category-wise) analysis of comparative
perfommance of imports into the U.G. for 1979 from five selected develop-
ing Asian counﬁries, namely, Hong'Kung Republic of Korea, China (Taiwan),
India and Thailand can be made with the help of Tables-5,10,11,13 anrd
15. | The performance of a "middle level™ supplisr tIndia) to the U.S
markat over the years 1978 to 1980 is spotlighted in Tables-12,13 and

14.

As may be seen from Table-3, the value of imports of textiles alone
from all sources was held in 1979 at the previcus year's level {at
$2.11 billions)s The value of all imports of clothing (apparsl) into

the U.5. increased only by 4.6 per cent in 1979 (compared to 33.0 per
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cent increass in 1978 over thé previous year)., The value of total
imports of textiles and clothimg into the U.S. increased gnly by 3.3

per cent in 1979 oﬁer 1978. In terms of physical volume, Table 5 shows
a 20 per cent decline in total of such imports over the previous year.
with substantiél increase in the value of exporis of textiles and apparel
from the U«S. in 1979 (by 43.2 per cent over 1978) partly spurred by

the U.S. Govermment's Program of assistance, the deficit in the net
sdctoral balance of trade of the U.S. declined from $4.65 billion in
1978 to $3.70 billion in 1979 (see Table 3). The rate of growth of

U.5. imports of textiles and apparsl in 1980 has also beenlqontrollad
and reveals lowsr rate compared te some of the earlier yéars of the

MFA period.B Despite these reductions achisved, the U.S. industry wants
further restrictions to be imposed on "major supplier™ countries like

9
Hong Kong, Republic of Korea and China (Taiwan) during the coming years.

The effect of new U.§. textile import restrictions has been most
strongly felt by all three msjor supplying countries (Hong Keng, Republic

" of Korea and China (Taiwan))as was intended. Thus as Table 8 shous,

8Thus, according to the press reports issued by the American Tex-
tile Manufactures Institute, Washington D.C., the estimated value of U.S.
textile and apparel imports increased to §9.1 billion in 1980 from
$6.1 billion in 1979 (+12.3 per cent). In terms of quantity, the compa-
rable increase was to 4.9 million square yards equivalent from 4.6
million square yards equivalent (or by +6.5 per cent). ?ha 1980 volume
thus was much below the 5.7 million sguare yards equivalett level in
1978, Financial Express (B8ombay), Januery 1, 1981,

Ibid.
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Hong Kengls aggregaterimports of ™extiles” to the U.5. in volume terms
fell b? 12,5 per cant in 1978, 21.3 per cent in 1975 and 8.5 per cent

in 1980. The comparsble changes (over previous year)} for Republic of
Korea weres ~18.8 per cent in 1978, and -11.3 per cent in 1579 amd for
China (Taiwen) wers: -£.0 per cent in 1976 and -8.6 per cent in 19?9.1p'
Quotas could not be Filled by all three countriss for aeverél product
categories in 1979 as seer from Tables 9, 10 and 11. Imports from India
to the U.5. Fell in volume in aggregate terms by 1 per cant in 1979

and by 4 per cent in 1980, India's performance in quota utilisation

was generally poorer than of other countries being studied and in fact
deteriorated for ssveral product categories over the yearé 19?3 to 198C
(see Tables 12,13 and 14). Besides the effect of new restrictions,

this state of affzirs DF.India is partly due to the prevalence of.recew
ssionary conditions in the U.S. It is, howsver, largely due to interna
preblems of Indie (including more lucrative domestic damand and less
effective policy and administrative measures to manitor, review and prd-
mote such exports and problems with the system of internal &istribution
af quotas}.11 Thailand appesrs to have bensfitted from the relative
increass of restraints imposed by the U.S8. on the "major suppliers®

from the deualbping Asian region. Thanks mainly to the Mgenerous®

quotas given to Thailand by developed importing countries (including

0
Sased on datz made availabls by the UsS.Department of Commerce.

11Sume of these rsasons are diagnosed in my paper, "dome Aspects
of the Textile Trade Agreement Betwesn the United gtates of Amarica
and India,", op.cit,
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the U.S.), the total exparts of textiles from Thailand increased by
27.5 per cent in 1979 over 1978 (to U.S. $443.5 million). The 1978
figure itsslf was a higﬁ record. Thailand's expofts of "textiles"
remained buoyant in the first half of 1980 for which latest data is

auailable.12

IT

A CRITIGQUE DF U.S. TEXTILE IMPORT POLICIES UNDER MFA

The following observations arse offersd for a critical-appraiaal
of the U.S. textile import policies with special reference to’ the

selected developing Asian countries under MFA discussed in Section I3

(1) There appears to be little doubt that in implementing the MFA,
the United states has paid scant regard té the Arranggment‘s multi-
lateral character with certain safeguards. The U.S5. has'canuertéd the
MFA primarily into a series of bilateral agreements which are ffequantly
renegotiated. There has been a preoliferation of amendments to the
bilateral agreements with selected developing &sian countries during the
MFA—iI period which have on balance proved to be more restrictive in
nature for majority of these countries than the bilateral agreements
(with amendments) concluded during the MFA-1. period, ALl these.}estric-

tions have besn concluded under Article 4 of the MFA'to minimise the

possibility oF'mgrket disruption (actual or threat thereof). The U.S.

12T’axtila Asia; \Uol.XI, No.9, September 1980, p.164,
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administration has never provided any concrete proof of market disruptio

nor any details of the estimated costs of market disruption actually
caused (or likely to be caused) by imports from the so-called low-cost

Asian countries.

(2} The case for further restrictions on imports due to high import
penetration ratios causing or likely to cause market disruption has been
exaggerated at least .for the aggregate volume limits. Thus a close
study of the U.5. Trade Statistics in volume terms for the period 1974
to 1979 reveals that retained production (defined as domestic production
minus exports) as a percentage of appafénf consumption (defined as
retained production plus imports) of textiles and appéféi'ﬁaétnéoer been

rlower than 87 per cent. Thus U.S. producers do get a high market share
of the U.S. market (comparsed to imports which have claimed the highest

share of only 13 per cent of apparent consumption in the U.S. in 1978).13

(3 The.net effect of éll ad justments in bilateral agreements with
most of the developing Rsian countries in the MFA pérind, particﬁlarly
during the first two years of MFA-II (1978‘and 1879) Has been mostly
.che wé s namely, thards tightening restrictions on the imports of both
textile mill praducts and especially apparel products; The U.5. textile
and apparel industries have not been continugusly faring badly in their
performance during each of the yearslof the MFA period. This can be seen |

" from data on various indicators like production, empluyment,'gains in

13The year-to-year calculations of this ratio for the period 1974
to 1979 are published in Appendix-T1 of the Hong Kong's Textile and
Clothing Industries Comment on the MFA, op.cit, p.21.
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~ productivity, prices realized by producers (which have not been dampensd
by competition From'“chaap" imports), fresh capital sxpenditures, exports
and the like provided in Tables 1 and 2. These were reported in Section-1
of this paper. The assymetry effect may be noted here. The imbrouamenta
recorded by the domsstic textile and apparel industries in recent years
have not hee? adequataly reflected in liberalisation of imports of selec-

ted broduct categories of textiles and apparel.

