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FOREWORD 

This study is o&e of a series of country studies in the research 

programme under the aegis of UNIDO covering, inter alia, studies on 

redeployment potentials and obstacles, and ,rospective analyses of 

structural changes in developed and de"l'eloping countries. The aim of 

this research progr8tJlll.e is to an"1.lys~ the ongoing reFtructuring process 

and tc identify the major determinants at international, regional and. 

national levels. By identifying the factors that determine structural 

changes and by indicating the likely direction and possible i:nplications 

of the restructuring process, befogged state of affairs in the restructuring 

process might be redu~ed to th~ advantage of forward-looking adJ~~tment 

policy. In so doing, it vould seem essential that the issue also be 

brought down to different branches of the industrial sector in developed 

and developing countries. 

The British experience in structural change is of pa~iculr..r 

interest. The relative decline of the British economy has proceeded to 

a point where its future pattern of international specialization can no 

longer be expected to be a stereotype. This paper attempts to present 

a bird's eye view of structur"'.l changes in British industry in general 

and a worm's eye ·;riew of -+;he :mitting industry in particular. The 

purpose is to give explicit expression to adjustment problems of one 

br~ch of British industry to structural tr.ansformation in response to 

competition from developing countries. The reason5 for choosing the 

knitting industl"'J a.re: (a) the knitting industry is a l.abour intensive 

industry subject to particular pressures from adjustment in developing 

countries; and (b) the set of interrelationships between different 

factors affectiag the knitting industry has reJ'll&ined generally unexplored 

in ~he empirical literature on British industry. 

The P~atistical data for the project were sourced from published 

UK data. The authors and UNIDO Secretariat are beholden to businessmen 

in the knitwear industry, Knitt~ng Industries Federation and to the trade 

unions for their assistance in facilitating this study. 

: 
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The l\ppendix to the study provides a comprehensive statistical 

picture of the UK knitting industry, 'lolhich illustrates the extent to 

which struct~ral change has occurred. 

This study vas prepared by the UNIDO Secretariat with the assistance 

of Dr. V. Cable and Mr. P. Taster of Overseas Developm~nt Institute. 
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I. STRUCTURAL CHAN'}!:: IN BRITISH INDUSTRY 

1. Introduction 

The British experience of structural change in industry and the 

relationship between this change and that ~aking place in the international 

econo1!JY is of particular interest for several reasons. First, the ~lose 

links between the UK and the developing COJlll'lOnvealth ensured that Britain 

experienced, before almost any other industrial country, the impact of 

competition in the form of manUfactured imports from developing countries. 

In the early 1960s, over 10 percent of British imports of fini~~~~ 

rr.anUfactures were from 'N evly Industrializing C ~untries' (NICs): mainly 

Commonwealth Asia. As a consequence, the UK now has substantial exper­

ience of both adjust.ment and resistance to adjustment. The UK cotton 

industry r~organization programme, for example, dates from 1959, import 

quotas on cottons date from the early 1960s, and quotas on jute have 

applied since the Second World War. There is now sufficient experience 

of sectoral intervention, brought about by developing coun"try competition 

and other reasons, to formulate some general .;onclusions as t.o its effects. 

Second, the British economy has experienced substantially slaver 

growth than have most other OECD countries during the post-war period. 

Industrial adjustment has, therefore, to be undertaken under conditions 

which have not been enti;ely favourable to the rapid absorption of dis­

placed resources, and of increasing unr.ertainty and pessimism about 

achieving a satisfacto:t"Y international division of labour. This exper­

ience is of interest, not only to the UK, but to other industrial countriea 

which i.18Y well be entering a period of lower growth. 

Finally, the relative decline ~f the Eritish economy has proceeded 

to a point where its future pattern of international specialization can no 

longer be expected to be a stereotype of an advanced industrial country: 

~ simple model for predicting comi;arative advantage based on a relative 

abundance of human capital:is unlikely to be wholly satisfactory in the 

case of the UK, whatever wider relevance it might have. 
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The approach adopted here towards the study of structural change 

is to try to understand the mechanism of adjustment through a particular 

industrial case study. Taking the worm's eye rather than the bird's 

eye view has the advantage of analysing the magnitude o~ problems, but 

the disadvantage of constricting vision. It is not valid to generalize 

frcm one case: ea.ch industry has had its own unique experience. 

Structural change implicitly involves the transfPr of resources 

from one industrv or branch to another. The case study approach does, 

however, have the advantage of permitting a detailed look at the mechanism 

of technical change, and of the 1 .'ects of industry-specific government 

policies. The case study, therefore, confines itself to one industrial 

area that meets these requirements. 

2. Government Policy and Industrial Performance 

The central objective of recent UK industry policy, under Govern­

ments of both parties, has been to remedy the poor performance of 

British industry relative to that of its competitors. Although there 

~as been a relative industrial decline, with interruptions, throughout 

most of this century, the pace has appeared to quicken in recent yes.rs. 

Evidence of declining British competitiveness in manufactures (which is 

a substantial part, tho~6h not the whole source of overall British growth 

performance) nas been particularly striking. 1./ Amongst the many 

indicators which could be used to illustrate this process is the ratio of 

finished manufactured axports to manufactured imports (SITC Section 7 + 

8) where the ratio has declined from 3:1 in the early 1960s to approxi­

mately 1:1 today (see Table 1). The UK's share in dollar terms, of 

world trade in manufactures (SITC 5-8), has declined from 17 percent in 

1970 to 9.7 percent in 1979 although the market share has marginally 

!/ Statistical evidence summarized in C.J.F. Brown and T.D. Sherjff, 
Deindustria.liza.tion in the UK: Ba.ckgr~und Statisti~s, NIESR ~iscussion 
Papers No. 23; and analysed in D.K. Stout, 'Deindustrialize~ion and 
Industrial Policy' in F. Blackaby (Ed.) Deindustrializa.t~~n, Heinemann~ 
1979. 
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improved since 1973. This is, however, a sympto?D rather than a cause 

of decline. It is more likely that the relatively slov growth of 

manufacturing productivity is at the heart of the problem. 

Explanations for this poor performance are many. A good many 

pivot around varioUE interpretations of the medium and long term statistical 

relationship between output growth and productivity ('V~rdoorn's Law'), 

vhich appears to apply to both intercountry and interindustry comparisons.g/ 

As far as intercoJuntry comparisons are concerned, the link betveen slov out­

put and productivity growth can be taken as evidence that poor productivity 

growth performance originates in the relatively lcw priority given to 

exp1U1sionary 1t.acrot.::onomic policies in the fields of demand management 

and exchange rates. As a consequence, there has been a dearth of invest­

ment. a failure to rea, economies of scale, and a loss of stimulu.~ to 

technical innovation. Causality could, of course , nov in the opposite 

dir~ction - frou the 'supply side'. Such evidence as exists points t~ 

the existence of both sets of influence lf _in effect, to a vi~ious or 

virtuous circle ~f stagnation or growth. The controversy continues and 

overlaps substantially with currect arguments about the current economic 

strategy for UK industry. Af far as current government policy is con­

cerned, howevc~ (and to the extent that this is concerned with growth 

rather than anti-inflation objectives), the emphasis is strongly on a 

supply side rather than a demand-induced approach. 

£! General discussion in T.E. Cripps and R.J. Tarling, Growth in Advanced 
Capitalist Economies 1950-1970; N. Kaldor, Causes of the Slav Rate of 
the United Kingdom, CUP, 1966 and controversy in the Economic Journal, 
1975 (Rowthorn and Kaldor). 

J/ For example, see R. Wragg and J. Robertson, 'Postwar Trends in Emploxment', 
Department of E~loyment Research Paper No. 3, 1978. 
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Table 1. RATIO OF VALUE OF FINISHED MANUFACTURED EXPORTS TO IMPORTS 
(SITC 7 + 8~ 1963-19i0 

1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

3.28 
2.62 
2.72 
2.65 
2.08 
1.93 
2.01 
1.90 

1971 
1972 
1973 
:974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

1.88 
1.56 
1.27 
1.35 
i.48 
1.38 
1.34 
1.19 
1.06 

Source: Department of Tr'Ule, Monthly Reviev of External Trade Statistics, 
various issues 

One explanation for the poor prciuctivity performance of British 

industry vhich is, of course, not independent of the above, is a relative 

Recent evidence has suggested that, albeit deficiency of investment. 

relevant, this factor may have been exaggerated: 

"the United Kingdom's performance cannot simply be ascribed 
to a shortage of investment. It is clear that, at least 
a part of the U.K. problem lies in the amount of output vhich 
is obtained from investment. Put another way, it is not the 
size of the capital or other re!:..ources, available to industry 
which presents a constraint on grovth, but the efficiency 
vith which these resources are used." 1:./ 

So!lle indirect support for this viev vas offered by a comparative study of 

the age of the capital stock in the UK an~ USA: 

"the analysis suggests that more modern and technically 
s~perior plant may go less far to explain the higher level 
of U.S. productivity than is often supposed." 21 

1:.f Anne Mueller, 'Industrial Effi~iency and UK Government Policy' in 
C. Bove, Industrial Efficiency and the Role cf Government, Department 
of Industry, 1977. 

21 R. W. Bacon and W. A. Eltis, The Age of US and UK Machinery, NEDO 
Monograph 3. 
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There is another explanation of poor productivity performance, some­

what closar to the central interest of the UNIDO project, that there is 

something 'vrong' vith Britain's industrial structure -

there is an 'adjustment problem'. This vould arise because scarce 

skills and ~apital are 'locked-in' to lov gro-.rth and productivity sectors, 

while these end other barriers are preventing high gro·1th and productivity 

in emerging sectors. Implicit tneorising along these lines vas at least 

partly responsible for the enthusiasm in the sixties, which has not 

entirely died, for active government intervention policies designed to 

'pick winners' by promoting 'grovth industries' (then identified as 

computers and aircraf't especially) ~ to promote 'economies of scale' in 

industries (by deliberate amalgamation of enterprises and by adopting a 

somewhat uncritical approach to merger activity in general); and to 

penalise lov productivity sectors (seen in the sixties as non-traded 

services, novas the public sector in general). 

The UK had no coherent blueprint for structural change designed 

to promote 3ome industrial activities and inhibit others. Empirical 

testing of theories a~out the ~ppropriateness or ot.hervi.se of a given 

industrial structt;re runs up against serious protlems of defitlition; 

'an industry' is a largely meaningless concept except for definl.ng a. 

particular level of statistical aggregation. Studies of broad industrial 

branches have tended to veake~ the argument about any British industrial 

structure deficiency; e.g. a comparison of UK and Federal Republic of 

Germany from 1951~ to 1972 (at the level of 14 broad industry groups) 

shoved that "in every branch cf manufacturing industry, West German 

performance was superior to that of the UK, demonstrating that at this 

level of aggregation the relative failure of the UK industry vas one of 

performa:ice and efficiency rather than of defective industrial structure".§! 

Table 2 shows that Britain has run dovn, in manpower terms, its lov 

prod11ctivity, declining induatries more rapidly than almost any other 

industrial country and that labour absorption in expanding industries 

has taken place at a much slaver rate. As Table 3 shovs, British trade 

M. Panic (Ed.), The UK and West German Manufacturing Industry 1954-72, 
NEDO, 1976. 
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!.bl• 2: CQii'arartIClf at "LIBlUl-.DSOIBIIG• DD •L&BOOJl-&IBDIJ.DIG• 
DWSfiIIS 'l'O IWIUPAC'TUIIIC llF..ODEH , 1963 m 1m 

{llBIGB'l'SD .lllUAL .lVEIWZ G8IJl'!H R.l'i'ES OF DIPLOQl!!il!Ta) 

Laboar-abeor'b!!!I indutri•• Laboar-sheddi "« incluirree 

1963-1970 1970-1973 1973-1m 1263-1970 1970-1973 197J-19TI 

Jmtria 2.9 1.2 o.o .0.2 -J.2 -2.9 

•lei• 0.9 0.9 o.o .0.5 -t-3 -3.4 

c..da 2.3 1.9 0.3c o.o o.a .0.9c 

Dlmurlt 1.3 0.9 o.oc -0.3 .0.4 -4.0c 

.Pialud 2.7 J.2 0.4 o.o o.o .0.9 

Prmce 1.5 1.8 o.1c .0.4 -0.1 -0.9c 

GCUll7 nb 1.2 0.4 0.1 -0.5 -1.0 -2.1 

It~ 

Jmpcs 

lorvq 

ot 

tlS.l 

~: 

1.3 1.3 1.0 -0.1 -0.4 -V.:? 

3. 1 0.6 0.2 o.o -0.7 -J.J 

1. 7 2.0 2.5 -0.4 -2.9 -0.9 

o.o o.o o.o -1.0 -2.1 -1.6 

1.2 1.3 0.1 o.o -0.1 -o.z 
'l'h<. Imiiact of the ?fewlv Industrialis!!!! Cou:stries on Production and Trade in 
"-1uf'acturea,, OECD, 1979. Table 17, p. 42. 

a 'l'he growth rate of •ployment in both aectors i• weipted bJ each 
MCtor'• aharo in total 118Duf'acturing 911lPl'>1Mnt in the ,-eara 1970, 
1973, and 1976. 

b Cerm&n7 F.R. figures for 1963-1970 and 1970-1973 are not coepanble 
with figure• for 1973-1976 du. to chance• in elaaaitieation. 

c Data refer to the period. 1973 - 1976 onl,y. 
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'!'altl• 3~ DIPOllT Plnl'IATI<ll JlfD DPOllT SILIS li'l'IOS Br IlllJS'l'I!; 1968 'l'O 1978 

Import Penetration EltDort Sal.H Ratio 

1~ 1210 1212 1214 1216 1m 12!!! 1210 1212 1214 1216 1m 

1oocl 8114 drinlc :?1 19 19 21 18 17 4 4 4 • 6 . 6 7 ,, - , 
Coal + petrol..-

prodqcta 22 17 14 16 aa 15 13 13 12 14 D& 14 

cu.ical.• 18 18 19 27 26 29 24 25 'Z1 34 34 38 

•tal MD11f 8Ctve8 
18 19 18 24 aa 22 15 16 16 - 17 Ila 19 

llechuiC&l 
eqinnring 20 20 23 29 j() 31 32 34 38 40 46 44 

Iut~t 
mgineering 30 32 39 50 54 56 33 39 43 52 56 56 

Bl•c'triC&l 
-.:hiner,y 14 17 21 29 32 36 20 21 23 29 37 39 

Sllipbailding D& 43 57 56 na 44 :i.a 31 33 23 na 37 

Vehicle• 14 12 19 31 39 34 34 33 34 41 44 45 

lletal goods 5 6 7 10 12 13 12 12 11 14 n 17 

hxtilH 16 15 19 25 26 31 18 20 21 26 27 29 

Leather and 
leather goods 21 19 22 25 29 33 25 25 24 24 25 26 

Clothing and 
too~vear 12 ., 16 21 25 27 9 10 9 11 15 18 

Brick• potte17 
etc. 5 6 s 9 8 9 9 10 10 13 14 15 

'!'iaber 4- turni- . 
ture 27 26 24 32 26 27 2 3 3 5 6 8 

Paper ~7 18 17 22 22 20 1 7 ' 7 e 10 11 

Other manutac-
ture• 10 10 12 16 17 18 15 17 16 19 2:2 20 

'l'OT.&L JWIUPAC-
'M!ES 

17 17 19 23 23 25 17 18 19 22 23 25 

na - not available 

a Import penetration i8 the value of ilDJ)Ort• divided by apparent ho• deund 
(import plue •al•• or dolle•tic producer• l••• erporta). · 

b The export •al•• ratio i• the value ot export• divided by unutacturer• •al••· 
~: Economic Trend•, Augu11t 1977 ( 1963-1976); !u•inH• Monitor, 14 March 1980 ( 1978). 
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performance, in terms of export sales ratios and import penetration, has 

de~eriorated in the vehicles and electrical machinery industries, vi.th 

the grovth of exports relative to sales !al.ling behind import penetration: 

but these are not self-evidently 'declining industries' for other than 

fortuitous reasons. 

There is some evidence to suggest that there may veil be a problem 

of resource misallocation betveen industry groups. A recent REDO paper 

by Brech, analysing fixed investment trends in the Federal Republic of 

Ger:na.ny and the UK, shows that resources have fioved, in the Federal 

republic of Germany, relatively more into high technology industries than 

into industries vith apparently less potential (e.g. textiles, iron and 

steel). Y 

Work on the pattern of Britain's 'revealed com.para ti ve advantage' 

has also shovn evidence of a technological dovnvard drift in the structure 
61 

of UK trade. -- But these insights have not yet produced any discerni.ble 

impact on policy vhich treats resource allocation either in very gener&.1. 

terms or as aproblem to be resolved within industries. Empirical 

evidence suggests that there is an excepti~nally large dispersion of 

profitability levels betveen firms within particular industries. What­

ever the economic evidence, it is also politically convenient. As 

Caroline Miles has observed - commenting on UK and Japanese experience: 

"it is difficult to envisage a senior British civil servant 
discussing the problems of declining industries •••.• being 
prepared to state in public that certain older industries 
have no place in a highly dev~loped, technologicall7 advanced 
economy in the second half of the 20th Century." 2J 

There is another, analytically quite distinct, interpretation of 

British iniustrial inefficiency. The problem is not one of 

resource m.lsallocation within or between industries, but of the generally 

11 M. Brech, UK Industrial Structure and the Problems of Adjustment, NEDO, 
1979 (nrimeo). 

G. White, l'K International Competitiveness and the Role of R + D, 
Department of Trade, 1978 (mimeo). 

Caroline Miles, 'International Trade and Structural Adaptation' in 
H.G. Johnson (Ed.), The Nev Mercantilism, Blackvell, 1974. 
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lov quality of ma.ns.gement, industrial skills and technology em.ployed. 

This idea is indirectly supported by evidence that Brita~n not only 

suffers from problems of cost competitiveness, but also from deteriorating 

non-price competitiveness, caused by relatively poor product quality, 

marketing and delivery. The unit values of exports within particular 

product groups show evidence over time of a relative decline, and the 

d 1 . . art. ul 1 "' • • 1 f . k t lO/ If ec ine is p ic ar ~ seric us in arge , ast-growing mar e s • -

this is true, then the nev distribution of factor endowments may well 

suggest an optimal pattern of compar,tive advantage which reflects this 

shift towards lower technology activities and brings the UK more directly 

into competition with newly industrialising c0untries. This is, however, 

a pessimistic and deterministic viev and there is no evidence that 

governments vish to plan on that assumption. 

Drawing together the various strands of the argument , there are 

tvo major ingredients in the analysis of Britis~ industrial performance 

which have contributed to the formation of recent industrial policy. 

One is the belief that there may be a problem of resource misallocation, 

but this is not primarily attributable to a lack of structural. . 

change in terms of broad industrial categories. The other is the belief 

that there is a general, across-the-board, problem of deficient management 

and labour skills. T'..1e approach of Conservative and Labour Gove>:'tllllents 

to these problems does, of course, differ. The former have stressed 

personal incentives and greater competition, both tc remove barriers to 

better resource allocation and to improve the 'quality' of factor~ of 

production. The latter have stressed intervention, notably in the form 

of an 'industrial strategy', thereby seeking - through (industry) working 

groups of officials, businessmen and unionists, ... .nd through financial 

assistance - to raise the performance of the weakest firms within each 

i~dustrial grouping. Neither of these sets of policies has been co~ducive 

to the formation of an official view of a likely, let alone desirable, 

industrial or wider economic structure. Labour's 'industrial strategy', 

by implication, avoided questions of interindustry rather than intra­

industry change.while the present Conservative administration has no 

inclination to engage in any form of advance industrial planning- except 

10/ D. Connell, 'The UK's performance in export markets - some evidence 
- from international trade data', NEDO Discussion Payer No. 6. 
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fer commitm~nts to particular industries such as motor vehicles. and to 

support for an embryo micropl"O<'essors industry. 

~ere viil probably be substantial industrial change notvithstanding 

the lack of any official commitment to its direction. There are two 

particu1ar sources of change which may become increasingly important. One 

of these ic.volves microprocessors. One study has estimated that 16 percent 

of the L'K wcrk force could be displaced over a 15-year period (but it is 

uso estimated that all or most would, or could, be absorbed as a result of 

expenditure from the real income generated by productivity impro7ements). 

The implied impact of microprocesso1·s on UK productivit~· is a 1.2 percent 
. ll/ An t~· . . od t . . . increase per annum. - o uer estJ.m&te gives a pr uc ivity increment 

of 0. 4 percent to !.. 2 percent over the same period. 

The other source of change concerns the effect of competition from 

1 . d ·ai· . d 1 . . 121 On h b . f gl bal nev y in ustri izing eve oping coun+;ries. - t e asis o a o 

gro•-th prediction (and a definiti~n of NICs vhich included most of Southern 

and Eastern-Europe) the UK Government estimated that 8 percent of the 

manufacturing labour force, or 3 percent of the total labour force, could 

be displaced as a result of rising imports fro~ this source over a ten-year 

period (the net reduction, as a result of increased exports to the NICs, is 

much lover) . No estimate has been made of the national productivity gain 

from shi~ing the structure of production to accommodate this competition 

and from redeploying scarce resources elsewhere. It should be stressed 

that these estimates should be treated with caution. Not only is the 

methodological basis of the projections understandably insecure, but it is 

far from clear whether the projected changes are additional to, or alter­

natives to, other sources of productivit!' growth. The extent to vhich the 

displacement of labour results in a growth of general unemployment or is 

part of a rapid relocation to more productive activities, depends on the 

management of the economy vhile the ad,!ustment is taking place; and about 

this it is impossible to make predictions. This study attempts to assess 

the role of the NICs in structural change in the UK. 

lg/ 

The evidence is summarised in "The medium term prospects", National 
Institute of Economic and Social Research Qua.rterly Bulletin No. 89, 
Nov. 1979. 
The Nevl Industrialisin Countries and the A ustment Problem, 
Government Economic Service Working Paper No. 1 , Jan. ·1979. 

i 
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3. Developing CountriP.s and Britain's Pattern of S~ecialization 

British industrial policies have hitherto not been explicitly designed 

to acconanodate or confront the industrialization of developing countries in 

any systematic vay. This is understandable since its impact has so far 

been small in aggregate: roughly 10 percent of all UK imports of 111&Du­

factures come from NICs, broadly defined; and 7 percent if Southern and 

Eastern Europe are excluded. This represen'b; 3 percent of UK industry':;; 

domestic sales. These figures suggest that there is little specific 

adjustment problem associated vi th rnc imports' at least in relation to 

such other influences on industrial structure ana employme~t as those 

associated vith technological changes, changes in patterns of demand, and 

trade specialization vith developed countries. But this may understate 

the importance of the issue in several respects. First, it ignores the 

effect on UK exports in third countries. This ma.y be very much more 

substanti3.l. than the effect on import-competing industries, but is very 

dif'ficul ·~ to estimate, let alone do anything about. Second, values rill 

understate volume changes for g('()ds of significantly lover unit cost. 

Third, the lov figures reflect, in part, restraint already being experienced 

on imports. Finally, the analysis is retrospective. Projections fro~ 

past growth rates suggest quite substantial displacement of labour in the 

future (at least in gross terms). It may vell be that the net effect of 

these changes are beneficial to the UK, and that the costs sh~ul.d be easily 

acconanodated, but awareness of the potential magnitude of manufacturing 

competition is beginning to impinge substantially on trade policy. 

The impact of developing country competition has so far been 

ex~erienced in a few product areas and the most important of these are 

summari ed in Table 4. The share of exports to developing countr•.es as 

a percentage of the UK manufacturer's m&~ket has risen to 24 percen~ for 

most penetrated 3-digit industry (shirts and underwear). Larger figures 

apply at a more disaggregated level of analysis. For example, tae cutlery 

category includes razor blades which disguises the impact of a growth in 

the Republic of Korea's share of the UK stainless steel market from zero 

to 28 percent over six years. On the other hand, of 130 industrial 

categories, only twenty register import-penetration levels of over 5 percent, 

and of these, eight are textiles and clothing and three are leather goods 

categories. The most spectacular increases over an eight ye&r period have 
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been in vatches and clocks, leather goods, and rope, tvi.ne snd net. 

There is alsc evidence of a significant g..:"ovth of import penetration from 

NICs i.n engineering goods (particularly electrical). The only decline 

was in jute, which is protected by quotas. The table alsc lists the 30 

industries with the highest ratios of exports to develoJiing ccuntries to 

total sales: these are mainly engineering catef!,"Ories. Only fiv~ over-

lap with the import penetration list, suggesting a high degree of inter -

rather than intra - industry specialization. 

More understanding can be gained by analysing the trends in 

manufacturing trade specialization, measured in terms of revealed compara­

tive advantage (RCA) l'J./ (~:ee Table 5 ). The basic (.:!.978) equation for 
2 UK-World trade RCA produced an R of 0.20, but of 8 variables employed, 

only the share of manual workers shoved up as statistically significant 

(inversely). The fit for the same equation for UK-developing country 

trade produced a much oetter fit (R2 = o.48) a.s one would expect from a 

pattern of trade relying more heavily on clearly defined differences in 

factor endowments. Britain's comparative disadvantage vi.th developing 

countries lay, as might be expected, in industries vi th .1 high share of 

women in the labour force and a high share of manual labour (both highly 

significant statistically). There vas also an inverse correlation between 

RCA and a measure of physical capital intensity. This would appear to 

beb.l" out a 'Leontief paradox' effect, i.e. the UK has a comparative advantage 

in trade vith developing countries in products incorporating a high human 

capital but low physical capital content. 

In order to achieve a more detailed picture, RCA was split into its 

two components: import-penetration (IP) , and an index of export performance 

in relation to production (ES). Generally better fits were obtained for 

the export equations, as one might expect, since import patterns are 

somewhat distorted by existing import controls. The UK-World trade 

equations brought out the importance of research and development as a 

l'j} See, for example, the forthcomir.g publication by V. Cable and 0. Rebelo, 
Britain's Pattern of S ecialization in Manufactured Goods vith Develo ·n 
Countries, and Trade Protection., World Banlt Research Paper forthcoming). 

l 
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significant factor in IP and ES, and also in th<? structure of exports to 

developing countries. Other factors - the share of •-omen in the labour 

force, the share of manual workers and (inversely) capital inventiveness 

- c&11e out strongly as they did in the RCA ~uations. Another factor 

of importance in the IP equation is the significance of a regional variable 

measuring the degree of c~n~entration of employment in regions of above­

average unemployment. Less V8.f: obtained from the RC-A equation for 

changes ~ver time, either for developing countries or for the world, 

suggesting that factor endowmeut characteristics are becomicg less import­

ant and that import and export structures may be conve1ging (borne out by 

evidence of a statistically significant correlation between changes in ES 

and IP). The IP equation for developing countries again confirmed the 

tendency for imports to be characterized by UK industry employing a 

relatively large proportion of women, of unskilled workers, and being 

rel~tively labour-in~ensive vis-a-vis capital. 

Table 4: UJt trmJS'rBIES lWfIED BY 1978 IE'IEWPIXG COUllTRY IP \)~) 
.AID ES () H~) RATIOS; 1970 JHD 1978 
(pr.- cent) 

Im22rt J!!Ratration Ex22rt sales 
KLH tz7C 1218 MUI l;UO 

444 Ken• ahirte, u•wear 12.4 24.0 336 Construction equip. 20.0 
352 Watches, clocks 1).4 23.J 383 Aircraft 3.7 
432 Leather goo.is 4.4 21.3 353 Tenile IUChinf'ry 8.3 
441 v•proofed o'wear 6.6 17.3 361 Electrical machinery 6.6 
413 Wown cotton fabrics 11.2 16.4 380 C,ClH, motor cycles 20.6 
494 '1'07•, sport• goods 10.2 13.6 391 Tools 12.9 
415 Jute goods 26.6 13.4 338 Office machinery 6.8 
449 Dl'eHH 12.0 13.1 }34 Industrial engine• 23.6 
431 Leather tanning 10.2 12.0 353 Surgical appli.ncee 8.3 
322 Copper, brue 111611u!. 2.1 11.8 335 WatchH, clocks 20.9 
416 Rope, twine "' net o.o 11. 2 362 DirH, cables 8.7 
417 Hosiery, ialitted goods J.2 10.7 370 Shipbuilding 9.5 
445 nre .... , infants' 333 Pullpe, valves 10.7 

clothes 2.9 9.9 367 Electronic capital goods 10.4 
450 Footwear 4.2 7.0 341 Induatrial 
365 Radio•, broadcasting 6.f 

•qui punt 1.0 6.5 237 Dy'Htu!fe 11& 

418 Lee• 1.6 6.4 392 Cutlery 12.3 
338 Office machinery 0.3 6.4 339 Diher machinery 7.9 
363 Diher ban mstal• o.o 6.0 372 Phanl.ceuticale 10.4 
392 Cutlery 4.3 5. 2 367 Jlech. handling equip. 10.4 
475 Wood containers, 332 J19cbine.\OOlS 6.0 

baskets 0.7 5. 1 354 Scientific instrument• 6.2 
331 Agricultural equip. 11.0 
312 StHl tubee 6.8 
369 Other electrical goods 5.3 
364 Zlectric~l component• 4.5 
381 Motor vehiclH 7.7 
418 Lace 2.9 
411 ....... tibn• 4.9 

1:;!1~ 

42.2 
33.u 
32.3 
28.6 
22.5 
22.0 
20.9 
19.8 
18.4 
18.1 
18.1 
16.0 
17.7 
17.1 

16.8 
16.4 
16.4 
15.0 
14.7 
1).8 
1).8 
13.5 
12.9 
12.1 
12.0 
11. 5 
11.2 
11.1 
11.0 

Source: r.conomi.c Trends, Aucu•t 1977; BusineH Mon;A.tor, 14 March 1·;)8.J; ancl unpubliehed 
Department of Ind~try data !or developing country trade figur••· 

l 
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All of this suggests that if trade vith developi:.ig countries 

follows current patterns and trends, there vill be i continuing adjust­

ment problem faced by industries th&t are characterized by a high 

, prO!•Ortion of unskilled, and female, vorkers. At the same ti:ne, it is 

wrong to s~ that Britain's comparative advantage in trade vi th developing 

countries lies in capital-intensive, but have a high skill content. The 

burden of adjustment falls, in practice, on specific industries, of which 

textiles and clo~hing are most conspicuously involved. 

l 



Dependent 
Variable• 

RCA1978 
wvaloping 
Co\llltriaa 

RC.t.1.9"f8 
--.orld 

RCA 1978-1970 
Developing 
Count.riea 

Table 51 CROSS-BICTION RIDRZBSION BIQUATIONS FOR RJ:VEALID COllPARA'HVI: ADVANTMJB, UIC. 

Conet., lF'S2 R+D KIL- VAPM 

53.60 .144 .0002 -2.02 -.244 
(1.92t• (.721) (.552) (~1.51)•(-1.76)• 

48.68 .156 -J116 -2.)1 -.150 
(.822) ( •. }15) (-.15fi) (-.825) (-.5o8) 

.156 -.007 -.182 .]80 -.391 
(.048) (-.298) (-.445) (.249) (-.u24) 

!n • 87 indu•trial oategori••) 2 OPSh WHSH AVN/.OB RDS R 

-65.~·- -.241 .719 -.168 .46 
(-).10)•**(-1.64)Je (1.06~1) (-1.60)• 

-101.99 .111 
(-2. )5)• .. (. )59) 

.545 .161 
(.226) (.096) 

.154 
( 1.076) 
_,2()8 
(-.027) 

-.167 
(-.752) 

.20 

-.02l 
(-1.81'~)•n.o5 

RC&...1_978-1910 .271 
-World (,0)1) 

-.846 -·114 .614 ,]86 .642 .014 -.579 
(-1.)63)•(-.016)(1.496)• (.886) (.099) (.316) (-.276) 

-.123 .0) 
(-.)77) 

IP 1~:fl8 -13. 19 
Developing (-1.650)•• 
Co1V\triea 

.252 .953 -.256 .0il01 14.)60 .110 .)81 
(.442) (,941)(-,679) (.228) (2,401)H•(3,110)•H (.198) 

.088 • ~'l 
(2,942)•H 

. 1na 
~velop1ng 

Countri•• 
IP1978 

World 
RS_1_978 
-world 
Tp 1978-1910 
· Developing 

CountriH 
1519"18-1970 

Developing 
Cowitriea 

IP1978-1970 
Wdrld 

:c:; 1ns-1910 
World 

11.(19 ,363 .244 -.506 -.0002 -5-479 -.7)5 
(1.458)• (.669)(2.5)8)• .. (-1.409)•(.490) (-.96)) (1.84))•1 

20.87 
(.495) 
52.95 

(1.428)• 
-).136 
(-.298) 

.607 1.510 -1.554 -.00002 -2.981 -.0)1 
(.202) (2.827)•••(.786) (-.011) (-.094) (-.140) 

.115 1.499 -2.14) -.0008 -46.4) -.429 
(-431) (l.193)•••(-1.224)(-.464)(-1.746)••(-.221) 

.079 .138 -#905 -.0010 -2.)15 ,359 
(1.054) (1.0l7) (-1.819)••(-1.905)•(~940) (.651) 

.705 
(. 'S) 

• 577 
(.568) 
.811 

(.9o8) 
.229 

(.904) 

.018 
(.618) .24 

.105 
(.666) 1) 
.oa1 ' 

(.063) .27 
.135 .16 

(),41))H 

-.140 .104 .292 -.140 .ooo -.21s .121 .:n8 .144 .11 
(-.067) (.688) (1.<>92) (-1.405)• (-.195) (-_,1)8) (1.~6) (.547) (1.816) .. 

-).))8 .008 .013 -.1)) .... 119 2.575 0188 .OC1J -.009 .21 
(-2.478)**• (.870) (.757)(-.2091)***(-1.755)• (2.555)• - ~2.662)• .. ().022)•**(-1.906) .. 
-.970 -.007 .1~'J .004 .710 .385 .002 .ooj .050 .1'4 

(.903) (-.f\68) (1.399)• (.u71) (1.llu)• (.479) (1.805)** (1.l'il) • (1.235) · 

Note: Variables 

J• 

9,61 

2.75 

o.,a 
.)8 

11.18 

).~ 

1.68 

4.22 
2.18 

1.44 

).10 

1.)6 

.U'S2: 
R+D: 

Average firm aiae (n•t output) 
R'D eJtpenditure aa a &hare of induatry aalea 
Capital atook per employee. In the abaenoe or a 
diaagr.regat.ed capital at.ook meaaure, a pr~x,y 

OPSHi dhare ot operativ•• (manual worker•) in the 
1 labour force 

K/La 

VAPMa 

was uced or cumulative net oapital investment 
per employee 
Value added per employee 

WHSHa Women •• a p•roentea- ot 1aplo1••• 
AVWAOB1 Annual avarace earn~nga par employee 
RBS1 Index of oono1ntrati~~ of employll<'nt in 

high Wlemployment regions. 
•Stnt.iaticul •i81'lificanoe at l~, ••St.atiatical aisnitloanoe at ~ 
••• S~atiutical aigniticanoe at 1%. 

.... 
I.Al 

_J 
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4. Textiles and Clothing 

Any s-cudy of the adjustment mechanism in relation to impJrts of 

manufactures from developing countries to the UK is likely to derive 

much of its historical insight from the experience of the textiles and 

clothing industries. In 1977, even after several years of import 

restraint, these products accounted for approximately 50 percent of UK 

manufactured imports from J.eveloping countries in Asia and Latin America, 

and 40 percent of all manufactured imports from NICs, as against 10 

percent of all manufactured imports. Such is the degree of restraint 

currently effected in imports that, where significant trade liberalization 

is envisaged, the impact on the textiles and clothing industries would be 

substantially greater than in any other sector. There are industries, 

or branches of industries, where levels of import pe~etration (watches, 

or leather goods), or growth cf import penetration from developiug countries 

has exceeded that in the most penetrated branches of textiles and clothing, 

but these have not been sufficiently economically or politically important 

to generate the great pressure for government action that has been seen in 

the textile and clothing industries. This action has taken two main 

forms. One is assistance to re-equip branches of the industry and 

accelerate scrapping of out-dated machinery and equipment; this has 

happened under schemes for the cotton textiles industry (1959-1964); 

woollens (1973 until the present); and clothing (1975 until the present). 

The oth~r is protection against import competition: there have been quotas 

(initially voluntary export r~;traints) on cotton textiles since the early 

1)60s, but these were generalized to all main developing country suppliers 

and all textiles and clothing items in 1974 (toughened in 1977); in 

addition, there have been controls on Mediterranean textiles and clothing 

products, anti-dumping duties on East-European garmc:!"ts, strong resistance 

to all forms of tariff liberalization, and, latterly, pressure for quotas 

on US fibres. 

The background to ~his combination of ~olicies is a substantial 

decline i'l employment in tl1ese industries, a squeeze on profits and a. 

stagnation of output in te,:tiles, and a detericrating textiles and clothing 

trade balance. The trend in employment can be seen in Table 6. It can 
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be seen that major deterioration in employment has taken place in the 

intermediate product stages of spinning and weaving and fibres produc~iJn 

rather than in clothing, knitting and carpets (the final stages of pro•::essing}. 

'hbl• 6: maPloP.~t ill. the ?extilH and. Clothinc Incmstries, 1970 to 1971 

(•000) 

Dec Dec Dioc t•c Dec Dec Dec ])ec Jun• Jee 
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Great Britain 
JIM~ fibres 41 38 36 36 39 34 34 33 31 3l 
Cotton spimling, weaviJg 137 125 112 110 107 96 91: 90 84 80 
Vollen + worsted. 

76 fabrics 134 lU lC>7 107 101 88 82 82 79 
lnitted. 129 127 127 127 125 115 114 119 115 113 
Carp.ta 44 42 43 43 42 37 J6 35 32 32 
i'ini lbing 55 51 51 51 50 45 46 47 46 45 
Total i'extiles 633 581 558 555 546 494 480 484 464 452 
Clothing 337 338 338 332 320 ).)7 291 297 290 293 
lorthern Ireland 
Text ilea 45 41 39 39 39 35 33 D& D& na 
ClothiAg 23 23 22 21 20 18 16 na ft& na 

Source: Textiles Statistics Bureau 

One cause of this declining employmr.:nt is productivity grovth. 

Somewhat paradoxically, 'declining' text;iles has registered one of the 

highest levels of productivity grovth of any UK manufacturing industry. 

Generally, it is high grovth industries which generate the highest product-

ivity grovth. This helps to explain the decline in employment up to 1973, 

which has an extremely impressive recent record of productivity grovth 

albeit from a level well below the manufacturing average. 

~bl• 7: G1IOW'1'H OP CID'l'PM' {PD EMPI.O!E! PER JDUI), 1960 '1'0 1978 
(per cent~ 

Tutil .. 
Clot!Wlg + t'ootvnr 
£11 11111111f'aC'l.~re• 

Source: l'IESI 

1 0-1973 196f 1973 1973-1#5 1975-1978 
5.3 6.6 -2.0 1.9 
3.0 s.6 3.4 3.3 
3.6 4.3 -1.8 2.1 
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i~e process of graving capital-intensity, vhich has been characteristic 

of textiles over the last two decades, has become less obviow; since 1973, 

although this may be a statistical qtirk produced: i:>y measuring output per 

employee rather than per man-hour; by measuring output in terms of sales 

rather than capacity; and by including part-time and government subsidised 

employment in the total. 

The most striking recent feature has been the stagnation and, in 

some cases, falls in real output. Again, a distinction should be made 

between clothing and, to a lesser extent, the final stages of processing 

(knitting and finishing) vhere output has increased or been broadly 

maintained, and textiles proper, vhere output has fallen sharply, resulting 

in substanital excess capacity for man-made fibres. Stagnation of output 

has led to falling profitability, vhich appears to be close to zero vhen 

allowance is made fo1 inflation (Table 9). 

Table 8: PIKl>UCl'ICB IIDICES fa '?El'fILES .llD CLCmlIJC; 1974 'fO 1979 
(llue 1e&r' 1975 • 100) 

1974 1ns 1976 1m 1978 1979 (Sep!. crtr.) 

Text ilea 106 100 103 101 99 96 

or which: 

~e tibrea 111 100 110 98 103 101 
Cat-ten 107 100 102 99 93 89 
Woolla 4'- warned 113 100 101 105 101 96 
lni't'\ing 103 100 105 106 103 98 
C&Z"pe'\a 103 100 100 92 93 94 
Finishing 91 100 105 104 101 100 
Cl:Jthing 99 100 91 103 106 109 

CcnS".a::era expend.i 'tv.re 
oa clathing (cma'tan't 
1975 F°iCH) 99 t()() 1o6 106 112 111 

Sou."'Ce: Textile ~'taiia't1es Bureau 
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1970 
1971 
1972 
1913 
1974 
1975 
1'76 
1m 
Soarce: 
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hnil• ... 
._!f!c!!ri¥ Clothins lmt'!!t!chrinc 

11.6 11.1 6.6 
12~ 1L6 7~ 
15.0 15. 7. 8.4 
17.8 19.4 6.8 
17.0 16.1 2.7 
15.2 9.9 1.9 
18.9 14.5 4-3 
1J.6 1J.) 5.9 

'f.V.F .. liilliw, The ProfitUiliV of ta: Imlunrial Sectors 

Tutu .... 
Cloth1nr 

7.2 
6.7 
5.1 
6.5 
5.0 
0.5 

-0.4 
2.9 

a !he 11'Ml1 ~ correc"t• tcr tm etfer:t of illtl&Uca ca cmftll'tiCllllll book value 
UJll'tlCi&'Uca allll .tock appreci.dica. 

One explanation of this deterioration in output, employment and 

profitability-, has been a deteriorating external trade balance. This 

has been given considerable prominence by- those demanding protection, 

especially- where 'low cost' developing country- i:nports are concerned. 

Ta~le 10 shows that there has been a marked overall dPterioration through­

out the 1970s, while until 1973 the deficit on clothing was more than 

balanced by- the surplus on textiles. 

fable 10: '1'RADE .B&.WCE,fElTILIS AID CIDmIIG1 1970 'fO 1979 

1210 1211 1212 12ll 1m 121~ 1216 1m 1228 12121 J!:!!g;.) 

'futile• +191.2 + 143.0 +122.8 +149.6 +140.5 "96.2 +135.8 +164.4 -124.6 -210.1 
ClothiDg -6.) -48.1 -74.5 -153.9 -172.4 -240.0 -211.7 -168.4 -250.1 -369.0 

.Balance +1~.2 + ~·l + 48.J :4·l -J2.0 -1!J·8 -1~-2 :4·0 -Jl~·i ~12.1 
Source: UK Ofil.cUJ. Trade Sta-ti.tic• 
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Table 11: Dl'UDCIS CS UE '!'BlTILB AID CLC1flDC ~ l!ZO TO 1m 
c-.. ill .ill cdC'- illpona 

ml mlairb7 ll'Gall emplcv-\ .....,. Pral111:\i'ri.t.T ~tr.de tr. elev. 
CGall'tri.es 

l'iD&l prala.."ts 

441 .... ~~ -3,SQO +4,266 "'4,452 -3-294 -1,230 
442 laa""bcpod....r -12,~ +24,677 ~.862 -14,714 -5,121 
443 V.-bll-prla~ -3,100 +11,983 -10,895 -4,18; -2,719 
444 ••• 'IDllerw&r, lbiria, nc. +118Do +29,282 -12,439_ -15,0.u -131475 
445 Dre8H•, lin&'eri•1 nc. +31900 +47,245 -36,259 -71086 -51676 
449 Draa :UldustriH -21700 +6,m ~,412 -865 +1,348 
417 Hoai.U7 °" lmittell goal. -141200 -6,472 +211ltr -91915 -7,442 

lain!l tntenedi&~e 'textile Dl'Cllch 

411 lm1mle h.'bru -1,600 +10,44.5 -9,234 -2,811 +23 
412 Cotten' lllP sptrmjng -261300 -18,802 -181802 -322 +31571 
413 Cottcm. ~ ... wa'l'iq -1~ 1aoo +15,4.30 -121m -16,85) "'4rll7 
414 llooU."' ~ turica -361100 -22,846 -5,925 -1,329 -159 
415 Jue -11600 -2,760 -984 +2,144 +1,983 

Soarce: ti[ Go1erwt BcClllmic Ser7ice Paper •o. 18, The ••v!z Inllustri&li!ing Countries 
.. tile Ad.,taste1: Probl• 

....!'!Q'.!!: The methodology is explained in the above-mentioned paper. The underlying 
assumptions need to be recalled: (i) the grovth accounting relationships 
vhich give rise to the separate factors are mechanical, not behavioural (thus, 
any causal interrealtionship between trade, demand structure and productivity 
factors are ignored); (:i.i) changes are in value, not volume, terms (therefore, 
they understate the eff~ts of lov unit value imports ) ; and (iii) the calcu­
lation is meaningful only for direct, not indirect, effec;.s (thus, imports.of 
clothing may affect employment in intermediate products through the demand factor) • 

Since then, both ~extiles and clothing have been in substantial deficit. 

There are, hovever, several factors vhich need some caution in interpretation. 

Until 1977, the only strong deterioration vas in clothing. Much of the 

change vas due to rising imports from developing countries, but clothing 

itself has not registered serious problems in terms of output or employment; 

output broadly kept pace with domestic expenditure (Table 8). The text;iles 

balance, on the other hand, deteriorated ver/ sharply in 1978 and 1979 a~er 

the imposition of quotas on 'low cost' imports. Much of the problem - for 

textiles - relates to competition with other developed countries and to 

declining competitiveness in the face of rising exchange rates. 

Evidence from the period before MFA bilaterals (1970-1975) tends 

to confirm that the direct effect of developing countries' imports on the 

stricken textiles industry was relatively minor. The major impact of 

imports was on some clothing branches, notably shirts, but even so, in 
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the period under consideration, employment decline vas insignificant in 

these areas. 

Whatever the balance of the argument about causality, the MFA has 

proved to be central to the UK Government 's policy on textiles and 

clothing: 

(i) While the impact of import competition on employment, output 

and profits may have been exaggerated by lobbyists, there has been a 

negative effect on the industry as a whole; by depressing prices, and 

therefore prori ts , and therefore investment; and by undermining 

confidence. 

(ii) The 'comparative advantage' argument in favour of specialization 

with developing countries, especially in the labour-intensive clothing 

field, is outweighed by the backward linkage relationship between clothing 

and (relatively capital-intensive) textiles. The fact that (even more 

capital-intensive) man-made fibre production accounts for over 70 percent 

of final demand (in terms of fibre use) is a backward linkage of even 

greater economic and political importance. 

(iii) In principle, it should be possible through protection to create 

conditions, through increased investment, in which competitiveness can 

ultimately be achieved. 

Each of these propositions (and the policy implications) are highly 

debatable, but it is perhaps most useful to look in detail at how they 

relate to a particular textiles branch. 

5. The Knitting Industry as a Case Stu<iy of Adjustment 

The reasons for choosing to focus upon the knitting industry are: 

(a) It is a recognizable entity within the textiles and clothing 
group, in government policy, and in s~atistical source material. 

(b) It is little studied in the empirical literature of the British 
textile industry. By contrast, a good deal of detailed wcrk 
has been done on other sections of the textiles and clothing 
group. 
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(c} It has had substantial experience of import penetration 
from developing countries. 

(d} It captures the essence of the policy problems faced by 
the textiles group of industries as a whole and that it is 
closely integrated vith man-made fibre production both 
through its backward industrial linkages and through :>vner­
ship. (The 'knitting revolution' was based, to a large 
extent, on n.an-made fibres.} 

(e) It contains a vide technological and product mix, from 
relatively capital-intensive fabric making to labour­
intensive seving up, and from 'up-market' knitvear to 'mass­
market' products. It thus offers a variety of alternative 
adjust~ent possibilities for individual firms. 

(f} The industry is geographically concentrated, in a~ that 
the clothing industry, per se, is not • Thus it presents 
particular adjustment problems for labour, albeit in an 
area of relatively full employment. (Nottingham, Leicester, 
and the Scottish border area}. The industry is also a 
substantial employer vith approximately 100,000 vorkers. 

(g) The pover structure of the industry is interesting. The 
industry is dominated by a fev firms , mainly subsidiaries 
of fibre producers, but it also has a large number c;,f 
independent companies. Vievs on the merits of trade 
protection vary considerably betveen firms, and in this 
there is a considerable variety of competing interests. 

In short, the knitting industry offers useful insights into the 

adjustment mechanism in response to competition from developing countries. 

But, there are difficulties in such an exercise. 

It is necessary to isolate the response to developing country imports 

from responses to other factors such as changes in technology and labour 

practices, variations in fashion and end-use demand, alvays remembering 

the extent to which these may also be in response to competition from 

overseas. Furthermore, in essence, competition from imports reflects 

a failure, in market terms, of the UK industry to compete. The reason 

may simply be a function of lover labour costs, but overseas competitors 

may posaess other advantages. Important in this context is tre strong 

growth in imports from other developed countries. Similarly, the success 

or otherwise of UK products in the protected markets of Western Europe may 

perhaps provide further understanding of their general competitiveness. 

I 
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The study commences vith an analysis of the in•iustry in recent 

years. For this it is necessary to separate current phenomena from 

long - term trends, although the sensitivity of the industry to the 

volatility of short-term f'luctu&tions is itself a cause for concern. 

Trade patterns are examined in some depth, concentrating on thoae sub­

industries that have experienced ~ large volume of developing country 

imports. The sec'Jnd stage identifies where and hov adJu"ltment has 

taken place. There are diffic•.llties in distinguishi:ig causation. 

The third part of the report discusses the effects of existing policies , 

in particular the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA), and inqirires into 

the possibilities of an acceptable alternative or variation, assuming 

that some kind of restraint can be justified. 

l 
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II. TliE S'l'RUC'l'URE OF THE urrtnG IBDUSTRY IN THE UK 

1. Bac)tground 

A study of the UK knitting industry illustrates veil the complex­

ities of the debate about adjustment to devel.oping countries' imports 

and the strong linkages betveen different sectors of t~e textil.es indust?')'". 

Knitting as a sub-industry grev in the first half of the 1970s, a period 

of high import penetration, at the expense of other sub-industries and, 

indeed, has given birth t;o a vhol.e nev sub-industry: warp knitting. 

This grovth vas partl.y a response to, and partl.y a cause of, the improve­

ment in qual.ity of man-made fibre yarns end devel.opments in high-speed 

knitting technology. Hovever, competition from imports in the voven 

sector of the industry combined vith increasing cost pressures in domestic 

p~oduztion vere themselves factors in the impetus behin~ these devel.opments. 

Indeed, protection for some woven products in the first MFA seems to have 

been a cause of the need to incl.ude major knitvear products in the second 

MFA as foreign producers svitched into less-util.ized quotas. 

The knitting industry in the UK {accounting for about 16 percent of 

the combined textile and clothing industries' labour force), according to 

the latest statistics, vas responsible for about 7 percent of the world's 

output of knitted products (by vol.ume), disaggregated among sel.ected items 

as foll.ovs: 

Table 12: UK SHARE OF WORLD PRODUCTION {volume) - KNITTED 
PRODUCTS, 1976 

Knitted fabrics 5.7 
Socks, hose 6.2 
Women's stockings 7.8 
Knitted underg!ll'lllents 7.0 
Knitted spr.rts shirts 2.1 
Knitted sweaters 16.7 
Other knitted outergarments 7.8 

Source: UN, Yearbook of Industrial Statistics 

l 
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In 19T6. the UK exported 4. 3 per cent or the world's exports or both 

underwear and o\·.tergarments • and 6. 0 per cent of !&brics. At the same time 

it imported about 6 per cent or the garments in each category, and 3 per cent 

of the fabrics. 14/ Since 1976 the UK's share or world trade in knitted 

produ1.:ts has increased for Loth imports and exports: the export's share is 

below the production share because of a. large element or domestic consumption. 

These percentages make the UK one of the ajor knitting nations, but 

substantially less important than in 1970 for fabrics, or in earlier periods 

for garments. Nonetheless, the UK still ranks among the top six exporting 

nations. At the same tillle, it ranks tenth as an importer or fabrics, but 

firth and fourth for underwear and outwear respectively. 

2. Production. Sales and Consumption 

The level or sales by. UK manufacturers i.Ii the Hosiery an.i Knitwear 

industry (Minimum List Headings - MLH 417) has :isen over the past twenty 

years by some 6.9 per cent per annum. Discounted by the average wholesale 

price increase for the industry or 5. 0 per cent per annum, the level of 

sales rose in real terms by about 1.8 per cent per annum over this period. 

Growth in the seventies, however, differed from that of the sixties. 

Average real growth in the 1960s vas over 4 per cent per annum com.pared with 

nearly 6 per cent i!l. value, whereas, siuce 1970, sales have remained at 

about the same level in real terms, and ll per cent per annum in value. 

Demand (measured by apparent consumption) rose by 12.0 per cent per 

annum from 1970 to 1978, 11.1 per cent per annum to 1975, and 13.6 per cent 

per annum from 1975 to 1978. When discounted by output prices for the 

industry, this implies 2.1 per cent real growth in the earlier period, around 

3.1 per cent since 1975, and 2. 7 per cent overall. As can be seen, much of 

this demand growth is accounted for by UK imports, a factor that is increased 

by the rise in UK exports. Thus, in value terms, 59 per cent of the growth 

in the market was met by UK suppliers and 41 per cent by importers, despite 

the restrictions, and in fact the share attrib~table to UK suppliers fell to 

J:'!I UN Yearbook of International Trade Statistics 
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Table 13: ~.!-'CR ~R'!'!D F~.BRICS AND CLOTHillG-1 1970 TO 1977 

Sb.Re ot vorl4 UllOl't• 

1270 1271 1712 1773 1CJT4 1275 1fl6< 1m 

l'Urics 

a.-,-, Ill 25.2 24.2- 22.5 23.9 21.2 21.7 24.2 24.4 
.Japa 16.0 21.1 21.1; 19.0 19.5 18.4 15.6 14.7 
Itaq 9.8 a.6 9,,2 8.5 10.3 13.0 12.4 1).8 
lethrl.ada 8.6 7.2 ;,.9 6.9 7.3 7.1 6.8 6.6 
11[ 12.0 12.3 9.5 7.8 6.8 6.4 5.9 6.4 
1nDce 7-1 6.2 6.6 . 6.4 5.7 5.9 5.4 5.4 

tillderwU' 

&aac raac t4.4 16.3 16.8 15.8 14.8 17.7 19.5 ca 
Gerll8ll,T' FR 15.6 14.1 14.3 15.1 14.1 1'.8 10.2 Ila 

Ita!T 14.2 11.3 11. 7 8.8 9.2 10.2 7.6 Ila 
PnDce 6.9 8.5 7.6 7.8 8.6 8.5 7.3 Ila 
bpablic Of 

lore& 1. 7 3.0 7.5 8.2 6.5 6.7 9.7 Ila 

OE 4.7 3.8 3.8 3.5 ).8 ).9 4.l II& 

Ou:hrvear 

Ital;r 33.7 12.0 )1.9 21.0 26.8 27.3 25.3 25.7 
Bcmg ~ong 14.4 14.8 14.4 14. 7 14.1 14.5 15.9 15.5 
lepublic of 

Iona 4.8 5.2 6.5 8.4 9.2 9.4 10.7 10.0 
h8DCe 1.0 7.4 8.o 7.9 7.7 8.1 6.2 5.9 -

Genan)', Pa 6.7 7-2 6.5 6.7 6.3 6.8 7.4 S.4 
tllC 5.3 4.E' 4.2 4-3 4-3 l-7 4.3 5.5 

Source: tllf, !earboolc of Intern&tional 'rrade Statistics 
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57 per cent in the period 1975-1978, when imports rose to 43 per cent. 

It is important to understand that the knitted goods market is not 

homogeneous. The technologies, costs, market conditions, and impact of 

imports vary considerab~ f'rom product to product. Basically, there are 

five or six main groups of colllllOdities (depending on cl.assification): 

fabrics (weft and varp Imittin& but also including some spe~ialist products 

such as el.asticized and netted fabrics); gloves (the knitting industry that 

first suffered from devel.oping country imports and has never really re­

covered) ; hosiery (socks, stockings and the nev, but now dominant, tights) ; 

undergarments (shirts and other underwear and nightwear) ; outergarn:.ents 

(ranging from coats, suits, and dresses for vam.en, to all kinds of Jumpers, 

pullovers, jerseys, and the like). 

Detailed production statistics are given in APPendix Tables Al-A8. 

The 1;$pproximate product share (in value terms) of UK manufacturer's sales 

and consumption are shown in Table 14. 

Table 14: PRODUCT SHARE OF MANUFACTURER'S SALES ARD APP.ARENT CONSUMPTION, 
1970 AND 1978 (per cent) 

Sal.ea Apparent 
conswnotion 

1210 121B 1210 ~nn 

7&brica - Vert lcni ttecl 22.1 17.0 } 31.4 26.9 
- Warp lcnittecl 12.5 13.3 

Cloves 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.2 

lfo•i•l"J' - Soc:U 6.4 7.9 5.9 6.4 

- Stockings 3.0 0.9 3.2 o.8 

- 'l'ight• 12.8 8.5 13.6 8.7 

Undergarments 
- Shirt• 2.2 3.0 3.6 3.7 

- Other 8.9 10.1 9.6 11.5 

Ou.tergarmenta 
- Jersey• 27.1 37 .1 26.3 38.5 

- Other ~-2 2.1 ~-8 2-l 

TO'!AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

lfote: Pi pres m~7 r.ot add to total• because or rounding. 

I 
I 

I 
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Fabrics are processed. into a variety of secondar,y products, including 

garments, household f'urni.shings, linings, etc. Most weft knitted fabrics 

are used in garments, while :J&rI> knitted fabrics are used as follows: 

Table 15: W.ABPKRITTED To''\BRICSa - DD USES, 1978 (per cent) 

.App!r!1 
Mell'.. bo7a. •llirt•. aigllt1rnr 
Vcmen '•• girls' liagerie 
Dreases, bl.oases, ckl9ntic OYValls 
Sldts, sldrta, trouaers 
Gu9eDt Uninp 
Ot.bel' 

Bomebold tlmlishinp, etc. 
Shftting 
CllrtaiDillg 
Other 

a Fabrics ot Q11thetic ru..eat 1U'D 

'b . Output 

Qaptitz 

lt.2 
35.3 
12.T 
2.3 
T.9 
2.6 

65.0 

9.8 
10.0 
8.9 

28.7 

lt.6 
l.T 
6.3 

100.0 

25.8 

2.6 
l.T 

100.0 

The statistics of UK knitted goods are divided between those classified to 

MLH 417 (hosiery and knitwear) and those included with woven fabric garments 

in the statistics for m.PAe-up clothing. The major categories of relevance 

to the knitted goods industry are MLH 443-5 (Tables A6-A8), but even here ttie 

distinction between garments of knitted or voven fabrics is not always clear. 

Knitted fabric used in these activities may be either produced by UK manu­

facturers or imported, but the significance of including these sub-categories 

in this analysis rests with the fact that made-up clothing is the sub-industry 

suffering most trom import penetratiOi'.l. The use of knitted fabrics for 

apparel is thus azi important part of 1~he knitwear market, but is classified 

statistically to made-up clothing sub-industries rather tlv.!.n hosiery and. knit­

wear • The relationship bet•1een MLH 417 (hi:>siery and knitwear) and the main 

clothing sub-industries affected (MLH 443, 444, 445) is sh~vn in Table 16. 

l 
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Table 16: OUTPUT ABD SALB:S - Kl'II'l'TED GOODS, 1975 (per cent) 

PabriC8 
Unclvprant•. 

bo•iel'7 
Gilt~•· 

glOYn 

TO'l'.lL 

a Iaclwl• _.. 

Sllare of outpd produced. ii'1 estabbshMnt• 
cl ... if1ecl to: 
llUI 417 iill 443=5- Other or 
(lfUl• .l1-5) (bi.Uecl fabric) D .. 

{'!Ul• .l6-8) 

100.0 

17.3 5.1 17.6 

51.1 4).5 5.3 

69.6 23.1 7.3 

ill 
llUI 
{bitted) 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

double coanti.ng of fabrics -4• in'to garment•. 

S&l• 117 
ur ~· 
(ftlu• ) 

23.4 

26.8 

49.9 

100.0 

Garment malting is an activity that has beer.. more heavily affecteO. by l.ow 

cost imports than other textiles bec'l.use of the high labour ~ontent. Sov­

ever, knitted garments tend to have a lover labour co:::itent, on average, 

because of the simpler nature of most of the garments. 

These knitted garments classified to clothing a.re, however, also those 

that h~ve the most immediate competition from other clothes. Shirts for 

instance, are highly mechanized in the making-up process. The decline in 

sales from warp-knitted shirts (MLH 444) relates more to &. shift in demand 

avay from, for example, drip-dry synthetic to woven cotton-synthetic lll1xes 

in the case of more formal shirts, and t.:> knitted sports shirts (both classi­

fi~d to MLH 444 and MLH 417), than to the impact of imports per se despite 

the cause celebre of shirt-making in the mid-1970s. (See Appendix Table A9). 

The growth in imports of knitted shirts (Appendix Table A6) relates to mainly 

to cotton T-shirts (reclassified in 1~78 to other underwear), a market 

different in kind which has shown a contraction cf demand for shirts of' warp­

kni tted fabric. It would, however, be wrong to ascribe this decline in 

output to a growth in competition from imports. 

Simi~arlf, the decline of' stretch slacks (Table A7) is offset by the 

rise in other knitted fabric slacks (a much larger market which has remained 

strong despite the challenge of denim to casual trousers in general), and the 

fall in sales of tailored outerwear, suits and coats reJ .. ~es to changes in 

fashion towards less formal dressing and natural fibres. There has, however, 

been some growth in skirt and blouse prcduction (MLH445) (Table A8). 
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It is thus important to understand the underlying changes in fashions 

to fully appreciate the impact of imports. If il:iports have grown at the 

exrense of UK sales, the reasons probably include the fact that foreign 

suppliers have adjusted to these shifis in demand attitudes better than the 

UK manufacturers. 

Similar factors are al.so involved as far as Hosiery and Knitwear (MLH 

417) is concerned. A useful insight into the relative importance of com­

petition from imports as a factor affecting levels of output of the UK 

industry can be gained from a sli ghtl.y' more detailed analysis of developments 

in each product catego~ y. The volume of UK sales of wefi fabrics has risen 

during the 1970s (Appendix Table A4) . Improved staple yarns aided the 

recovery of wefi fabrics from competition from the high-speed warp knitting 

machines. Warp fab.ti£_ (Appendix Table A5) sales declined throughout the 1970s : 

it is now considered a less desirable fabric for clothing (al.though not for 

furnishings) as consumers have moved away from cheap functional wear, giving 

more weig!lt to aesthetic com:iderations. The development of new mixed yarns, 

which to some extent reconcile -:hese attributes, has al.so been i;nportant. 

Wat'P Knitting grew very rapidly in the 1960s, but is now faced with massive 

over-capacity. Prices reflect this vlth warp prices rising four times as 

fast as we~ fabrics prices, from 85 per cent of we~ on average, to nearly 

half as much again. Imports of fabric remained a fairly constant percentage 

of home demand until the late seventie~ when exchange rate changes and 

differential. costings resulting from oil price changes on the one hand, and 

USA access to domestic feedstocks (both synthetic and natural) on the other, 

resulted in an increased competitiveness of European and American fabrics. 

Cost-cutting exercises at home al.so encouraged the importation of fabrics on 

the grounds that additional savings ~ould be made from the lower waste levels 

on foreign fabrics because of greater consistency of quality in both yarn 

and dyeing. 

The UK glove indus~ry is now very small. The volume of production 

(Appendix Table A3) has risen since the initial collapse in the sixties, 

but this has nearly all been concentrated on exports. Indeed, the price 

differential. between UK and imported gloves (Appendix Table A49) is very 

high because of the very different markets being catered for (hence the 100 

per cent export of UK products). 
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The stockings industry began to lose out se~iously to tights from 

1968. Tights are much cheaper to produce and D:>re capital-intensive than 

stockings. Foreign producers vere gaining an entrance to the stockings 

and tights l!'.&rket, but mass production and selling cost reduced this to 

a minimum. The capital involved made developing country competition un­

likely, both because of the amount required to achieve sufficient economies 

of scale, and because cheap labour in this field provides little cost 

advantage. 

~ output has also expanded strongly in volume terms, '3.ided by the 

"pop-sax" fashions. Imports have also risen, but have not significantly 

increased their share of the market (Appendix Table A26). Developing co•.mtries 

(especially the Republic of Korea) are a significant source of sock imports, 

but so are the European producers • A factor that has aided sock sales , 

given the relatively poor population growth of the UK, has been a change in 

consumer attitudes towards disposability, and by preference towards coloured 

socks. Sales have also been supported by the growing ·..ise of staple fibres, 

especially acrylics vith wool-like appearance and feel in preference to 

nylon -type stretch socks. 

Some major developments in shi~ts demand have already been discussed 

vith respect to the decline in demand for those made cf warp knitted fabric. 

For shirts ms.de in the piece, however, there was a slo'Wiless of manufacturers 

to appreciate the rise in fashion for the sports shirts (i.e., not merely 

for sports wear). Knitted shirt manufacturers thus lost out both from. 

a switch to woven shirts and from more exciting foreign styles in knitted 

on es. The hot summer of 1976, however, brought about a dramatic shift from 

synthetic warp to cotton weft knitted shirts (Appendix Table A.8, 6 and 9). 

Knitted underwear production (Appendix Table 2) remained fairly steady 

over the seventies. On the other hand, imports and the level of import­

penetration rose rapidly despite impor'; controls. A substantial portion of 

these imports come from non-MFA produ~ers, mainly European, both within and 

South of the EEC. Portugal in particular is responsible for supplying a. 

graving proportion of children's unde.::-wear (especially as the MFA quot~ 

system discourages developing country producers from manufacturing smaller 

sizes). Within underwear, there has been a major switch out of synthetics 

(especiaJ.ly warp fabric nylons), into cotton mixes (Appendix Table A9). 

___________ _____...._ _____ ,,_ ___ ......, 
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It seems li.ltely that UK producers could have been caught in this change as 

vell, since the operations are basically" different and require different plant. 

Production of Jumpers md pu1lovers (Appendix Table A3} has shown a 

volume increase, especially" in the area of u:;,;-ma.r}.·~et goods f.or export. Domestic 

sales in fact are slightly" down, vith imports rising since 1974. There has 

been a rise in the quality- levels o~ Far East producers, and indeed, in ~ 

respects quality is above that of UK producers. Price and quality- considerations 

are, hovever, interlinked, since UK manufacturers are faced vith the need to 

lover design standards to produce rithin the appropriate price bands. But 

'lov cost' competition is not the only factor. Imports of knitwear from 

Europe have also risen in response to a more fashion-conscious male consumer 

denisnd. Lowering of design standards and a lack of market awareness by­

management are reasons for falling sales figures. Top quality- Scottish and 

other up-market producers are obvious exceptions: their very existence is a 

tribute not only to their product, but also to management ability-; a factor 

am.ply- exemplified by- the sales of such merchandise to the NIC markets in the 

Far East. 

It should be reiterated that the market is not homogeneous, even for 

a single garment category, and that major changes in taste of fashion or 

technology have resulted in svitches between products and, in the longer 

term, between product categories. These changes have had a profound impact 

on production levels and have generally been of greater significance than 

the growing competition from imports although, of course, some imports have 

been restrained by regulation in recent years. 

3. Facts about Firms 

The Hosiery and knitvear sub-industry (MLH 417, excluding those 

activities clasaified to garment manufacture} is composed of a large number 

of establishments, over 70 per cent of which have less than 100 employees. 

The average establishment, employment for the vhole industry was about 120 

in 1975. However, a fev large establishments accounted for a very large 

proportion of sales: the five leading hosiery and knitwear firms accol:.Dted 

for 35 per cent of sales, and the five leading warp knitters 65 per:cent of 

sales. This reflects the influence of the vertically integrated man-made 

fibre enterprisea. 
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Appendix Tables 10 to 12 campare the situation in 1970 vith that in 1975, 

based on indust.rie.l census data. 'lhis was a period of relative prosperity 

in the knitting industry. Unfortunately", the 1975 figures are probably too 

early to shov the full effect of the MFA and fail to take account of the 

recent large increase in knitting imports. In the ea:-ly seventies, despite 

the increase in imports over that period, the number of establishments rose. 

The major increase was in companies vith less than 10 employees (Table A12). 

This tallies vith the reported rise iz small companies owned by illlnigrants 

and which mostly employ immigrant labour (including unpaid family workers}. 

These small firms mainly undertake sub-contracting or produce relatively 

lov quality knitwear for :market stall sales (roughly 10 per cent of the total), 

especially cater for the grovin g immigrant population of the East Midlands. 

The percentage of sales of larger companies also rose. Middle-sized establish­

ments became less important, being squeezed in markets served by both the 

large and small enterprises. 

The cH.stinction bet•een weft and varp for the purpose of studying 

industrial structure is somewhat misleading, since the major varp knitting 

establishments and companies tend to be subsidiaries of veft or wider 

clothing conglomerates .151 Although the varp industry tends on average to 

be com.posed of larger and !IX)re capital-intensive units, it is more generalized. 

The top five companies in veft knitting had an average employment of 8680 in 

1975 compa..•ed vith 1620 in warp knitting. 

The most interesting factor to emerge from the enterprise analysis is 

the higher profitability (in value added and vages-to-sales terms), capital 

investment levels, and productivity (in sales operative terms) of the small.er 

companies161 . Since 1975 the larger companies appear to have recovered. 

W The top five veft companies a.re Courtaulds, Nottingham Manufacturing 
Company, (NMC-Mansfield Hosiery Mills), Coats Paton, Carrington 
Viyella and Cor&h who together produce 60-65 per cent per volume. 
Courtaulda and NMC together account for about one-third of employment. 
The addition of Coats Paton, Cor&h, and Pretty Polly brings the 
employment percentage to 45 per cent. Pretty Polly replacing 
Carrington Viyella represent several enterprises eact in the enter­
prise analysis. Courtaulds owned four of the top six (by sales) 
companies in 1977-78. Davson International is the largest Scottish 
Knitvear Group a~d is nioth in terms of sales. 

W This may merely refiect one year· s results: 1975 was a low sales year 
for Cor&h, NMC and Courtaulds. 
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explained b:y the fiexibilit:y of knitting, which adds to the advantage of 

small. runs vith a ride range of fashion possibilities. There is little 

advantage to be gained in terms of scale economies in maey product areas so 

that, where large companies do erist, they are usually the result of external 

pressures rather than of factors internal to the industry. Anal:ysis of the 

operations of some fift:y com:pani es produced no correlation between size and 

profitabilit:y. At the same time, the s:ystem of out-workers and sub­

contracting encourages the eristence of numerous small operators, a large 

proportion of wham are immigrants. On the other hand, mon;y small firms are 

family enterprises, man:r of which have been established for several 

generations. Although there are exceptions, these famil:y businesses are 

instilled vith traditions that tend to make management objectives of a 

conservative character. 

Large 1mi tting canpanies stem from one of four main sources • First, 

the dominance of Courtaulds results from thac company'3 1960s policy of 

expanding vertically into downstream markets esser.":.~c&.ii..i to protect its fibre 

production and especially to enable it to expand into synthetics against the 

technological superiority of the chemical companies. Similar reasons might 

be found for the expansion of other major yarn spinners into fabric and 

garment production (Coats Paton and Carrington Viyella - the latter formerly 

linked vith ICI), but these companies have only shown a peripheral interest 

in knitwear (as a result of horizontal expansion by woven garment manufacturers 

vi th vhom they have become involved) • 

Second, the grovth of other knitwear specialist groups has been in 

response to retailing activities, particularly the activities of Marks and 

Spencer, vho needed large volume to production capacity to accommodate their 

sales outlets and vho to some degree created this capacity in line with 

their own expansion by developing very close relationships with suppliers. 

Third, +.hese relationships in hosiery and warp fabric production 

technology, have played a significant role in the scale of production: 

tights, in particul~, require very large investment in automated machinery. 