(4) There appears to be é clear discriminatory bias against
deuéloping countries in gensral and Asian countries in particular during
the MFA period. FEven small.countries like Sri lanka which were uncon=
trolled till 1980 have baen recently controlled, WhEréas imports of
ﬁé;éiies and éhparél from the developing Asian countries are bsing res=—
trictéd mﬁre and more in recent years, imports from the developsd mafket
economics (industrial countries of the Western Europe) and several other
semi-industrialised countries like Greece, Portugal and Spain and some
other countries continue to be outside.the network of  those  control-
led under the MFA., It may be noted that the U.S5. pfoducers of selected
. M"senaitive™ products (wheré import penetration is high)_ugually concen-
‘trate on the upper two-thirds of the higher price and more sophisticated
segment of the market. The real competition in this segmenf is only from
the other]deuelopqd countries and not From,"lqu—cost" deuelnpiné'cnuntriea
The latter_cempetg_amqhg‘themselues for the relatiuély'luwarepriced
(about one—third) segment of the market. Thus is value terms, as may be

seen from Table 4, throughout the 1973~79 period, develpped countries
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have held a more dominant share of total impu;ts of textile products

4in _the U.S. market (2lways more than 50 per cent). This is, of course,
no&,t:uéAfor the labour-intensive apparel ipdustry where the share of
;gggﬁgqyalﬁped_cpuntries in total value of ¢merts has been deciining
,gggi;gﬂcugnently_arnund 13 per cent., In Volume terms, tha“share of six
fUDQQQﬁFPJle“deVglGPGd countries namsly, U.K., Italy, France, Canada,
Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlands in total U.5. imports of

textile and apparel has ranged from 10 to 15 per cent (see Table 7).-

Some of these.countriss have indeed registered "sharp" incfeases in some:
years in the volume of their exports to the U.S. duriné thé MFA period -~
Bven Faéter than those recorded by some 6F the "major" supplier developing
Asian countries (2s may be seen by comparing Tables é and 7)..Yat the
WU.S. has made no speﬁial policy to control imports from suﬁh countries.
fhe mﬁtuality bf interest with other deuelnped countries and the fear

of retaliation by these stronger partners in international trade can be .
significant reascns for not fesorting to discrimination agaipst them for
such‘imports.

(5) The invoking of "sectoral® balance of trade argument for
_tighteaiaé imports of textiles and apparel from the selectad developing
_.Asian countries does not make much sense. As a recent UNCTAD study has
réemphasizsd, a very substantial portion of this type of deficit (over
80 per qent) of dsveloped countries (like the‘U.S) is met.by freverse

flows" in the form of exports of related products such as textile machinery,
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dyes etc.14 The United States usually has an gverall surplus in its

balance of trade. Pursuing this type of argument of sectoral and country

or region specific deficit to the U.S. = EEC trade in textiles, we may

note that EEC had a trade deficit in textiles with the U.S. of $3.6

billion in 1979. Even in terms of market share analysis, the U.S. had

emerged as a major exporter of textiles to the FEC. The U.5. share of

the EEC market had increassd sharply within two recent years from 8.8

per cent in 1977 to 14.3 per cent in 1979 for non-textured yarn and from

0.4 per cent to 7.9 per cent for textured yarn for the same pericd.

By same criterion of increasing "impert penetration”, should the EEC

‘ot bring USA in its network of bilateral agreements for restricting such
exports temporarily (to be made a regular feature thereafter as in the

case of some of the developing Asian countries)?

(6) The Qnited States has been.guite successful in managing its
imports of textiles and apparel at'relatiuely lower levels bF impcrt
penetration compared to the EEC through its bilateral and muitilateral
diplomacy since 1971 when "multi fiber" quotas were introdﬁcéd for the
first fime. Extending the period of analysis to 1971-79, Kaesihg and
wolf have po;nted out in a recent paper‘that since 1972, the combined
U.S. ﬂnp0rts QFitextile products in million sguare yards equiualent

fell end remained below their 1971 level. They have found that this

4Impllcatmns for Developing Countries of Recent Developments <4n
International Trade in Textiles, Report by the UNCTAD Secretariat, Gensva @
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, T0/B/C.2/204,
24 June 1980, p.v.

5Naus item as reported in the Economic Times (Bombay) , February
10, 1981,
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position was achieved during thé 1971.79 period because an inCrease in
apparel dmports at about 2.7 per cent per.year was more than offset by

a fall in textilc imports at the rate of about B per cent per yé'ar.1

The U.S. was able to see through the importance of controlling "base
levels" of imports from major Migu-cost" supplier countries early in the
game. It therefore imposed comparatively strict quotas against Hong Keng,
Republic of Korea and China (Teiwen). . The quota levels fixed and imple—
mented. were considerably effective in halting the rate of grouth of
imports from these three countries when we consider the period 1971 to
1979. Kéasing and Wolf, have noted that this was sc 28 the combined
gxportes of these fhree countries to the U.S. ddring 1971=79 increased in

. equivalent square yards at only slightly over 1 per cent per anhuﬁ
mharéés comparable exports from cther developing ccuntries to the U.S.
{ncreased at over B8 per cent per annum resulting in an averagse annual
growth rate of only 3.7 per cent for all develeping countries to the U.S..

for the same period.1

(7) Thé political dimensicn of the MFA and the bilateral agreements
with the 1ow—coét faxtiles supplying countries is no less importants

in fact, political factors (political power backed. by gconomic power)
.‘bfouide the majﬁr.explanatioh for the relatively smoﬁth operations by
tﬁe U.5. in extracting and implementing restrictive bilateral agreamentg

with the selected developing Asian countries. The MFA has been used by

16Donald Keesing and Martin Wolf, " international Trade in Textiles

and Clothing", (paper presented at the Brussels International conference
on Trade in Textiles and Clothing, sponsored by the International Chamber

of Commerce, Paris end the Trade Policy Research Centre, London), Tex—
tile Asia, Vol.XI, No.7, July 1980, p.123. '

17Donald Keesing and Mertin Wolf, ibid, p.123
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thakugsqiag,a-political tool for its discriminatory textiles import
jgg;;;ias. It is a conveniegnt instrument which can be used by the U.S.
Administration st its own initiative withcut prior2pproval by the
Egpgress. The Comgress also likes 1t as much as industry doee because
1mports from selected scurces are restrained without any campensaﬁions

to be financed from the Treasury. Thus vpcal political interests at

home are satisfied. The govermments of the restrained countries can
publicy pronounce that the restraining country is fully responsible for

- imposing restrictions. Through periodic negotiations, reviows and
éméndmanté nf.bilateral sgreements,the U.S. Administration can to some
extent play favourites with pressure groups at home and abroad.

Because of its dominent bargaining position, the U.S5. has been relatively
frae to use tha ﬁélicy of fixing bilateral quotas. The guotas have besn
mnra.in the nature of mandatory restraints than of voluntary naturs. guch
restraints have been iﬁposed by the U.S5. in the past not only for the
textiles but for several cther procducts asg uall.18 su}uaying the
voluntary aﬁd mandatory quota arrangsments, Rcbert Stern ag?ly commentaed
thai it is "most disturbing that there is no'effactiue restraint on

this kind of policy sither nationally or within GATT.' The GATT has

13Fcrr an analysis of the differences between quantitative restric-
tions in the form of Import Quotas and "Woluntary Export Restrajints"
(VERe) and the experience of U.S. in using VERs, see C.Fred Bergsten,
nOn the Non~Equivalence of Import Quotas and -'Woluntary! Export-Res-
traints®, in C.Fred Bergeten, {ed), Yoward a New World Trade folicy: The
Maidenhead Papere, Lexington, Mess: Lexington Books ZD.C.Heath and

Company), 1975, Chapter 15.

.19quert M.Stern, "Tariffs and Other Measures of Tradse Control: &
survay of Recent Developmentsa™, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol.XI,
No«3, September 1973, p.871.. : '




22

been virtually made to keep ite hands off such Arrangements by giving

its implicit permission to conclude the Textiles Arrangement under its
auspices. This was done primarily at the initiative of the United states,
: ft is a tribute to the success of /mzrican bilateral diplomacy thet no
major compléint has besn lodged by a developing country against the

U.S. in the Textiles Surveillance Board (T.S5.B.) in recent years.

(B) The short term objective of the MFA was to achieve orderly
expansionrof world trade in textiles without at the same time causing
actual or possible threat of market disruption by imports of particular
prbducts from particular sources so as to reduce the shorte-run {"tem-
porary"®) costs of adjustments, This objective has besn met satisfacto-
rily. However, the long term objective of the MFff. was to ensurs strac-
tufal ad justments by permitting relocation of textiles and especially
clothing industries among the developed and the developing countriss
in line with the principle of dynamic comparati#e advantage. This prin—
ciple fauors shift of labor-intensive products {such as cluthlng) away
- from deuelnped to developing countries and permitting freer trade in the
long run in such products. The U.S. Gouernment has not made much progress
.in hasteniné such structural readjustments despite its controls on impcrts
of fexfiles and‘clothing from louw~cost déﬁelopiné éuuntrias for tuwenty
iyaars by nowe This failure to appropriatsly restructure these industries
internmationally, as a recent UNCTAD report has pointed out, "merely
"transfers the burden ofkétructural ad justment to other trade parfnﬁrs,

in particular, the exporting develcping éountries".20

;gggggllcatlons for Deualqp;gg Countrigs of Recent Developments in
International Trade in Textiles, op.cit., Pp.ive
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(9) Then there is the questlon of calculatlng the costs DF increa~
8ea quantltatluo restrictions on 1mports cf textiles and clothlng under
“the MFR to the U S. and whether they are justified conSLderlng thelr
'bsnefits. There is also the Purther question of whether the U.S. has
succeeded ih afrénging the most favourable restrictions from the U.S.
point af'uiéﬁ. The comparative statin-effects of Quantitative Restric-
tions (QRs) ar UERS,'having the same sffsct on the level of imports
undaruhafkét conditions of perfect competition have beén analysed geo-
mstrlcally by Bergsten in a partial equilibrium framework assuming ‘that
ail Forelgn suppliers are covered (Flgure 1) and that only magor supplisrs
are covered and some others are excluded (Figure 2). © The principal
elements to be quantified in astiﬁating the net welfare cosﬁs_of such
import restrictions are: (i) the loss in consumers surplus;:(ii) the
gain in producers' surpluss (iii) the extent of sharing of "tariff |
equivalent ravenue" between foreign suppliers and U.S. impofteré (trade
channels); and (iv) Production and Consumption deadweight lésées. Thé
above analysis nesds to be modified to take care of the dy&anié effects
of VERs like the possible reduction in the degree of iﬂﬁg;_gg_comﬁefi-
tion among the exporters in the restrained country(ias) and their
attempts to export either through transhipments or relocation DF'th;ir
production or marketing ventures to.nther "non—controiled" or "leséer
controlled" countries who have unutilised qudtas for exports to £Ee

restraining countries. This task requires an independent study which

R 21E.Frad Bergsten, "On the Nonr-Equivalencse of Impart Duotas and
"Uoluntary" Export Restraints, "op. cit., p. 246 and p.252
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"is beyond the scope of the present pa;:w—;r.z-2 1t is pertinent to observe

here that the major cost of such restrictions to the U.5. ié borne by

the U:5. consumers. The consumers in the lUeS., d5 anywhere else, are

least organised politically and hence least voeal. Import restrictions

under the MFA add to the inflation whose effucts are faced by the consu-

mers, .Aﬁ important dimension®of fhe Consumers! angle which is relatively
inadequately brought out relates to the effect of such restrictions on
the poorer sections of the consumers. Since imports from developing

countries which ars restrained generally come in the rslatively iow—pri~
ced segment of the market and aré ﬁainly consumed by the houssholds

with lower and middle level incomes, such restrictione are likely te hurt
the interests of the relatively weaker secticns of the society as cone

23
sumers.,

~ (10) The Costs of the increased restraints under MFA-II to the
" selected developing ﬂsién countries have been quite high. The three
"major" suppliers from thisrregion are highly sxporteoriented in "textilest
(éspecially'clothing)due to their comparative advantage in these products.

"Textiles" are a major industry in these countries employing a sizeable

- 22Thers is very little empirical work in the literature on this
subject for U.Se.As One such study is : Stephen P.Magee, "The Welfare
Effects of Restraints on the U.S5. Traden, Brookings Paper on Economic
Activity., Vol.3, 1972, pp.671-4. Any such empirical study on ths U.S.
textiles imports has to deal with the price effects of restrictions and
with the relevant price and/or income elasticities of demand for such
imports. Two recent studies on this subject are: (i) Robert M.Stern
gt. al. (eds), Price Elasticities in International Jrade: Rn_ gnnotated
Bibliography, Londont MacMillan (for the frade Policy Research Centre),
1976, pp. 14=26; and (ii) U.8. International Trade Commission (Gffice
of Eeonomic Research), Foreign Trade Flasticities for Twenty Industries,
Washdmgton D.C., 1975, ' j

#

23_ . . :
This point is empirically illustrated by Glen Jenkine in the
Canadian case in his study cited in Textile hsia, Vol.XI, No.9,September
1980, p.19.
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pruportion_of their labor force. By any statistical measure, the impor-
tance of this industry is much greater for these countries than for the
developed countries like the U.5. Thus any ﬁew import restraints hurt
these major suppliers badly. This can be illustrated with reference

to Hong Kong which has almost no‘damestic baéé and has besen hit hardest
by the new import restraints imposed by the U.5.A. (and E.E.C. and Nocrdic
Countries) under MFA-II. It is estimated that over the last 20 years,
Hong Kong's exports of textiles and clothing accounted for over 40 per
cent of the value of its exports cof domestic origin and their contribution
to the net output of manufacturing was over 45 per cent in the 19707s,
These industries employed 41.5 per cent of the workforce of the manufac-
turing sector cf Hong Kong.24 Partly as a result of lower exports,

Hong Kong's textile industry has bsen facing seriocus dislocation recsntly.
It is reported that the index of production in spinning and weaving
industries in September 1980 recorded its lowest level since the first
quarter of 1975, Employment in the spinning, weaving and finishing mills
is reported to have dropped to less than 90,000 persons from 1QD’DDUl
persons in the first nine months of 1980, "hitting a 10 year lop".zs
szioqs dislocation has also been caused to "middle level suppliers"

like India by the‘incﬁaassd.restraints on its exporte of textiles and
clothing to the U,S. (and other markets). Basides*tha.current adverée

impact of such new restraints by substantially reducing the exports_and

2 Hong Kong'ts Textile and Clothing Industries Comment on the MFAR,

9.2. C-it.,' p.s. -

; - | B
SAB reported in a news item in Financial Express (Bombay)},March
10, 1981, p«2.
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adyersely affecting the employment situation in India, they have
virtually deprived this country (apd similar cther countries) of the
potential avenue of inbreasing foreign exchénge earnings to Ffinance
plans for accelerating their economic deueiopment. Thus, India uﬁich
had hoﬁes around 1976 of increasing its garment exports (envisaged as
"dynamic" sector) from around ®s. 200 crores to nearly Rs.71,000 crores by
19680-81 could hardly realise around Rs. 358 crores in 1979 from auch
exports. The value of Intdia's exports of gaments to the U.5. fell from
Rs» 109 crores in 1978 to about Rs. 97 crores in 1985.26 As Bergsten

has pointed out, these restraints “carry especially high costs for those
"middle countrics! wne have become significant encugh to be coversc

under YERs but unlike most leading suppliers, still have the internal

gynamism and %the market scope to grow a good deal more."z?

{11) The costs of serious dislocatian caused tc "major" and "middle

»

leual"'suppliers from developing countries by increased restraints on
imports of textiles and clothing to the U.S. {(and other developed markets)
have not been compensated by any official policiss. The only compsnsaticn
availabls fhrough market_chanhels has been the possibility of realizing
higher prices in the market of the country imposing restraints by rea-
ping part of thelscarcity premium. But as Robert Stern has commented,
tﬁis.is‘ﬁsome small compensation® for the axporting country comparsd to

the total costs of such restrictions to such a country.28 The developing

26 : ‘
As reported in the financial Express {Bombay), March 6, 1981, p.1

27C.Fred Bergsten, op.cit., p.257.