Warp fabric production also favours very long runs, and this is evident in 

plant size. Weft fabric, however, although rarely undertaken by very small 
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companies, can be campetitively produced by companies in the .medium-size 

range. Machines cCllle in a variety of size, but the scale economies of wef't 

fabric production relate more to machines than the factory. Thus, small 

wef't lm.ittin& companies vith even just one machine can achieve profitability 

levels in gU'lllent production equal to those of' the larger groups. This has 

been shown by Italian producers who have overcome the fundamental problem 

of small size - that of' marketing. 

Fourth, the need f'or well organized marketing and for bargaining power 

in dealing vith large retailers, has given some impetus to larger firm 

(but not plant) size. But this factor does not appear to be crucial; sma.11 

producers have instead preferred to organize producer associations for 

marketing and lobbying purposes. 

4. Em:plo;yment 

Employment in the hosit~y and knitwear industry in 1978 vas estimated 

at 12l 000, of which over tvo-thirds were vomen and 60 per cent located in 

the East Midlands. Unlike other clothing and textile sub-industries, 

Hosiery and knitwear has not shown a long-run decline in employment (Appendix 

Table Al4). Current employment levels, although shoving a decline from the 

early seveuties, are on a par with the 1950s and the 1960s (Appendix Table 

Al6). Productivity improvements have broadly offset increased sales in their 

effect on the demand for ]abour. Within the labour force the tendency has 

been for manual workers to have less influence on producti·lfity changes. 

Employment activities a.re divided in the industr-1 into three main 

categories: knitting, cutting and sewing. Knitting is a capital-intensive 

activity in which mal.e employees, who are highly skilled with respect to 

particular machinery dominate. There are training problems in moving from 

one type of machine to another. There are four basic machines: circular, 

flat-bed, sock and tights machines. Opportunities to transfer skills 

outside the industry (even within textiles) are virtually nil. Ct~tting and 

sewing are both labour-intensive and predominantly utilize femal.e workers. 

Those male employees, involved in these activities, are mainly concerned 

wi~h cutting, especially when it is a machine operation. Skills gained in 

these activities do have some application to other clothing sub-industries, 

but within those there is an increased mcvei:'!Ilt towards use of machinery. 
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The very advantages of knitted fabric in these market-place (its stretch and 

feel} prevent the automation of this process because of the problems of 

lining up seams: a relatively- simple operation with woven fabric. While 

most of the labour is concentrated in these latter activitit:s, it is within 

knitting that the technological advances not only have been, but also are 

expected to continue. Thus, innovations as envisaged within this industry 

are unlikely to have a maJor impact on employment; and the opportunities 

to counter labour cost disadvantages by reducing labour content are limited. 

Contraction of the industry could create a body of unemployed who, 

although highly sltilled within the knitting industry, are tantamount to 

unskilled in the general labour :market outside that industry. Against this 

the East Midlands is not one of the high unemployment areas (Appendix Table 20) 

and policies to relocate light engineering operations into the region have 

met vith a success not evident elsewhere in the country. Nonetheless, 

whether the area can accammodate the number of new unemployed that would result 

frO!il a complete relaxation of import controls, ceteris ;paribus, is open to 

question. The situation is further exacerbated by the fact that the other 

major industry in the region, footwear, is also suffering from a lack of 

competitiveness with imports. There is a predominance of' female ..,orkers 

:tn the hosiery and knitwear industry, and although a number of' these are 

young single girls, the main portion of this labour force is made up of 

married women who are relatively immobile - being tied to their husband's 

job location. This would not, however, prevent a phased reduction of the 

female labour force. Already the reluctance of young girls to vork in the 

noisy and often dirty environment of many knitting mills has shown itself in 

a decline in the number of' new employment ent.rants and the high level of 

employment turnover, and it is also apparent in the small number of women 

who are prepared to return to the industry after pregnancy. However, employ­

ment alternal;ives are limited and the result has been a movement of young 

workers out of the region in search of' more exciting and healthier prospects; 

an opportunity not open to married women to the same extent • 

Although there are scattered pockets of' employment in the industry in 

other regions (mainly those bordering the East Midlands}, the only o~her major 

centre of' activity is in Scotland around Havick. Concentrating on relatively 

~ - -·-----~-~-----------~--------------------
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up-market and specialist Scottish knitvear which has good domestic and export 

demand, this area bas not experienced a decline in emp1oyment resulting from 

pressure of imports. The Scottish industry is a!D:>st exclusively- male, even 

in the cutting and seving operations, but the higher labour costs that this 

implies can be accommodated vi thin the high prices achieved for the product. 

Should foreign competition (or indeed, competition from elsewhere in the 

UK as a result of current attempts to move up-market) begin to affect em­

ployment levels in Ravi.ck, the problem.although less in size- could be much 

more severe for those involved, since the industry- represents a major source 

of livelihood for the inhabitants and employment alternatives within the 

region are extremely limited. 

The composition of the labour force in general has implications also 

for wage determination. '!he large female component of the labour force is 

a major reason for the lack of muscle of the Hosiery Union. '!he main Union 

in i.he East Midlands is the National Union of Hosiery and Knitwear Workers 

(NUHK.W') with a membership of 74 000 - about two-thirds of the regional in­

dustrial vorkforce. In Scotland workers are represented by the General ~ 

Municipal Workers Union (GMWU). Wh.i.le women have shovn themselves concerned 

with the problems of the industry, and their own pay and conditions in 

particular, their lack of continuityof employment represents a serious handi­

cap, particularly to becoming union officials. Combined with the frag-

mented nature of wage bargaining (although within guidelines laid down at 

industry level, serious negotiation takes place at the plant level), this has 

led to little relative illq:rovement in vage levels for the built of the 

industry's employees, vhereas the well organized male knitters (especially the 

politically powerful flatbed knitters) have made substantial gains. The 

Equal Pay legislation of 1974 had little impact on female pay levels mainly 

because activities were not mixed between the two sexes. Having said this, 

it should, in fairness, be pointed out that wage levels vi thin the 

knitting industry are much closer to national averages than other clothing 

industries. This is ma::nly as a consequence of the availability of alternative 

employment within the region, a situation not experienced in the woollen and 

cotton centres. Furthermore, the vorkforce has shown no discontent with the 

piece-r~te system.that .operates (although, of course, it provides no security 

in periods of recession), since it enables them to introduce flexible working 

hours palatable to family coJ'llllitments, and earnings. The industry 
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sees "p&plell"t; b;r results" as a major cause of' the relatively' high productivit;r 

levels vithout vhi.ch labour cost ditterentials compared vith developing 

countries vould be larger. 

Workers are paid piece-work rates devised over a long period at plant 

and industry level. The problem. of specifying acceptable output levels for 

videly differing products and designs using differen~ thicknesses, colour 

mixes, and kinds of ;ram rith varying hanclling properties, on different types 

and ages of machines, each rith varying levels of efficiency-, has led to 

a caaplex s;rstem. of' bread industry guidelines and detailed plant rates vhi.ch 

usually include a "fall-back re.te" for temporary- no-worker periods during 

the liq. One large compacy has introduced time rates with guaranteed 

earnings and a bonus related to quality-, but its position is peculiar in the 

sense that it is tied to supp1;ri.ng a large retailer with very regular vork­

flovs. There does not seem to be a call for a similar move b;r other companies 

even though piece rates conflict with the short-runs that are COlllllOn in 

export orders. 

An additional employment f'actor is the large number of' immigrants in 

the industry. Immigrant vorkers in the industry account for about the same 

percentage as the general labour force in the region: 20 per cent in 

Leicester, 8 per cent in Nottingham. In many cases, the employees are in­

volved in activities ow:ied by relatives or other immigrants. There are 

allegations (vhich are dif'f'icult to prove or disprove) that coloured immigrant 

pay levels are substantially belov those of' vhite workers, and that vhi.te 

vorkers combine with management to coerce immigrants. This is a source of 

some latent antagonism which echoes the antagonism of the unions towards 

dev<!loping country producers which is based, in part, on the L oor levels of 

social velfare and employment conditions in those countries. 

The high level of female employment, of' immigrant and family vorkers, 

makes it difficult to assess the eff'ect ol redundancy in the industry on 

vorkers, since .many do not register as unemployed. It is also difficult to 

determine the extent of re-employment, the period out of vork, or the kind 

of employment eventually achieved. The extent of such problems vill var.r 

significantly with the availability of alternative employment; a function 

both or the level and kind of industrial activity in the area and the stage of 

tbe economic cycle. 

l 
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III. COSTS AMI> PRiCES 

The caa:petitiveness of imports 1"rom developing countries depends 

substantially on their labour cost advantage. Hovever, l.abour costs only 

partly explain price differentials. 

1. Labour 

The labour content varies vi th the cutting and sewing components of 

the product. This is refiected in the system used for calculating piece­

ratea on different garments. Making-up activity is priced in "standard 

minutes" vhich vary from less than one for socks to 50 for a coat. Thus, 

fabric producers have the lowest ratio of labour costs to sales. 'Without 

even cuttir--t; costs, some companies producing high quality knitted fabrics on 

very mode1-n machinery have labour costs as lov as 8 per cent of the turnover. 

More usually, this figure is around 16 per cent, or higher where some garment 

production is also carried out. The share of wages iL turnover is closer 

to 25 per cent for hosiery and 30 per cent and 35 per cent, respectively for 

undervear and outergarments, both of which have :'DOre complicated seving re­

quirements, and in the case of outergarments often involve materials which 

are difficult to manipulate because of their thickness. However, factors 

such as brand names, the proportional number of female workers, patterning of 

material, or complexity of design, all Qffect the level of labour costs of 

particular firms or sub-industries. 

2. Materials 

The material component naturally varies inversely with labour costs. 

Thus, for warp knitted fabric, material.s can account for t..p to 70 per cent 

of total costs. On the other hand, the waste element in garment manufacture 

can be considerable, if cut and sewn from fabric add to the cost of 

material that actually shows itself in the garment 

l 
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Table 17: MATERIAL COSTS - WASTE (per cent) 

Cll.ildr91L'• war - aldrta, bloaa•, s1cirt8 - .._ .. , .-t_.., etc. 
- t.raas ... , short• 

IAtli• aterp..mmu 

10 - 12 
15 - 18 
20- 25 

- med1ml qaali'tJ', plain t&bric 20 - 25 
- hich quality, pl&:la fabric 25 - 30 
- .-ma qaali'tJ', patterned 

fabric 25 - 30 
- hich quli'tJ', patt.--4 fabric .W - 35 

Direct knitting of the garment on the machine (as opposed to cutting 

from fabricj substantially reduces the was-eage and, therefore, can save up 

to 15 per cent of the output price. Hosiery manufacture is almost totally 

automated. The vastage is, therefore, kept to a minimum. There is, of 

course, no vaste in fabric production in this operation. 

T"ne use of different fibres does have a considerable impact on 

material cost: yarns and fabrics vary in price depending on location. 

Relative prices are given in Table 18. 

Table 18: FABRIC PRICES , 1977 AND 1978 

~ weft knitted fabric 
tJE warp Jeni tted fabric 

Imported fabric• 

s,.nthetic 
Wool,h&i:' 
Cotton 
Ragenerated 

~rted fabrics 
Synthetic 
Wool,h&i:' 
Cotton 
!epnerated 

Comparative price• 
(weft knitted fabric 
1978 • 100) 

per cent 

100 
148 

170 
259 
237 
156 

148 
200 
133 
144 
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UK export; prices for fabric er.re cansiderobly" bel~.r UK i:pcrtetl. prices, 

Although partly- explained by different fabric qualities, the implication 

is that the user co~ts of materials for making garments of knitted fabric 

in the UK are (or could be) below those of other major fabric producers, 

and indeed, the average UK domestic prices for both warp and weft are below 

the traded prices. Developing countries, which are predominantly importers 

of fabrics might, therefore, be at a relative disadvantage. 

The cost of fabric is a f'unction, in turn, of yarn costs. These 

yarns are predominantly synthetics; 97 per cent of warp fabrics are 

made from synthetic filament yarn and 66 per cent of weft fabrics (1978 figures) 

with another 17 per cent of synthetic staple. Natural fibres play a greater 

role in knitting straight from the yarn; 16 per cent wool (mainly Scottish 

knitwear) and 12 per cent cotton. The cost of these yarns, in turn, is 

a function of the fibre price. But the quality of the yarn is very important 

in knitting, much more so in fact than with weaving. In woven materials a 

yarn failure produces a flaw, with knitwear, the product falls apart. 

Knitters seek uniformity, lubrication, and softness in their ya..."'"?ls. UK 

spinners have tended to concentra~e on producing yarn at less cost: 

continuous filament. Because of the low level of quality of this yarn, 

knitters were forced into producing patterned fabrics and garlilents to 

cover the flaws. Furthermore, this y.arn is very synthetic in appearance. 

The switch in market demand in the mid-seventies towards plain colours and 

natural fibres produced a switch in consumption by UK knitters towards 

superior staple yarns from the Continent. In fact it is cheaper to import 

these yarns taan to buy them in the UK: first, because they are not i;roduceti. 

in bulk in Britain and, therefore, do not gain from scale-economies; and 

second, the quality levels of Continental yarns are so much higher that 

delays through yarn breakages, etc. are reduced to a minimum. 

UK yarn prices have not been published - in fact, since the cartel 

agreements between man-made fibre producers in Europe ended. By careful 

marketing yarn merchants give the impression, to UK knitting manufacturers, 

of special discounts on yarn of between 20 per cent and 30 per cent of the 

official price. In practice, nearly all producers using Continental yarn 

benefit from these so-called discounts, although the exact discount level 

does vary with buyer strength. Similar discounts are given to their own 

national customers. 
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Natur&l. fibre prices have risen by b.::t•e&n t-.-u and three ti:es during 

the 1970s, especially' during the 1973-74 commodity price boom. Synthetic 

prices have fluctuated. Some fibres are actually' lover in price than a fev 

years ago and others have fluctuated plus and minus 10 per cent -:>":"er some time; 

:•et others have shown a doubling of prices - no doubt infiuen.::ed by energy 

prices. Energy has a larger influence in garment making than, say, the 

difference between a cotton or synthetic shirt, and it :.;;; JD energy co:3ts 

rather than yarn costs that the oil price rises have had the most imp&:-t. 

As yet, there is no evidence so far that highe:..· oil and petrochemical prices 

have significantly changed the relative costs of natural and man-made 

fibre-based yarns. 

3. Overhead. 

Overheads are estimated at around 30 per cent of total costs (including 

indirect labour costs) by firms in the industry. This figure varies with the 

share of administration (excluding salaries) and, to a small exte~t. with 

variations in capital intensity (sme.ll because most companies seem to write­

off their equipment over a fairly long (10 year)per.~d). Many companies 

include National Insurance contributions and related staff benefits within 

this figure, rather than in labour costs, and these, of course, vary directly 

with the size of the company workforce. 

An estilllated breakdown of overheads is given in Table 19: 

Table 19: OVERHEADS AS PERCENTAGE OF SALES - KNI'rrING INDUSTRY 

J:oD-opera u.,.. 
l&Ucmal Iuannce 

3 - 5 

6 

2 

1 

2 

2 - 4 

4 

20 - 24 

4-8 

2 

"1 
I 
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In addition, there are unquantifi.ab1e overhead costs related to labour 

practices and safety regulations (e.g., ::ipa.ce for working, rest rooms. meal 

breaks, safety equipment} , but as a percentage of total sales these are not 

large. Interest charges are normally deducted "below the line", a.:rter 

profit is cli·awn, but as a true cost of production they are here included 

in overhEads. 

UK overh~ads have risen dramatically in the last decade as a percentage 

of production costs as fu.el (energy costs have been partially offset by t\1..el 

economies), property and other charges have tended to rise faster than 

the rate of YSA!e inflation and (despite their dramatic increases in 1973-

74) rav material costs. 

4. Profits 

Pl ~fit margins vary considerably in the industry, but with a fev 

exceptions (mainly Scottish knitters and some jersey fabric producers) 

they are not high. They average around 10 per cent of turnover, except 

for some outergarment producers whose margins are sometimes even targetted 

as low as 6 per cent. In recent years, profits in many companies have, 

moreover, been dependent on the temporary employment subsidy. Strangely, 

there is no correlation betveen profits and either capital-inten~ity or 

labour-productivity. Regression analysis on a sample cf nearly 40 companies 

for the financial year 1978-79 produced correlation coefficients of 0.09 

and 0.01, respectively. Analysis of years gave similar results. There vas, 

perhaps, some evidence to suggest that hosiery manufacturers (particularly 

those that were fairly specialized) had slightly better profit performances 

as a group than others, bu.t as with those, there was a considerable range. 

Profitability levels are normally dependent on the maintenance of a 

high production level to reduce the incidence of capital depreciation and 

other overheads. They also, therefore, tend to be very vulnerable to changes 

in marke~ conditions and are particularly affected °b"/ the unforeseen under­

utilization of capacity that can result from cance1lation of provisional 

contracts by retailers with whom they have a dependent relationship. The 

contractual system is also responsible for the significant impact made on 

profits by interest rates, particularly as at present when they are at such 

a high level. The system requires high stock. levels, held by the manu­

facturers, and therefore, a high level or working capitiil is a factor that 

l 
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becomes proportionately more important as inflation rates rise. Small 

family businesses without recourse to large reserves and operating on 

narrow margins are unlikely to be able to accommodate these financial 

requirements with recourse to borrowing, which, of course, further reduces 

profits. 

5. Total Costs 

In consequence of the above factor~ ~ oreakdown of manufacturing costs 

in the UK knitting industry is given in Table 20. 

Tabl~ 20: BREAKDOWN OF COSTS - KNITTING INDUSTRY (per cent) 

Cori• as percentage of sai .. 

Pabrice Under- Ollter- HoeieI7 
garment• garment• 

Labour 10-20 30 30-35 25-30 

Materials 50-65 40-50 35-45 40-55 

overheads 20 20 20 20 

Pro:.'.° it• 10 10-15 5-10 10-15 

Product costings obviously vary. A breakdown of costs for cotton briefs 

is as followa: 

Percentage of outpit price 

~ 

La'bmlr 1\irect (and admini8trative) 17 

lateri&l• 40 

Transport 

Onrheade 

Profit• 10 
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Ve.ri~tions ;" the cotton input, beeause cf di.f:!'erent ya..~s ed. si:es, 

produced a 10-15 per cent variation in the garment price, but even.so, 

this does not radically alter factor relationships. For instance, a 25 

per cent increase in .materials costs r'!sul.ts in the following: 

Labour direct (and adminirir&Uve) 15 

•teri&l• 45 

'fl-~port 1 

Onrheads 30 

Profit• 9 

Men's and Children's jumpers breakdown is as follows: 

Percentan ot ou-c1:111t price 

Ian•• Children•s jumpers 
jampers 

~ ~ 
Laboa.r direct (and 

administrative) 20 20 Jra·teri&ls 
50 40 Overheads, 'l'ransport 30 

Profit:; 30 
6 10 

In each of these cases, overheads included administrative staff costs. 

It can be seen that although labour cost is an important factor, it is not 

dominant even in labour-intensive garment making. 
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6. Price Comp&risons 

In broad terms, imported knitted goods products have a landed price 

less than UK ex-factory prices. However, there is airoblem of comparability 

from both the point of viev of design and veight of material.. 'lhe design 

differential cannot be di~;tinguished from. the available statistics: the 

veight differential., however, can. For example, cotton articles from the 

USA are nearly, on average, tvice the price of those from Hong Kong and 

higher than prices from Portugal.. However, these articles are of very 

different veight (either through different y-arn content or different types 

of article}. lfuen the average weight is taken into a::count, the relative 

values can be shown to reverse the pricing order. Si.milar.ly, Italian 

synthetics sveaters are cheaper than those from Hong Kong, but they are 

also much lighter- the difference in weight is more than compensating. 

Althcugh there is same doubt vhether weight differences of yarn are a 

significant fb.Ctor in final pricing {i.e., whether the consumer real.ly 

identifies price vith yarn content when comparing, for eX8lll'!,)le, tvo 

jumpers or T-shirts that are in most other respects similar). The use 

of average price per kilo does not seem to overcome some of the problems 

of comparison betveen articles that even with the same description are 

widely dissimilar {see Appendix for price detai.ls). 

Costs have risen considerably since the mid-seventies. 

iro.1!!'1 and rn1 wee.r 

J:arninp per hoar (Oct. 197 4 • 100) 

- Jl&le -.PlGT .. • 
- Pmiale emplGTee• 

Rav lfateri&J •, tllel ( 1975 • 100) 

- Clothirs« and footwear indastri" 

T&7'119 (1975 • 100) 
- Wool 
- Cotton 

= Jran-md.e ti'br• 

(Retail Price Index (Jane 1975 • 100) 

144 

144 

144 

154 
144 

140 

144) 

l 



I - 45 -

wnile clothing a.mi footwear retail prices have risen at about the same rate 

as costs, output prices of UK knitwear manufacturers have risen slightly 

raster. 

iaiB 
(1;75. 100) 

1fl8 

S.1
• socta 158 

!JPt., pqU-bo .. 141 

Sldria 126 

OtMr-··~t· 150 

OtMr--··~ 155 

._,. pallann, etc. 172 

lfmml'• pallonrs, etc. 154 

Ven lmiHecl fabric 114 

Price camparif.-11~ of UK and foreign products can be made from Table 21 below: 

Table 2l: COMPARISON OF UK AND FOREIGN PRICESr 1978 

OE {J.) Eqiorts {I) 

l'nittecl fabrics (t/rg) 3.12 4.0 4-70 

l'ni.Hecl rlovea {t/dos.pr.) 1.98 6.65 2.63 

"--'• stoddDgs {L/dos. F•) 2.74 3.04 2.77 

v..•a, Children'• 
Upts Ct/dos.pr.) 2.58 2.53 2.05 

Other soca (t/d4z. F.) 0.40 5.28 2.76 

bit'ted •hirt• (t/dos.pr.) 19.86 25.69 16.67 

Other lmi tted 
undn'g&rment• (1./ ) 7.53 10.57 6.32 

J.nqa, e"tc. (1./dos.pr.) 34.86 63.14 23.50 

o.66 

3.03 

0.99 

1.26 

0.14 

1.19 

1.19 

1.48 

{I) 
(C) 

0.85 

2.85 

1.10 

1.23 

1.91 

1.54 

1.67 

2.69 

l 
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""'! l'!Y'?l C)f import penetration rel.ates alJDost exactly to patterns in thes,. 

relative prices. Perhaps of equal importance is the ratio of export to 

import prices. Although veey different products are being considered in 

some instances, the difference between import and export prices is a pointer 

to further com.petition. Hovever, care should be taken with ccaparisons, 

since within each categoey, widely differing products are included. This 

is especially true of ·outervear, which covers both high-class Scottish 

knitwear and down-market aceylics. 

International comparison of knitting industryvage costs reveals that 

UK wages are generally lover than other EEC countries : at 42 per cent of 

those in the Netherlands and even bel.ov those in Italy. 
17 I Table 22 gives 

some indications of relative labour costs. 

Table 22: INTEBNATIOBAL COMPARISON OF LABOUR COSTS - KBI'l'TING INDUSTRY , 
1977 

It&q 

Ireland 

~ 15.31 

JK 29.83. 

lll 12.c:i7 

1P176.50 

• 16.90 

Lit24.42 

' 1.15 

Ur 1.06 

.. thclanda 
1977. 100 

~ 
100 

86 

85 
79 

65 

62 

42 

40 

17/ Similar estimates for the knitting industry in Hong Kong had the 1977 
wage level at 65 per cent of that in the llC, but the 1979 level has 
risen to over 80 per cent. Mediterranean developing countries also 
have wage levels substantially below those in the UK. 
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Table 2-3: Il'f'l'ER1'ATIORAL COMPARISCB OF AVERAGE HOURLY EARlfiNGS -
TEXTILES ARD CLOTHIHG IllDUSTRIES , 1977 (UK = 100) 

'f•til• Clo'thilt« 

.i. r-1• .i. r-1• 

SWda 261 301 283 

•t11erlanda 225 221 

1JSl 187 186 

Au'tria 135 130 

Japan 130 116 

Irelaml 130 81 123 8l-

Itaq 117 106 

tJE 100 100 

Iarul 88 68 

Greece ( 61 

fbriqal 54 55 

•lta 50 59 54 

Brasil 31 30 

leJ111blic ot ICorea 23 19 

India 9 9 
Singapore 24 23 

Average landed prices of both undergarments and outerga.rments var:r 
considerably with source. Renecting wage levels S.E. Asian imports are the 

cheapest, but Hong Kong and Southern Europe are of'ten on a par (See Table A47 

and A52). 
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iiovever, direci; labour costs do not vholJ~ · ai;~i..in the whole of the 

price differential. Labour costs are equivalent to only 30-35 per cent of 

manufacturing costs in outerwear, the main import-penetration sector. 

Technology, :moreover, differs little between East and Vest. Indeed, in 

many respects Hong Kong enterprises, nevl.y equipped vith the latest technology, 

are 111.)re capital-inte::&sive than some UK operations. However, productivity 

levels in thesP. countrfes are estimated to be somewhat belov those of the: 

UK vhere comparable JDaChinery is involved, possibly because of the worker 

skill levels, and this counteracts the advantage in these areas of cheap 

labour (though the UK is also veil behind Europe and the US in productivity 

terms). The following, very rough, estimate of dit"ferent productivity 

levels was made on the basis of discussion vi th UK firms: 

USA (= 100) 

UK 

Hong Kong 

Philippines 

100 

4o 

30 

20 

Thus, a country vith the same productivity level, but vi th wages at 50 per cent 

of the UK, or a country vi th 50 per cent lover productivity, but vi th vage 

levels 25 per cent of the GK would only be able to reduce production costs of 

knitted outerwear by a total of 15-20 per cent: freight costs, losses in 

transit, insurance premiums and agency fees would add back another 15 per cent 

producing a net saving of less than 10 per cent hardly sufficient to counter 

other barriers to market entry. 

The key to lover costs is in overheads. Some manufacturers in developing 

countries do not have to obey rigid working conditions regulations or pay 

social securit7 taxes. Employees tend, in such enterprises, not to benefit 

from holiday and sick benefits, and floor-space productivity is raised by 

reducing the operating margins. In many instances, oftice workers are in 

the family and, therefore, are pobably unpaid except foi· subsistence. More 

importantly, overheads under these conditions are reduced by long working 

hours. The average working week is 55 huurs in the Republic of Korea for 

clothing workers - thus reducing overheads by an estimated 30-40 per cent 

vi th a net impact on product cost of 12 per cent. 

l 
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There ma:y also be savings in terms of material costs ~ Hong Kong 

companies, for example, receive supplies of materials from both Japan and 

Europe at the same heavily discol.mted rates available in those countries, 

and, in some cases, marginal. cost pricing makes materials available at 

even cheaper rates. Moreover, the yarn content of garments is often belov 

that of the UK; some Hong Kong companies specialized in products made in 

the cheaper yarns. 

Table 24 shows the p)ssible combined effects of all these factors on 

garment prices from the ~epublic of Korea. These show a possible cif price, 

that is two-thirds of tne UK price. The assumptions include no difference 

in productivity and only 10 per cent loss in transit, whereas in practice, 

the productivity is likely to be lover, and transit losses higher, both 

adding to unit output prices. While some indirect labour will be free, 

others will be salaried, and thus both these factors are probably under­

valued Lower yarn content garments cannot necessarily be sold at the same 

prices, and so the advantages from poorer working conditions in cost 

terms (especially when related to productivity) are probably overstated at 

25 per cent. Longer hours are included in the overtime reduction, but no 

allowance is given for two-shift days. Thus the costs of all these points 

appear to have been overstated to arrive at the kind of price levels 

commonly imputed to developing country garment makers. Moreover, the 

fact that not all producers are running sweatshops (or are producing on 

low margins) Dakes this type of operation likely to be the exception to 

the rule. The conclusion which must be drawn is that lower wage costs and 

labour-related overheads do not provide Far Eastern producers with an 

insuperable cost advantage. The key assumption made is that UK and the 

Republic ofKorea productivity levels are the same. UK levels could and 

should be higher, but in practice are not. 

7, Distribution Costs 

Although manufacturing costs are critical to the problem of import 

penetration, other factors al.so affect the price to the consumer and the 

margin to the retailer. Chief among these are distribution costs - which 

are dependen-c on the method of retailing. The exfactory price varies from 

between 20 per cent to 60 per cent of the retail prices. The following are 

approximationsof costs in terms of different dist~ibution outlets: 



Table 24: LANDED PRICE RELATIONSHIPS - UK - REPUBLIC OF KOH~A 

UK Re2ublic of ICona 
baaic Labour No indirect Add b&ok t ... tower Poorer 
coating + freight labour + trandt holiday• ,)'Un vorki1t,1 

profit (20.') lOHH (1~) (-12.' nge•) content ooncUUon• 
"rre over-t me 
(-45.' overhead•) 

.,. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Direct labour 20 5 5 5.5 ' 5 ' Indirect labour 10 10 
I 

Nahriah 40 40 40 44 44 33 33 VI 
0 

Ovuheacla 20 20 20 22 12 '12 8 
I 

Profit 10 8 16 17. 5 ,, 13 12 

Output prioe 100 83 81 89 76 63 58 
'l'l'anapor'\ (1~) ) 

) 
8 8 Inaurance ( 1~) ) - 11 11 12 10 

) 
Ac•nt• f'eea (~) ) 

LAMDED PRICE 100 94 92 101 86 11 64 

_j 
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Independent 

Chain stores 
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Exfactor;r_I?.rice/retail price 

20% 

40% 

Department .mail order, cash and carry 60% 

The high distribution costs associated with the small independent 

retailers result from the additional expenses relating to the wholesalers. 

Chain stores are involved in direct buying but still have substantial 

retailing costs.181 Lovering of retailing costs are &.1.so achieved by 

mail order and cash and carry companies. 

The implications of high - but very variable - retail margin is 

that final consUJiler prices are likely to refiect only a fraction of the 

cost differential betveen imported cif and exfactory prices (remembering 

also that imports of clothes carry a duty of 15 per cent to 20 per cent). 

This assumes that costs differentials are fully passed on. Thus, the 

sensitivity of UK to lover import prices is less likely to be renected 

directly in consumer behaviour, but more in the reaction of retail chains 

through their profit margins. The changing structure of retailing is also 

an important determinant of receptivity to the advantages of lov import 

prices vith mail order firms and, to a lesser extent, chain stores anxious 

to increase their market share vhile operating on lower margins. The crucial 

role of the retailers is discussed in more detail in Chapter V. 

8. "Unfair Competition" 

The complaint is frequently made that British firms vould compete a 

good deal more effectively in trade "fair". The complaint, essentially, is 

that vhereas British firms are required to internalize all costs, this is 

not true for some competitors, usually developing countries. More im­

portant at present (particularly since the establishment of the MFA) is 

the alleged existence of "unfair competition" from developed countries: 

USA and Japan - in the form of subsidized material prices and both main­

taining hi~e~ -~arif~s than the UK, --~u~!!.~~ ~W'._op_e~ _countri~~. a~out _tp 

.!§.! Marks and 8pencer the major UK Knitwear retail outlet have much cheaper 
than the average selling costs: low advertising and very high sales 
per sq. ft. of shop floor space and low stocks. 

l 
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join ~be EEC and. operating $1.i.bi:iidies on ~rts a.nd ccntrcls en ;!!!pOrts; 

Eastern European "dumping"; and ev~n within the EEC, the Italie.n outvorker 

system which circumvents social security costs; :md alleged use by the 

Federal Republic of Germany of outward-processed goods for export to EEC 

partner States. 'Whatever the Justification for each of these ccmplaints is, 

it is extremely doubtful if they explain in any w-ay the problem of lack of 

competitiveness of the UK knitting industcy. 

l 
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IV. TECHNOLOGY AND IBV!STIENT 

Technclogical developments are not only directed at ridening or 

maintaining the "technological gap" with developing countries. They also 

deeply affect other areas of the textiles and clothing indv.stry. Indeed, 

advances in knitting technology during the early sixties helped to create 

some remarkable growth in knitting productioL at the expense of woven 

products. Despite problems of' over-capacity in varp knitting in the 

late sixties, f'urtlher improvements in knitting speeds and better quality 

yarns continued to have beneficial effects throughout the early seventies, 

when there were rapidly increasing imports. The differences between knitting 

and weaving technologies are, in fact, a major factor in the industry's 

defence against imports because of the lover labour content in knitting 

(i.e., the input cost aspect) and of the greater C.exibility of design 

changes during production (i.e., the market a~pect). 

The technological changes that have taken place in the knitting industry 

are part of a continuing process, which· renders any simplistic and static 

picture of comparative advantage of limited use.121 The knitting revolution 

has itself by pressures on the textiles industry to transform man-made fibres 

in a more efficient, labour-saving manner than the traditional Lancashire 

weavers. But, the making-up, or sering of knitted goods remains, in 

essence, a highly labo11r-intensive business ~n which developed countries 

are at an inevitable disadvantage. The prospect~ of eliminating this stage 

of production seem remote. But there is the possibility of increasing the 

speed and efficiency of weaving. 

The extent to vhich advances in technical knovledge can be converted 

into changes in comparative advantage is a function, first, of the speed 

with which the innovators can incorporate new practices in the capital stock 

through new investment; and secondly, hov quickly the demonstration effect in 

nev technique can be accentuated. The strive after nev changes and the 

endeavour to cope with innovations will be a matter of' desire supported by 

capacity to imitate. 

'!2J See Appendix B for details pertaining to recent technological 
developments. 

l 
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Although the :major developments in knitting machine improvement 

took place in the early seventies, their effects are still. being felt. 

UK manufacturers tend to look to a 10-year pay-back on J:1&Chlnery, and vith 

the poor investment climate in the UK in recent years, they have tended to 

postpone rather than accelerate the speed of their capital replacement. The 

impact of rising imports from both low cost and higher technology countries 

has not been to encourage a more rapid switch in factor proportions to 

realize areas of UK comparative advantage, but instead has been to increase 

the feeling of malaise and to renew demands for protection. Recently, 

there have been some signs of a change of direction, but tvo more 

practical problems have arisen. 

Inflation in thi:: mid-seventies in the UK dramatically increased 

vorking capital requirements. Increased material and labour costs at 

one end, and depressed real prices (from both low cost competition and a 

reduction in consumer spending on clothing) at the other, have squeezed 

vha.t were al.ready poor profit margins. Many smaller companies now find 

themselves in the position of not being able to raise the finance for 

nev machinery, the costs of which have also been rising. Accotmting 

practices based on historic cost depreciation have also led companies to 

underestimate the inflation effect on reducing their true profitability, 

and to make inadequate provision for replacement. Depreciation provisions 

tend still to be based on the idea of current consumption of a capital 

item rather than the building-up of a reserve for replacement. .AJ! such, 

they are inadequate &t a. time of high inflation - an inadequacy exacerbated 

by the asswned 10-yea.r machine life-time. Thus, inability to reinvest 

has reinforced unwillingness due to unacceptable risk and return factors. 

At the same time, the advantages of reinvestment have also diminished. 

Countries such as Hong Kong have developed their knitting industries to 

a great extent during the last fifteen or so yea.rs. The industry in most 

developing countries in fact is of very recent origin. Technology levels, 

in consequence, are at least equal if not higher than in the UK, as nev, 

fa.st, advanced knitting technology has been used. It costa only a.bout 

£0.5 million for a major ultra-modern fully-integrated knitting factory. 
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no longer valid. ~ern machinP.cy needs little maintenance: one person 

can look after a vbole ractoey, and m>st machineey manufacturers will oblige 

with free training as part of the sales deaL Thus, the "technological 

ga;t>" has disappeared or even been reversed in this industry as UK manufacturers 

struggle on with nw:>re antiquated machinery. Even companies with an active 

replacement progranme are likely to phase it within the lifetime of existing 

machineey, i.e. , over ten years. Thus, from a technological point of viev 

the average level in the UK is probably belov that of tha Far-East, which 

provides the latter with a distinct advantage over and above that of lov 

labour costs during rr.aking-up. Admittedly, as has already been mentioned, 

productivity levels are lover in these countries at the machine stage but 

productivity levels appear to be rising faster in countries which have 

recently entered the industey. The I tali an industry, for eumple. is very 

well equipped even in the smallest units: most of the latest machineey is 

employed in small farm sheds. The lov level of UK capital investment has, 

therefore, nullified any advantage which the industry could have derived 

from access to nev technology. 