2 Y '
‘?ﬂnbert M.Stern, "Tariffs and Othsr Measures of Trade ControlY,

9p. cit., p.870.
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countries hresumably accepted these restraints in return for an
assurance of access to a certain size of the market and a2 certain rate
of growth say on an annual basis (1F not four-yearly basis) within
which they could operate through the interplay of markst forces, thus
reducing the Uarianpe of sales figures. This premise has not been
fulfilled as the developed countries have resorted to frequent changes

in limits even within a year,

(12) 1t is not clear as to how much the avowed policy of "socialism"
in designing end administering the quotas im favour 6? the "new" or
"mafginal“ developing countries and against the established developing
countries by the U.S. has helped the former group of countries. The

‘data in terms of changes in value and volume can give conflicting picture
in this regard. Thus, whereas exports of "textiles" from Thailand
representing "marginal supplier" countries in value temms have bsen
reported to have increased substantially in 1979 (and this is likely to

be true of its exports to the U.5. in 1979 as melll there has actually

" been a decline of its total exports to the U.S. in volume terms by 19
per cent in 1979 (over 1978) as shown in Table 6. kgain, as Table 6
reueals, Thalland's exports of all "textiles" to the U.§. had shnun a
decline in volume terms by 28 per cent in January-July 1980 over the
corraspondlng parlod in 1979 Similarly, Malaysia, another “marglnal
supplier" tn tha U.S. market had also recorded no increase in its total
exports of "textiles" in uolume terms in 1979 over 1978 and 1n fact
registerad a declinn.af 21 pdr cent in Januzry - July 1980 over the corres

ponding panind DF 1979; Moreover, part of the increase in the exports
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of "marginal® Asian suppliers may be due to the producers from the

"major supplief countr1856 shifting their production ventures to such
"marginal® sﬁbplier countries or'by transhipments thus gaining a part
(may be a substantial part) of the increassd export earnings of the
"marginal suppliers". Fragmentary evidence suggests that this has

indesd been happening. The gquota system has lured some producers in the
"major supplier" countries to sub-contract production in "lasser control-
led' countries and in shipping goeds to the U.S. on false certificates

of Drigin.29 This has raised difficult administrative problems of
monitoring and policing the activities of business units and instituting
legal cases against offenders by the Govermments of thé rastrained .
countries. This is also true to some extent for some "middle level
supplier" countries. These countries are administratively sven less
equipped to handle such problems. Having an eleborate machinery for
export control does add to the costs of such exports to the developing
ﬁountries. In addition, the problem of trading of quotas in the
internal market of restrained countries remains uncontrolled. Most of
the developing hsian countries indeed have suffered from raductions in
the growth rates of their exports of all textiles to the U.S5. market
under MFﬂ—II period,. It appears that the greater "benefit" of res-

traints on developing Asian countries has gone to the countries of the

ngbr example, a garment factory in Hong Kong was fined HK $40,000
by the Court for declaring China - made jeans as made in Hong Kong. U.S.
authorities had detected this transaction and finally debited the
amount involved (1,000 dozen pairs jeans) to Hong Kong's guota. See
Textile fsia, VYol. XI, No.7, July 1980, p.%4.
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Eastern Trading Area and the group of the ﬁuncontrolled"%tauntries.

R careful study of the data provided in Table 4 shous that the Fastern
Trading Areas have steadily incrsased their'share in the value of U.S.
imports of textiles from 1.3 per cent in 1973 to 4.7 per cent in 1979

(a three fold rise) and .in clothing items from 0.9 per cent to .4.4 per
cent (more than fourfold rise) in the same period. The corresponding
figures of increases for the group of daueloping countries have been from
37.3 per cent ta 45 Fer cent for textiles and From-69 per cent to 83

per cent for clothing, It may also be seen from Table 6 that the combined
imports of all "textiles" to the U.S. in volums from 7 develaping Asian
countries (namely, Hong Kong, India, Republic of Korea, Philippines,
Pakistan, Singepore, and China - Taiwan) declined over previous year's
figures by 7.8 per cent in 1977 and by 11.3 per cent in 1979, However,

as Table 7 shows, the tomparable combined imports from 6 developesd
"unctontrolled" countries (namely, U.K,., Italy, france, Canada, Federal
Republic of Germany and the.h -nerlands) increased by 43,3 per cent in
1976, by 21.4 per cent in 1977 and by 1.5 per cent in 1978, Thus, it
appears that some of the "uncontrolled" countries enjoyed higher rates
of growth in their imports of all textilss to the U.$. market compared

to developing Asian countriss during some of the years of the MFA period.
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. CONCLUSIONS AND_RECOMMENDAT IONS

- The inescapable conclusion of the above znalysis is that in
implamentinglMFA-II. the U.S. has made it more restrictive than MFA-I
for the selected developing Asian countries., The MFA (and its prede-
cessor ﬁrrangements) were a derogation from the original framework of
the GATT. The MFA-II by implementation has proved to be a further
derogation from the MFA~I in the case of U.S.SD The U.S. along.uith
other developed member countries of the MFA have not found it possible
to give up such &rrangem9qts {originally designed to be "temporary" i;
nature)} even after twenty years of operating them. The developing coun-
tr;es in general and the developing Asian countries im particular are
bei;g systematically discriminated against under this arrangement. fhis
hés caused considerable dislocation to their sconomiss uwhich is neither
adequately recognised nor compensated by the U.S. (and other countries
praétising such discrimination). The multilaﬁeral safequards provided
under the MFA particularly threugh the institution of the Textiles
Surveillance Board have proved to be ineffective in protecting the
iﬁteraats of fhe deualobing countries who have been facing increased

discriminatory restrictions. The U.§. has virtually converted the MFA

30The same conclusion has been reached in the report of UNCTAD con-
siding the implementation of MFA-II by all the developed member countries
of the MFA. See, Implications for Developing countries of Recent Deve-
lopments in Internatiomal Trade in Textiles, op. cit., p.34.
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into a series of bilateral agreements. These have been freguently
renegotiated to its advantage due to its greater political and economic
power, There is also a talk in the U.5. by vested interests to bring
some other labor-intensive products under MFA-type arrangeménts. If
true, this does not augur well for the future growth of exports from the

developing countriss,

As for the futurs, the U.,S. Government is urged not £§ succumb to
the U.5. industry}s call of further tightening of the MFA yhan the
current MFA-II expires on Decamber 31, 1981. In fact, considering the
recent improvements in the performance of UsS» sconomy in general and
textile and apparel industries in particular, the U.S. can affard to be
more liberal in Futufe. It can also take further concrete ateps to help
the restructuring of thess industries internationally through a long

term plan.

Simulténeously, the developing countries must take a united

stand in negotiating the future of the MFA as a truly multilateral ins-
trument. This must be based on multilateral discipline on bilateral
agreements, The developed countriss will pontinue to nssd_an MFA typae
instrument to regulate their imports of "textilas“ from the developing
countries and will not like to go back toc the Frama@ork of the GATT as
far as trade in this sector is concerned. The best tope for the deve-
loping countries is to stand together to seek strengtheﬁing of tha'

original MFA by proposing the following major reforms:
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(1) The term “market distuption" (ar threat theresf) should be
operationzlly defined clearly. The countries planning to inubké res—
traints under this clause should agree Lo submit themsslves to the
multilateral discipline before taking action bilaterally. A proper and
adeguate (say one yéar) notice period should be giqen ﬁhrough-Textileé
Surveillance Board (Tsa)rto the country likely to be affected. The
couhtry planning to impose restraints must prove its case and get the
approval of the T.S5.8. that such 2 case holds and the action planned is
Justifiad., The T«5.B. should be constituted of independent exports
(judges} withﬁut affiliatian to any Government. The verdict of the
T«5+B. should be accepted by all parties as being fimal. 11 proposed
bilateral agreements must be examined by the T.5.8. 2nd approved before

they are made effective.

(2} & link must be svolved between imposing short term restraints
and the program of structural re-adjustwents of the textile apd clothing
industries im a phased manner. This may be done through "four" ysarly
plans {coinciding with ths period of the "MFAR" of its replacement).
Thesa shouldqﬁé in line mitq the principle of dynamic comparative advan=—
ftage. The T.Sa.B8. should monitor, review and reformulate such plans at
least cn an annual basis. In case of default or lack of progress in
this respect, the concerned devaloped ﬁuuntry imposing restraints should
pay specific compensaticns at a graduated scale accﬁrding to the degres
of the injury/dislocation caused to the concerned developing country

and according to the time involved for continuing such restrictions.
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Tha'T.sQB. must appoint independent experts to carefully svolve such
‘@ scheme as well. The decisions of the T.5.B. must be mandatory for

all partiss,

(3) Last but not the least, the developing countriss must. nagotiate
for "orderly expahsion of trade” in "textiles" within the integrated
framework of "tariff" and "non-tariff" restrictions under the GATT. -
The rules of the GRTT themselves (particularly Article 19) need to be
reformed to reflect the interests of the developing countries more
adequately.

The reforms proposed above would, of course, require gréater
understanding and full cooperation from the developed countries. The
real quastion is: would.this be Forthduming from thédﬁbre powerful -

partners in international trade and diplomacy?
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TRELE ¢

(ﬁalues in millions oF dollars sxcept as noted and percentage
over previous year)

change

Ttem 573 1974 1975 1976 1577 1576 1979
1. Value of ship~-
ments(% change) 31073 32788 31064 36389 40823 43888 46900
2. yalue added - (5.5) (—5.3): (17.1)  {12.2) (7f5) (6.9)
(%-change) 13017 13189 12045 14495 15825 17520 18291
ﬁiﬁi?i;};? T.44 8,29 8.72  9.55 9.90  11.00 11,66
4. Total Employ- 980.3 931.5 835.1 675.9 867,01  864,5  855.9
ment {000} {-5.0) (-10.3) (4.9) (=1.0) (=0,3)  (~1.0)
(% change} '
5. Year to Year
percent change
in average 8,5 6.8 8.5 7.8 75 8.2 8.3
hourly earnings
(DBC-tU neC-a
6. Capital expan— .
ditures 1121 1169 Qa7 1084 1235 1396 1463
7. Yaar to Year per-
cent change in
producers price
index (December P NA NA 3.7 3.9 3.0 4.3
to December)
8+ value of
Exports 1163.,5 1703.B 153z2,7 1855,2 1857.3 2073.4 3027.2
(% change) (46.4% (=10.0) (21.0) {(D.0) (1.6} (46.0)
3. Value of o ,
 Imports ©1541.1 1997.1  1211.9  1626.3 1764.8 2212.0 z490.0
(% change) (3.6) (24.0) (34.2) (8.5) (25.3) {=1.0)

source: U,5. Industrial Outlook 1979 and 1980 (U.S.Dapartment of Commerce)
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TABLE t 2

PERFORMANCE OF U.5. APPAREL AND OTHER TEXTILE PRODUCTS, 1974-79

(Values in millions of dollars except as noted and per cent change over
previous year) '

" Ttems 1574 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
1. Value of shipments 30632 31430 34759 40079 43215 46630

(%€ change) (2.6) (10.6) {(15.3) (7.8) (8.0)
2. Value added 14943 14749 16860 19452 20912, 22602

(% changa) (~1.3) (14.3) (15.4)  (7.5) (8.1)
3. gjiiiozdﬂzirp?;)p”°' 7433 7.80  B.41 9.57 10,25 11446

(% change) (6.4) (7.8) (13.8) (7.1) (13’B)ffi
4. Total Employment (000) 1316.7 1214.2 1270.5 1331.6 1334.3 1313.1
5. Year to Year percent "

~change in average

hourly sarnings.

(Decafnber tﬂ DBCmeEr) 9-6 5.2 8.3 6.8 8.2 7.6
6. Capital éxpenditures 391.4 380,6 42247 447,5 - -

(% change) (=2.8) (11.1)  (5.9)
7. Year to Year percent

change in producers

price index. 7

(December to December)  NA NA NA NA 4.0 5.1
8. Ualug DF Exports ) 332.? 340.6 434.2 524.1 ’ 55100 81900

(% change) B (2.4)  (27.5) (20.7)  (5.1) (48.6)
9. Value of Imports 2095.4 2318,1 3256.5 3649,7 4833.3 5075.0

(% change) : (10.6) (40.5) (12.1) (32.4)

(5:0)

source: U,8, Industriel Qutlook 1980 (U.S. Department of Commerce)
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.
TRADE_IN TEXTILES AND CLOTHING OF THE U.5,21973 T0 1979

(Ualues-iﬂraillions of dollars-and Percent Change Over
Previous Period)

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1975
I. EXPORTS, f.0.bs
Textiles 1,22 1.80  1.62 1,97  1.96 2.22 3.18
(% change) C (47.5)  (=10.0) (21.6) (0.0)  (13.3)  (43.2)
Clothing 0.29  0.42 0,42 - 0,66 0,67 0.72 0.76
(% change) - (44.8)  (0.0) (33.3) (19.6) (7.5)  (33.3)
Textiles and .- . . '
Clothing | 1.51 2.12 . 2,04 2,53 2.63 2.94 4.14
(% changs) (40.4) (-3.8) (24.0) (4.0)  (11.8)  (40.8)
- . S
II.IMPORTS, f.0.b
Textiles - 1.58  1.63 1,23 1.65  1.79 2,11 2,11
(% change) (3.2)  (=24.5) (34.2) (B.5) (17.9) (0.0)
Clothing 2.7 2,32 2.55  3.61  4.12 5.48 5.73
(% change) (6.9) (9.9) (41.6) (14.1) (33.0}  (4.6)
Textiles and . : '
 Clothing . 3.75  3.95 3,78 5.26  5.91 7459 7.84
(% change) (5.3) (=4.3) (39.2) (12.4) (28.4) (3.3)
I11.BALANCE (I = II)
Textiles ~0,36 6,17 0,39  0.32  0.17 0.11 1.07
(% change} (2097,0)  (=93.7) (~17.9) (~46.9) (=35.3) (872.7)
Clothing ~1.88  =1.90 -2.13 =3,05 =3.45  =4,76  =4.77
(%\changa) : (5.3) (12.1) (43.2) (13.1)  (38.0) (0.0) .
Textiles and :
Clothing 2,24 =1.83  =1.74 2,73 =3.28  =4.65 = =3.70

(% change) - (~18.3) (-4.9) (56.9) (20.2) (41.8) (=20.4)

#SITC Division 65 (Textiles) and 84 (Clothing)

source: United Nations: Commodity Trade Statistics, Seriles O
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TABLE f 4

U.S. IMPORTS OF TEXTILES AND CLOTHING BY AREAS

(values in Billion dollars and nercentage ghange over the previous

year)

¥

(=5.8) (=13.8) (4.4)

TEXTILES ) CLOTHING
Year Total Indus— Develo- EastermTotal  Indus- Develo- tastern
triel ping Trading , trial ping Trading
Areas  Areas Areas Areas Areas Areas
1973 1.58 0.96 0.59 0.02 2417 0.66 1.49 0.02
. 1974 1.63 0,84 0,74 0.04 2.32 0456 1.74 0,02
(31.6) (_12.5) (25.4’ (100-0) (6.9) (‘15.1) (15.8) (010)
1975 1,23 0.69 0,49 0.04 2455 0.51 2,01 0.03
(~24.5) (=17.8) (~33.8) (0.0) (9.9) (-8.9) (15.5)  (50.0)
1976 1.65  0.86 0.73  0.07 3.6 0,63 201 0,07
(34.1) (25.0) (32.9) (75.0) (41.8) (23.5) (44,8) (133.3)
1977 1.79 0,98 0.74 0,06  4.12° 0,71 3430 0.1
: (8.8) (14.9) (0.0) (=14.3) (14.1) (12.7)  (13.4). - {57.1)
1978 2424 1.23  0.91 0.09 5,42 0.8B6 4,37 - 0.18
: (25.1) (25.5) (23.0)  (50.0) (3.6) (21.1)  (32.4) - (63:6)
1979 2.11 1.06 0.95 0.10 5,73 0,74 4,73 . D.25
: (11.1) (5.7) (14.0) (8.2) (38.9)

Source: GATT: International Trade {Annual Report)}: VUarious Issuss.
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TABLE : 5

U.S5. COTTON, WOOL AND MAN-MADE FISFR TEXTILE IMPORTS: 1975 To 1980

(Millien Equivalent Square Yards)

Product Group Fiber. 1875 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980+

{Jan.~July}

I Yarn Cotton : 46 105 51 122 48 47
: (% change) ' (128) - (~51) (138) (=61) (24)
wool - 5 10 11 10 6 5