Competitiveness is not solely a matter of p.;-oductivity growth in 

lovering cost per unit, but also of design and product innovation. 

The close relationship bet•een retailers and manufacturers is believed to 

dull design capability, because price bands specified by retailers re~uce 

the design op~ions available within given cost structure. Nonetheless, it 

remains true that the bulk of the market requires a fairly low fashioh 

element. This is true because fashion garments are demanded by a. small 

proportion of consumers and, pet"haps more important, because larg~ 

areas of industry hav~ only a limited scope for fashion garments. 

Quality is a measure of performance against price and design 

specification. Hong Kong prod11t;ers currently seem to have a high per­

formance level against fairly low s~ecifications. Quality levels are 

high e..nd, indeed, &re sometimes cited as being above chose of the UK in 

some areas: this is even more evident in Italian knitwear. 

l 
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w'hile tactnclcgical. developm"nt here is related to knitwear and is 

one vhich eventually vill be emulated within competing countries, t~e 

capacity to develop s".l.Ch ideas 5.s in itself a resource. And other in­

dustries, including those considered more appropriate to be pursued 

by a developed country, are linked to the future of the knitting industry. 

Recent eDUnPles include the knitting of carbon fibres and the intern&l 

strengthening vith knitted steels of the nose cone of the aircraft, 

Concorde. One of the major arguments against concentrating production on 

a limited number of "up-market" high fashion items, is that it deprives 

the industry of the base fro:n vhich nev technical innovations can be 

developed. 

' ' I ,. ,. 
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VII. THE RETAIL SECTOR 

It might seem that 1he probl.em of lov cost imports is a matter for 

manufacturing alone. Tb.ere are, hovever, three very good reacons for 

considering the activities of retailers of knitted goods and hov they 

interact vi th those of the .manufacturers. 

First, the retailers are responsible for the level of imports. 

The advantages and disadvantages of buying foreign, as opposed to UK 

merchandise, which have led to the developnent of different kinds of 

relationships with, and attitudes among retailers and manufacturers, 

provide an important insight into the reasons for the level of import 

penetration and the problem that has to be overcome by UK manufacturer"' 

to regain the support of retailers. 

Secon~, there are several factors relating to the retail structure 

and its operation that distort the functioning of the manufacturing 

sector, and to some extent reduce its ability to respond to competition. 

Third, because of the interrelationship between the two sectors, 

any solution to the problems of manufacturers will have a major impact 

on retailers (and, therefore, also on consumers). 

1. Retail Structure 

The so-called "retail revolution" of the sixties transformed the 

structure of UK retailing. The rapid incre~se in the market place of multiple 

variety chain stores, with their powerful central buying and distribution 

organizations, has changed not only the size ofthe manufacturing orders, but 

the relat~ve power of buyers and their suppliers. These organizations, 

more often than not, buy direct from the manufacturer, wherever he may be 

An important aspect of this development was the diversification of super­

market chains into the bulk clothing market. The role of the independent 

wholesaler and/or importer, who, in many instances, u3ed to have his own 

brand names has diminished considerably but even those that remain must 

cater to the requirements both in terms of cost and product of a customer 

in direct competition with the centralized operators. In a similar way, 
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the more progressive: amnng t~e i:ld.ependent retailers have found it necessary 

to combine their beying activities within a form of beyers' co-operation in 

order to counter the market pover of their larger rivals, and to gain the 

advantage of direct buying. 

'lhe knitvear .market is dominated by Ma.rlts and Spencer vhich is estimated 

to account for 35 per cent of the UK market, but the extent of rationalization 

of the UK clothing industry is best illustrs ted by the fact that another 26 

retailers account for an additional 55 !'~; cent. This concentration has two 

main effects on the level of imports. First, it greatly eases the access 

of foreign !IWl.uf'acturers. Unlike France, for instance, where the retail 

sector is extremely fragmented, manufacturer's agents have to approach a 

veey small number of beyers to cover a large percentage of the market. 

Other countries with large central beying retail organizations, e.g., 

the Netherlands, also suf'fer from a high level of import penetration. 

The ultimate example is Sveden where the Swedish Co-op., engaged in importing, 

was stated as one factor behind the demise of the local clothing industry. 

Second, even when large retailers adopt a policy to "Buy British", 

the method of merchandizing they have chosen to pursue (which is to 

specify the products they vill sell and then contract certain manufacturers 

to make them), has meant that the bulk of the large-scale capacity has 

already been allocated to specific manufacturers. This leaves small 

independent manufacturers a very vulnerable, marginal, role. The 

manufacturers' association and the Knitting Industries Federation have, 

in response, become involved in organizing marketing groups of small to 

medium-sized manufacturers along the lines so successfully pursued in Italy 

vhere the average establishment employment level is less than nine, but 

which is a major competitor for bulk orders ·throughout Europe, 

especially in Britain. Despite several instances of UK manufacturers 

failing to act together in the area of exports (partly through fear of loss 

of independence), the Federation hopes that such a scheme will counter the 

reliance of, for instance, British Home Stores and Littlewa>ds (the next 

two largest retail groups) on imported goods, especially since it relates 

well vi th their style of "price point" merc.'"18lldizing. This latter point 

needs to be developed in more detail. 
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2. Buying Policies 

It is important to understand the distinction between the two 

different approaches to merchandizing. In general, the "price point" 

retailers follov the markets, whereas those like Marks and Spencer lead 

and, to some extent, create it. With Marks and Spencer type of contract 

system, the retailer specifies the products he thinks vill fit vith the 

consumer image he wishes to create, contracts :manufacturers to produce 

it, and then prices it as market leader. This systen: requires close 

co-ordim.tion of design and quality vi th producers, whi.!h is usually 

built up by long association over a period of years. 

The "price point" systems, in contrast, consists of the retailer 

identifying the kinds of products that can be sold at certain price 

.levels within the broad market segment represented by the retai.ler. Based 

on this assessment of its p.lace in the market, the company instructs its 

merchandizers to bey to thP.se price points, i.e., working on a certain 

average margin. The beyers search amongst potential suppliers for mer­

..:handise ·.ti.thin those specifications (which inc.l\."ide a balance of retail 

price, design and quality). A range of products is built up vi th a range 

of price points. Imports are bought in, when they r~present an available 

supply to fi~ the price points. 

The dici.iotomy is not quite so rigid, though in the sense that "price 

point" retailers also have long relationships vith local manufacturers. 

The main driving force behind this is security of supply, and for this 

reason despite man:U'acturer criticisms, large beyers prefer a balanced UK/ 

foreign supply. The impact of import controls and talk of strf'!ngthening 

them has obliged such retailers even more to turn to local manufacturers. 

Supermarket chains, cu.".'rently even more heavily dependent on imported 

merchandize, are finding it necessary to follow suit. 

3. The Dominance of the Retailer 

'l'J',ost· UK manufacturers Who cannot arrange long-term contracts with 

retailers, bear all the marginal variations in demand; and in consequence, 

sometimes suffer large nuctuations in their fortunes- a situation unlikely 

to favour new investment. Under such conditions ~~~- are .. al~o i.µiliJ.te_l;r _ ~Q. .. 
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It also 

effectively" reduces opportunities for manufacturers to develop counter­

vailing pover to the strength of the retailers (although the existence of 

the MFA itself goes a long va:y to correct this). '!be weakness of the 

manufacturers is refiected in the terms of most contracts vi.th retailers. 201 

One response to the difficult contract tenns is to over-commit capacity, 

which then leads to delivery problems and damages reputations, especi.8.l.ly 

in export :markets. Another response is to run high inventory levels. The 

effects of this are measurable in the shirt of the burden of stockholding. 

This has shovn itself in the growth of stocks as a percentage of sales over 

the last tventy y-ears, and which has increased rapidly, particularly in 

the last fev years. 

Table 25: STOCKS AS A PERCENTAGE OF SALES, 
' 

1958 TO 1977 

i2"'8 i2§l 1268 lQ'TO 1272 127~ 

Goods on 12.7 14.6 15.6 15.9 16.1 17.6 
hand tor sale 
T~tal atocksl9.5 21.8 22.6 21.5 22.6 24.6 

Excess stocking increases cash flov problems, and adds to costs through 

interest rates (assuming that finance is available). Until recently, 

manufacturers faced finBAcing problems because of a reluctance of commercial 

banks to finance against stocks or contracts. NEDO has made moves to help 
rectify this prOblan. 

The retailer is usually also able to cancel his order at any time, 

without compensation, and further, is able to reduce his commitments by 

returning merchandise of "insufficient quality" (an open-ended clause used 

by even the most reputable retailers vhen it suits them). Thus, manufacturers 

are operating in a highly unpredictable and unstable market. 

20/ Manufacturers must show their designs to retailers six months before the 
season. Contracts vhich are then struck, rarely include any advance 
payment, and include a schedule of part delivery or "call off". The 
speed of "call off" can be varied by the retailer after the season has 
begun, depending on his rate of sales. 

l 
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Probl.ems al.so exist under the contract system where thcxe ara cl.ose 

l.ong term l.i.nks betveen 'i>roducers and ret!lil.ers. These are benef'icial. to 

the former vhil.e the retailer is doing vel.l, but a.re limiting when diversi­

fication is required. Export orders tend to be in batches, whereas con­

tracted production is organized on a fl.av system for bulk supplies. 

Independent design capability has been dul.led by the dictates of retailers, 

l'r by the standard requirements to produr.e down to a price rather than up 

t..1 a qual.it:y. Order, in the danestic market, on the other hand, mq be 

in co14petition vith the .main customer and, therefore, have an adverse 

effect on the manufacturer/retailer rel.ationship. Furthennore, on the 

~ccasion of the .main cl.ient 's fortunes recovering, the manuf'acturer has 

little al.ternative but to drop its smal.l.er-order customers if' it has become 

over-committed in the interim. Thus, vhil.e the advantages of' a l.ink vith a 

major retailer are several (incl.uding hel.p vith investment both b:y financing 

and offering a rel.atively secure environment), it is at a certain cost of 

independence and can invol. ve the manufact:urer in sharing the retail.er' s 

misfortunes (over vhich, of course, the manufacturer has no control.)· 

4. Brand Names 

A further ca-:.ise and effect of the growth of the pover of retailers, 

relative to :manufacturers, has been the decline in the use of manuf'acturer's 

branch names. Large chains, particularly the never supermarket chains, 

have developed their own house labels. This has the tvo-fold advantage 

(to them) of securing consumer loyal.ty to their shops rather than to a 

product vhich can be bought in a '\"8.l'iety of places, and it al.so raises 

margins, since the retailer can negotiate lover prices on unbranded 

merchandise. The man\!facturer gains in so far as he vins bulk orders. 

He loses, on the other hand, both through reduced margins and through the 

absence of branch loyal.ty or even consumer awareness of his identity, 

which would o'thervise have prev~nted his replacement, as a source of supply, 

by foreign prodv.-:ers. 
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Even large clothing canpanies acquiesced in the ~demise of manufacturers" 
. 1 .: -+ • d , ..,. t . 2l/ brand names m the ate s~ .. ies an ear 4J seven ies .-

'lhe problem of "own brands" is the need to hold stocks, since a 

prerequisite of such a JD&rket is av.ailability ot suppJ.T, and this adds to 

costs. On the other hand, brand loyalty in recession is a valuable asset, 

as is the e.bility to even out outwork-flows. Certainly, the advantages 

seem to outweigh the disadvantages, and there is a movement among many 

manufacturers towards the recovery of lost names {especially in hosiery 

where substantial promotional expenditure is also· occurring). Had UK 

manufacturers retained their brand name popularity, the problems of i.m:port­

com:petition may have been less serious. It could have resulted in the 

control of imports by manufacturers rather than retailers, as in Germany 

where manufacturers rather than retailers sub-contract orders to developing 

countries. 

5. Long-Term Retailer /Manufacturer Contracts 

Imports play an important role in serving the interests of expanding 

sectors of the retail business (such as the mail order chains, supermarkets 

and some chain stores) • Many UK manufacturers have spasmodic and unsatis­

factory relationships with retailers. But, nonetheless, there are important 

advantages to UK manufacturers and retailers from long term, successful, 

collaboration. 

21/ An exception is Pretty Polly, the hosiery company. This company is 
owned by a group whose other interests lie outside the clothing 
industry, Thomas Tilling. Although the management is fairly 
autonomous, this may well have helped to instill an air of inde­
pendence and self-assurance and, through the provision of finance, 
to have enabled it to pursue a course independent of short-term 
financial problems. Besides maintaining its own prestige brand 
names, Pretty Polly also produces for chain stores under an 
amended kind of house label arrangement in which the manufacturer 
retains control and ownership of the label rather than using the 
retailer's. This system combines the advantages of loyalty to •.he 
house label to the retailer, and to the brand name to the 
manufactu:-er. Pretty Polly was able to resist foreign competition 
in the stockings' market, esper.iaily competition from Italy and 
Austria which threatened to overwhelm the UK industry in the late 
sixties (in the same way that the glove market was lost to 
Hong Kong a ff!!W years earlier). 

1 
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The advantages to UK. retailers of using British, or at. lec;.st Eurc.p.:au., 

suppliers include: 

delays, inherent in overseas supplies, are reduced to a minimum; 

uncertainties surrounding the date of arrival of the gcx>ds are 
reduced; 

lack of control over product quality is reduced; 

advance payment, adding to working capital requirements. is 
not required (as it is on the letters of credit); 

the inability of lll8llY overseas suppliers to adjust quickly to 
fashion changes (which a.f'ter all is one of the advantages of 
knitting over veaving) is reduced (in some cases, notably 
in Hong Kong, this ad.aptabil.ity is equal to contracted. British 
suppliers ) ; 

losses in transit, which sometimes reach 25 per cent, are 
reduced (such losses :must be taken into account in coatings 
and they add to stock control problems); and 

it reduces the need to achieve high profit margins to justify 
all this loss of control and the ad~tional o•rerhead and other 
costs created by long distances, different cultures, etc. 

These are substantial advantages, but in recent years they tave not 

been adequate to prevent a drift tovards imports based partly on cost 

factors and, in some instances, on quality considerations too. 221 

-·----
22/ In the event, the best and mo:3t successful of the UK knitvear manufacturers 

are those linked vi th M+s. High quality from manufacturers and a close 
relationship vith M+S vhich eases products and delivery difficulties 
vhich have been sui:ricient to overcome other disadvantages. It should 
be noted, however, that this success rests more vith their long established 
relationship vith M+S than vith anything intrinsic to their ovn operations. 
Furthermore, they tend to include the largest and most capital-intensive 
operations in the industry, and that simile.~: solutions do not exist for 
the bulk or establishments facing "lov cost" com.petition. These companies 
also found themselves struggling in the mid-seventies.vhen consumer 
demand cut back M+S sales and inflation considerably increased the cost 
of working capital. The nature o~ the relationship can be understood 
from the fact that M+S determined to eliminate its stocks in order 
to reduce working capital requirements, and did so by cutting out com­
pletely one month's production through delayed call off, a high level 
of returns on "quality" grounds, and cancellation of orders: all 
veapons at the disposal of the retailer in a dominant relationship 
with contractors. The structure of retailing goes a long vay to 
explain the origin of manufacturer's demands for import controls. 
For many manufacturers there is the attraction not only or protecting 
the British market from encroachment, but of strengthening their 
negotiating position vith British retailers vith vhom they have 
traditionally been at considerable disadvantage. Some manufacturers 
FOOTNOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE (bottom). 

l 
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The nature of these cur.tract:; er~~, ti'.! some extent~ the 

resurgence of manufacturer's demands for protection f'rCllll imports, one 

factor being the need ~or manufacturers to strengthen their negotiating 

position vith retailers. 

FOOTNOTE FROM PREVIOUS PAGE CONTINUED 
have nourished through branching,· quality and cost control and 
through sensitivity to fashion. Others, even within short-
term contracts, have succeeded in conducting profitable businesses, 
maximizing the opiortunities from piece-rate, season~l work, and 
sub-contracting. Others again, have had a secure long term re­
lationship vith a retailer in which the advantages of control to 
the retailer have, so far, outweighed the advantages of imports. 
Inevitabl.Y, it is the least inefficient and adaptive firms which 
have been most strident in their demands but there has been a 
growing loss of confidence amongst the maJorlty. Another source 
of pr~ssure for protection, surprisingly, has come from the retail 
sector itself. Marks and Spencer's "Buy British" policy was 
increasingly becoming a liability in the face of growing competition 
from other chains, mail order firms and supermarkets , all of whom 
make freer use of imports. A significant influence on policy was 
the threat of M+S to svitch to imports if domestic producers were 
not protected from competition. 
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VI. TRADE PATTERRS 

1. Trade in Kili.tvear 

Whil.e the grovth in imports of knitwear over the seventies vas belov 

that other types of clothing ( 30 per cent per annum in value terms) , it 

was, neverthel.ess, high at 25 per cent per annum. In all. sub-sectors, 

import penetration has increased over time, but the rate of deterioration 

was greater at t!le beginning than at the end of the decade, and import 

controls may have pl.ayed a part in this change (see Table• A35 - A37). As 

can be seen from Tabl.e 26, there is a great deal of variation in the 

degree of import penetration and trade imbalance between sub-sectors. It 

is in the fiel.d of knitted outerwear, and above al.l. gl.oves, that import 

penetration is high. But overall., the sector still has only a small 

trade deficit in rel.ation to domestic activity. 

Table 26: VOLUME OF IMPORT PENETRATION - KNITWEAR AND ROSIERY , 1978 
(per cent) 

I'llporta/UI demand. Illporta/UI cimand 'rrade balance/ 
+ uporta ~ demaDd. + 

UDOrte 

IDJ."ed !abrica 7.3 6.4 6.1 
CloTH 19.0 96.0 -93-0 
l'llll-length atockinge 6.2 5.7 1.2 
Vomeaa, children'• + want• 

tight• 20.9 18.9 -9.1 
Other aocka + atoclcinp 8.3 7.1 7.7 
lni tted shirts 39.1 35.5 -26.2 
Other andervar 40.4 35.4 -23.l 
Jerae;ra, pullovers, etc. J6.z ll·l -~.l 

ill 2roctucta !!l value JO.l 24.0 ::!l-6l 

2. Pattern of Supply 

Hosiery and knitwear product groups have a high level of imports 

(Appendix A21-A39 ill.ustrate various alternative measures of import 

penetration) and show that the role of the NICs, es~ecially Hong Kong, 

is of maJor importance. 
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Table 27: IMPORTS FROM NICs, BY PRODUCT GROUP, 1978 (per cent} 

Weicht llo!!g [o!!! R!e!!blio or Taiwan Total 
Value Vol1111• Korea Value Vol. Value V'olua• 

iaiUe Vol•• 
Clo-... 0.( 76.6 82.8 2.5 l.5 3.0 l.6 82.l 85.1 
Stockinp 8.2 6.o 5.1 22.7 32.6 10.6 13.2 39.3 50.9 
Unclerp.rmenta 19.8 18.4 19-5 l.l 1.2 l.4 l.7 20.9 22.4 
Ollterp.rmenta 11.6 25.4 25.2 10.l 14.4 6.9 11.1 42.4 50.7 
.&rUclu 0.4 20.7 22.6 10.l 14.4 6.2 ll.l {20.1}(22.6} 

'l'O'llL 100.0 22.7 22.2 9.3 1,.8 6.l 8.8 38.l 43.8 

Hong Kong, the Republic of Korea and Taiwan account for considerably 

more imports than the entire EEC. The addition of a few more countries high­

lights the skewed nature of the distribution of imports, with seven countries 

accounting for 66.5 per cent by value and 69.2 per cent by volume. 

Table 28: IMPOR'I'S BY PRODUCT GROUP AND ORIGIN, 1978 (per cent) 

bpllblio ot Ital7 Poriupl .lu1:ria Total 'fotal + IIC. + 
Ireland. " + IICs ·· Other EEC 
Val. Vol. i&i7Vol. Val. Vol. Val. Vol. vai7'Voi'. Val. Vol. 

QloY• 82.1 85.9 85.4 87.9 
(wt 0.4) 
S'lockinp 9.6 8.5 6.5 7.3 5.4 6.2 u.2 6.2 72.0 79.1 79.8 e3.3 
(wt 8.2} 
U•p1:a 12.) 15.1 4.0 4.9 14-5 15.9 6.l 3.1 57.s 61.4 66.4 66.3 
(wt 19.8) 
O'p1:a 5~5 4.2 16.8 14.2 3::2'. 3.2 0.1 68.0 72.3 75.0 76.3 
(wt 71.6) 
.&r\icl• 20.7 22.6 42.6 43.7 
(wt 0.4) 

TOTAL 7.2 6.7 13.4 11.7 5.6 5.9 2.2 1.1 66.5 69.2 74.7 73.9 

As can be seen, a further small number of countries accounted for 

most of the remaining imports in 1978. 

l 
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Table 29: IMPORTS OF KNITTED FABRICS, BY COUNTFtr OF ORIGIN, 1978 

(per cent) 

'fal.11.• 'folue 

~.I'll 16.6 14.6 
Irillh Republic 10.6 12.5 
Ital.7 10..t 8.5 
Prance 6..t 3.6 
I ether lands 4.6 3.1 

mA 11.3 11.1 
Spain 9.4 9.7 
Switserland ,.6 5.5 
Aua'tria 5.2 ~-8 
'l'otal 79.9 72.4 

+Other DC 8~-I I8.4 

Two factors should be noted. First, in the major clothing categories 

(excluding gloves an~. articles), the share of the EEC has grown, and that of 

Hong Kong, the Republic of Kores. and Taiwan has fallen consistently during 

the 1970s (with the exception of the Republic of Korea for stockings). This 

is probably due to the trade-diverting effects of the MFA, but may also owe 

something to the effects of rising costs in these three countries and the 

spread of their operations into other low cost countries, none of which are 

as yet significant on their own. As mentioned above, this is not the 

experience of fabrics. 

Second, the inclusion of the Southern European ('?OUOtries (Portugal, 

Spain and Greece) within the EEC in the 1980s will substantially increase the 

low cost competition which the UK industry already faces and over which it 

has no control. Further.more, not only will this exacerbate the problems of 

controlling import penetration into the EEC, but additionally will increase 

the problems related to increasing the share of the UK exports in the total 

EEC market. 
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3. UK Exp<?rts 

With.in the European context, the UK represents a lov wage producer. 

Its ability to compete successfully in the European market, therefore, 

provides a significant clue as to whether the high level of imports in the 

UK is merely a function of price or of a variety of factors. However, unlike 

another relatively low-wage cost exporter, Italy", the UK's export performance 

has been below that which the size of the industry vould lead one to expect. 

'.:.ut! NEOO Sector Working Party strategy for the industry has been to take 

advantage of lov wages ...nd protection of the EEC market to raise the level of 

UK exports to the EEC. The major problem is that the products manufactured 

in the UK have proven largely inadequate in design. Changing market 

conditions in the UK: the influence of lov cost imports of basic down­

market knitwear; the increasing fasrion-consciousness of the population; 

and the trend towards more casual vear both at home and at vork have con­

siderably squeezed the classic market. Nonetheless, the obstacles to 

exporting, the size of the orders, the level of sophistication required in 

design and manufacture, plus the limited scope for a mass up-market move 

by the UK industry must question the policy of the knitting industry seeking 

salvation in exports. 

4. Recent Trade Developments 

Despite import controls, import penetration increased dramatically in 

1979 for tvo reasons. The strenghtening of sterling early in the year 

increased the cost advantages not only of developing countries but of other 

exporters. Large quantities of fabrics vere bought from Germany by clothing 

manufacturers. Although there were also quality grounds, the change in 

exchange rates substantially altered the economics cf such action. Although 

the impact is limited to some extent by the import restraints of the MFA, 

the rise of sterling also shoved itaelf in a drop in most Far-Eastern 

prices (cif) over both 1978 and 19791despite rapidly increasing wage and 

shipping costs. Large quantities of US merchandise also found its way 

onto the UK markets in the first half of the year .W 

23/ Despite the improved exchange rate for the US dollar, the lags in the 
ordering system are such that this is far more likely to relate to 
the differential pricing system of US producers which effectively 
halved the material cost for synthetic clothing in much the same way 
as access to local cotton makes it difficult to compete with the US 
in denim. 

l 
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The upward movement of the powid had t110 other effects. It reduced 

the tourist trade to a shadov of its former self, which :iit the "uiemarket" 

producers at home, and it increased the prices for UK exporters, i.e., those 

same up-market products abroad. This, combined with the increased cheapness 

of foreign high-class merchandise, meant that, for the first ti.me, the upper 

end of the lll&l"ket also felt the impact of foreign competition l but not from 

developing countries). It .might have been expected that "u~rket" produc :;ion 

would be price inelastic, but this does not appear to have borne out by 

sales figures. 

Thus, with the current controls under the MFA to a great extent holding 

the ~pact of developing countries imports in check, there has been a 

diversion cf trade to other sources, some with relatively low wage costs, 

e.g., Ireland, Italy, but also to high wage countries which compete with ".JK 

products on quality and other non-price factors. Even if production vere 

the answer to the industry's problems, recent evidence suggests that the 

discrimi.r .. atory form of protection which operates under the MFA, has changed 

the nature of the problem but not solved it. 

5. Factors Determining UK Col!lPetitiveness 

The early chapters of this study have attempted to shov that cost 

differences are the result of a more complex interplay of factors than a 

straight-forwar•i lover level of wages in developing countries. Other costs 

are also lover, r:.ctably overheads and materials, although there are some i:.-osts 

vhich have no CK equivalent (shipping freight, etc. ) . Labour costs, although 

a determi· 1 ~nt of the pattern of developing country imports, have become 

incraasin6ly less i;,1portant as vage levels in the main developing country 

exporters rise, and as their technology levels are raised. Developing 

countries overheads are lover and materials are cheaper because in most 

fabrics less yarn is used. 

Cost differences, hovever, w~uld be insuffic~ent to offset control 

advantages of UK production on their own, if it vere not for the large 

differences in factory productivity in labour, machinery and use of premises. 

These accentuate the overhead discrepancy in the cost calculatiol'.i.s. Labour 

productivity on an hour-for-hour basis is lower in developing countries. 

where machinery is concerned, but is r:imilar or higher where more man"al 

l 
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seving is involved. However. output per wrker-space in developing 

countries is substantially increased by long working hours, shift working 

and fewer time benefits (breaks, holidays, etc.). Investment levels are 

also very low, so that frequently NIC producers are tecbnologicl(Lly 

more advanced. Developing country "floorspace productivity" also tends 

to be higher because there is less non-productive activity and there are 

fewer regulations restricting the space requirei...~nts of :machinery, equipment 

and workers. 

UK design and quality levels are lower than they should be to 

effectively compete with imports. Quality levels (overseas) are continually 

and rapidly being raised and are accompanied by the full exploitation of 

the design nexibility of knitting processes ( sampJ.es are produced within 

hours in both Hong Kong and It.tly compared vi th weeks in the UK). The 

retail structure is partly to blame for the fact that most UK manufacturers 

show a low seI'.se of design importance, stemming, in part, from the family 

nature of uan:· of +:'-.: businesses and the comparative newness of the phenomenon 

of aggressive foreign competition (including that from Europe). 

New foreign campetiton is important because it appears that the UK 

industry (there are exceptions, of course) seems in several respects to have 

failed to keep pace with product innovation: both those 1116.de possible by 

devPlopments in inputs (particnlarly yarns); and those resulting from changes 

in fashion. This is a major reason for the limited success in exporting, 

a factor that was of little importance nhen the home market absorbed all 

their capacity. It also t:xplains in part the failure to compete in domestic 

markets with developed rather than developing country products. The relation­

ships with low investment levels is important here, since there is a need 

to keep in the forefront of machine technology to take advantage of new 

developments in fibres, yarns and fabric~. 

To summarize: the apparent decline in the competitiveness of the 

Britiffh knitwear industry, or most of it, is only partially explained by 

the UK's comparative disadvantage, on a global b~sls, in labour-intensive 

production activities. Indeed, a paradoxical situation has arisen in 

which competitors in newly industrializing/developing countries are displaying 

competitive advantages relative to the UK in precisely those areas (design, 

technology and work org~nization) iu which a developing country might be expected 

to do well. 
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VII. THE EFFECTS OF IMPORT COMPETITION 

One crucial question which emerges from the analysis is the extent to 

which a relatively open trading system has accelerated or sloved the decline 

in competitiveness of the industry. In other words, is rising import 

penetration a cause or effect (or both) of declining competitiveness? Thia 

question has important policy implications, since it holds the key to ex­

plaining whether protection of the kind now being preferred under the MFA 

is likely to improve the industry's performance. It is not easy to ansver 

this question, since cause and effect are difficult to dissemble. '1here 

are also many factors influencing competitiveness, som"' of which - like 

exchange rate movements - have an important effect , but not one of any 

differential importance for this particular industry. 

Moreover, import competitio~ is merely one of several interacting 

factors stimulating change. The technological developments discussed above, 

in rLI.ation to both knitting machinery and yarns, are a response to a 

series of complicated interreactions between different textiles and clothing 

sectors. They are, to a great extent, the results of competition vithin 

the knitting machinery, fibre, and yarn sub-industries themselves. Thus, 

against a backgl.·ound of increasing imports, knitted products succeeded in 

ihcreas ing their share of the clothing and fabric markets by displacing wovens, 

only to find, at a later stage, the process reversed. Meanwhile, fibre 

producers attempted to cut out spinners and weavers by developing non-wovens 

to internalize the value added gained between fibre and garment production. 

The influencP. of imports needs to be seen against a complex pattern 

of specialization which is far from static. It has often been assumed, for 

example, that knitwear sub-sectors will simply follow glove manufacturing, 

one-by-one, to extinction. The glove market was lost almost in its entirety 

in the 1960s to Hong Kong and the glove indu!;try allowed to disappear on the 

basis of arguments of comparative '.ldva.ntage and the international ~ivision 

of labour (although there is still a very limited UK production of high 

quality high priced gloves - almost all for export). It w~s believed that 

the we.men's stockings market would follow, but this did not happen. A major 

turn-a~ound in techniques was achieved by the manufacturers through changes 

in technolo~ and marketing techniques that were also important in maintaining 

l 
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the competitiveness of tights. The idea that a vbole sector will be riped 

out product-by-product defies the experience o: a campl.ex vorld in which 

there are successful and unsuccessful companies of every size and in every 

sub-sector producing garments and fabrics by a range of technologies and at 

different costs. 

The effects of import-competition can broadly be grouped into tvo 

classes. First, there are the negative attitudes towards investment and 

improved practices generated by uncertainty. This uncertairty has physical 

as well as psychological manifestations. The tendency of retailers to look 

on UK supply as the marginal source creates a more volatile market in the 

UK, and by upsetting work flows and production planning, reduces profit 

1e....-e1s and hence the levels of new investment, thus directly limiting 

competitiveness. But once again the difficulties of determining causation 

are present: macro-economic conditions in genera.1 have also contributed to 

a poor investment climate. 

At the same time , with the _creation of a.:i1 atmosphere of uncertainty, however, 

competition from abroad has a.1so engendered in some businessmen an attitude, 

not simply of the protectionist kind, but of a more positive nature -

stimulating a search for new products, :marketing techniques ani cost-

cut ting practices. 

In order to assess the relative importance of these two influences one 

can look at severa.1 indicators. 

1. Production 

Before the 1970s, UK sa.1es expanded on the basis of technological 

developments in botr Yarp and weft production, which increased the com­

petitiveness of knittec as against woven fabrics. Low cost countries had 

then developed little in the way of knitwear capacity (a slightly more 

complicated process than the mak~.ng-up from woven cloth) and pre-Kennedy 

Round tariff barriers existed against all developed country competitors, 

except for a small number of EFTA countries. 
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During the early 1970s, UK production or most knitted products rose, 

although not as fast as imports. H.owever, while imports took & larger market 

sh&.re, there wa.s no actual fall in UK manufacturers' sales. After the slump 

of 1975 the recovery of consumer spe:iding also brought growth in both UK and 

imported sales, but, no doubt as & result of the MFA, imports grev &t a. 

slower pace and import-penetration was slightly reduced. Hovever, the lov 

cost countries were quickly replaced by European a.nd other competitors outside 

the control of the MFA, and a.ided by f&voura.ble exchange rates, so that level= 

of import-penetration rose rapidly a.gain in the late 1970s. 

Some sub-sectors experienced p&rticula.rly strong competition from 

a.broad. Gloves ~utacturers responded by closing down most establishments 

in the early 1960s but the companies that remained ha.ve developed an ex­

clusive niche in export markets. Stockings and tights manu!'acturers ha.ve 

used excess capacity to sell at or below cost in mass markets supplemented 

by higher margins on ·~p-market' stockings and a.re protected by strong 

iden1ity vi.th manufacturers' brand names. Sock firms developed new yarns 

and fashions with the protection afforded by the fact tha.t the predominant 

retailer had developed close relationships vi.th UK producers. Undervea.r 

companies had mixed experiences, but generally benefitted from the consumer 

switch in the host swmner of 1976 to cotton and cotton mixes. There was no 

reduction in the number of firms in undervea.r production. 'up-market' 

outergarment producers (e.g., Scottish knitwear) have always been more 

aggressive in exporting products vhidl, until recently, vere largely unique. 

However, other outergarment manufactures vere particularly vulnerable to 

import competition. 

Some product areas shov that the existence of foreign supply sources 

is not of itself the res.son for the low shares of UK sales. The speed of 

adjustment to fashion changes by UK producers in the earlier half of the 

1970s was slow (as in the case of sports shirts, for instance). Similarly, 

the grc·.rth in imports of quality fabrics vas a response to factors other 

than price. Moreover, in these areas, exposure to competition from imports 

could be said to have had a positive impact in that it forced improvements 

in efficiency of UK producers in respect of not only the ado,tion of these 

nev developments, but also the speed vith vhich they are accepted and 

implemented. 

l 
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2. Industrial Structure 

Tb.ere does seem tc.:- be some evidence to support the viev tbat competition 

has contributed to the dt.?velopment of a kind of 'dual econOJDY'' in knitwear, 

on one handtstrengthening the position of the large vertically integrated 

groups vhich can drav on the financial resources and bargaining pover of 

their parent enterpri.Cle, and on the other, many very small firms (mainly 

O'Wiled by immigrants) have established themselves. The companies least able 

to defend themselves have been the traditional small to medium-sized 

enterprises, particularly in outerwear. Their res.ponse, particularly in 

the light of the need to accommodate the lover-powered but still ~onsiderable 

direct buying retail groups, has not been rationalization of the ioore 

traditional kind -an anathema to these independent family-rua concerns. 

Instead, there have been moves, some successful, others not, to amalgamate 

capa~ity and marketing facilities to meet and Yin orders in a loose 

federation approach. This has yet to be proved successful • 

3. Emplo}ment and Technology 

Em.ploymen~ levels have been reduced in the last ~vo years (by 4000 in 

1979), but the trend still shovs employment levels close to those of the 

1960s and 1975. Employment changes are, in d.llY event, a result of inter­

actions between trade changes, greater productivity as more of the never 

machines are installed, and demand changes most recently triggered by the 

recovery of the woven sector. Notwithstanding trade, there is no particular 

reason to assume that employment in industry will continually grow. In 

fact, with only product,ivity growth there would be a decline of jobs of 

between 2500 and 3500 a year. But, in general, quite apart from the 

direct effect of imports in displacing employment, the effect of heightened 

competition is almost certain to keep up the pressure to reduce labour 

costs either by adopting labour-saving practices or by using females as 

a cheap labour source of limitei union enfranchisement. 

Technological developments tend to have revolved around knitting, the 

capital-intensive rather than the labour-intensive area of production. But 

~re there bas been evidence of labc.1ur saving innovation, it appears to have 

been more as a response to factors within the UK rather than directly to 

developing country imports. There has, for example, been the stimulus ot 

l 
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cb&nging demand requirements in competition vith woven and non-voven 

fabrics, and with 'natural look and feel' fabrics. Although the impact of 

lov labour cost import comp~tition has been limited, it is probably true 

to say that its presence has made the search for cost cutting more intense. 