(% change) (100)  (10) (=9) (-40) (25)

Man-Made 504 708 997 841 - 384 186
(% change) ‘ (40) (41) (~16) (-54) (-28)

Total 555 823 1059 - 973 439 237
- (% change) . (48) (29) (=-8) (~55) (=21)

11 . Fabric Cotton 570 947 654 933 696 431

(% change) (66) (=31}  (43) (-25) (0)

wool 13 17 23 25 21 12
(% change’) , (31) (35) (9) (=16) (-20)

Man-made 384 450 480 318 399 283
(% change) (17) (7) (8) (=23) (+15)

Total 967 1414 1157 1476 1116 726

(% change) . .. . (46)  (=18) (28) (~24)  (5)

II1 Apparel . Cotton 542 732 - 804 942 - 935 601
. . (% change) {35) (10) (17) (-1.0) (11)
Uool 51 67 88 98 84 46

(% change) (31) (31) (11) (-14) (10)

Man—Made 1487 1779 1729 1862 1653 1078

(% change} (20) (~3) (8) (~11) (11)

Total 2080 2578 2621 2902 2671 1724

(# change) (24) (2} (11) (~8) (1)

eeeCONtd. .
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TABLE : 5 (CONTD.).

Product Group Fibre 1975 1976~ 1977 1978 1579 1990
(Jan.~-July)
IV Madeup & Cotton 125 176 166 229 214 128
Miscella- (% change) . (41) (-6) (38) =7 (~2)
negus .
Wool 12 12 12 11 119 6
(% change) (0) (0) (-8) (-0) ()
Man-Made 92 137 145 171 188 110
(% changs) (49) (6) = (18) (10) (-3)
Total 229 325 3273 411 413 244
(% changs) (42) (~1) (27) (0) (=2)
TOTAL IMPORTS Cotton 1282 1961 1676 2226 1893 1206
(% change) (53) (-15)  (33) (=15}  (5)
Wool 77 106 134 144 122 69
(% change) (38) (+26)  (7) (=-15) (5)
Man~Made 2468 3074 3352 3392 2624 1656
(% change) (25) (9) (1) (=23) (4)
Total 3827 5141 5162 5762 4539 2932
(% change) (34) (3) (12) (~20) (5)

*January to July 1980 over corresponding period of 1979.

Source: Computed from the U.s. Department of Commerce data as reproducsd
in the JYextile Import Trends (Various Issues). Publishad by the
American Textile Manufacturers Institute, Inc., Washington D.C.
20036, ’
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THBLE 2 &

MAJOR SOURCES OF INGQRTS OF U.S. COTTON, WOOL, AND MAN-MADE FIGER

MTEXTILES" (InCLUDING APEAREL ETC.)

(million Equivalent Square Yards Supplied)

Imports from 1975 1976 1977 - 1978 1975 19g0#
: (Jan.~
July}
1. Homg Kpng 6536 887 838 989 p12 471
(% change) {(+39) ({-6) (+14)} (=15} (+2)
2. India 95 223 160 150 133 g7
{% change} ' {+135) {-28) {~6) {~10} [+7}
3. kKaeraa { Rap. ) 440 613 553 560 503 oy i N
(% change) {+38) (~10) {(+1) {(=11) (+27)
4. -Phillippines 110 128 144 1446 162 93
(% change} : (16} (#1030 ) (+4) (s11)  (-1)
5, Pakistan 66 141 64 176 173 Ba
(% changa) - (+114) (-55) (#1758} (0.0}  (-33)
6. Singapore 3 88 64 119 114 68
{% change) ‘ (+21) (=27} (486} (8.0} (-4}
7. China (Taiwan) 522 634 687 729 612 480
(% change) . . : {+22) {(+8} {+6) {(~16) (+38)
8, Thailand - - - 21] 65 3
(% changs} (<15} (-28)
9. Malaysia . - ~ - 30 30 15
(% change) (0.0)  (~21)
10. China (Mainlanc} 139 154 63 201 FA< A
{% change) . (+11) (=43} (128) (~18} (445)
11. Total 1942 278 2507 2837 2514 1670
(% change) (+4B) (~7.8) {13.2}) {(-11.3) (+11.7)

#January to July 1980 over corresponding period of 1979.

Source: Same as fFor Tablew-5.
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TABLE 5 7

U.S. COTTON, WODL AND MAN-MADE TEXTILE IMPORTS FROM MUNCONTROLLED"
” COUNTRIES

(Figures in Million Sguare Yards Eguivalsnt and percentage
changes over previous period)

Country ~ 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980#
. . . .. . . - ’ (J_an-—JUly)
1e  UeKa 64 118 139 140 89 37
(84) (11) (7) (-36) {=36)
2, Italy 95 153 194 2739 134 86
' (61) (27) (23) (-44)  (~5)
3, -france 57 89 114 124 76 37
' (56) (28) (9) (=39) (-33)
4. Canada 50 58 86 110 66" 70

(16) - (48) (28)  (-38) - (89)

5. F.R.Germany 163 160 203 137 96 5§
' ' (5) (27) (=33) (=30) (=7)
6. Peru _ 90 41
(-84)  (=24)
7. Netherlands 41 81 72 62 10 - 10
(g8)  (=11) (=14} (0) (43)
8. 5ri Lanka ' 25 24
(~4) (100}
3. Costa Rica 19 11
' (-azy (D)
10. Portugal 23 - 10
(-57) (-38)
11. China (Peoples Rep.) 139 154 88 201 - -
(11)  (=42)  (128) S
12. All others - - : 209 103
13. Totdl(of above) = | - 841 483
S - (-43)  (=9)

“Percentags .change for January-July 1980 is over January- - Jruly 1979,

Sources Same as f‘br Table : 5
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TABLE & 9

PERFORMANCE OF HONG KONG IN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF "TEXTILES"

INTO THE U.5. MARKET, 1879

(In Million Units )#

Class Unit  Unad-  Type of Adjus- Imports Per- (5) :
justed Adjus- ted char- cent (3) =%
level tment** level qed filled .
(1) (2) (3) (4) _(5)_(#6) (7) (8)
Aggregate: SYE  1015.2 794.9  78.3
Group-I: SYE 278.1 118.9 42.7
(Yarns and Fabrics of
‘Cotton and man-made
Fabrics)
Specific levels: ]
313:Sheeting, Cotton SYD 115,73 36.1 30,2
317:Twill & Sateen
Cotton SYD 47,2 21.8 46,1
319 : Duck,Cotton SYD 61 .4 29,2 4745
Group-II: SYE 631.7 490.0  77.5
(Rpparel of Cotton and
Man-Made Fabrics) .
331: Gloves DPR 3.2 U 3.1 2.6 B4.9 96.9
333/334/335:Coats Doz 0.41 U 0.40 0,30 70,7 97.6
3351 Coets, WGI D0z 0.26 ' 0.26 97.4
338PT/339PT: Knit
Shirts, MB,Y Doz 1.8 1.4 78.5
3402 N~Knit Shirts,ME B0z 2.3 F,U 2.3 2.3 100,58 100.0
3411 N—Knit_Blousas,UGI boz 2.3 U 2,2 2.2 97.6 . 95.7
347/34B3Trousers,MB Diz 5.3 F,U 5.5 5.5 99.8 103.8
350: Dressing Gouwns Doz 0.09 0.06 64.8
351 sNightwsear Doz 1.0 0.7 68.2
638/639:Knit shirts, '
M8, W Doz 3.9 3.2 82.0
640t N~-Knit Shirts,mB Doz 0.7 O«6 87.0

-..Contd...
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TABLE : 9 {CONTD.)