The dependence of manufacturers on retailers increased with import 

competition, leading to contractual and vork flov problems, loss of branch 

names, a shifting of stockholding patterns, etc. vhich hava all increased 

this dependence t'urther and reduced the ability of manufacturers to compete 

independently. 

4. Exp<?rts 

The level of import penetration has had some impact on the industry's 

attitude to exporting by forcing UK firms to specialize in production and 

look for nev markets • UK Imi tweer manufacturers have generally hs.d a 

very mixed record of exporting, partly because of. their substantial home 

market, and partly Lecause of the low design quality of most UK knitwear 

products in comparison with European goods. Successful exporting has been 

mainly c.:onfined to up-market producers, including the Scottish Imi+.wear 

manufacturers. 



- 76 -

vm: . .AD..TTTS'l.MEBT STRATEGIES IN RESPOISE TO IMPORT COMPETITION 

There are five basic responses which the industry could make to a high 

level of import can.petition :from developing countries, not all of which are 

mutually exclusive. 

(l} Rel.ocate labour and other resources to other industries. This could be 

done by means of planning, or alternatively through the market by doing 

nothing and passivel.y allowing resources to move. 

( 2) Provide protection: to control the level. and qual.i ty of imports on 

a sel.ective or discriminatory basis. 

(3) Admit the competitive advantages of foreign sources of supply, but 

attempt to internalize them within the domestic industry - with the 

lover costs, by one or other forms of outward processing, or the 

benefits, by manufacturers adopting an importing role. 

(4) Specialize, by consolidating those product areas where the competitive 

disadvantage is not well developed, and to redirect efforts to new 

sub-products and new markets. 'Up-market' specialization is one 

variant of this. 

(5) Attempt to make existing production more competitive either by means of 

new investment, incorporating new technology or improvements in 

existing production. 

Within the UK textiles industry as a whole, all these have been tried 

in part, but the current emphasis is on protectionism (2), coupled with 

private and government supported measures to increase competitiveness (5). 

Each o~ the:options wil: be briefly reviewed. 
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1. Industrial relocation (1): 

The idea that the knitwear industry could in same sense disappear 

under a free trade situation is one conjured up through compa.ra.tive 

advantage ideas. A policy of planned redeployment also appears to point 

in that direction. But neithet" the economics nor politics of the industry 

are at all conducive to the possibility that the industry will simply be 

al.loved to wither away, at least not where the withering is brought about 

by changes in trade patterns rather than technological factors. As the 

study- tries to show, it is far from clear that any but a few sub-sectors 

of the industry have an inherent cost disadvantage in competition vith low 

wage producers. Disadvantage applies only to the sewing-up side of the 

industry. Knitted !abrics, tights, stockings and socks, and Scottish knit­

wear, have been able to compete. A more realistic scenario would be one 

in which much of the made-up :nass-produced knitted outerwear and shirts 

production follovs glove production to indus~rializing countries. It was 

this trend that the 1977 revision of the ~A was designed to stop. The 

main sources of resistance to rapid liberalization in this direction are 

three-fold. The first is the 'a.dJustment protlem' posed for the largely 

female labour force: there .may be some p~oblems with gradual contraction. 

The second is the interest of the 'powerful' man-made fibre producers il" 

ensuri:ig that their downstream outlets do not disappear. The third is 

the fear that loss of a substantial share of the home market rill also 

handicap machinery suppliers, and thereby reduce their capacity to innovate. 

2. Protection (2): 

The MFA has only recently made an impact o::J. the UK knitting industry, 

but the effects are beginning to show. Levels of import penetration have 

fallen si~ce its inception (excluding 1979), and although ~ne cannot be 

certain that this reduction was a direct result of the MFA, it has undoubtedly 

had some influence on the attitudes of businessmen through its imposition of 

an apparently more secure environment. However, the overall decline in 

import penetration has been meagre, which supports tlle view that the real 

beneficiaries of the MFA have not been UK producers but those within the 

EEC, Southern Europe, and America which are beyond it3 control. Leaving 

aside the Mediterranean countries, the growth of import pen. .. tration from 

advanced, high cost countries, is a measure of the inability of the UK to 
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compete, even vith MFA support, to provide stability. UK cost levels are 

considerably bel.ov those in the more advanced ccmpetitor countries and yet 

it has failed to improve coametitiveness si~ficantl.v either at. home or .. 
abroad. Unl.ess "orderly u.rlteting" is extended to cover &l.1. imports, the UK 

will need to improve its competitiveness in the domestic market. The MFA, 

therefore, must be considered simply as a particularized control agency 

against a particularly successtul. group of countries, rather than as 

providing comprehensive protection for British industry. 

The latter point is also important, in that the creation of uncertainty 

of supply (at least beyond certain limits) has forced retailers to adopt. a 

balanced UK/foreign purchasing behaviour. UK retailers have, however, long 

known that developing country supplies include elements of uncertainty and 

disadvantage, and this is vby most retailers have for several years 

balanced domestic and foreign sources. 

Another effect of the MFA is to encourage production in categories given 

extra. protection as a. result of bureaucratic rather than commercial consider­

ations. For example, children's vea.r imports fromMFA countries have declined 

because a. quota system .makes no distinction for sizes, and although margins 

may be similar, absolute levels of profit a.re less on children's clothes. 

One reason vby extra. protection has been given to "sensitive" product sub­

categories is the fear that elimination of a garment category precludes its 

revival. Knitvea.r a.gain p:;.-ovides a. possible example of this phenomenon in 

the form of gloves. It is certa.in17 true that the UK knitted glove industry 

has, to all intents and purposes, disappeared. Whether the sma.11 remnants 

vould recapture the domestic market in the event of changing cost relation­

ships is uncertain, but there is no reason why, in a flexible market economy, 

it should not. 

Oae final point about the protectionist solution is that it is sometimes 

justified in terms of giving a 'breathing space' to the industry in order to 

permit nev investment and industrial reorganiiation to take pl'l.Ce so as to 

allov the industry to be competitive. But, as explained above, there are no 

short ter:n prospects of automati.ng the most labo·.i.r-intensive parts of the 

industry. Nor is it at all clear how it will be possible to realize the 

sociological changes which would be necessary in order to emulate Far Eastern 

work ~ractices. It may be relevant to point out that some manufacturers 

that were interviewed for this study became somewhat alarmed when it was 

suggested that protection might only be temporary. 

1 
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3. Internationalization (3): Involvement by Firms in Developing Countries 

The following describes forms of adjustment vhich mAY' be in the interests 

of firms (i.e., capital} though not necessarily in the interests of the work 

force. 

a. Outward processing 

Outward ~rocessing involves the processing of part or all of the 

product.ion of, in this case, the knitted product (usually ga...'"lllents} in 

another country, but under the control of the domestic manufacturer. This 

external plant may be owned directly or through a subsidiary, it may be a 

joint venture operation, or there may be no ownership link, but merely a 

licensing or sub-contractual relationship. 

Part-processing of knitwear is a less-attractive proposition than for 

woven garments since the making-up stage is so much simpler and less­

im:portant. However, some knitwear manufacturers do own knitting factories 

abroad, notably in Hong Kong, and among these ar~ some of the largest and 

most successful. 

These operations have an employment effect in the UK, but it may not be 

entirely detrimental, since outward-processing products are often used to 

average-out margins with local products, perhaps retaining the competitiveness 

of domestic production and, therefore, domestic employment. Advantages of 

foreign plants, besides a&vings o~ direct costs, are higher machine hours, 

lover ta.xea and other overheads, and an ability to introduce the latest 

machinery without attendant labour problems. 

Unlike the Federal Republic of Germany, which reduces the quota component 

of an outward-processed product, the UK counts it fully against the quota. 

Thus, off-shore processors are potentially at a disadvantage. In any event, 

the involvement of British firms is on a sm&ll scale, at lease in relation 

to Germa.n, Dutch or US firms. To the extent th&t the practice is developing, 

it is baaed in countries not covered by the MFA (Portugal), or with low 

existing production capacity (Cyprus), or with close proximity to European 

markets (Mal ta, Cyprus and Portugal} • 

1 
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b. The role of manufacturers 

In the Federal Republic of Gel'lll8.ey, 40 per cent of clothing imports are 

now undertaken by manufacturers. In Britain, the system is by no means as 

developed, but some manuf'acturers have effectively switched to the role of 

importer (either through outward processing or direct importing) , selling 

these imports under their Olm labels or unmarked. A major reason for the 

low level of this kind of activity in the UK, is the fact that the retailers 

are so large that they do their own buy-ing. Should this kind of importing 

become more popular with employers, it is difficult to determine whether 

the knitting union vould have the power to oppose it, given the limited 

unionisation of female and immigrant workers. The short-run consequences 

of this type of adjustment favour capital rather than labour, but capital 

grounds could justify it in that higher profitability that could sustain new 

investment in more efficient activities. The possible means of enlarging 

this role would be for importing through manufacturers who would 

control quotas equivalent to say 30 per cent of their production (this 

is in fact slightly higher than the industry-wide import penetration). 

This is broadly the mechanism or import control in some EEC countries. 

The manufacturers would benefit from higher average margins plus security, 

and be able to undertake new investment either in this or other activities. 

4. Specialization: Product Diversification a.r.d Exporting 

NEDO arrived at a recommendation for combating import penetration 

through increased exports. Since low labour-cost imports were present in 

European markets too, this implied a specialization in favour of those 

products in which imports had not made inroads, and where low labour costs 

were less of an advantage, is concentration on 'up-market' designs and 

qualities. Specialization in up-market items is tied to an increase in 

exports because the UK market for these products is too limited to 

accon:modate such a move by large numbers of producers (although quality 

dem2.0ds of consumers are also rising). 

Generally speaking, and excluding the main Scottish knitwear firms, 

experience has shown that much of British design and quality is inadequate, 

and management is often uaaw..u-e of the requirements of exporting. Meanwhile, 

quality levels of hitherto low cost producers are rising, to take over 
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supply of the more sophisticated products before UK producers have moved 

into those lines. One of the major problems, as has already been discussed, 

is the structure of retailing, which makes exporting by UK suppliers 

difficult because of their obligations to, and dependence on, specific UK 

customers. The requirements of the two markets are total.l;y different : 

successful exporters, in fact, tend to separate production for the tvo 

markets at different plants. 

Apart from the production and management problems inherent in both the 

move up-market and into exports, the scheme suffers from the further major 

defect in that the further up-market, the smaller the demand; a truism that 

holds good overseas too. Consequently, many developed country producers, 

as vell as those in the NICs, are seeking to move into this end of thE' 

market. This is not to say that such a move tovards improving quality, 

design and management is vithout considerable merit. It simply offers 

limited opportunities for what is currentlw a substantial industry. 24/ 

5. Increased Competitiveness (5) 

Another option is not to adjust but to try to become internationally 

competitive in existing product lines. There are many contingent factors 

(such as the exchange rate) over which the industry has no control. The 

main categories of potential. improvement are: 

24/ This kind of adjustment has been discussed in very abstract terms. 
A concrete example of what is possible is provided by the Coats Paton 
subaldia.ry, Jaeger, an up-market retail and manufacturing group. 
Jaeger manufactures nearly all its own clothing, including both knitwear 
and wovenvear. Imports or production by others tends to be limited 
to nev lines of products pending Jaeger's ovn development of capacity. 
Thus, menswear was imported from Italy when it was first introduced a 
few years ago, but is now made entirely within the company. 

Jaeger is an up-market company: design and quality consideration are 
P'J.ra.mount. It is, in consequen~e, less affected by import competition 
and indeed actually exports to Hong Kong and the Far East (about 30 
per cent sales are exports). Consumers possess e. high degree of branch 
loyalty and the firm capitalizes on the implicit British quality of 
its name. The diversified parent company is a financial 'safety net' 
so far unused for that purpose, but extremely useful in the early days 
of rapid expansion. The parent company is, by e. considerable margin, 
the most profitable in UK te?Xtiles, with recent post-tax profits (and 
rates of return) in excesa of those of the much larger Courtau1.ds 
group. Its strength lies in specialized high quality products sold 
in the UK and overseas, and in substantial overseas investments. 

l 
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a. Capital deepening: Increased capital-intensity is one ...ay in which 

the advantage of .iov labour-cost producers can be offset. The process of 

capital deepening is characteristic of the textiles industry generally. 

There are ways, vhich have been described, of raising the capital-intensity 

of both knitting and making-up operations - indeed, these are already taking 

place - but in the UK, there are also serious problems cf machine productivity, 

as, one installed, it becomes a function of factory layout and labour 

practices. 

b. Improved technology: This is now less a function of machine speed 

than of advances in developing nev fabrics and yarns. Improved knitting of 

complete ga.."'lllents is one objective, but not one that is ready for implementation. 

Moreover, the lead time betveen innovation in British firms and its emulations 

overseas, including NICs, is not long, on past experience. 

c. Management: It is generally recognized that improved management 

could raise production efficiency, quality and marketing (especially for 

export). But this is not a feature peculiar to this industry; nor is it 

obvious that there are quick remedies. 

To the extent that past British governments have had a coherent policy 

for the textiles and clothing industry, other than to protect them from 

international competition, it is to stimulate firms into action a.long the 

a·uove lines; in other vords not to adjust out of apparently uncompetitive 

lines, but to trJ to make t~em competitive. The long history of protection 

and assistance to re-equip cottou textiles, and ( more recently) woolens 

has been designed to achieve this end. Substantial productivity improvements 

have been effected, but the textiles industry continues, more than ever, to 

require protection from 'low cost' competition. 
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IX. SUMMARY AID CONCLUSIOBS 

A rev key points from the analysis need to be high-lighted: 

First, a study ot the knitwear sector, itself a. sub-division of textiles, 

hc.s brought out the immense complexity or the process or industrial chan~, 

and or the effects of competing imports. Broad-brush economic analy"ses of 

factor endowments and ccnnparative advantage tend to obscure this wealth of 

intra-industry detail. Within the knitwear sector alone, six or seven JM.Jor 

sub-sectors have been identified with quite different technologies, and with 

quite different experience of international competition. One branch (gloves) 

has been virtually lost to competing dt!veloping country imports; several 

others (shirts and parts of knitted outerwear) appeared to be moving that 

way, at least for .mass- produced rather than high <iU&lity, 'Up-ma!"ket' lines. 

· But other grCIUps of producers (of stockings and tights, socks and knitted 

fabrics) have, by adaptation or be-::ause of more capi t&l-intensi ve methods , 

established internationally competitive firms. Thus, it is mst unlikely 

that the UK knitting industry will be eliminated by compedtion from 

developing countries. 

Second, predictions of future trade patterns basea. on static technology, 

and curren-t patterns of demand are likely to be seriously misleading. 

The knitting industry in its present form is itself' the product of quite 

recent technologic&l changes - notably the ad.VE.nee in knitting at the 

expense of weaving .machines - and of the large scale use of' man-made fibres 

in clothing. Developments are currently afoot which couia. reverse this pro­

cess: a switch back to natural fibres and to high-speed weaving machines. 

The major technological weakness of' the UK industry - as of' garments 

generally - is tae labour-intensive sewing-up operation. There are no 

immediate prospects of eliminating this, but there may well be long term 

innovations which could; it would, of' course, eliminate much of the rationale 

f'or exporting f'rom developing countries. 

Third, the pattern of' trade specialization with developing countries 

does not neatly conform to a simple model of' high-wage, high technology 

country trading with low-wage, low-capital and poor competitors. Wage costs 

alone are inadequate to ::cPl~~ the cost_ ~~~t~~e ?~ ~~~--~~~ NICs in the 
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UK market: productivity level.s are also high; and .machinery prod'.lCtivity fo as 

high or more so. The inability of many UK fi?:ms to compete on these grounds, 

rather than merely in tems of labour costs, h~lps to expl.ain Vh;r sel.ective 

protection under the MFA has resulted. in substantial trade diversion to 

other (cievel.oped country) exporters. 

Fourth, an absol.utel.y crucial influe:ice on trade patterns and trade 

policy has been the rol.e of the retail sector • The stcength of retlrilers 

relative to :manufacturers has not only ( untiJ. recently) acted as a force 

for trade liberalization but it has weakened the capacity of UK manufacturers 

to ad.Just to competition by depriving firms of brand names and an independent 

design capacity. As a cons~uence, manufacturers themselves have become 

conservative in theil· approach ta exports and :L4ports competition. ·mere 

are, by contrast, se-reral independent manufacturing firms whicil have demon­

strated the poss£oilities for adjustment to side-step international competi­

tion by concentrating on specialized and high qu.eJ.ity itei:is. 

Finally, perhaps the lllOst important blockade in the way of substantial. 

trade liber&l.ization to favour developing countries is the interest of the 

vertically integrated 6I'OUPs,251 in preserving 'downstream' knitwear and 

other ciothing outlets for their fibres and yarns. The main attention of 

international agencies and ace.demks has been foc141ed on the adju.otment 

problem for labour; although there are problems in the knitting industry for 

married vomen, it is very aoubtful if this is the cruci.:\l. constraint on 

liberalization. It is the adjustment problem for capital which is 

politically more important and vhich has stiffened thE> prot.ectio.iist response. 

If mechanisms could be a.evised, thrc.ugh co11DD.erciu off··Shore processing of 

bilateral inter-government agreements to 3afeguard the interests of the 

capital-intensive fibre produc~rs, then rather mo~e progress coul1 probably 

be made than at present to relocate the genuinely labour-intensive garment 

assembly processes to developing countries. In the a·bsen.ce of this kind of 

developnent, the tendency will be to seek protection and to try to raise 

efficiency +.hrough capital deepening of existing production processes. 

W Notably Cour';aulds, the largest UK textiles com;?any. 

I , 
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Introduction to Appendices 

Appendix A consists of 53 statisticbl. tables. The empirical literature, 

based on a close investigation of official statistics in the UK, provides an 

apposite overviev of developnents in the UK knitting industry. T'ne tables 

highlight additional insight into the devel.opnent of tile knitting industry and 

the nature of its problems. 

Tables Al-A9 concentrate on the output (sales by UK manufacturers) of 

the industry by- various product categori1~s in the 1970s. An element of 

ambiquity is created on account of exclusion of the activities of making-up 

garments (from knitted fabrics as opposeC. to the knitting of garment pieces 

on a knitting machine for subsequent sewing) from Minimum List Heading 417. 

These are classified under the clothing io.dustry in various MLH headings 

according to ganient type, whereas MLH 4rr is part of the textile industry. 

Tables A7-A8 attempt to rectify this exclusion, but full coverage is not 

always possible. 

Tables Al0-Al3 are concerned with the structure of the industry and 

include details of productivity of both latour and capital in different 

sizes of firms and establishments. Table .A:1-4 covers employment trends in 

sub-sectors of the l..1C textile, c.iothing and footwear industries, while 

Table 15 depicts unemployment trend and its magnitude. Table 16 peeps 

into the impacts of technological and marketing developments on the type of 

employee and at vage costs. Tables Al. 7-Al.9 review other aspects of employ­

ment and wages. Table A20 considers the regional concentration of the 

industry and compares regional performance. 

Tables A21-A30 look at trends in ·.-arioua measur.es of import penetration. 

Table A31-A53 ~over UK trade - broad sectors, product level, major trading 

partners and differential pricing in 1978. 

Appendix B is destined to recent technological developments in knitting 

industry. The main technical changes have been described auccinctly. 

Attention of the reader is riveted to the bleak rrospects for employmeut 

dispelled by the fact that the knitting revolution has itself been stimulated 

by pressures on the texitle indust~'"Y towards rationalization in terms of a 

more efficient and labour saving productive process. 

l 
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.APPENDIX A 

STATISTICAL TABLES 



TABLB A.l: BALIS BY UIC MAIUFA~US - VIJl'1' KRI'l"l'ID (MUI lilT.l)(Pt)z Hoeie!'.J:• t.lghteh 19D to 1918 
vAihe Share Changot on puvioue rear• 
l!>Tl lfi2" ).913 12-711 _ J.975 1976 ).971 1978 197l 19TB ;;;;19;;;;;~;;;;-......,l.-;;9~73,,.. __ ~1;;;.!tT!!i_~_..1,_l)'f,~5~1"""'97""6-1"""1.9""'7""'7_"""l'""L9"""_t_8• _ _..Av-e-r_-M-e-
IJl---til-- ta -i.---- ta- -111---~ i.----i-----.- I J ,- ' ,-- J -, - -J 

Men'• aocka, 
etockinga 16.8 18.o 21.9 26.1' _,·c:i>.lt 35.6 i.3.1 Ii?. 3 11. 3 26.'5 1.1 ?.l. 1 22.li 6.o 25.lt 21.1 lit.Ii 16.6 

We.en'•: 
- tull length 10.9 8.2 1.6 8.9 7.3 7 .8 8.2 9.2 11.2 3.0•?.lt.8 -7•3 11.1 -18.0 6.8 5.112.2 -2,li 

stacking• 
- tighte,pantlhoae58.li 59,0 61.2 71.li 61.1 11.2 75.li 88.o 60,3 t,7,li 1.0 3.7 16.7 -"·o 6.1 5,9 16.7 6.o 
- ankle uocka, 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.3 2.!t 3,6 5.8 I.I 0.9 lt.l 22.2 18,2 <>.o 816.6 50.0 61.l 32.8 35.9 

°'/'a M!llf" 

Children'• aocke, 9,3. 8.5 10.6 12.lt 18.1 20,3 21t.6 30,7 9,6 16,5 -8.6 21t.7 17.0 ~6.o 12.2 21.2 2li.8 18.6 
3/li hoae, atocka. 

other llH 0,6 1.1 1.0 1.3 0.1 0. 
TOTAL 96.9 95,9 J03.6 1221. 12it.o l 

Men'• eocka, 
•tocking• 

Vo.ena: 
- tull length 

stocking• 

Volume 
lli 

8.1 

8.2 

• 8.6 

5.8 

- tight•, pantibou36.9 li2.8 
- ankle socka, O.T 0.7 

3/lt nose 
Children's socka, 6.9 5.8 

3/li hoad, atocka. 
Other n~:.i •• 

• • • • 9.lt 9.lt 9.2 9.9 

It. T J.l 3,6 3.5 

t.2.7 lt3.T 37,8 36,9 
0.9 o.8 1. 3 2.2 

7.0 6.9 8.1 8.1 
. .. .. .. 

• • 
9.~ 10.l 13.3 16.8 6.2 9.3 o.o -2.1 1.6 o.o 2.0 3.2 

3.3 3.lt. 13.5 5.? -29.l -19.0 8.5 -29.lt -2.8 .5.7 3,0 -11.d 

]It.It 35.~ 60.7 58.2 16.J -0.2 2. 3 -13., -2.lt -6.8 1.7 -o.8 
2.8 3.0 1.2 5,0 o.o 28.6 -11.1 62.~ 69.2 27,3 7.1 23.1 

8.2 8,6 11.3 lli.3 -15.9 20.1 -1.la 17.lt • lt.9 o.o 1.2 3.2 

- .. n.1:1. n.a. ., .. .. .. .. .. . . . . 
~----~------------------------------~--------------------------------..... ------------------'J'O'J' AL (~xcl. other) 

dozen pnira 60.8 l3.1 6lt.7 65,9 60,0 60,6 58.6 60.1100.01000 lt.8 1,6 1.9 -9,0 1,0 -3.3 7,6 -0,2 
U\it price 

r r 
Men'a socks, etock.2.1 2.1 
WoRien&1Q 
- tull length " 1. 3 1. It 
- tir.hts, pantihoael.6 l.~ 
- ankle socka,3/li hl.3 l,G 

t 
?.. 3 

1.6 
i.i. 
l.lt 

i 
2,9 

1.1 
1.6 
1.6 

E t 
3,1 3.6 

2.0 2,2 
1.8 1.9 
1.8 1.6 

i i 
It.Ii li,9 na 

2.5 2.l na 
2,2 2.5 na 
2.1 2,6 na 

Dlildren's socka, 
3/li \,cse. stocks, 1. 3 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.2 2.5 3.0 3,G na 

Other \Mhi ... ... •• •• •• •• •• •• na 

0.811.3 22.i. 

fi.lt lli.1' 7,9 
na -12.9 3.9 1 ... 1 
na 22.2 -A.l -11.1 

na 

na 

8.3 16.5 

16.l 9.9 
8.t· 8.T 

13.15-11. 3 

21.1 12.2 
I 

11.5 8.9 

U:~ ~t:i 
na 8.7 3,3 18.7 2 ..... 12.2 19.8 19.0 
na .. .. .., .. .. . . .. 

1·3.0 

16.7 
6.9 

10.lt 

1li.9 . . 
'l'O'J'AL(excl.OtberTl:0---1.5 1.6 l,8 2,1 2.3 2.1 3.!._nft na -5.5 6,, 15.T 11.llll.;3 17.2 1,.7 9.9 

Share or total value 
MI.II t.11.1 (·t) 21.1 20.5 19.lt 20.lt 19.5 18.8 11.A 19.6 
na - not applicable *Tib1ea 7J'-X8: percent~="u;-o:c~h~an~ft::':a~p~.""a-.-rr,n;-,.un~i.,..t""Jl""r"'i"'c""e""f""'b""""&•""'e""d....,,Ol)"'""'UIJ~ro=un~a~e'd""t-.lf,Uiii to t\Vol4 4latortl~ 
•• - not av&ilabl-s due to J.'OWldinr, cit unit p"'icea to cine place of' dttc1male. 'l'h1a 18 aleo the explanation ot uay a,>par ... 

ent diacrepMc7, 

co 
-.a 

_] 



TABLE A2: SALES BY UK MAJMl'ACTURERS-Vl:n DI'l'TED (~ li11.1(Pt. h Shirt•. •viave&l', uade:Near, ni§bh•&I) 1971-1978 

Value 
1911 19 
hi t. 

Shirta(all knitted 
except varp) 11.0 10.9 12.l 12.3 lli.7 211.7 33.I '32.1 19.3 23.li ·-0.9 11.0 1.7 19.5 68.0 36.li -3.0 16.8 

Svi•wear 2.1 1.1 1.7 2.0 1.2 2.0 2.li 2.1 3,7 1.5 -19,0 o.o lJ.6-lio.o 66.1 20.0 -12.5 
lmdervear 
- •1en'• 16.6 19.0 20.9 27,3 26.5 31.6 lio.1 i.1.1 29.2 3li.l lli.5 10,0 30,6 -2.9 19.2 28.8 lT.2 16.1 
- Women'• 15.8 16.2 19.l 23.6 27.7 28.li 36.o 38,2 27,8 27,3 2,5 17.9 23.6 lT.li ~.5 26.8 6.1 13.li 
- rhildren•a 11.li 12.6 13.5 lli.li 13.8 16.J 18.7 19.0 20.0 13.6 10,5 7.1 6.T -li.2 18.1 lli.T 1.6 7.6 
Rir.htvear ., " .. " " ),Ii 2.1 3,7 3. 3 - na r11L " r " " -38.2 76.2 -10.8 na 
'l'OTAL(excl.nigbtv~.9 60., 67.3 79.6 83,9 103') 131.5 139.T 100,0 100,0 6.2 11., lB.3 5., 22.8 27,7 6.2 13.T 

Volu.e 
• ill • • • • • • Shirta(all knitted 

except varp) 11.9 11.li 11.3 9,3 9, 3 15. I 18.2 16.5 39,8 53,6 -li.2 -0.9 -11.1 o.o 68.8 15.9 -9.3 "· 8 Svi•vear 0,3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.0 o. 3 -333 o.o o.o -50.0 1000 o.o -50.0 11t.5 
~dervcar 

- Hen's 5,9 :).1 5.0 li.6 i..1 ". 5 b.5 li.9 19,7 15,9 -13.6-2.0 !.-1.0 -10.9 9.8 o.o 8.9 -2.6 
- Wollen'• 6.1 6.lt 6.8 6.5 6.8 6.2 6.li 6.o 22.li 19.5 -li.5 ti. 3 -Ii.Ii ta.6 -8.8 3.2 -6.3 -1.6 
- Children'• 5,1 5,0 Ii. 8 

"· 3 3,7 3,8 3,5 3,3 11.1 10.I -2.0 -li.o -10.li -lli.O 2.7 -7.9 -5.T -6.o 
Ni,.h~ •tear .. " .. .. 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 ·· na nil H .. .. .. -50.0 100.0 o.o na -TOTAL(excl. nightv.) 

(dozens) ~9.9 28.l 28.l 2li.9 21i.o 30.li 32.8 ]0.8 lOO.o lOO.o -6.o - -11.11 -3.6 26.7 T.9 -6.1 o.li 
~it pt·ice 

t t t i t t i t 
Shirt• (all ~itted 
except varp) 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.6 lS 2.0 na na 1.i. 12.0 23.6 i9.5 -0.5 1·r.1 6.9 11.5 

SvUivear 7,0 8.5 8.5 10.0 12.0 10.0 12.0 21.0 na r1a 21.11 - 17.6 20.0-1&.7 20.0 75.0 17.0 
llncle rvear 
- Men'• 2.8 3,7 lt.2 5,9 6.5 7,0 9.0 9,7 na na 32.5 12.2 a.2.0 9.0 8.6·28.8 7.6 1?.li 
- Wollen'• 2.li 2.5 2.8 1.6 li.1 li.6 5.6 6.li na na 7. 3 10.9 29.3 12.2 12.li 22.9 13.2 15.2 
- Children'• 2.2 2.5 2.8 1.3 3,7 ". 3 5,3 5,6 na na 12.8 11.6 19.1 11.lt 15.0 2li.5 T.T 1li.5 .. .. .. , " -n i:i1 _ n 1 A c; , ,; c; na na ·· ·.~ .~· · · 2l.6-u.i -10.8 na .. 

na na 13.011.l_..ll.i__ 2·3 -1.118.- 13.l 1312 

Share of total value 
MUI 1t17.1 (J) 12.lt 12.9 12.6 13. 3 13. 7 lli.l 15. 3 15.l 

na - not applicable • eee rootnote Table Al 
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TABJJC A3: SALES BY UK MA.!UD'AC'l'UURS - WEPT ICII'l"RD (MUI lill.l (Pt.): Outervear, BlOVH, other), 12D lfO 12]& 

J....,_ra,etc-Men'• 
Wollen'• 

Olil4ren'• 
Olber children'• 

infant•' 
tk>Mn'• •kirt• 1 

Value 
1911 19 

b b 
i.5.5 .. ~.6 59,5 66.li Jli.6 93.8 
lli.6 63,3 102.~ 118.li lli~ 11Q3 
29.li 32,9 31i.li 36.3 32.1 35.li .. .. 3.8 3.0 

dreaae•, auit• 12.5 11.0 10.5 9.8 7.3 6.5 
Clove•, aitten•, 

6.2 5,6 

8.5 8.8 

•itta 0.3 o.li 0.5 0.1 o.6 1.1 1.1 1.6 
All other £&1'9o9nta 3.1 3.2 3.1 3,1 3.T Ii.Ii 6.8 5.6 

TOTAL (excl. all 

28.0 35.5 9.0 20.0 11.6 12.3 25.T 35.8 15.5 73.3 
li6.o li8.2 i1.7 22.1 15.9 18.li 21.5 ili.1 2.2 i5.1 
18.l 12.li 11.9 li.6 11.3 -16.2 10.3 31.b 10.3 !·3 

l.li •· · •• •• •• --21~1 106.7 -9~1 na 

J.l 2.1 ·12.0 -li •. 5. -6,:J -25.5-~l.O 30~8 3."5 -lt,9 

0.2 o.i. )3.3 25.0 i.o.o -1i..3 83.3 o.o 1t5.5 21.0 
na na -13.5 -1~1~ ~_,_,o 19,li 18.9 ~5 -11.6 6.l 

other g&J'81Cnta} 162.3 lJJ,?. 207.1 233.6 25ati 310.l 385.1 lil~.1100,010<¥> 
Volmie 

9.2 16.9 12.8 10.T 19.9 21t.2 7,5 lli.3 

• • • • • • • II 

J1111pera 1 etc. -Men'• 2.3 2.3 2.5 ?.. 3 2.2 2.i. 2.5 2.5 19. B' 20.8 o.o 8.7 -8.o -It. 3 9.1 i..2 o.o 1.2 
-Wollen'• 5,3 5,6 6.li 6." 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.1 li5.J 50.8 5,7 lli. 3 o.o 3.1 6.1 -5·1 -1.6 2.0 

-Children'• 3,li 3.6 3,6 3.3 2.3 2.2 2.5 2.8 29. 3 .!3; 3 5.9 o.o -8.3 -30.3 -li.3 13.6 12.0 -2.1 
Other children'• 

int'anta' .. .. .. .... 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 - 2.5 •• .. •• •• o.o 50.0 o.o na 
VolleQ I 8 Ski rt 8 I 

dresaea, aU:ita o. 5 o. '.\ 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 ... 3 o.8 -lio.o o.o -33.3 0,0-50.0 o.o o.o -20,5 
Gloves, aitteaa, 

o.o 100.0 -50.0 100.0 10.i. mitt• O.l O,l Q,l 0.1 0.1 0,2 0.1 0.2 0.9 l.T 0,0 o.o o.o 
All other 8&1'8ent• .. .. .. . . .. . . • • •• na na • • •• . . •• .. .. . .. .... 

TOTAL(ncl. all 
c;thcr gannenta) 
(douna) ll.6 11.9 12.9 12.3 11.6 12.l 12.1 12.0 100,0 100,C 2.6 8.lt -lt.7 -5.T "· 3 o.o -Q,8 0,j 

~it J?rice 
t r t t t £ f --, 

Jwaper•, etc,-t4en'• ·19.8 21.6 23,8 28,9 n.9 19.1 51.0 ,8,9 na na 9.0 10.li 21.3 17.3 15.2 30,3 15,5 16.9 . -Vo.en'• lli.l lli.~> 16.o 18.5 21.2 21t.3 29.6 32.~ na na 5.1 1.3 15,9 14~8 1i..s 21.6 10.6 12 •. 8 
-0.Udren' a 8. 6 9.! 9.6 11.6 lit.a 16.1 18.G 18. Ii na na 5.1 lt.6 21.5 20.3 15. 3 15.0 -1.5 11.3 

Other children•a, 
infant a .. .. .. .. 19 ... 16.5 23.6 16.2 na na . . . . .. .. -21.1 37,8 -9,7 na 

Wollen'• akirta 1 

dreaaea, auite 25.0 36.T 35,0 li9.o 36,5 65.0 85.0 88,0 na r.a 116, 7 -li.5 lio.o -25.5 78.1 30.8 3.5 19,6 
Gloves, ~ittena, 

aitte 3.0 i..o 5,.0 1.0 6.o 5,5 11.0 8.o na na 33.3 25.0 i.o.o -1'•· 3 -8. 3 100.0 -27. 3 15.0 
All other ganiienta .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. na na .. .. .. .. •• .. ... . . . .. 