MB,WGI Doz

(1) (2)  (3) (4) (s) () (7) (8)
_641§'N—Knit3810uses WGI DOz U.64 F 0.68 101.0
649: Brassiers etc. Doz 1.1 | 0.6 54,8
GrDUE:II'S Total - SYE 62.8 F 72,2 66.1 891.5 115.0
(All made-ups and
- Miscellaneous Articles)
GrouE_I 3 Total SYE 42.6 33-8 79.3
(Wool Textiles and
Apparel}
4433 suits, mMB Doz 0.008 0.006 79.0
445/4463 sueaters,
' 14140 F 1.20 1.18 98.2 105.3

o

*Following abbreviations are used for unitse

SYE
SYD
DPR
D0z

**Type
c
CF
F

0s

Sources U.S.Department of Commerce

Square Yards Equivalent

Square Yards
Dozen Pairs
Dnzen‘

Adjustment codes

Carryover granted

Carryforward granted

Flexibility granted

Consultation level increase

Carryforward used
Other

Overshipment



47

TRBLE_: 10

PERFORMANCE OF KOREA (REP.) IN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF N TEXTILES"
INTO THE U.S. MARKET, 1579
(In Million Units)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) {7) (8)
Class Unit Unad-= Type of Adjus— Imports Per- (5) as%
justed adjust- ted char~ cent (3)
ievel ment lavel gsed filled
[ y
fggregate: SYE 620.0 480.0 73
Graup=TI: SYE 124.3 50.9 73.1

(vYarns and Fabrics of
Cotton and Man~made

Fibers) .
319:Duck Fabric sYyD 23.0 1.3 5.6
313: shsseting SYD 8.5 : 8.6 101.2
315:Print Cloth sYD 7.0 6,99 99.9
" 6122Fabric Cant.i-CellNK SYD 21.0 19.5 92,7
613%¢ Fabric N-Cont.,N-
Cell, NK SYD 6.0 . B.d g0.8
604: Yarn,Non—Cont.,
Non~Cell SYE 1.0 1.0 100.0
Group=I1t SYE  481.1 375.6  78.0
zApparel of cotton and

Man-made Fibers)
333/334/345 :5uits and

Coats noz 0.081 U 0.080 0.078 96.7 ~ 98.8
335:Coats, WGI Doz 6.047 U 0.046 0.046 100.,0 . 97.9
338/339 Knit Shirts, '

Blouses ;MB,WGI D07 0.44 0.40 90.5
3403N-Knit Shirts,MB D0z 0.14 _ 0,12 80.6
341 3N-Knit Blouses,WGI  DOZ 0.09 _ 6.07 79.8
633/634/635 sCoats ,MB,WGI DOZ 1.2 1.0 82,0
638/63B:Knit Shirts,MB,W DOZ 4.9 2.9 60 .1
641 :N=-Knit Blouses,WGl DOZ 0.9 0.8 B86.2
345: Sweaters Doz 0.03 0,02 85.0
350: Dressing Gowns Doz g0.02 0.018 B80.0
649: Brassiers etc. D0z 0.22 0.20 92.4

. .-Gontd...



48

TABLE : 10 (CONTD.)

(1) (2) (3 - (4) (s)____(6) (7) (8)

Class Unit ~Unad- Type of &djus— Imports Percent (5 >
. justed adjust- = ted char— filled 3
level ment level ged
651: Nightwear DOz 0.03 0.04 150.4
Group~IIT: SYE 14.6 13,2  90.5
448z N-Knit shirts,
Blouses Goz 0.20 0.19 84.4 -

4433 suits, MB ooz 0.027 0.026 99.0

4443 suitss WGI Doz 0.038 u 0.036 0,036 100.0 94.7

Source and Notes:; Same as for Table-9.
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TABLE 3 11

PERFﬁRMﬂNCEﬁOF CHINA{TAIWAN JIN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF "TEXTILES"

INTQ THE U.S. MARKET, 1979

(In Million Units)

Type of

Adjus— Imports Percent (5

Class Unit Unad- s 4
justed adjust— ted char—-  filled (3)
level ment level ged

{1) (<) (3) (4) (9} {b) (7) (8) .

Aggregate SYE  804.5 637.2  79.2
Group~13 SYE 175.9 7146 40.7
313: sheetings -, sYD 41.1 28.5 69,2
3633 Terry Touwels NOs. 0,003 N 0.004 0.0032 98,3 133.3
604: Yarn, Non~conte, ' '
Non-Cell SYE 1.0 0.98B6 98.6
665: fFloor Coverings SFT 10.0 0.2 2.0
Group-I1: SYE 623.6 F 667.2 560.6 84,0 107.0
331: Gloves bPR 0.44 0S5 0.42 0.41 97.0 95.5
333/334/335: Coats,MB
' WGI noz g.09 F 0.10 0,087 96.4 11141
3353 Coats, WGI Doz 0,059 F g.064 0.064 100.0 108.5
338/33%: Xnit shirts
and Blouses,MB,U Doz 0.46 0S,F 0,48 0.48 100.,0 104.3
3402 Knit shirts MB Doz 0.60 F 0.64 0,63 98,5 10647
34131 N~Knit Blouses,WGI DOZ 0.35 F 0.37 0.366 99.0 105.7
347/348:_Tr0users 00z 0.79 F 0.84 f.84 100.0 106.3
633/634/635: Suit-type
Coats - DOZ 1.32 N,0S 1231 1.07 B81.4 99,2
6383 Knit Shirts MB GOz 1.43 u,F,0,N 1.60 1.60 100,80 111.9
639: Knit sShirts,Blouses
WGl . Doz 5.0 0,08 4,9 4.7 55.9 98,0
6403 N-Knit Shirts MB poz 3.0 2.6 868.0
641 :N~Knit Blouses,WGi DOZ 0.62 F 0,66 0.62 93,6 106.5
3373 Play Suits Doz 0.08 N 0.10 0.0935 93.5 125.0

t.-CUﬂtdon-
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TARBLE 2 11 {CONTD.)

&) @y (3y w5y (&) (1) (8)
345: Swaters 00z 0,03 ) 0.028 B80.1
351+ Nightweer 6oz 0.09 M 0.10 0,09 . 90.2 111.1
631: Gloves Knit DPR 241 2,10 99.8 |
637: Play suits Doz 0.14 N 0.185 0,145 93.7  110.7
659 PTs Knit Headweax SY8 0.% N 22.7 22.6 99,5 2522
659 PT: Swimwear - SYE 3426 12.3  92.9
849 : Brassiers ) ooz 0415 0.5 58.9
Group-11Is SYE 5.1 F 5.2 4,96 95,3 102,0
445/446: Seaters MB,

WeI SYE 1.8 ' F 1.9 1.89 97.3 10S.6
4421 Skirts Doz .1 N p.15 0,13 B86.4 150,0

4442 Suits, WGI Doz  0.002 0.0015 83.1

Source and Notes: Same as for Table : 9
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PERFORMANCE OF INDIA IN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF TEXTILES INTO THE U.S,

MARKET, 1978

Class Unit Canver- QOriginal Type Adjusted Imports Percent age
sion Limit of ad- level+ into USA Utilisation
factor {level) just- cols(7)/(6)

ment or {5)

(1} (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) (7) (e)
lggregate SYE 1.00 186,206,090 79,876,436 42,9
Group-I
Yarns and fabricg of Cotton,

ool and Man-Made Fibsrs

(3%8-32q174”0—é29L_699—6221 SYE .00 150,803,000 39,457,301 20,2

113 Sheeting SYD 50,000,000 9,072,935 18. 1

610 Woven fabrics, cont.

cellulosic SYD 1.00 7,000,000 3,618,051 51.7

41D Woolen % Worsted SYD 1,00 100,000 35,039 35.0

627 Spacialty 1b 7.80 128,205 @ 384, 615 26,001 67. 6
- SYE 1,000,000 :

Group—TT:

Apparel, Made-up Goods and

Misc. Textile Products of e .