TOTAL(excl all 
other ~aniienta) llt.o llt.9 16.l 19.0 

Share or tota4 value36.l 38,6 39.~ 39.5 
22. 3 2~.6 
ll1.1 ll2. 3 

31.8 31,.~ 
llll. 3 llL.~ 

n• JI& fi, It 'l. 8 . 18." - 11 .... _15.0 __ 21i_ • .a_ -e.._ .. l 3.1 

MUI '417.1 (J) na - not applicable •••• footnote Table Al 

__ .... ........__ 
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'l'ABLB Ali: 

Weft. knitted l'abrics 
-vool,ani ... l hair 10.5 8,8 1.1 3 9 ).) ~.6 2.0 2,3 6.o 
-cotton 5,9 1.2 8.5 11.1 12.2 16.6 21.6 22.9 Ii. 5 
-synthetic-cont. 
tiluient 69.7 67.2 72.2 80.6 86.la 89., 90,3 95,1 53,li 

-aynthetic-spun 3Q.5 28.2 29.1 28.6 21.9 )6.6 36. 3 29 ... 23,la 
-regener~ted,other 3.2 2.0 i.i. 1.0 0,9 1.8 3.0 3.3 2.5 
Other vett knitted 1.3 9.1 11.2 13. 3 15.2 18.1 21. 3 28. 8. 5,6 
Bonded fabrics 2.2 1.5 1,0 1.5 1.0 0.1 ~.a - 1.1 

TOTAL (including 
others not separately 
distinguished) 130.6 127.la 137.li lli5.9 lla~ 166.6 18Q.7 181.9 100.0 

Volume 
• • • • • • • • Vett knitted fabrics (itg) 

-vool,animal hair 3.8 3.1 2.3 0.9 o.8 o.6 o.i. 0.5 t.. 5 
-co\'-on 5,9 6.6 1.i. 6.5 7,la 7,8 7.8 8.2 10.l 
-synthetic-cont. 
ti lament 27.1 25.9 33.5 35,la 36.1 36.lt )la.!' 37,7 la6.6 

-synthetic-spun 15.lt lla.3 llt.112.9 11.la lla.9 12.7 10.0 26.5 
-regenerated,other i.i. o.8 0.7 0.5 0.3 o.la o.8 o.8 2." 
Other vett knitted 

(kg) 2 3,3 5.1 la.8 5,2 6.3 T .It 11.3 11.2 5.T 
Bondt:d fabrics (a ) 3.6 2.1 , A .... , .. , .. "' .. --
TOTAI.(excl. b.>nded)5B.2 58.1 

Unit Price 
f t f r. r. r. l r. 

Vert. knitted fabrics 
-V.:>Ol,aniaal hair 2.8 2.8 3,3 Ii. 3 li.l i.. 3 5,0 li.6 na 
·-cotton 1.0 1.1 l.l l.T 1.6 2.1 2.8 2.8 na 
-s{nt.hetic-cont. 

2.6 2.6 2.~ 2.6 r la.ent 2.2 2.3 2.~ :? • 5 na 
-ssnthetic splm 2.0 2,0 2.1 2.2 2. f:, 2.g 2.9 na 
-rer.encrated 2.3 2.5 2.0 2.0 3,0 3. la.l na 
Other vett knitted 2.2 1.9 2.3 2.6 2.la 2.5 2.i. 2.6 na 
Bonded fabrics o.6 o.6 o.6 o. o. o.6 o. - na 
TOTAL(excl.bonded) 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.3 2. 2.5 2.7 2.T na 

Share ot total value 
MlJI 1t11.1 <•> 28.lt ~1.2 25.7 2la.3 23.0 22.la 20.i. 19.2 

• See footnote Table Al 

1.3 
12.6 

52,3 
16.2 
1.8 

15.8 .. 
100,0 

0.1 
12.0 

55,2 
l~.6 
1.2 

16.lt --

na 
na 

na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 

-16.2 -12.5-49·4 -15.i...21.2 -23.2 15.0 -19., 
22.0 18.l 30.6 9,9 36.l 30.l 6.o 21.lt 

-3.6 T.la 11.6 1.2 3,6 0.9 5,3 ... 5 
-7.5 5,3 -3.7 -2.la 31.2 -c.8 -19.0 -0,5 

-37.5 -30.0 -28.6 -lQO 100.0 66.T 10.0 o.lt 
32,9 1,,5 18.R lla.3 23.0 ~6.o 5,5 21.T 

-31.8 -_31.l ~o.o -33. 3 -30._0 .. n_.i._na .. 
-2.5 7.8 6.2 o.6 13.5 8.5 O.T 11.8 

-18.la -25.8 -60,9-11.1 -25.0 -3l.3 25.0 -25.2 
11.9 12.1 -12.2 13,8 5 ... o.o ~.1 li.8 

-"·" 29,3 '·' 2.0 o.8 -3.3 8.'l "· 8 -1.1 -1.i. -8.5 -11.6 30,7 -1la.8 -21.1 -6.o 
-la2.9 -12,5 -28.6 -lao.o 33,3 lOO.o o.o -1.1 

'"·' -5.9 8,3 21.2 17.5 52,7 -0.9 19.1 .. .. "' ........ .. .... ., A' 81\ ~ ~•• ft -- .. 

2.T 17.9 29,la -li.8 5,1 15.1 -8.o 1.6 
9,0 5." i.e. T -3.lt 29.1 30.1 0.9 15.8 

-
1!:1 i·6 o.e i·~ 2·e ~·l ·2·a -1:1 -o. • 2 l • o. l • 2 • 

9,5 -20.0 - 50,0 50.0 -16.7 10.0 
->lt.o 22.7 -5.7 lt.T ...... 6.5 2.2 

-2.2 -12 •. lit.It na .. 
7,9 0.1 2;'r 

·----, 
I 

.0 
0 

I 

_j 



TABLE A5: ~LBS BY UIC NANUP'AC'l'URERS - WARP Klll'l"l'ED PRODUC'l'B (MLR ttll.2)t l2ll '1'0 1978 .. 
Snare _ Mnual Oh!l!f!• 
1971 1912 12/11 73/'(2 TliH3 75/Tli Ifif'"' Uf'fi IRV'·••, 

Value 
19TC1912---19fri-9T\--19T5-19'1'6 T9TI-1918 
ta r. r. t• r. rm t• t• J J ~ J I I I 

Knitted tabrica in 
the riiece 

-nea(non-raachel 65.7 62.lt ?3.2 75,8 75.6 85.8 91.6 98.3 
-ch.) 

-raachel .ach,-net/ 
vindov t, 8.2 9,0 .10,1 11.T 15.l 20.5 22.3 23.6 

- eluUc 9,5 8.9 10.~ 11.3 11.lt llt.6 15.1 16.1 
Malting-up g&r11enta 2.8 3,5 3 ... ... 3 3,7 la. I 5,2 ... 3 
Other 2.1 2.lt 3.1 3.7 5,1 1.9 6,9 7,6 
Bonded tabrica (ll&inly 

warp knitted) 2.2 2.5 3.6 lt.2 5~ 6.8 i2.1t it..z 
TOTAL 92,3 88.7 lOHUll.O 11!).9140,3 153,51646 

Vol me 

ICDittecl fab~lca in 
the piece' 

..nea(non-raachel)(t/) 

• • • • 

il20. 9 ltOt;i lt6q,,5 389,5 
-raachel .. ch-net./ 

vt (kg) 2.5 2.9 3.0 3.9 
elastic (kg) 2.6 2.9 3.7 3,7 

Making-up gar .. nta 
Other 
1'onded tabrics(aalnly 

• • • • 

363.8_~i.5 .31tn·29w 

lt.2 5.3 5,5 6.0 
3,a. 3,lt 2.5 2.5 .. . . 

13.1 59,y -5.0 l?.3 3.6 -0.3 13.5 6.8 7,3 5.5. 

8.9 llt.3 9,7 12.2 15.8 29.0 35,8 8.9 5.8 16.3 
10.3 9,8 -6. 3 18.o 1.6 o.~ 28.1 3 ... 6.6 T.8 

3,0 2.6 25.0 -2.9 26.tt -11t.o 21.0 10.6-lT.3 6.3 
2.3 lt.6 lit. 3 29.2 19.lt 37.8 51t. 9-12. 7 ·10.1 20.2 

2.lt 8.2 1~.6 i.t.,o 16.1 12.0 ~.o 82.lt 18.2 ~.2 
100.0 100.0 -3.9 11.1 6,, ..... 21.1 9.lt 1.2 8.6 

-3.1 13.0 -15.\ -6.6 -0.1 -5.T -15.1 -5.i 

16.o 3.lt 30.0 T.T 26.2 3.8 9.1 13.3 
11.5 27.6 o.o -8.l O.C>-26,5 o.o -0.6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
•• . . . . . . . .. .. 

varp knitted) (M"") tt.3 lt.2 5.5 5.3 5,9 z.6 11.0 12.5 -2.3 ~.o -3.~ 11.3 28.8 \\,7 13.6 16.2.,_ 
'TOTAL • • • • • • • • ! • • • • • • • • • • , ' -,.. 

~it price 
r r r t 

Knitted tabrica in the piece 
-ues(non-ruchel aach.) 

0.16 0.15 0.16 0.20 
-rucbel uoll,-net/ 

vindov t. 3.28 3.10 3,37 3.00 
elastic 3.65 3.07 2.Blt 3.05 

Making-up guwenta " .. " " 
Other 

r r 

0.21 0.2 .. 

3,60 3,87 
3,35 lt.29 .. .. 

r r 

0.21 o. 31t na na 

lt,05 :,,93 na na 
6.olt 6,114 na na .. .. na na 

na na 

1.9 3.8 22.5 6.T 13.6 13.3 2f.lt 11.2 

_, ... 8.5 -10.9 19.8 T.6 lt.9 -3.0 2.6 
-16.0 -T.5 y.t; 9:.8 28.1 Ito.I 6.6 8.5 

" " " .. .. .. .. .. .. " .. .. .. 
Bonded tabrica(aainly 

VTO'l'ar~T knitted) 00051 o,60 0}5 0;}9 0:.85 0;.89 lj
1
13 l,~8 ft& ft& lfo3 2•9 21.1 6 .. 9 a•6 2!ol ~o3 12;,6 

..... • na na 
Principl~ produc~a 

(lil702) (ta) 92,6 69,l1 1053 112,8 117.3 141.8 1561 165.6 na 
TOTAL-Sur~ey eatabaBa..3 81.lt 964·1o6.7 1135 137.l l5lt3 165.0 na 

- gJ"Ossed up ·• ·• " llQ. 3 116$ 1111(? 16:>.0 l 13, 7 nil-

na 
na 
na 

• See tootnote Table Al 
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TABLE A6: SALES BY UK MAMUJl'AC'J'URKS - MADL.IJP CLO'nflllO (NLJl!tltla 1 OVerallL_ Mn} t_blrt•. ttc h 19'1l-1971S 
Value 
1971 1972--191'3 l9Tlf 19T5 19T6 19TT 19TB 

ta ta ta bl 
Shirt.a or varp kn. tab).6.5 16.2 15.lt 13,9 
Shirt.a other kn. tab 2.8 2.3 2.0 2.la 
Total ahirt.a(incl.voven) 

hi la 
9,2 3,8 
3.0 5.2 

la ta 
3,0 1.6 
t:.8 8.9 

- 33,5 i.1.0 i.9.la~3 85.lt 91.l 107.8 12lt.l 
Knitted shirt.a aa share 
ot all shirts (J) 51.6 ~5.1 35.2 28.0 llt.3 9,9 9.1 8.5 
PajCUllls • niBhtvear 

Share Annual chang"' 
19'11 19TB 7"/Tl 1·v.,~ .,,.IT, 1'/71A Jl./Tt; 77/7(, TA/'rT '11\in· 

• • ~ • s s s ' ' J 
85,5 10.lt -1.8 -la.9 -9.7 -33.8 -58.7 -21.l -la6.7-26.3, 
llt.5 57.8 -17.9 -13.0 20,0 25.0 73,3 30.8 30,9 18.o 

na na 22.la 20.5 18.o la6.5 6.7 18.3 15.l 20.6 

of knitted tabric 
'l'OTAL ICJU'M'!D 

l,8 3.0 4,9 ... ~ M 31.8 M ff ff H 16.7 63.3 o.o 
19.3 18-:-5~16.3 i,.o 12.0 1,,7 15. ioo.o 100.0 -G.1 -5.9 ::6.1 -1~.1 -1G.3 22.5 G.8 -3.2 
Voluaie 
• • • • • • • • Shirt.a or varp knh'ted 

tabric 16.1llt.o11.2 7.9 la.9 1.9 1.3 o.6 
Shirt.a ot oth. lm.tab 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.5 3,7 4.3 i.,3 
Total ahirts(incl,vovn)2al. 2i..1 27.0 26.0 37,7 35.0 35,9 32.2 
Kftittei shirts - ahare 
ot all 2hirt.s (I} 86.9 67.6 i.2.6 32.~ 19.6 16.o 15.6 15.2 
Pajaaaa • nir;htvear ot 

knitted fabric 
TOTAL ICHIT'l'ED 19~2 16. 3 13. 

~it price 
t t t 

Shirts ot varp knitted 
fabric l,0 1.2 l ... 

Shirts ot other knitted 
tabric l.l l.O 0.9 

Pajaaaa, niBhtvear or 
ltni'~ted fabric • .. .. 
'l'O'l'AL ICHITTED 1.0 l.l 1.3 

Share of Total MLH ltlili 
Value ~%} 16,5 14.1 11.l 
i See i"ootnote Table Al 

.. 1. 
10.2 f.l 

t t t t l 

1.8 l.9 2.0 2.3 2.7 

1.0 1.2 l.li l.b 2.1 
.. 3,3 3,3 
l. 2.1 2.~ 

8.2 1.1 ~.2 i..6 i..1 

87.0 9.lt -16.2 -20.0 -22.5 -38.o -61.2 -31.6 -53.8-37.8 
13,0 61.2 -8.o .JJ.3 lt.5 e.1 it8.o 16.2 o.o 8.1 
na na 9.0 12.0 -3.~ 45.0 -7.2 2.6 -10.3 -5.5 

22.2 36.lt o.o " 
.1 -11.8 -23.9 -18.6 -19.3 6.o -~~ 

na na 17.2 18.9 28.1 6.8 6.lt 15.lt 15.lt 15.3·. 

na na -10.8 -9.1 lli.8 15.0 16.9 12.6 30.9 9.2 

na na " ~ " " 36.li 19.T o.o " 
na na 13.0 Ill:"L"}--U --~=-a.~ =.3.0-10.i-Tg 

\0 

"'' 

_] 



TABLI AT: SALIS BY JJK' IW"!'.!..,CTURIS - MAMwlP mnmum (MT.H lili': Woiaenla ·~ ~irl.._i__\ailor•4 ~\lter ~~n~d .. _ li'fl 'fO 1918 

Value Share Annual chan15e• 
191! 12'.rn 12Il 12lll 121~ 12ll> 1211 1218 i171 lf 18 It?':n. 13,I? 1~,13 1''1~ 76'1' ~T6 71zrr 1171 ta t. ta , .. ,. tm tm tm 

Vollena',girls tailored 
ganient.a 

-tailored auits/kn.fab9.5 
"· 3 

5,9 6.6 5.7 "." li.3 3,5 20.6 1.1 -Ii.Ii 37,2 11.9 -"3.6 -22.8 -2.3 -18.6 -3.5 
-non-proofed Jacket•, 

blaaera .. .. .. .. 
l~l 1.5 1.5 2.lt .. li.9 .. .. .. " 36 ... o.o 60.0 .. 

-sJo.irta ot kn. fabric 2.7 3.1 ... 3 7,lt 7,9 9,1 9.1 9,3 12,11 19.0 lli.8 !8,7 12.1 6.8 15.2 o.o 2.2 19.3 
-slacks ot stretched 

elastic yam 3.1 3.2 3,1 3,9 ... 3 2.1 2.2 2.6 lli.2 5,3 3,2 -3.1 25.8 10.3 -51.2 '6,8 18.2 -2.5 
-alacks of ot~.kn.tab 7.0 8.6 11.i. 18.2 22.5 25.8 25.9 23,9 32.1 '66.8 22.9 32,6 59,& 23.6 1'6.T o.i. -1.1 19.2 
-non-proofed overcoats, 

cloaks ". 6.lt .3 20.6 lli. .1 
TOTAL 21. 25. 9,0 100.0 100,0 3 .5 

~ 
Voilens' • girls • • • m • • • II 

tailored l•nDenta 
-tailored suit.a kn.tab l.l 0,7 0.1 0.1 0,5 o.lt 0," 0.3 ie,7 2.1 -36." o.o 0,0 -28.6 -20,0 o.o 25.0-16.9 
-non-proofed Jacket•• 

blaaers .. .. - .. 0.2 0.2 0.2 O.l .. 2.1 
,. .. .. .. o.o o.o 50.0 " '° -a~irta ot kn. tab. l.9 2.3 2.9 3,5 3.6 3,5 3,5 2.9 18,'6 20.0 21.1 26.1 aa.~ 2.9 -2.8 o.o -11.1 6.t w 

-sl~cka or stretched I 
elaati>.! yarn 2.0 2.3 2.1 1.6 1.1 o.8 0,8 0,9 19.'6 6.2 15.0 . -8.1 23.8 6.3 -52.9 c.o 12.5-10.8 

·•lacks ot oth. kll. tab. It. T 5, 3 6.5 9,0 10,5 11.1 11.1 9.1 '65.6 66.9 12.6 22.6 3S,5 16.T 5,7 0,0 -12.6 16.9 
-non-proofed overcoats, 

cloa.\s o.6 o. o. o.8 16. 28.6 -11.1 -12. -28 6 00 -20.0 - 6 
'!OTAL 10.3 11.3 13.1 15. 9.7 15.9 19.1 10.3 - .1 o.o -12.1 5,0 

U1it J!riCe 
t l t . l l l l l 

Womens', girl• tailored 
g&n1enta 

-tailored suite of 
knitted fabric i..1 6.1 8.lt 9.lt 11.li 11.0 10.8 11.T na na 50,3 37,2 11.9 21,0 -3.5 -2. 3 8.5 16.1 

-non-proofed Ja..ket•. 
\:.lasers .. ,. .. .. 5,5 .·1.5 7,5 8.o na na .. .. ,. •• 36 ... o.o 6.7 .. 

-skirts of kn, tabs, 1 ... 1.3 1.5 2.1 2.2 2.6 2.6 3,2 na na .:..,.a 10.0 i.2.6 3.8 18.5 o.o 23.3 12.3 
-alacks or stretched 

elastic yam 1.6 l.li ). • 5 2.li 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.9 na na -10.3 6.1 1.6 3.8 3,6 i. .a 5.1 9,3 
-alacks ot 0th.kn.tab, l.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.5 na na 9,1 8.2 15.li '-· 9 8.5 a.Ii 5,6 711j 
-non-p~ted o'coata,c17.5 2.1 io.~ i2.2 15.0 15.o l~.o 18.f. na na 
'l'OTAL 2.1 2. 3 2. 3,0 3,U . 3.1 3,1 ), I na na 
ShaN of total MlJI l(\J 
~ue (J} lI.3 18.8 21.1 2'6.2 22.5 21.5 21.3 18.0 na - not ·~~licable • aee rootnote Table Al 

_J 



TABLE A8: SALES BY UK MANUFAC'l'URERS - MADE~ CL0'1'9Ilf0 (MLH lili51 Women\.· + 1drl8' light out•!!' capenta, infant•' ~•l'llMlnta), 
1971-1918 

Value flhare Annual chanee• 
1971 1972 1973 197• 1975 1976 1911 1278 1971 1978 "'"12~, ... 71~7 ... )o;;/7;:;.;2;uz.t•,...,, ... , .... 3-=7"'5'T./7""'•-i=:'l~~, ... ,5,......,1 .. 1"'71"'6"""t ... 8..,/""'11=-=t'"'"lfc1 

Wollen•' + girla outer-
l•IWlllt• ot kn. tab. 

-dresaes 58.o 61t.o 69.0 73.3 19.8 96.2 111.1 116.5 6li.2 Ii]. 3 10.3 7,8 6.2 8,9 20.6 25,5 lt.9 10.5 
-coat\11.la 21.0 16.3 116,9 16.lt 17.li 19.5 23.6 21.5 23.2 8.o -22.lt -8.6 10.l 6.1 12.l 21.0 -8.9 0.3 
-skirta 2.9 3.1 5.1 8.2 l<l.9 13.0 17.1 17.l 3.2 6.li 27.6 37.6 6o.6 32.9 19.3 31.5 o.o 26.9 
-blouse• 8.5 9.0 )3.6 16.5 llt.5 21.9 21.1 32.li 9.li 12.n '..i.9 51.1 2ll.3 -12.1 51.0 23.7 19.6 21.1 
Jackets .. " .. .. 2.2 2.0 3.1 ?.. 3 .. 

0.9 .. .. .. . . -9.1 55,0 -25.0 .. 
JUcht.vear 22.2 28.9 37.3 li1.i. .. 15.lt ... .. . . . . 30.2 22.1 11.0 
ladervear 15.6 17.7 19. 3 23. 3 .. 6.7 •• 13.5 9.0 20.7 .. •• . ..• .. 
Intanta outerg&n11enta, .. 
TOT~•••• 90~• 93.0 102111•.• i72.B 2ii.O 25i:5 26Q:2 100.0 180~0 2.9 \0.3 11.5 na i~:i i~:I -7:2 na 

Voll.me 
Vo.ena' + girla outerg&r11enta 

ot knit~ed ta.bric 
-dresses 22.0 23.2 
-coatw.ea Ii. 3 3.6 
-skirts 2.3 2.6 
-blouse• 1.1 6.9 
Ja-:ltete . . . . 
Niaht.vear .. . . 
~l!eMNU' . . . . 
In tan ta outerguwenta , 

droaaee 
TOTAL 

Vo.ena' + girla out~rgazwenta 
or knitte4 fabric 

-cL-esaea 2.6 2.8 
-coatWMta Ii. 9 la. '5 
-akirta 1.3 l.li 
-blouaea 1.2 1.3 
Jackets . . . . 
Ni£htvear . . .. 
lkldcrveu .. . . 
Inranta outergarmenta dresses 
TOTI.I. 2.5 2. 
Share or Total IWI ltli'5 
value {J} 31t,5 32.9 

• See footnote Table Al 

21t.o 20.lt 19.9 22. 3 23. 7 
2.8 2.9 2.5 2.6 3.1 
3.6 ... 3 5.~ 5,3 5,6 

10.5 10.2 7,3 10.l 11.5 .. . . 0.5 o.lt 0.1 . . . . 13.8 15.8 17.6 .. . . 11.3 18.6 16.9 

I . l I I I 

2.9 3.6 i..o li.3 
5.3 ~.1 1.0 7,5 
1 ... 1.9 2.1 2.5 
l. 3 1.6 2.0 2.2 .. . . Ii.It 5.0 . . . . 1.6 1.8 . . . . 0.9 1.0 .. . . l.li l.6 
2. '5 3.0 2.3 2. 

31.829,9 ltl.11 i.2.9 li2.6 

22.3 61.6 
~.5 12.0 
lt.9 6. It 

14.2 19.9 
n.lt •• 

17.8 ti 

18.8 " 

I 

5.2 na 
8.6 nc. 
3.5 na 
2.3 na 
5,8 na 
?.. 3 na 
1.2 na 

na 
nft 

i.0.2 

25.l 5,5 3.lt -15.0 -2.5 12.1 
2.8 -16.3 -22.2 3.6 -13.8 li.o 
5.5 13.0 38,5 19.li 20.9 1.9 

!6.o -a.8 52.2 -2.9 -28.li 38.li 
0.5 •• •• •• •• -20.0 

20.1 •• •• •• •• llt.5 
21.2 •• •• •• •• 7.5 

na ... , ... 3 21t.9 11.7 7.6 
na T.3 17,5 6.3 23.1 7.8 

6.3 •5o9 0.2 I 

19.2 -19.lt -1.5 
5.T -12.5 11.li 

13. 9 23.' 10 .... 
75.0 -li2.9 .. 
11.lt 1.1 .. 
-9.1 11.2 .. 

8.7 11.5 10.3 
1.5 13.0 8.lt 

na 12.9 -c.5 31t,7 9,9 11.1 21t.1t lit" 3 15,7 
na 9.0 -0.1 21t,9 22.8 9.1 8.6 -3.2 9,7 
na . . . . . . .. 13.6 -11.lt 29,9 na 
na . . . . . . . . 13.l 15.9 9.8 na 
na . . . . . . . . 5. 19.9 8.5 na 
na ilt.1 lli.o 2. na 
na na 9.2 l .1 .1 na 

~ 
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TABLE A9: 

SAL5S BX UK MAllUMC'fURERS =t WEPT ICIIi•l'ED GARllDi'S BY P'IHHE(MLH 417.1 (Pl. h Shirts, 1mdnlD(e&r, Jumper.a )t 
1-971 io 1978 

~ tmderwear Outerwear 

~ W0111en'a Children's ~ Women'• Children'• 

li'l&lly taah'd 21!!!£ Pully taeh'd !?!!!!£ 

1911 l9TIL _ 1971 78 197l 18 1971 _ ll'l8 __ l9_Il_ _ ~78 l971H 1978 1971_ u_lll8 J.911 78 1971 _ 1i18 

' Share of total 
product categol')'-

Cashmere 
Wool 
O>t.ton 
Synthetic fibre 
nth .. ,. f'il>re9 

l o.8 
1t5.1 
lt6.7 
1 .... 

Quantit7 (a. doa) 1.2 

' . ' ' ' ' ' 
2.7 - - - -

2.2 2.0 lt.2 3.9 3.lt 
61.6 79.0 "lZ3 ltOS'9 lt56 .... • 9 
3li.1} 18.8 25.7 51.2 "~}51.8 
l.~ 3.T 5,, 

1.6 lt,7 li.9 6.T 6.o 5,1 

' ' ' . ' ' • • ' • • ' 
- 1i .1 ... 3 }·35 9 19 0 2.~ li.6} li.8 2.9 lt.9 lt.o 

1.8 15.5 il9.lt • • 21.8 1t3.5 
53.2 Included in 'other fibre•'••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1t5.o 15.3 20.lt lt9.3 66.6 . 8.lt 1t7.1t 86.ll 86'1 86.~88 T 
i;,1 26.0 11t.8 11t,5 ~1.li "·' 8,9 lo,9 8.li • 

3,3 1.3 1.8 1.0 1.2 2.8 1.9 i.5 li.2 3.lt 2.8 

----, 

'° \.n 
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She 

TABLE AlO: ESTABLISllMFJIT AJIALYSIS (She, by a.verooe n\IDber employed), 1910 AJID 1'!11 

lstablishllents Capitl\l 
eXPenditurea 

Wae;ea as ! ot sales Operat~ves 

group Ro. 
Share or 
total 

&nplo:pent 
Share ot 
total 

Sales 
SiiilH" ot 
total 

llet output 
Shllre ot 
total Share ot As ~ ot 

total Operatives other emplo711ent 
1910 1915 1910 1915 1210 1975 1970 1975 1970 1975 1~10 1QI5 lgro 1975 1970 1975 197Q.,.......-l;.97 ... 5 __ _ 
Ro. Ho. i J J i J J J J " ' i\ ~ J J J J 

1-99 698 8119 10.2 78.9 15.lt 17.l 17.9 19.lt 17.6 18.6 17.2 19.Q 13.6 17.7 4.5 5.4 82.6 OJ..6 
100-199 132 1o6 13.3 9.9 13.o 13.o 15.1 13.9 13.7 lli.o 16.9 J.3.2 lli.6 20.5 i..i. 6.o 82.9 83,7 
200-299 63 .... . 6.3 4.1 11.6 9.0 14.5 10.2 12.8 10.1 14.1 9.5 13.2 19.3 i..4 6.7 83.3 81.1 
J00-399 26 2i. 2.6 2.2 6.9 7.2 6.7 6.6 7.0 5.3 6.2 lt,3 11.2 22.5 5.1 8.2 81t.1 81.lt 
1too-1t99 29 11t 2.9 1.3 l0.1 5.5 8.7 4.6 8.7 5,3 6.o 5,1 16.0 2~.5 ~.2 8.1 82.8 61.5 
5<X>-999 21t 21 ~.It 2.0 13.3 12.lt 12.i. 11.9 13.5 12.2 15.o 15.o 17.6 2~.?, r,,i. 8.o eo.1 80.~ 
i000-11t99 11 2 l.3 o.8 11.0 2.1 8.1 8.3 9.5 n.s e.o 1.1· 24.lt 2~1.4 r,,6 7,5 83.1 81.6 
15W-1999\10 1) 1·.o o.111a.4 4.lt} u.~ i..2117.2 1.9} ·16.6 2.91 :17 12.n '.hl ·9.6} 94.3 11.5 
2000+ J 6 o.6J 22.la 20.6f · 20.1 23.8J ·~ 21.81 · 9.3 79.4 
t'O'l'AL 995 1016 lOO.o 100.0 ioo.Q lOO,Q loo.a 10<¥> a,oo.o lOO.o lOO.o lOCJ.o · 16.'1 2~~8 _,_!1- 7._L _ 02.9 ____fU_.1 

Per eatablishllent' Psr employee 
She Ellplo199nt Sales Jlet output C&p. expend, Stock/WIP ~S~al;..e..;:s:;:a;;.::;:;,,1.=Jl:...e-t-0-ut-p-ut-__,C,..a-p-. -e-xp-en-cl"",-""st_:>_c..,.k'"'/W~IP~--

sroup ~:!o~!' ~!&U ~ ~ mg ~ mg~~ VJ~mg tm wg ~ tm~m 
1-99 30 21t llt3 16o 53 IO 1 a. 25 29 ti. T 6.8 1.6 3,0 0.2 0.2 o.6 1.2 

100-199 135 11tla 637 920 218 i.21 36 23 130 183 
''· T 6." l.6 2.9 0.3 0.2 1.0 1.3 

200-299 256 21t2 1?.83 1619 lt28 133 63 
J00-399 361 351 11t30 193" !i66 921J 67 

i.o 250 336 5,0 6.7 1.1 3,0 
34 312 991 4.o 5.5 1.6 2.6 

0.2 0.2 1.0 1 ... 
0.2 0.1 0.9 1.li 

IJOO-la99 la 17 la59 1661t 2421 628 1198 68 68 ltolt 567 3,5 5,3 1.3 2.6 0.1 0.1 o.8 J..2 
500-999 760 695 2891 3965 1182 1851 115 133 61t5 986 3.8 5,7 1.6 2.1 0.2 0.2 o.e 1 ... 
1000-1~99 

1159 ll6T 3553 6li11t 1532 3058 115 

1~00-} 
-l 99 ?.512 11"1 ~ 9180 ,.,..,,. l 3616 uuu I, lt61t 
2000+ la'386 
TOTAL lI[ 1 
~uae(IJoa _

20 4 .......... ~ . 

152 654 lltl7 3,1 5, 4 1.3 2.6 

20.0 . 41.9 . 80:0 -19.3 

0.1 0.1 0.1 1.2 

o.~ 0.1} 0.9 1." 
0.2 1.li 

0.2 0.2 ~ 1.~ 
.. o.o 44.3· . 

VIP - Work In progreae 

I 

'8' 

~ 
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'fAILZ All: IS'l'.'8LISllMllT ADi'.Jsis - DBP DlftllC > 1915 

sin group: 
19'9 lM-199 ~99 ~ 'fol&1. 

Eatabliu.ats (lro. ) 11 12 ll -5 99 
Share ot total: 
Establisbl:lents (S) Tl.T 12.l 11.l 5.1 100.0 
-lllpl.OJmDt (J) lk.T lk.l 28.8 ~.5 100.0 
-Bal.. (total) ( %) 15.~ lk.T 26.T _.3.2 100.0 
~output (S) 10.T 13.T 22.2 53.k 100.0 
-capital expendit\11"8• (J) 16.2 21.2 25.1 3T.6 100.0 

VPp u J ot sales: 
- Ope1mns (I) 13.3 13.5 18.1 16.3 15.9 
- Otha' (S) 6.o k.5 6.8 6., 6.2 
OperGb•• u S ot ~(S)T8.o 83.3 18.T 11.6 18.8 

Per ntablialment: 
~i-nt (Bo.) 2T 153 ~ 1108 132 
-8alH (1'000) 310 1Tk9 ~T 12lk3 l'-l3 
~ output (£'000) 66 1'91 819 ~9 uo 
-capital expenditure (£'000) 7 51 66 217 29 
-stocka/VIP (t'OOO) '12 ~ 1160 5662 523 

Per ~-ee: 
-8&1.e~OOO) 11.5 11., 10.1 11.1 10.9 
-Set output ( 1 '000) 2.k 3.3 2.6 ,.2 3.3 
-Capital expenditure (£'000) 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 
-stocb/VIP { £ '000} 2.T 3.0 3.k 5.1 '·o 

'1!AILE Al2 : Sii.ALL !S"'.ABtISBMD'?S - EIF1D!M!ll'r: 1970 and lm 
She !atablistment1 Percentqe abaft Percentage share Eln!t~ per 
Group 1970 i!~ o! total ot SlOYme!lt establishment 

Varp 1970 12~ 1970 12n l,970 l2n 
Weft Varp Ve ft Varp Vett Varp 

lo. Bo. lo. s s s s s s s s % 

1-10 183 356 23 18.IJ 33.1 23.2 0.9 1.6 o.8 T 5 5 
ll-19 21JIJ 110 22 21J.5 15.8 22.2 3.3 2.1 2.5 19 llJ 15 
20-IJ9 UIJ 185 12 11.5 17.2 12.l 3.1 5.0· 3.2 37 32 35 
50-99 157 138 llJ 15.8 12.8 l!J.1 8.1 8.IJ 8.2 71 72 TT 

1-99 698 849 .,, 10.2 T8.9 71.7 15.IJ 17.1 llJ. 1 30 2i. 27 

'l'O'l'AL 995 1076 99 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 131 109 132 



·--·~-

TA'BU: Al31 DTMPRISB AlfALYSIS {dae 1 bz: ave£!!• nUll'bel' ••eloz:e4}1 1212 
LargHt Hw 

Hoaiery + knitwear {But ~lJ.l} else 1ro!!J!1 ~·EE yit.!iin1dHY ltU1IU al.r.• 1£!!!!11 cggyloa 

1-99 100-199 200-t.99 500-999 1000-1i.99 1500+ 'l'ota.\ 1-!>9 100-199. 2oo-li99 500+ Total MUI ltlT.1 MUI ltlT.2 

-
&nterprhe11 (Ro.) 17t; 69 55 23 1 8 938 611 9 6 5 84 5 5 

btablhhllent• (No,) 19" 15 75 51 19 62 1076 611 9 1 19 99 56 19 

Dllployaent ( •ooo) lT. 5 9.·. 11.1 15.8 8.3 lt9.3 117.6 1.5 1.3 2.1 8.1 13.0 lt3.li 8.1 

Opcrativea ( •ooo) lli2 8.1 111,2 12.T 6.8 19. 3 95,3 1.2 1.1 1.1 6.3 10.3 31t.1 6.3 

other eaployeea 
( '000) 2.6 l.5 2.9 3,1 1.5 10.0 21.5 0,3 0.2 0.5 1.8 2.8 8.T 1.8 

Salea (tot.al) (t'll) 118.2 60.6 100,0 89.8 li5.8 285.0 699.0 16~ .. 21.T 92,3 142.8 21t6.T 92,3 

Oroaa value adde4 -------(factor coct) (ta) n.i. i.2.1 38.2 20.8 lllt.9 2A7,l1 5 ... 6.3 20.1 31.8 103. 3 20.1 

Jret capital 
expenditure (bl) 3.l l.5 2.3 2.i. 1.3 8.1 18.T o.i. () ... o.i. 1.T 2.9 1.6 1.1 

Eatab./Enterpriae(S) 1.02 1.09 l.36 2.22 2.11 1.15 1.1 1.00 l.00 1.11 3.8o 1.18 11.20 3,80 

Operative• as S ot 
oaployaent. (S) 81 8" 83 80 82 80 81 80 85 81 T8 19 80 T8 

Sales/Enterprise (lll) 0,15 o.81 l.ll 1.16 2.i.1 li.tio 0.65 0.26 1. 38 3,10 ".at; 1 ..... 1t9. 3 lt.86 

Salea (per capita) '8i 
(a:•ooo) 6.75 6.25 5,85 5.68 5,52 5.T8 5.9~ 10.93 9,5li 10.33 11.lto 10.98 5.68 11.lto 

Salea/Operative(l'OOO) 8.32 T.lt8 T.Oli 7.01 6.Tlt 7,25 T.33 13~21 12.16 llt,65 13.86 7,11 llt,65 

Oroaa value added ~ 
(per ca~ita)(l'OOO) 2.63 2.lt6 2.1&2 2.51 2.33 2,'411 l.92 2.99 2.1t1 2.lilt 2.38 2.IJT 

Groaa value added 
per operative (a:•ooo) 3.20 2,96 3,01 3,o6 2.92 3,0?. 2. 35 3, Tl 3,19 3,09 2.98 3,19 

let capital expendit-
ure (per capita) 

o.1fil 0.21 <r•ooo) 0.18 0.15 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.16 o. 31 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.18 0.21 

let ca~it.al eX'Ptlndi-
ture/Operativo 

(l•ooo> 0.22 0.19 0.16 0.19 O.l.9 0.21 0,2(J 0,33 o. 36 0,2'6 0.21 0,28 0.22 0.21 

Vagea aa J or aaloa(S)23 26 28 30 31 30 28 20 19 alt 23 22 31 23 

Stoclta u j ot aaloa 
on lT 19 23 li/3 :?2 21t 22 .6 30 35 39 36 25 39 

&aterpriaea (S) 82. T T.lt 5,9 2.5 o. '1 0.8 100,0 (\,2 10.1 7.1 6.o 100.0 0.5 6.o 

Eatabliahllenta (J) T3.8 1.0 T .<' It. T 1.8 5,A 100.0 li.6 9.1 7,1 19.2 100.0 5.2 19.2 

Dllplo,.ent (S) 11t.9 8.2 1 ... 5 l],8 T.l lil.9 100,0 1.5 10.0 16.2 6'2. 3 100.0 37 63 

Ralr.1 (S) 16.~T llt.3 12.8 6.6 Ito.& 100.0 1.1r-rtT 15.2 6~.6 100.0 35 65 

Value added (J) 21t. lli.6 l~.3 7.2 i.o.o 100.0 1 ,0 19.8 61.2 100.0 36 61t 

Capital expenditure• 
CJ) 16.6 6.o 12. 3 12.8 7,0 li3. ~ 100.0 3,8 13.8 13.8 5A.6 100.0 liO 60 

··1 
t 
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ftBLB Allt: DIPLOYMll'I' {•) I 12Il '° 12I8 
All Muut- Text.il•! 