Cotton, Wool and Man-Made SYE 1. 10 35,493,00?7 ?,SF; 324837.630 40,379,135 94.3

fibers (330-369-431-453,630-669)

‘ ..-C‘;Dntd---

LG
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TABLE : 13

PERFORMANCE OF INDIA Iy UTILISIVG LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF "TEXTILESM

INTG THE U,5.MARKET 1979
(In Million Units)

Class Unit Unad- 'TyPe of Adjust- Imp~ Per- 15233%
justed adjust- ed le~ orts cent (3)
level ment vel charged filled

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) (7) (8)
Aggregate SYE  199.2 79.1 39,6
Group~-T1s SYE 161.4 38.7 23.9
31315heeting SYD 50,0 | 7.7 15.3
317: Twill & Sateen ~ 5YD 24.0 4.8 19,9
319: Duck SYD - 17.5 5.5  31.4
320 WBQen Fabric,0ther sYn 45,0 16.3 36.1
610: Fabric Cent.Cell NK SYD 7.0 T8 -25.3
308zYarn~Dyed Fabric,NES SYD 1.0 0.29 28,7
410:uoolen & Worsted Fab SYD 0,1 0.084 84.6
411:Tapestry & Upholstery syp 0.1 0.002 2.1
627: Fabric splty SYE 1.8 N 3,0 0.81 26.8 “300,0
Group-11s SYE 3749 F,CF 43,9 40.4 91.9 115.8
3623 Bedspreads Quilts Nos. 0.33 0.064 19,1
363: Terry Towsls NOs. 20.0 11.7 58.2
369: Other Cotton Mfrs. SYE 12.0 8.0 66.6
666: pther Furnishings S5YE 2.0 N 4,0 4.0 100,0 200.0
331: Gloves DPR C.2 0.12 57.6
333: suit Type Coats pez 0.019 0.006 33.4
334: Other Cuats mMB - Doz 0.017 0.009 50.8
335: Coats, WGI D0z 0,017 N . 0,024 0.012 49,9 141.2
342 sSkirts Doz - 0,038 N - 0.098 0.043 43,2 251,3
351: Nightwear i Do? 0,013 0.002 12,1
359: Other Rpparel SYE 0.7 N 2.0 0.82 40.9 285,7
4351 Coats, WGI Doz 0.002 0.0007 39.2
442: skirts D0z D.006 N 0,008 0,002 26,7  133.3

sestoOntd,...
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TABLE : 13 (CONTD.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
447: Trousers MB Doz p.,006 N 0,008 0.006 71.8 133.3
469 - Qther wool Mfrs SYE 0,100 0.002 2.0
635¢ Coats,WGI DOZ 0,017 0.005 26.3
636: Dresses D0Z 0.700 N 1.1 0.52  47.5  157.1
6403 N-Knit Shirts MB D0z 0.029 0.017 5644
641: N-Knit Blouses,WGI  DOZ 0.048 N 0,069 0.059 85.6  143.8
659: Qther Apparel SYE 0.7 0.11 15.6

INDIA/ELEPHANT

fggregate: SYE 33.7 0.0 .
Group-1s SYE 33,7 0.0
336: Dresses: Doz 0.18 c,0 0.189 0,060 31.5 105
338/339/340 Knit shirts  DOZ 0.5 C,CF,0 0,999 0,729 72.9 - 105.2
341 :N-Knit Blouses,UGI D0z 2.1 F,CF 2.14 2.14 100.0  101.9
347/348 SYE 1.98 CF 2,10 0,077 65.0  106.1

gource and Notes: Same as for Table-9.
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TABLE 2 14

PERFORMANCE OF INDIA IN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF "TEXTILES"

INTG THE L.S, MARKET, 1880

{(1n million Units)

Class Unit Unad~ Typa of  Adjus- Imports Percent Lglﬂs%
justed adjust- ted charged filled (3)
level ment lavel

(1) (2) (3) {4 (57 (€ (73 - _(8)
Rggregate SYE 213,2 75.9 35.6
Group-I SYE 17247 35.4 20,4
313: Sheeting 5YD 50.0 7.6 15,2
31?: Twill & Sateen SYD 24,0 10.5 43,5
319: puck 5YD 17.5 6.8 36,8
318: varn-Dyed Fabric, :
NES 5YD 1.0 g.88 88,D
411: Tapestry and |
Upholstery SYD 0.001 0.0003 32,4
6273 Fabric Splty SYE 1.0 0.231 23.1
LGroup=-11 SYE 40,5 40,5 100,.0
. 352: Bedspreads Quilts Nos. 0,33 0.03 8.8
363t Terry Towels NOS. 20.0 5.9 29.3
369: Qther Caottam Mfrs SYE 12,0 3.8 3.9
666: Other Furnishings SYE 2.0 N 8.0 3.8 47.5 400.,0
331: Gloves DFR d.2 0.0 23,0
334: Qther Coats mMB Doz 0.7 G.003 147.9
335: Coats: WGl Doz CLO017 N 0.524 0,022 B9,0 141.2
342: skirts Doz 0.039 N 0.098 0.079 79.8 25143
351: Nightwear b0z 0.014 N 0.024 0.013 54.8 171.4
359: gther Apparel SYE 0.7 N 4.00 1.95 4B.7 571.4
435: Coats, wG: DG2Z 0,002 0.0001 23,9 -
4472 Trousers mB 00z 0,006 0.0052 892.7
469: Other Wool Mfrs. SYE 0.100 0.002 2.2

eesCOntd. ..
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TABLE 2z 14 (CONTD.)

(1) (2) (3) [ (5) (6) (7) (8)

636: Dresses D0z D.016 0.015 94,5

6403 N-Knit shirts,Ms Doz 0.029 0.023 78,2
6412 N-Knit Blouses,WGI  DOZ 0,048 N 0,069 0.058 B4.5 143,8
6593 Other Apparel SYE. 0.7 0.017 23,7

INDIA/ELEPHANT

Aggregate: SYE - - - 0.036 g.0
Group~I: SYL - - - 0.036 0.0
336: Dresses DOz 0.193 C,F 0.227 0,175 76.9 117.6
338/339/340, ¥nit shirts D07 0.98 ¢,0 0.998 0.37 36.7 101,.8
341 sN-Knit Blouses,WGI  DOZ 2.1 CF,F,U 2.2 1,92 87.0 104.8
347/%48: Trousers MB,WGI  DOZ 0.12 C,F 0,14 0,098 71.3 11647

Source and Notes: Same as for Table-5.
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TRBLE : 15

PERFORMANCE OF THAIL/ND IN UTILISING LIMITS ON IMPORTS OF "TEXTILES"

INTO THE U.5. MARKET, 1979

(In Million Units)

Class Unit gnad- TyPeof fdjus- Imports per-— Lélas %
justed fAdjus- ted charged cent (3)
. level tment level filled

(12 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (72 (8)
fggregate SYE 55.0
Group-T: SYE 17.4
3192 Duck SYD 5.0 as 4.9 3.1 64,1 98.0
320: uoven Fabric,other SYD 8.0 N,OS 7.9 5.2 86.0 G58.8
369 :0ther Cotton Mfrs. SYE 1.0 a.6 ~62.4
604 :Yarn,Non—cont.,

Non=Cell SYE 1.0 0.8 80.5
612sfabric Cont. N-Cell,NK SYD 1.0 D.3 29.4
660 :0ther MMF Mfrs. SYE 1.0 0.3 30.9

- Group-II: SYE 56.7 37.6 66,2
334/335 Coats,MB,WGI poz 0.044 C,CF  0.047 ' 0.051 108.1 106.8
338/339 :knit shirts,
Slouses DOz 0.48 0.42 87.0

340 :N-Knit Shirts,MB Doz 0,084 0.035 41,2
347/348:Trousers Doz 0.15 0.154 102.9
634/635:0ther Coats,MB Doz 0.3 0.14 44,2
639 :K-Shirts,Blouses,WGI DOz 1.047 0S5 1.043 0.72 68.8 99.6
641 :N-Knit Blouses,WGI Doz 0.133 0s,CF,U 0.13 0.125 95,9  97.7
645/646 15ueaters Doz  0.8686 N,CF 0.0608 0,055 90.4 100.3
647/648 : Trousers,MB - D0Z 0.34 0.21 6041
336:Dresses DOz  0.02 0.017  75.0
640 3N-Knit Shirts,ns 00z 0.042 0.017 41.6
337:Playsuits poz 0.028 0,008 2844
345:8ueaters Doz 0.01% D.016 B4.7

Source and Notes: Same as for Table 9.