Cot.tan Woolen, Hoeiel'J', C&rpet3 Pinl .. hln•·All '1'ezU1u ln4uetrlee acturlns Man-••4• Cotton 
tibrea •2innln1 veavi9'1 V01'ete4 knitveu 

'000 '000 'OOO '000 '000 •ooo '000 •ooo •ooo •ooo ,,.. -
l9n• 10092 8058 i.1 19 60 ui. 131t .... , .. 622 
1912 981li 1119 .... Tl 5li 108 1316 .., , .. 59T 
1911 991? '1830 t.5 69 5li lo8 111t li5 5li 591t 
19Tla 9891 78T3 la8 6T 52 102 132 .. , 53 585 

1915 9509 11i90 li3 59 t.8 89 121 i.o li8 529 
1976 9256 T21i6 li3 57 .... 82 118 38 lt8 513 
1911 9310 73"6 1i2 5T .... 83 12it 3T 1t9 511 
1978 9265 7301 lt96 

Chan&• oa 2reriou z:eu 

• • • • • • • • • • 
1912 -2.8 -3.5 -6.11 -10.l -10.0 -5.3 - 2.3 - -ti.o 
1913 1.0 O.T 2.3 -2.8 -0.5 '° - - - - - '° 19Tli -0.2 0.5 G.T -2.9 -3.T -5.6 -1.5 - -1.9 -1.5 I 

1915 -3.9 -li.9 -10.li -11.9 -T.T -12.T -8.3 -11.1 -9.li -9.6 
1976 -2.T -3.3 - -3.lt -8.3 -T.9 -2.5 -5.0 - -3.0 
1911 o.6 1." -2.3 - - 1.2 ,,1 -2.6 2.1 o.6 
1978 -0.5 -0.6 -li.1 

Share of ell aanufaoturin1 

1911 125.2 100.0 o.6 1.0 0.1 1, I 1.T 0,5 0.1 T.T 

19TI 126.T 100.0 o.6 o.8 o.6 1.1 l.T 0,5 0.1 ., .o 

!!.,))ne ot texUlee elu ·clothln1 !!!4 f'l)Ot".!!E. 

19n 931,0 Tli8.2 ..... 7,3 5,6 10.6 12.li i..1 5.0 57.8 

19TI 102(;.5 8o9.9 li.6 6.3 li.9 9,2 13.T li.l 5,li 57.0 

• At Jme. 
Source: Bue4 on Dept. of l!llplo7W19nt. 
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TABLE Alli: IMPLOYMllft' (UIC); 19ll '1'0 1978 (Cont'd) 

Clothin8 and Jl'oo~-~-ea_r __ ~~~~~~--..._,..._,.~~~~.._,..._,...,.....,....._,.--. ..................... --. ............... --.--. .......... --.--.................... ----
Q9terveo.r overall•. l>nHH. Homi•r.r Dr•HH Footwear All Clothing 

Weather Men,•, boJ• Wollen,•, sirla men'• ahil"ta, Un1rerie nH en4 Pootvear 
J\la• - proof tailored tailored underwear 

•ooo • ooo • ooo · • ooo 'ooo • ooo •ooo ~ooo l"llQO .. ,, 
lt50 
i.i.o 
lt2T 

19Tl 
1912 
1913 
19lli 

1915 
1916 
1.911 
ine 

1912 
1913 
19lli 

1975 
1976 
1911 
1978 

1911 

191'1 

1911 

191'1 

20 95 50 i.8 loi. T 36 93 
20 !>5 49 51 105 I 3' . 90 
20 92 49 lt8 103 1 3lt 87 
19 08 45 11!\ 102 6 33 86 

19 
18 
18 

• 
-5.0 

-S.3 

0.2 

0.2 

1.9 

2.0 

Bit 
76 
16 

• 
-3.2 
-li.3 

-lt.5 
-9.5 

1.2 

1.0 

8.8 

8.ta 

lt3 
i.o 
ltl 

lt5 
lt3 
ta5 

Change on pnrio\!• rear 

• 
-2.0 

-9.2 

-It.It 
-1.0 
2.5 

• 
6.3 

-5.9 

-6.2 
-la.It 
It, T 

Share ot all aanutactw-lnf! 

o.6 
o.6 

o.6 
o.6 

97 
91t 
96 

• 
l.O 

-1.9 
-1.0 

-lt,9 
-3.1 
~.1 

1.3 
1.3 

Share ot taxtilH plua clothing and tootvear 

5 

' 5 

32 
30 
32 

• • -2,8 
-2.9 

-llt.3 -2.9 

-16.7 -3.0 

0.1 

0.1 

-6.2 
6.J 

o.lt 

o.i. 

4.6 ta.5 9.T o.6 3"3 

'·' lt.5 5.0 10.6 o.6 

TT 
Iii 
76 

• 
-3.2 
-3. 
-1. 

-lct.3 
-3.9 
2.7 

1.2 

1.0 

8.6 

8.lt 

lt02 
381 
390 
383 

• 
-1.1 
-2.1 
-3.0 

-5.9 
-5.2 
2.lt 

-1.8 

'·' 5 .. 3 

1t2.2 

lt3.0 

---·t 

... g 

_J 



'l'ABLI Al~: UllMPLOYNll'l'l!I! I 12n '1'0 12IB 

~ilea 

Man-aade Cotton Cotton Woollen Rodeey, CU'p4tt• P:lahh:lng to'l'&~ 
fibre• •2innin1 veavin1 vorated Knitwear mtT!Lll 

limber l '0002 

Jme -
1911 l.lt 3,9 2.7 5.6 2.7 1.2 2,, 21t.3 
1912 1.6 ..... 2.i. li.T 2.8 1.1 2.6 21t.o 
1913 1.0 2.r. 1.3 2.6 l.T 0.1 1.? 11t.2 
1971i 0.9 1.7 1.0 2.0 1.T o.6 1. 11.lt 

1975 l.li 3,i. 2.2 3.9 3,5 1.li 2.lt 22.2 
1976 1.1 3.8 2,7 '·' 5.1 1.7 3,lt 29,2 

• *7 1911 2.3 r..o 2,9 lt.9 5,0 1.T 3,lt 29.lt 
*7 1978 2.0 3,9 2.7 . 5,3 5,3 2.1 • 3,6 30,3 

aiue tl'Om 2revio\18 le&J' 112 
1912 lli,3 12.8 -11.1 -16.1 3,7 -8.3 li.o -1.2 
1973 -37.5 -t.5.5 -1'5.8 -a.r..1 -39.3 -36.lt -lt2.3 -Ito.a 
1971' -10,0 -29.2 '-23.1 -23.1 o.o -llt.3 -6.T -19.7 

1915 55,6 100.0 120,0 95.0 tl)5,9 133,3 n.r. 91t.1 
1976 21.li 11.8 22.T 1i1.o 1t5,7 21.lt r.1.1 31,5 
1911 35. 3 5,3 ., ... -10.9 -2.0 o.o o.o 0.1 
1978 -13.0 -2.5 -6,9 8.2 6.o 23.5 5,9 3.1 

theaoloYllUt aa J!!rcentye of 'All :lnduatriea' !!l 
1911 0.2 0.5 o.a. o.8 o.a. 0.2 0.3 3.lt 
1970 0.1 0.3 0.2 o.i. o ... 0.2 0.3 2.2 

lh-J?lO;!!!Dt aa J!!rcentye ot 'l'extilea l!lua clothin1 and tooiv .. r l!l 
1911 ",:! 11.6 8.o 16.6 6.0 3,6 7.lt 12.1 
1978 3,6 7,1 Ii ,9 9,6 9.6 3,8 6.5 ,,,1 

• Mid-year industry ualyaia ot uneaplo:y11ent changed troa June to May in 1917. 'l'h• impact on comparll>iU.t;r h not 
tho\l!ht to be aignificant. 

Source: Baaed on Dept, of Eililplo:y11ent. 

--., 

...... 
CJ 
...... 

_J 



'tABLS A12: UllD4PLOYMD'I {UIC~ I 12l! 'l'O i218 {eou'4l 

Cl.othin15 an4 P'ootvear 
m Weather- Man'•• boys• Women'• 1 1b·l• Overalls, 0re .... l>NHH. 'fO'l'AL 

proote4 tailored tailored aen'• •hirta, lingerie, ... ·. .. .. CLOTRillO IIDUBTRIIS 
outervear 

June -
outerwear gutervear \Dldorvear et~. + Pootvear 

1911 0.5 l),0 1.0 l.'\ 2.0 0,8 9, It T2lt 
19T2 0,7 2.li 1.3 1.9 2,8 0.9 12.0 811t 
1913 o.aa 1.5 o.8 1 ... l,T o.li 1·1 582 
l9Taa 0.3 1.2 0.1 1.1 1.5 0.5 6.lt 5lt9 

1975 0,5 2.lt l.lt 2.2 3.2 o.8 13.lt 876 
1976 0.9 ... 5 2.9 3.lt 5.lt 1.3 22.li 1332 

. *'7 1917 l,O lt.6 2.9 3,lt 5,8 1.lt 22.5 13lt2 
Ma,J 1flT8 1.0 5,li 3.1 li.o 6.2 l.~ 21t.7 138'( 

Chane frail erevio!!! z:ear !!i 
1912 lo.o 20.0 30,0 lt6.2 lto,o 12.5 21.1 12.li 
1913 -a.2.9 -37.5 -38.5 -26,3 -39.3 -33.3 -35.8 -28,5 
1971t -25.0 -20.0 -12.5 -21.i. -11.8 -16.1 -16.? -5.T 

1975 66.T 100.0 100.0 100.0 113.3 60.0 109 ... 59,6 ...... 
1976 eo.o 87.5 107.l 51t,5 68.8 62,5 67.2 52.1 0 rv 
1917 11.1 2.2 o.o o.o T.lt T.T o.le o.8 
1918 o.o 17.lt 6.9 11.6 6.9 0,0 9.8 3,lt 

\l\eaeiomnt aa l!!rcent!I! or •All iggSri•• • f ! ! 
1911 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.3 100.0 
1978 0.1 o.li 0.2 0.3 o.le 0.1 1.8 100.0 

\l\e•elol!!!nt .. ~rcentye or 'l'extilea Ji?lU• clothins y4 roosvear II! 
1911 1.5 5,9 3,0 3,9 5,9 ~ ... 21.9 
1978 1.8 9.8 5,6 7,3 11.3 2.5 ..... 9 

_] 



TABLE Al6: IMPLOYMlft AJID WAOIS - DIT'l'IIO t!pUB!!!J, 1907 TO 1275 

llllpl.opent !fy,H 

Amin.. OperaviH/ aa1.. . . ...... OperatiYH 
Total OperathH Technical, Total /'fapl •. 'J'ot&l. Op!rath.. ~ /S"1H ,,..., 

clerical Total per capita ~per capita /Sale• 
•ooo •ooo •ooo J 1 1000 ia ta i £• i " ' • ' 

1907 51.2 1t7. 7 3. 5 93.2 .. .. .. .. .. 
),912 61i.2 60. 3 3.9 93.9 .. .. .. •. 
192' 91. 9 90. 6 T. 3 92. 5 '" " T. 9 8T " .. '' " 
1930 lo8.6 99.3 9.li 91.li ·· " 8.o 89 ,. ,. ,. 
1935 llT.3 lOT.5 9.8 91.6 " " 9,5 89 ,. " " " 

19"8 97.8 87.2 10.lt 89.2 1.12 22.5 17.5 201 5.0 lt81a 20.5 15.9 
1953 121.2 109.1i 11i.3 oa.3 1.62 1i1.2 32,8 300 a., '90 20.5 16.lt 
1958 115.2 100.T 11.2 87., 1.81 50,3 lao.5 · latie 9.1 689 21t.2 19., 

1963 12li.5 lo6.3 20.9 85.li 2.28 65.0 50,7 le77 llt.3 829 22.9 17.9 
1968 13".7 112.8 22.9 83,7 3.lt2 101.lt 17.1 683 21t.3 1Ui3 22.0 16'.8 b 
1970 136.6 113.2 23.lt 82.2 lt.08 120.0 91.2 8o5 28.8 1259 21.5 16.lt '-" 
1912 128.0 1o6.o ~1.0 ~.8 lt.P.B 1,11.2 101.i. 957 33,5 1595 2i..6 18.5 
1975 130.6 105.6 2i..1 8o.9 6.a.5 2P.8.9 168.3 159.. 60.6 2i.21t 27.2 20.0 

1915 -
V.tt 117.6 95.3 21.5 81.0 5.95 197.1, lli,.6 1527 51.8 21i°' 28.2 20,8 
Warp 13.0 10.3 2.8 T9.2 10.99 31.5 22.T 2P.13 8.8 3182 22.1 15.9 

Jlote: Pigwe• Ila)' not add to total• beoauae ot •aall bu•fnH• coverage dittfoultlH on 1earl1 data. 

Source: Baaed on Cen•u• ot Production, Departaent ot Induatry. 
l\laineea B~aUnio• Otfioe. 

_J 



- 104 -

Tm.E AlT DtPtODt!ft -. MU[ 1a1~. 1971 'l'O 1915 
( '000) 

Weft Warp Mal 

19Tl 130.9 
1912 UT.6 10.la 128.0 

1913 122.2 u.ta 133.6 

19'Jla 1.26.6 12.3 138.9 

1975 111.6 13.0 lJ).6 

a Coftnp clit't'e!"S tl'oa 'fable lit. bue4 oa Cenns 
of Production Data. 

Soarce: Dept. of :rnauur. eemus of Proclactioa 

BILE A18: A1'BIUGI VJGES (Permplqtl.)1 19"!-1915 
Ct per mmm) -

Teztiles Hosier,- + All 
bitwv mnf&etllring 

19"8 2Ja9 2J) 308 
1951a 363 333 "8 
1958 lala3 la3T 576 
1963 533 522 6TT 

1968 808 753 995 
1970 913 878 1213 
1912 

.. l05la 
.. 

l~ 2083 1753 2535 

~: llued. OD Census ot Prod.uetion, Dept. ot 
Industry. 

TABLE A19: PULL-TIME A1ID PA!T-'l'IM! ~nmrr. BY 
Sii (MUI lil T) I 1915 

Mal• 
Peale 

'l'O'l'AL 

(per cent) 

Pall Part 'roTAL 
time tim 

33 
53 

86 

l 
13 

14 ioo 

Source: Census ot Proc!w:tioa, D9partMDt ot Ind.ustey. 



'!'AILI A20: IMPLOYMD'l', UNIMPLOYMBll'I', VDKLY IWUl11'08 AID LABOUR COS'l'S BY RIOIOlh 8~YURS 
Avel'!fi• ElllploYJ!!nt - Knlttlns ln4uat!'Y lllplo~ textile•, 
1210 1212 1212 clothin1 + footveu u 
lo. Share Wert Share Warp Share Wert Share Warp Share g of total !ff1cnal •lon•t 

c..t UIC Ho. of UIC Ito. ot UIC Ito. ot UK 110 • of UIC &le te..ie 

•ooo • '000 J •/)()() • '000 • '000 J • • 
lortb 3,2 2.i. ~.8 2 ... • • 2.0 2.i. • • 2.5 6,9 

Yorkabire la.1 3.0 5.l i..o • • 6.3 5,3 0.3 2.0 6.la 9 ... 

Eaat Mi4lan4e 18.la 51 ... 69,5 59.1 3 ... 32.lt 10.2 59.1 ... 3 33.2 l • 3 11.5 
East Anglia • • • • • • 0,1 0.1 • • 1.2 3.lf 
Suutb hat 8. l 6.lt 5,3 ... 5 It • 5.1 ..... o.i. 3.1 1.0 2.2 
Soutb-WHt • • • • • • o.i. o.la • • 1.9 3.0 
West Midland• 3.~ 2.2 3,0 2.5 • • 2.1 2.3 • • 1.3 3.2 
1'ortb Weat 10.l T.lt 1.5 6." l.T 15.9 6.8 5.8 1.8 13.8 5.T 9,3 ..... 

0 
VI 

I 
Dlgllllld 109.3 80.o 91t,5 80.3 8.0 16.8 91t,5 80.lt 10.3 19.0 w 5.6 
Wal.H 2.9 2.1 2.2 1.8 • • 2.2 1.9 0.5 "· 0 2.1 ..... 
Scotlud 18.6 13.6 15.8 13.lt • • 15.8 13.li l.l 8.1 2.6 6.8 

Great Britain 130. l 95.T 112..5 95,6 9,2 88.9 112.5 95.7 11.9 91.1 - .. 
1'orthern Ir.land 5,9 lt.3 5.1 ..... 1.2 11.1 5.1 ...3 1.2 8,9 7,9 llt.2 

UIC 136.6 ioo.o i1t6 ioo.o io.la 100.0 111.6 100,0 13.0 100,0 3.0 5,9 

_J 



!'ABLE A20: 

llorth 
Yorke hire 
Baat Nidlanda 
Ee.at Anslia 

South East 
South-Vest 
Vest Midlmula 

llorth Vest 

lnglancl 
Val.tr• 

Scotland 

Grea1 Britain 

lorthe:m Ireland 

UIC 

---·1 
1 

I 

IMPLOYMD'1' 1 1.llm4PLOYMD'1'1 VDICLY JWUtIWOS MD LABOOR C08'1'8 BT RIOIOl1 SILIC"J'ZP> nAR8 ~ Qst '4) 
tkieaployment tkitille4 vacancies Averqe(19TT) 'l'c.tal Labour Costa 
~All activitic• l {All activitie•l· weekly ea"'inR• (1915) per hour 
1971 1915 1911 1911 1915 1911 (All 111anuraot\uln• 

J J J J ' J I UIC•lOO I 111·100 
5.T 5.9 8.ti ..... 6.lt 5.8 71.09 lOti.8 1.65 101.9 

J.8 i..o 5.8 T.6 1.2 7.9 11.19 97.6 1.53 9ti.9 

2.9 J.6 5.1 6.1 5.5 6.6 10.11 95.3 l.tia 91.lt 
J.2 J.ti 5.ti 2.1 J.O 2.9 n.ti3 97.1 1.53 91t.1 

2.0 2.8 lt.5 liJ.9 tio.6 a.1.0 T5.lt9 102.6 1.73 lOT.2 

J.J ... 7 6.9 T.8 ti.8 5.8 69.99 95,1 1.58 97.8 
2.9 li.l 5,8 T ,o 8.5 6.2 13.11 99,5 1.61 99.3 I 

3,9 5,3 7,5 10.1 6.9 8.1 72.20 98.2 1.59 98,3 ...... 
C,) 

°' I 

I 

J,O 3,9 5.8 89.6 83.1 81i. 3 73,58 100.0 1.62 100.l 

..... 5.6 8.1 J.8 3,5 i..o 15.21 102.2 
' 

1.73 1o6.7 
5,8 5,2 0.3 5,1 11.3 10.5 13,1t9 99,9 1.53 91t.9 

l.fi2 100.0 

7,9 1.9 11.2 1.5 2.0 1.2 68.82 93.6 

3,5 i..2 6.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 13.56 100.0 

_J 
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TABLE 121 a IMPORT PIRl'l'RATIOl-ICII'l"l'BD FABRICS / 1970 TO 1978 

Vol,_ Value 
19TO _l9T~ 1915 19T6 - 1917 1978 .p.19:;::;;7;.;;~;:;._..,.1§' ... 'tl-4-..... m~5-___ _l21....,,.,,,..6 __ 19""'ft ....... --.i ... 9""t•e 

1000kg 1000kg 1000kg '000kg-'OOOki'OOOkg-l1000- r•ooo t•ooo 1 1000 1 1000 1 1000 

\IC 11Uutacturer'• aalea 
- Vert knitted 1t1.8 63,9 66.4 181.9 
- Warp knitted .l 2 .6 ~ Total (A) 79,7 91,5 32 • 

Leaa export• (B) 16.T 15 ... 12.6 
(C) 63,2 76.1 79,3 

Plua illporta (D) §.6 ~.l li.8 2·~ ~.2 J.l i~.o 16.4 18.2 22.8 24.~ _ _33._3_ 

Apparent conaumption (B) 69.8 81.2 8li.l 92.2 92.li 97.1 llil.S 209.0 215,9 255.2 281.6 ]02.2 ..... 
~ 

~rt• ! 100 cleund g • 9,5 6.3 5,7 5,8 5,6 7,3 9.2 7.8 8.6 9.0 8.6 11.0 

Iiaeort• L loo 
~ d'"tl!llUU! Wot9 ' 7.6 5,3 5.0 2.1 4.8 6.1& 7,5 6.lt 7,1 7.ti 7.2 9.3 
+exports 

'l'rade balance n-D. 100 11. 7 10.6 o.o 9,6 9,3 6.1 11,3 11.2 9,9 9,ti 9,7 6.2 
Ro11e ~mancl E+B 
+ exports 
Ex~orts B • 100 20.9 16.8 15.5 15.3 11&.8 13.li 20.3 18,9 18.l 19.2 18.l 17.1 
Snles i 
Exnorta B , 100 252.7 300, 3 261. 7 29li,5 29li.C1 196.l 251.2 271&.2 239.5 22S.1 234.9 166.8 
Iaport.a i> 

!fote: Figures •"-Y not add to totals l1ecauae ot rounclinp:. 
SCM&roa1 Baaed on KnUnate, publiehacl b7 'the Knitting Incluatrial PaclaraUOR. 

·1 



TABLE '22 a IMPOM' PDETRA'l'IOlf-JCJII'l"l'ED GLOVES / 1910 ·.OO .!21! 

Vol\llle Value 
1910 121~ 121~ l,lg 121I 12IB I2I~ 12Irt ,\m I~'.m 1~fl ~:m •ooo doz 'OOOd 'OOOd. 1000d. 1000d. 'OOOdos. t•ooo t•ooo r•~o r ooo iOOO 

UC IUftut'acturea aalea(A) 75 117 92 llt6 lli6 19A ?.5~- 680 6li9 9t,5 lo8T 158o 
Leas esport.• (B) 38 101 19 1C6 111~ ll~ 1~8 1~1 "~ p~ 882 lOOlt 

(C) 31 ~fl 13 JO l OJ 329 212 12 202 576 
Plua i~rta (D) 1115 3267 21IJ 37n1 h~H l18o2 l?R~ 711~2 fio~8 2E6 12258 12651 

Apparent conaumptlon(B) 1202 3283. 2786 3819 1t558 ltAl19 2f'iflfl 7828 6250 9138 12lt60 i-3221 

hlE5!rt• D • 100 96.9 
Jlolle demand i 

99.5 99.5 99.0 100.0 99.0 96.o 95.8 96.6 95.8 98.ll 95.t; 

Iarorts __ £ • 100 91i.o 96.5 96.8 96.3 96.9 96.0 88.o 91.T 90.3 90.8 91.9 88.9 
HOiie cleaand E+B 

Trade l>Uuce !!=! • 100 -91. 0 -93.6 -91f.o 93,5 93.8 93,0 81,3 87,lt 83,8 ,5,6 85,2 81.8 
no.o demand + E+B .... 
export a & 
Ex"f\Orta ft • 100 50.1 86.3 85,9 1i..o 100.0 76, 3 66,9 51.6 67,3 515.a. 81.i. 63.5 
Sal.ea i 

ExJ!2rt8 B • 100 ).2 3.1 2.8 2.9 J.2 3.1 8.5 i..1 7.2 5.T 7,2 7.9 
Iaporta i> 



....., 

---, 
I 

TABLE A2) 1 IMPOR'l' PEKE'l'RA'l'Iotl-WMERS' J'ULL-LEllOTR STOCICI1'G8 ~ BeaaleH 1 f\'1.!z-taehione4} 11 1210 TO 1218 

Volmae Value 
121" 121~ 191~ 121~ 1211 12111 1210 l~l~ 1¥12 12llj ~2ll 1278_ 

'OOOclos. 'OOOdos. 'OOOdos. 'OOOdos. 'OOOdos. 'OOOdos. r.•ooo r. 000 ! 000 r.•ooo r. 000 r.•ooo 

UK aanutactures(A)91t6l 5086 3555 3li64 ~99 3382 11'025 8868 l281i l83T 811t5 9253 
eales 

Lesa exports {B) 519 127 113 209 29~ 250 882 108 2~2 616 221i 160 

(C)89li9 li959 31tli2 3255 3001t 3132 13136 856o 102, 1221 1151 81t93 
Plue iaporte (D)ll23 152 l~L ____ 16? __ ~_ !152. ___ 2<>6 13i.1t 27?. - 368 li86 - - 512_ - 511 

Apparent eonstP.pi;.ion 
(E)lOOll 5111 3567 3"31 3l.T3 3338 1lilt80 8832 7393 1101 7663 9061i 

!af!:!rtB D • 100 11.2 
HOiie cleund ;p 

3.0 3,5 5,3 5,3 b,2 9,3 3.1 5,0 6.3 6.T 6.3 

l•l!:!?rta 
. 6.1 I 

Home cle•and D • 100 10.6 2.9 3,lt 5.0 lt,9 5.T 8.T 3.0 li.8 5.8 ,.a ...... 
+ eX!>OrtB i'+r 0 

\0 

Trade balance !!=!!_.100 -5. T -0.5 -0.3 0.1 3,6 1.2 -3.0 -o ... -1 ... 1.6 ,.6 1.9 
Home demand E+B 
+exports 

Export.a n • ioo 5.5 2.5 3.2 6.o 8.9 T .Ii 6.3 3,5 3,6 T.9 l2,2 8.2. 
Sales i 

F.-.c no rt s B • 100 lt6.2 83.6 90.lt llli.8 lTlt.6 121.li 66.1 11~.2 TO.Ii 126.T 191i'.l 133.l 
Import a i> 

.. , 
= t 



TABLE 12~& IMPORT Pl:RE'l'RATIOI - WMBll 1S 1 CHILDRP'S ARD IlfFAR'l'tl TIOHTS (SYnthetlc), 1970 TO 1976 

VOlune \'alue 
1910 12Ili 121~ 12Ill l?II i21n 1910 in" ~~Mc,- -r~~-H -~~3&,-~l~ 

'OOOdoz. '000d, 'OOOd. 'OOOd. 1000d. 'OOOd. t '<Y..O t'OOO 

All -uf'acturer'a 
a&lea (A) 29585 li3693 37133 36088 31t1t~1~ 351i96 59~57 711103. 66510 70287 75t.81 91t.31t 

Leaa -=xt)Orta (B) lt.31 21&69 321il ~1100 a:r~ 11271 31113 t.Jltlt 6208 lOOil ll~Q2 10722 
(C) 281(.lt ltl?.211 :?3892 )0688 29161i 312:>5 561"1t 67059 6<><>0:! 6021i. 63689 60635 

Plu.'1 i•porta (D) _"3li:>li - - 1A2?. --7036 - _7?.).2_ -_671g ~lat) !i1flA _ 11 781 _ 111t_o5 __ 12U!6 _126m _J.6_8n_,_ 

'pparent eonawaption 
(E) 31586 t.9()116 110926 31903 35213 391t71 61852 788110 711107 72376 761t96 91520 

la1>0rta D , 100 10.8 
110- dellGftd i' 

15.9 11 .. 2 19.0 18. 7 20,9 R.6 llt.9 16.o 16.8 16.5 17.3 

I111nort9 D , 100 .:LO, Ii 
lk>rle dell&ftd i+B"' 

l5.2 15.9 16.7 16,5 18.9 8.3 llt.2 llt.6 llt.7 lltll3 l,_.fi 

. + f'Yp01't8 

~ Tr~dc balance 1'>-B.100 -6.o -1'> ... -8.6 -lt.2 -3.li -9.l -3.0 -R.9 -6.3 -2.5 -1.2 -5.6 
Tie>ll'.e ~mand "+'\ 0 

+ exports I 

Exr.orto n • 100 ••• 3 5.7 8.7 15.0 25.li 12.0 5.8 6.1 9.8 lit. 3 15.lt 11.8 
Sales i 

F.x[.orta B • 100 i.1.0 31,6 li6.1 7li.8 79,5 51.8 61i. 3 36.9 57.1 83.1 91.9 61t.o 
laports i> 

_j 



TABLE 12 5a IMPORT PDBTRATIOll - O'l'llBR SOCKS AJID B'MCKIROS , 1270 'l'O J.178 

Volwae Valae 
1210 191~ 121~ 12Ig 19II 121A lQIO i2!1t 1~~ i'!g i!fl i918 

'OOOdoz. 10004, 'OOOd, 10004, 1000d, '000d, i•ooo i•ooo l'OOO l 000 l'OOO l'OOO 

UIC .anutacturer'e 
ealea (A) 152lt2 17la! 18675 19703 20538 21250 300fil i.2011 li959 .. 5923li 13060 85058 

Leaa exports (B) 1811 3())11 2IIl 3~0 ~ .. 'llO ~M B22li 21i21i 1182§ 11221 17805 

(C) l3'13l llto61 159a! 1631t3 1651tlt l788o .26175 33751 1to11io ltT338 55509 67253 
Plue iaporte (D) 519 '129 I58 1175 1100 1612 221t 1101 1621t 22 ~2 ltlt55 

Apparent l!e.and(I:) 13950 lltli90 16660 1t1761t 50360 69201t 26729 3'18fili li1761t 50~ 6920lt 717o8 

Iaporta £.100 3,7 3.0 Ii.; fi. 7 6.2 8.3 2,1 3.2 3,9 6.o 5,3 6.2 
8 HOllle a.and E 

I•22rts D .100 3,3 2 ... 3,9 5,6 5.1 
HOM deMnd E+i 

7.1 1.8 2,6 3,2 li.9 ... 3 5,0 

+export• 

Trade balance !!:!!,.100 8 2 HOM dollaDd l+B ' llt.9 10.lt 10.5 13,la 7,7 10.~ 16.6 15.3 lli. 3 16.0 11t.9 
+ exports 

!!!J:orte B • 100 11.9 17.8 li..8 11.1 19.lt 15.9 12.9 19.6 19.1 20.1 . 21i.o 20.9 
So.lea I 

Exports B • 100 38li,9 708,9 365,8 286.0 363,1 208,7 701.8 Tli5.6 582.1 '93.6 .. .,,.o 399.7 
!Jlporta i> 

_] 



TABLE 6261 IMPOM' Plll!!'l'RATIOlf - IOIIT'l'P!D SHI!ft'B (All fibrea) 1 1970 '1'0 1278 

Volume Value 
i210 121' 1915 i976 1977 197e • ~1<>.,..;;1""0---·1!.,,2~1,,....---1""'2~a..:---'!!"12""'1""'6--1~27L~-1""'2~a-e· • 

•oooaoa. •0004. '0004. 10004, •0004, •0004. r•ooo rTooo tTQO(; fTooo lTOCiO fTooo 

All IUllufacturer'• 
•&lea (A) 1219 928 936 1561i 1827 16117 10107 12285 llilOO 21t521t 315<>61t 32702 

LeH exporta (B) .El ~ 222 JliI 1i1z 2~ lli36 ~lil lio81t 287! 8026 6o61t 
(C) 1156 626· Tlli 1217 llilO lltll ]671 8filtli lon6 18652 26<>38 26638 

Plue iati0rt• (D) 2118 ~236 21i2~ 2109 Jg62 906 IBoO lli7!1 2~I 221t2fi l21~ 15Q!>i 

nn.e 4eun4 (!) 32Tli 2A62 3131 ]926 11621 2311 lfiliTl 23155 31fi1t3 li8161i fillll --"1n 

l•~rt· 0.100 6". T 78.l 71.2 69.0 69.8 
110 .. dellftn4i 

39.l lit.It 6].0 66.1 61.1 57 ... 36.2 

Iaeort• !.100 62. 3 10.1 12.1 6].lt 6lt.l 35,5 1t3.6 51t,5 58.6 51t.5 50.8 3.1.6 
Hoae deaan4 H+B 
+export• 

'l'ra.de balance ~.100 -58.T -61.i; -65,5 -55. 3 -55,9 -26.2 -35.5 -i.1.0 -1t1.1 ... 3.6 -39.2 -18.9 
I:! 
N 

l&o.e deaan4 E+B 
+ o!Xporta 

EX.(!2rta B.100 9.6 32,5 23. T 22.:? 22.e u.. 3 llt.2 29,5 2'1.6 2:.,9 22. 3 18,5 
Cale a i 

h'x,L!2rt• B.100 5,8 13.5 9.2 12.8 12.8 2fi.o 18.li 21t.1 19,5 20.0 22.8 1to.2 
l•t>Ort• i> 

• Jl'roa 1978 trac!e tigurea .. xclude T-ahirta, now c1aaaitle4 under "Other Oute:rwar" 1ea Table .A28. 

_] 
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TA.BL~ A21a IMPORT PiDTRAi'IQ)( - 0'!11ER OT!l•.6.'ED Ulfnll8W11'.AR1 \970 - 1978 

Vol\1119 Val• 
1970 _ 1214 _ 197~ _ 12-76 _ _19_17 _ _ 1918• __ ,,..19~7~0-_-_ -_ .ll~n!l"4 ___ 1!!"'!9~75~---1!!"'!9T6~-~1!!"'!9~n~--1!!"'!9~7~8""1•--
•oooc1oa. 1oood. 'OOOd. 'OOOd. 'OOOd. 'OOOd. r•ooo t•ooo r•ooo r•ooo r•ooo 11000 

UIC manutact.urer • e 
••lH (A) l61t,5 15t,lt7 l .. 121 14 .. lT 11152.. 14365 .. 1591 65333 11362 11919 98170 108142 

leas export.a (B) fil> 1070 99l 2~1i 2~30 2~8 26olt 68§1 1£13 t12llt 2f110l 28937 
(C) 15 09 1,311 1312 12_ 3 12094 11 T 389R7 565 6· 49 6 5 T 769 792°' 

P1ua iaport.• <n> lliJ<> ~ 281A ~n1i1i .. 623 1no~ 1i•1Afi in50 1otil>lt 2~11ta 211i21t •~8~ 
Ha.a cleaand (E) i88,R l 1(;5112 l 191 1671 T 1951 ,3117'3 T0:;5' T,113 8~8 102223 1290 

I•rort.• ~.100 18.2 20.1 11.0 23.8 21.1 i.o... 10.3 16.T lit.It 25.1 26.9 38.6 
lfoM cteuncl • 

Iaport.a !!..__.100 lT.6 19.0 16.1 21.1 21i.1 35.lt 9.7 15.2 13,0 21,3 21.9 31,6 
Home deaand E+B 
+ export.a 

Trude balance !.:£.100 -13.8 ... 13.li :.10.lt -9·1 -11.5 -23,1 -li,l -6.lt -3,lt .5,8 -3.2 -13,3 8 
HOM dcaand E+B 
+ export.a 

F.xrorta ! . 100 li.6 6.9 6.8 lit.Ii 16,7 19.1 6,3 10.5 11.1 19,6 23,8 26.8 
Dale a A 

Export.a ! . 100 21.li 29.5. 35,li 53,9 52,6 3 ... T 58,0 58,1 71t,2 12.6 85,2 58.0 
Iaporta D 

• Fro• 1918, trade figures inclu~cotton '1'-•hirt.• previoual:y cluaitied under "shirt.•" - a .. 'fable A27. 

_j 
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TABLB 1281 IMPOR'l' nn'l'RATIOW - DI'1"1'1D OU'l'DWUR (Jenen. pullovep. etc,-&11 tibreah 1970 'fO 1278 

Vol UM Value 
1910 lf>l~ 1212 121(; 12lI l«>I~ l'llO lQI~ ip2 1,:m 1211 tfi8 

'OOOdoz. 'OOOd, 'OOOd, 1000d, 1000d. 'OOOd, ! 1000 i•ooo i ()O(j i 000 i•ooo i 000 

tit mnutacturer'• 
•al•• (A) 9211 12001 11105 11631t 11611 lllt?.3 t:!65·11t :?23303 2lt'13lt' 291160 J6911t8 ~8181 

LeH exports (B) 1012 llil2 12~7 16?.I 181tli l~8J 2~ i.2182 li2t\}~ 681to8 21t1tll 2991t2 

(C) 8196 1058.~ 98118 10007 ~71.'T 981io l.035()2 178118 201,12 2293'2 2TltTll 298236 
nu laport• (D) 1~6 "'•21 2200 5210 28~ 2n2 12JP2 26IBJ :ms22 lO~li?J 1121~ 1JJ,301t 

Appare11t deund (E) 9562 15013 15350 15917 15598 15555 u 89Ali 231i901 271tli11 332825 38681+1 ~3251+0 

lllJ!2rt• D.100 lli.3 
lto.e de.and i 

29.8 35.8 37,1 37,lt 36, 7 l?..9 21t.2 26.6 31,1 29.0 31.l 

IAports fl .100 12.8 27.2 33.l 33,7 33.lt 33,3 10,8 20,3 22,8 2,,8 23.3 25.2 
HOiie de-.d i+i 
+exports 

Trade balance !;:!.100 -2, T -18.6 -25.6 .. 21a.i. .. 22.9 .. 21t.1 5,3 -la.1 -8.5 -8 •• , -3.T · .. 6.5 i:: 
Hoae deaand E+B "'" +exports I 

F.x1!2rt• B • 100 
Sale• i 

1.6 11.8 11.3 ili.o 15.9 13.9 18.2 20,2 18,5 13.0 25.6 25.1 

ExPOl't• B , 100 18.7 31,6 22.8 27,5 31,6 27,7 1la9,3 79,6 62.9 66.1 81t,1 Tit.It 
Iaport• i 

_j 



-·-t 

'l'ABLB A29i INPOR'l' Pl:D'l'ftA'l'IOI - 0'1'DR 01J'l'l:RWBil (includln1 dreHH), 1910 '° 1918 
~l'OOO} 

1910 1914 1915 1916 1911 1918 

tlC 11MutactUl'ere' •al•• (A) 22911 lli012 16023 15663 21i211 22158 

LeH exporte (B) 9806 13360 15618 35113 58921 61160 

(C) 13105 112 3115 

Plue ial'Ort• (D) 13102 30223 i.2632 59330 69011 111t28 

Apparent cleund (E) 26207 30935 li2977 

Ia22rt• D.100 50. 0 97.7 99.2 
lloM 4caen4 i ~ 
Ia22rt• 36.li 68.2 72. 7 

.. " " V1 

Rolle cle11M4 D .100 
+export• i+i 

Trade balance B-D.100 -9.2 -38.1 -li6.o 
Dolle 4eaan4 E+i 
+ exponta 

lb.~rt• 8 • 100 i.2.8 91t.9 97.8 " .. .. 
Sales J: 

Export a B. 100 ., ... 8 lilt.2 36.8 - .. .. 
Iaport.e ii 

_] 



'l'ADLB 6301 IMPOR'l' PJl:n'.nU.'l'IOW - ALL KRI'l"l'ED PllODOO'l'B 1 1970 '1'0 1978 
(t•aUlion) 

1970 197" 19T5 19il5 1977 1978 

tlC aanutacturer'• aalea (A) '466.5 675,5 715.2 838.2 997.8 1072,9 
Lea• export• (B) 17,9 127.2 134.i. 199 ... 272,9 288,0 

(C) 388.5 51t8.3 580,8 638.8 12i..9 78".9 
Pl WI i 11J>Ort a (n) 63.1 150.5 185,0 261.2 297,1 338,, 

Apparent deund. (I) i.51,6 698.8 765,8 900,0 1022.0 1123,5 

r..~i·t.a D, 100 ii..o 21.5 24.2 29.0 29.1 30,1 
ROM dc11M4 i 

I. 

IaJ!2rts D • 100 11.9 18.2 20.6 23.8 22.9 21t.o t:: ROllle dcaand. i+B 
+ ftll'!lOl'\8 

0\ 

Trade balance B-n • 100 2.8 -2.8 -5.6 -5.6 -1.9 .3,6 I 

HOiie deaand. i+i 
+exports 

bPOrts B • 100 1C),7 18.8 18,8 23.8 27,3 26.8 
Sales I 

!!J?2rta B , 100 123.6 8". 5 12.1 76.lt 91.8 8,,1 
Iaports i 

. 
llote: Figures ~ not aaa to totals becauae ot roun4in8. 

_j 



'l'Al\J.l!: A )l 1 AJl&LYSIS OP' UIC TBXTILBS AJID APPLIID Pl!OJlJC'rS 'l'RApl! H5' TO 1?J8 
Value Chane;• Annual Ch!np 
1955 1960 1965 lno 197' i975 1976 l97T 1978 1960 22~o; 1g10 1211 1916 ?!12~10;;;;;;1-..91~1...-.21~, -1-21...-1"""'2 ..... n-19-11--12-zr 

1955 19 0 i]l5 i~~ 19?5 1~5 l9~ i~~ ~1~5 i~ i~ 1~1~ 
ta ta r. tm ta t11 r. ta ra !t ~ f. t W •

1 ~ W !I I ·- - . -,--, 

I•J!2rt.• (A) 
Fibre a 328 21\7 233 1811 311 262 1,39 li6l le&l -18.6 -12.l -21,0 le2,le 83.2 -lt.6 llt,O 15.8 67,6 6,li 2.a 12.1 
Yama, tabriclli 136 152 2~6 688 682 911 1118 11t55 83.8 11,8 68.li 66.lt 113,3 11.0 28,0 -0,9 33.6 22,7 30,1 21!.3 
Clothing 18 60 ~l 129 li02 505 681e 166 921 233,3 -5,0 1263 2915 62,lt 11.1 32,9 25.6 ,,... 12.0 20.2 27.9 
All UIC 3886 ti556 5763 9051 23231i ~lt1~311,; 361i~le091i2 11.2 26,5 57,1 166.6 69,7 9.li 26.6 3,8 29.1 lT.1 12.2 20.8 

iaport.a 
F.XjK>rta (B) 
Fibrea 8o 90 86 96 202 185 260 308 282 12.5 -Ii.Ii 11.6 92.T 52.li 2.2 20.lt -8.lt 1to.5 18,5 -8.li iii.Ii 
Yam!1,tabric3ll 261 211t 391 Jli6 699 931t llltT 1238 -11\.1 5,0 ltli.9 76,1 11.1 1.1 lJ.l -6. 3 33,6 22.8 1.9 15,3 
Clothing li5 li8 50 12 3 230 266 ltl2 598 670 6.J li.2 146'> 116~ 151.9 19.T 16.9 15.1 5lt.9 95,1 12.0 23.6 

All tlC 
export• 2905 3678 li89T 80G3 16600 19921251$ 3291' 3131i3 2M 33,1 61;,J l.liJJ 87,5 10,5 19.8 20,0 29,lt 28.0 13.2 21,1 

let change ~••~\~an~n~ua.1_...cb~!D~I!----~------~--~ I J I I I J --. J I I I I . 
Trade balana. f A· -1' l 
Fibre• 21i8 lTI lliT 88 109 TT 119 159 198 -Tl -30 -59 -11 121 -12 ' -32 102 -20 39 lli 
Yan\a,tabrlc-231-125 -122 -lltl -58 -11· -23 -29 211 112 3 19 121i 23" .. 21 ltl -6 -6 21t6 .. , 
Cl.othln11 -21 12 T 6 ll2 239 212 168 251 39 

_, 
-1 233 12 - li2 67 33 -lOli 83 31 

llC trade 
balance 2e1 878 866 988 66311 i.201 5386 3502 3599 -103 -12 122 3219 -1 T8T 21t llt12 -21i2T \119 -1886 9T ltlt9 . 

I I I ' j ' j. j j 
• 

All UIJUorh 
Fibres 8.li 5.9 i..o 2.0 1.3 1.1 1.li 1. 3 1.2 
Yama, 

tabrica 1.9 3.0 2.6 2.8 3,0 :?.8 2.9 3.1 3, 6 
Clothing 0.5 1.3 1.0 l.li l.J 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.2 

i'Jl11fU•l'~fftl\ '!~i~• 
Fibres 2. 2. 1. 1. 1.2 0,9 1.0 0,9 o.8 
Yamu, 

te.brica 10.T 1.1 5.6 11, !} Ii. 5 3,5 3.6 3,5 3.3 
Clothinct 1.5 1. 3 1.0 1.5 l.li 1. 3 1.6 1.8 1.8 8ouroe1 Ottiolal UI trade ltatildio• 

E 

_j 



TABLE 132_: UIC IMPOR'l'S - TEXTILES ~IBIC 62)• 1922 TO 12J8 
* Annual oh51• in indH -

1naexi1u1i-1noi li: lm Hlf t21l i2lt lm 
1970 i211i 1975 191§ 19ll 1?18 

. 
1210 19 1916 12rr 121e 1 o i l 

~ ta b rm rm ta tin " % ' " ' % 

Yarns,thread 61 196 161\ 236 292 31i9 31 85 120 lli9 178 311,0 -15.0 lil.2 21i.2 19.5 21i ... 

Woven cotton tabrica 53 131 126 191 219 282 lil 96 llifi 168 216 25,0 -li.o 52.1 15.l 28.6 23.l 

other tabrica 75 201 218 251 336 li68 37 loB 128 167 232 28.2 8.o 18.5 30,5 38,9 25.8 

- Knitted, crocheted 13 16 18 23 2i. 35 19 113 lliO ii.a 213 fli. l 13.0 23.9 5,7 '63,9 13.2 

Tulle, lace, etc. 6 16 19 29 33 li6 lio 121 182 211 291 25,7 23.0 i.a.o 15.9 31.9 28.2 

hlt,cor448e, ctc.tabrice 21i 511 51 66 86 ?Ii 115 95 1~2 161 116 22.1 -5.0 28.li 32,0 9,3 18.6 

Mad9-up -rticlea 16 hli 52 63 61i 88 35 110 lli2 lli6 200 30.0 18.o 20.3 2.8 37,0 21t.3 

noor covering• 21 117 51 TO 88 ·128 li5 109 151 188 21i. 22.1 9.0 38,5 2i..5 .. ,.T 25.3 

Vol\lle 1 000 •0001000 •ooo 1000 •ooo 
t. t. t, t. t. t. 

Yama,throad 18 161 llili 165 llli ~03 '46 89 102 1o8 126 20.1 -11.0 lli.6 5,9 16.T 12.8 

Woven cotton tabrioa 6I 79 78 98 85 lo6 85 99 125 108 135 li.1 -1.0 26.3 -13.6 25.0 6.o 
Other tabrica 150 91 96 110 137 " 61i 61i Tl 91 •• -36.0 o.o lli.l 2ti,7 .. .. 
- Knitted, crocheted 1 5 5 5 5 ? 131 95 lo6 103 lli8 -6.5 -5.0 11.6 -2.B ti3,7 1.5 

Tulla, lace, etc. 
.. 3 3 3 '1 .. .. 95 109 118 137 .. • 5.0 14.T 6.3 16.l .. 

Felt,cordase,otc.tabrica 
.. .... 38 li8 5li 51 .. 86 109 122 116 .. -lli.o 26.T 11.9 -li.9 .. 

t4ade-up article• 23 27 21 28 2ti l2 81i 102 loli 91 121 i.. 5 2.0 3,9 -lli.2 33.0 ti.I i: 
1''1oor coverinRI! 

.. 27 25 30 3?. 51 .. 92 109 119 2oft " -B.o 18.5 9.2 7ti.B .. 
CD 

I 

~ t' 000 t' OOOt' OOOf.'. 'OOOt '0001 •ooo 
tonne t. t. t. t. t.• •. ... . . . . 

. Tuna, thread 0.78 1.22 1.15 1.43 1.68 1.72 65 96 118 1)8 141 11.4 -400 22.9 16.9 2.2 10.2 

. Woven ootton fabrioa 0,79 1.66 1.68 1.95 2.58 2.66 48 91 117 156 16o 20.1 -1.0 20.6 )),) 2.6. 16.2 

Other tabrica .. 1,34 2.?5 2.68 3.05 3.42 .. 169 200 229 255 .. 69.0 18.) l4o5 11.4 

- Knit\ed,crocheted 1.86 3.:10 ).60 4.60 4.80 5.00 6o 1\9 132 144 144 1).6 ·19.0 10.9 ·9.1 o.o 11.6 

'l'\&lle1 lace, etc, · · - ·· - -· ·· .. 5,33 6,), 9.67 8.25 1L'50 .. ·--129 -101· ·11' ·-n2 ..... ·· ·29.0 ·29.5 · 7~2 .. 18.4 
... 

Pelt, col"dae•, etc. fabriOll .. 1.23 1.34 1.)8 1.59 1.84 .. 110 112 l)~ 152 .. . 10.0 1.8 17.9 15.2 .. 
Made-up article• 0.70 l.6j i.93 2.25 2.67 2.75 42 116 134 160 165 24.2 16.0 15.5 19 .4 ).1 18.7 

Floor oo"Yeringa .. 1.74 2.04 2.3J 2.75 2.25 .. 118 139 158 1)2 .. 18.o 17.8 1),7 -16.5 ,. 

. * batted on actual unrounded trade fil'Urea. 

Sources Official UI Trade Statiatioa 

_J 



__ .... ....._._. 

'l'ABLI &Ha '1C UPOR'l'S - TEX'l'ILIS {ISIC 62}' 12IO •ro 12I8 

• Annua\ ch!f!I! in igct.1 
Index ~12Ili•100~ t?I' lp 12I~ ·Nff tJD lJB 1210 l2lli 121~ 1216 12II 1918 l,zo 12I2 121- 1211 1218 

!!!!!!. I• la 1111 ta 1111 ta 
;zo l 1;1' 1;1 

Yams, thread 117 237 202 286 32? 376 li9 85 120 139 158 19.5 -15.0 i.1.2 15.8 13.T 15.8 
Voven cotton fabrics 27 52 li7 12 91i lOli 51 90 138 182 200 l&.3 -10.0 53,3 31.9 9.9 18.6 
Other tabr:lca 153 237 221 269 3'48 310 64 93 113 lliT 156 11.8 -1.0 21.5 30.1 6.1 11.8 
-Knitted, crocheted l li5 .... 5:? 57 58 87 lfX 11~ 127 129 lli.9 -1.0 16.2 10.a. 1.6 5,0 
Tulle ,lace ,etc. l) 15 19 20 2) 62 14 153 183 12.7 18.o 25.4 3.4 19.6 14.5 
Felt,cordage,etc. 35 n 77 88 112 113 48 107 121 154 156 20.1 7.0 1).1 27.3 1.3 15.9 

fabrics 
Made-up articles 15 29 35 49 66 72 54 12~ 169 229 252 16.7 22.0 )8.5 35.5 10.0 21.2 
Floor coverings 43 106 101 152 184 179 40 95 144 174 170 25.7 -5.0 51.6 20.B -2.) 19.8 

•ooo •ooo •ooo •ooo '000 •ooo 
!2!!!! tonnee. t.onn ... t. t. t. t. 
Tarns, thread ll) 17h l)l 164 157 187 66 11 96 91 109 10.9 -2).0 24.7 -5.2 19.8 6.5 
Woven cotton tabrica 20 ?.2 18 2) 2) 24 93 81 104 104 106 1.8 -19.0 28.~ - ).8 1.9 
Other fabrics .. 1l 64 1l 78 74 .. 88 100 107 lo8 .. -12.0 1) • 7.0 0.9 .. 
-Knitted, crocbatecl 20 15 15 16 15 14 1)0 97 104 101 95 -6.) -).0 7.2 -2.9 -5.9 -).8 
'l'ull e, lace, etc. .. ) ) ) ) ) .. 94 99 8) 91 .. -6.o 5.3 -16.2 9.6 
Palt,cordaga1 eto. .. '48 43 44 .. .. 44 .. 90 91 .. 91 .. -10.0 1.1 .. " 

fabrica .... 
~ 

Made-up articl88 17 12 l) 21 19 19 140 105 166 152 154 -8.1 5.0 58.1 -8 ... 1.) l.2 \0 
Floor coveringa .. 94 78 98 105 91 .. 82 104 111 96 .. -8.o 26.8 6.1 n.5 .. I 

r.•ooo/ t.ooo/ coco/ r.ooo/ t.ooo/ t.ooo/ 
~ ·~~ .. t. t. t. t.. t. 
!una, tbreacl 1.04 1.)9 1.54 1.74 2.10 2.01 .. 74 110 125 15) 145 7.8 10.0 ::.1.6 22.4 -5.2 8.8 
Woven cotton fabrio 1.)5 2.36 2.61 ).1) 4.09 4,33 55 111 133 115 185 16.1 11.0 19.8. )l.6 5.7 16.4 
Other tabrica .. 3.25 ).45 ).68 4.46 5.00 .. 106 lll u1 · 1-44 .. 6.o 6.6 21.2 5.1 .. 
-Knitted, crocheted 1.95 ).00 2.93 3,25, 3.60 4.14 67 98 111 126 1)6 l0.5 -2.0 1).) 13.5 1., ,.3 
Tull a, lac.a, ate. M 4.)) 5.00 6.3) 6.67 j.67 .. 126 149 184 201 .. 26.o 18.3 23.5 9.2 • • 
Pelt 1 r.ordaga,eto. .. 1.52 1.79 2.00 .. 2.57 .. 119 13) .. 171 .. 19.0 11.6 .. .. 

fabrica 
Made-u, article• o.88 2.42 2.69 2.)) 3.47 ).79' 39 116 102 151 164 26.5 16.0 -12.1 48.0 8.6 19.7 
Ploor coveringa .. i.n i.29 1.55 1.15 1.97 .. 116 138 157 177 .. 16.0 19.0 1).8 u.7 .. 

--·-·- -

• biiaed on actual unround.ed trade figures. 

_·1 



TABLB A34a UIC IMPORTS - Cl.O'l'llINO (ISIC 8.f), 1970 TO 1978 • 
1nc1ez,12n-100~. 
1976 1975 19 6 1971 1918 

m! 
Ca 

Value 
Ci'Oihing(textile-not 61 226 287 376 405 509 27 127 166 179 225 38.7 21.0 30.r 7.8 25.7 30.3 

knitted) 
Acr.eaaori•• .. " 9 18 20 28 33 39 52 113 156 182 216 17.S 13.0 )8.1 16.7 18.7 19.5 
Knitted clothing, 52 135 \68 240 275 300 39 124 178 204 225 26.5' 24.0 43.5 14.6 10.3 24.5 

ACC88BOrioa 
LeRther nlnthing1acc ... } 12 15 20 

~} 
20 121 165 216 } 49.5 : 21.0 )6.4 30.'} .. 

ileadeec.r 2 5 6 9 69 43 131 196 234 . 292 23~5" 11.0 49.6 ~l:~ 28.1 33.5 
Rubber apparel - l 2 2 31 155 144 167 34.0 55.0 -1.1 
Ji\lr clothing 2 5 7 8 14 36 129 162 268 29.1 29.0 25.6 65.4 

•oo •()() •oo •oo •oo •oo 
Yolu•o tonn .. t. t. t. t. t. 
Clothing( textile-

not knitted) .. 452 537 598 550 659 ... 119 132 122 146 .. 19.0 l0.9 -1.6 19.7 
Acoeaaories " .. 25 25 30 29 35 .. 100 121 119 142 .. - 21.0 -1.7 19.3 .. 
f(,-1it.ted clothing, .. 292 336 378 385 412 .. 115 1)0 132 141 .. 1,.0 1).0 1.5 6.8 .. 

acceaaor1.ea 
Leather " .. .. 32 34 4l 

46 } 
.. lo6 135 144) .. 6.o 27.4 6.1} ~ 

H-d~ear 
.. 14 13 16 

li 110 
•• 91 11? 129 .. -9.0 2).1 ~~:~ 37 .o 

I\) .. 
Rubber apparel .. 8 9 1 .. 120 98 ~ 192 .. 20.0 -183 0 

Ji\lr clothing .. 4 4 4 .. 104 lo6 .. 4.0 1.9 ee.11 I 

r.. OIYJ/ r.. OIYJ t•OIYJ t•ooo r.•ooo £1000 
Price tonnu. t. t. t. t. t. 
crc;thing(textile- .. 5.00 5.35 6.29 7.36 7.72 " 107 126 147 154 .. 6.7 17.9 16.7 5.0 .. 

not kni Uecl) 
Accesaoriea(") .. 7.20 8.00 9.11 11.38 u.14 .. 113 129 153 152 .. 13.0 14.1 18.7 -0.5 .. 
Knitted clothing, .. 4.62 5.00 6.35 7.14 7.38 .. 108 137 155 16o .. 7.8 27.0 12.9 . 3.3 .. 

acceasorioaa 
Leather .. H .. 1.75 4.41 4.65 

5.87 l .. 114 122 l~J 
.. 14.2 7.1 22.7} 

Headgear .. 3.57 4.62 5.63 6.11 6 27 " 144 176 181 152 44.0 21.5 ).6 -6.~ .. 
Rubber appa.-el .. 1.~5 2.22 2.86 2.22 • .. 129 147 145 .. 29.2 13.7 -1.1 
Fur clot.bi~ .. 22.50 17.50 20.00 13.50 .. 124 153 134 .. 24.0 23.3 -12.1 

x baaed on actual! unrouncled figurea • 
•• • not av&ilab a 

_j 



Value 
Ci'Oihing(textile- 56 105 127 195 298 343 53 121 186 !?85 327 17.2 21.0 53.7 53.2 14.7 25.5 

not knitted~ 
Anceaaoriea(" 5 8 10 15 22 31 54 121 180 264 )61 16.7 21.0 4&.8 46.7 36.7 26.8 
Knitted clothing, 47 84 91 150 218 232, 56 lo8 17R ~60 277 15.6 8.o 64.8 46.1 6.5 22.1 

aocuaoriea 
l.eather " .. 4 12 14 19 18) 32 114 157 144) 33.0 14.0 37.7 -8.) ... 
11-c1e-.. 5 8 10 14 1; 64 57 123 169 222 196 15.0 23.0 :n.4 31.4} 8' 19.2 Rubber apparel 3 6 6. 8 56 115 149 172 15.6 15.0 29.6 15.4 • 
Fur clothing 4 6 7 JO 13 61 103 157 199 1).2 3.0 52.4 26.8 . 
!olU11e •oo •oo •oo •oo •oo •oo 

tonn• t. t. t. t. t. 
Cll)thtng(ten; le- .. 132 133 209 260 252 .. 101 158 197 266 .. 1.0 56.4 24.7 35.0 .. 
.l• 1t0t kni Ued) 
Aoo.aaorie• (•) .. 11 14 14 16 20 .. 1)0 130 143 179 .. 30.0 - 10.0 25.2 •• 
lnit~ed clothing, .. 116 110 161 186 175 .. 95 1)8 159 150 ... -5.0 4.5.3 15.2 -5·7 .. 

aooeaaoriea 
&eather .. .. 10 12 

12 "l . 115 119 104) .. 15.0 3.~ -12.6} H-clgear .. 21 19 22 23 •• 90 lo6. 110 114 •• -10.0 17.8 3.8 11·5 43 41 92 .. 
.. t-' 

Rubber apparel .. 45 43 ~i 96 91 .. -5.0 1.1 -5.2 ~ 
Fur olothi~ .. 5 5 4 5 .. 77 86 .. -12.0 -12.5 11.6 

c•ooo c•ooo c•ooo uooo c• c•OCIO 
~ tonnea t. t. t. t. '· Clothing(tenile- .. 7.95 9.55 9.33 11.46 1).61 •• 120 118 145 123 .. 19.8 -1.1 22.9 -15.0 .. 

not knitted~ 
Acceaeoriee(" .. 7.27 1.14 10.71 13.75 15.50 .. 93 1)8 185 202 .. -6,9 48.8 33.4 9.2 .. 
Knitted clothing, .. 7.24 8.27 9.32 11.72 1).26 .. 114 129 164 185 .. 13.7 13 .. 4 26.8 12.9 .. 

accessoriee 
Leather clothing, .. 12.00 11.67 15.83 16.)6} . 99 132 1~} 

.. -0.9 33.0 
..,\ acceaaoriea 

Headgear .. 3.81 5.26 6.36 8.26 6.96 •. 137 159 202 172 .. 36.7 16.6 26.6 -7··3 .. 
Hubber apparel .. 1.33 1.40 1.86 2.20 .. 121 155 189 .. 21.1 28.2 21.7 
Fur clothing .. 12.00 14.00 25.00 26.00 .. 117 204 231 .. 17.0 74.2 13.6 • 

• baaed on actual Ulll'Ounded trade figurea. 

_J 
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!'ABU: 136& UIC IMPUR'l'S-DiftllD CLO'l'HillO AlfD lCOISSORIIB(l970-19171ISIC 841.4119781IIIC 845t 846.1-4, 847.2), 
PABRICS (1970-19J71 ISIC 653.71 19781 IS~C 6 l u 'l'O l 8 

Index l .100 Annu1l ohans• in indek 
1970 1975 197 1977 197 !2li !m !21! NH mt w 19JO 12M 121~ 1216 12ll 1278 19"'0 1114 lf 5 l9i '7--1F-~ ta ta £m ta Cm £m 

Olovu 3 7 6 9 12 l) 45 81 125 164:: 169 22.1 -19.0 54.3 31.2 ),O 18.o 
Stockinca, etc. 3 1 2 3 4 5 239 144 253 305 364 -19.6 44.0 75.7 20.6 l~.3 5.4 
Underganaente 16 38 43 63 75 82 4) 112 164 196 214 23.5 u.o 46.4 19.5 9.2 22.2 
Outerea ... ente 28 87 116 163 162. 2Q4. 33 133 187 209 234. 31.9 ))j() 40.6 11.8 u.o .. 21.·1. 
lrticlea of knitted, - 1 1 1 2 1 73 153 209 303 75 37.0 53.0 36.6 45,0 -75.2 0.3 

crocheted fabric 
All knitted, etc. 52 135 166 c!40 275 304 39 124 178 204 225 26.5 24.0 43.5 14.6 10.) -24.5 

clothing, ace•••• 
KraiUed 1 etc.tabrioa 13 16 16 2) 24 35 19 11) 140 146 21) 6.1 1).0 23.9 5.7 43.9 1).2 

•oo •oo 1()() I()() •oo 1()() 

~~..!!!! tonn• t. t. t. t; t. 
Olovea .. 25 20 25 31 34 .. 80 101 127 136 .. -20.0 26.) 25.7 7.1 .. 
Stoolcinga1 etc. 1) ) 4 7 7 9 507 161 260 251 342 -33.4 61.0 61.5 -)., )6.) -4.8 
Underga:. .. enta 50 90 94 108 110 121 56 105 'L20 12) 1)6 15.6 5.0 14.) 2.5 10,6 11.7 
Outurganienta .. 11) 214 234 233 241. .. 124 1)6 135 14) " 24.0 9.7 0.7 5.9. •• • I 

Articles of knitted, l 2 4 4 5 1 61 179 199 229 16• 1).2 79.0 11.2 15.1 -84.3 -6.4 ..... 
I\) 

crocheted tabrio I\) 

lll knitted, eto. .. 292 336 378 365 412 .. 115 .no 1)2 141 •• 15.0 1).0 1.5 6.8 .. 
I 

olothinc1acoeaa. 
~ 

Knitted, eto. fabriclO 50 jO 50 50 70 1)1 95 106• 10) 148 -6.5 -5.0 11.6 -2.8 ~3.7 1.5 

Price• 
t•ooo/ c•ooo/ c•ooo/ t•<XXJ/ c•ooo/c•ooo/ 
tonne• tonnes tonnes tonneo tonnes tonne• 

Olovoa " 2.80 ).00. 3.60 ).87 ).82 .. 101 124 129 124 .. 1.) .22.2 4.4 -3.8 
Stocking•, etc •• 2.4a 5.24 4.12 5.11 6.37 5.59 47 89 91 122 106 20.7 -10.6 a.a 25.0 -12.5 10.7 
Unter~anient• ).20 4.22 4.57 5.8) 6.&2 6.78 11 107 137 159 157 6,8 6.7 28.1 16.6 ·-1.3 9.4 
Outerpniente .. 5.03 5.42 6.97 7.81 8.26 .. 107 1)8 155 164 .. 7.3 28.2 11.0 5,8 .. 
Articles of kni~ted, 

crocheted fabric 3.93 ).29 2.81 3.44 4.35 6.63 120 85 105 1)2 208 21.0 -14.5 22.8 26,0 58.0. 7.2 
All knitted, etc. " 4.62 5.00 6.35 7.14·7.38 •• 108 137 l55 160 .. 7.8 27.0 u.9 3.3 

clothing, access. 
Knitted, etn.fabric. l.86 3.20 ).60 4.60 4.8o 5.00 6o 119 1)2 144 144 13.6 19.0 10.9 9.1 o.o 11.6 

• h<lsed on actual unrounded trade tiaurea. 
a. 1978 coverage differe. rrom previous years. 

_j 
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TABLE A37a 
PABRICS (1970-19J7a ISIC 6~3.71 19781 ISIC 65l)1 1210 TO 1218 

Annual oha!!a• in Index 
!2li !m 1216 1211 1978 1278 
1210 121~ 12n ' 121 1211 1210 

Yalu• r. £111 £11 £111 a: .. f.m 'f. ,. 
"' "' "' 

.,, 
orove. - - - 1 1 1 48 125 152 252 286 20.1 25.0 21.6 65.8 18.5 25.0 
Stocltinga 1 etc. 5 8 10 13 l9 19 57 116 149 221 221 15.1 16.0 28.4 48.) o.o 18.5 
Underganaentu 8 15 19 31 43 46 50 123 208 287 )o6 18.9 23.0 69.1 30.0 6.6 25.4 
0.1t "'rea1'l11ent s 33 58 61 103 153 166 56 104 178 264 286 15.6 4.0 71.2 48.3 8.oa 22.6. 
Articles of knitted1 2 2 ~·2 2 3 la 88 78 95 120 56a 3.2 -22.0 21.8 26.3 -53.3 -5·5 

crocheted fabric 
All knitted etc. 47 84 91· 150 218 232 56 108 178 260 277 15.6 8.o 64.8 46.1 6.5 22.1 
•. clothes, aoceee. 
Knitted, etc. fabl"ic39 45 44 52 57 58 87 99 115 12"( 129 14.9 -1.Ci 16.0 10.4 1.6 5.0 

•oo •oo •oo •oo •oo •oo 
Yol\l•e tonnea t. t. t. t. t. 
OiOvU - l l l 2 2 .. 95 141 175 173 .. -5.0 45.4 24.1 -1.1 .. 
Stor.kil1£8 1 etc. 12 16 18 19 23 20 75 114 120 142 123 7.5 14.0 5.3 18.) -13.4 6.4 
Und erearaen1.s 14 25 31 46 48 46 56 124 186 194 182 15.6 24.0 50.0 4.3 -6.2 15.9 
Onter~naents 

.. 68 56 90 108 197. .. 83 132 159 157 a •· -17 .o 59.0 20.5 -1.3 • 
Arti~lea of knitted 8 6 4 5 4 1 117 6o 71 67 18 -3.8 -4J.O 18.3 -5.6 -11.1 -20.9 

crocheted fnbric ...... 
All knitted,eto. .. 116 110 

clotheR 1 ar.ceas. 
161 )86 . 175 .. 95 138 159 150 .. -5.0 45.3 15.2 -5·7 

I\) .. w 

Knitted, etc.fabric200 1~. 150 16o 150 140 130 97 104 101 95 -6.3 -3.0 7.2 -2.9 -5.9 -3.8 

Pl"ioe• 
1. 1000/ t•ooo/ t •ooo/t. •ooo/t. •ooo/t 1000/ 

tonnes tonnea tonnes t. tonnea t. 
Gloves .. 3.74 4.91 4.03 5.41 6.18 •• 132 108 144 165 " n.6 -18.1 33.t 14.8 •• 
Sto~kinga 1 etc. 3.97 5.21 5.31 . 6.47 8.13 9.37 76 102 124 156 180 7.1 1.8 21.9 25.4 15.5 11.4 
Und~rgarmenta 5.42 6.00 5.97 6.67 8.88 lO.o6 89 99 112 148 168 2.9 -o.8 12.J. 32.3 1).6 8.2 
Outerganaenta .. 8.55 10.80 11.55 14.16 15.52. .. 125 135 166 182 .. 25.3 7.7 23.l 9.4. .. 
Artir.lea nr knitted2.45 3,28 4.25 4.39 5.86 9.91 75 130 134 179 311• 7.5 30.0 3.0 33.8 73.6 19.5• 

crocheted fabric 
All knitted, etc. .. 7 .?.4 8. 2'1 9.32 11.72 1).26 .. 114 

clotheR 1 a'lceas. 
129 164 185 .. 1).7 13,4 26.8 12.9 ... 

Knitted, etc.r,briol,95 3.00 2.93 3.25 3.80 4.14 67 98 111 126 1)6 10.5 -2.0 ll.3 13.5 7.9 9.3 

• baaed on actual unrounded trade fit;Urea 
a 1978 coverage differ• from previous years. 

_J 
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'fABU: A38: tJI IIPOll'rS - DITtP.iD AID CBOamm> PABRI~ (ISIC 653. 7), 
IT WUi'i:ii OR ORIGIB1 
!l!!!: cent l 

1970 'fO 1977 . 

Yalue Vol1111e 
12]! 121! 121~ i21t: l2I7 1210 lil! 121~ i21t: im 

rt.nee l.9 6.8 5.2 6.5 8.0 l.7 5.7 3.8 4.6 6.1 
Setb.-landa 1.7 3.9 5.4 5.5 1.2. 4.9 3.9 4.3 
r~PR 12.0 14.0 18.6 19.7 15.5 8.3 11.3 17.7 16.8 13.5 
Ita!T 5.0 7.3 8.3 10.4 9.1 22.0 5.7 5.4 •• 3 6.6 
I Ziil.and 4.9 19.9 14.5 13.9 13.8 4.2 25.7 19.5 20.3 17.9 
Belgi-f Lia•bours 1.0 2.1 4.3 - 1.0 1.8 3.4 -»-rlc !·I ~.o 2.J - 2.8 J.8 i.z :-. 

ac )1.2 59.0 58.6 61.9 56 • .4 41.l 58.9 55.4 57.8 52.4 

Swclc 4.4 6.6 5.0 5.3 3.5 6.2 5.3 • 4.6 
nnland 2.7 0.7 0.3 2.5 o.a 0.4 
Auriria 11.9 12.9 5.5 6.0 11.1 14.0 6.7 - 4-.4 
Switzerland s.o 1.8 6.8 6.3 8.C 4.1 4.8 5.6 7.1 8.1 

Poriupl 1.2 1.9 
~----- 8.3 9.3 

TJS1 36.2 5.7 13.8 11•2 8.6 32.5 5.3 13.3 11.2 9.7 
r.aaada o.s 2.6 l.O 3.0 

._other. - - -- - ~-6 6.~ 6.2 '-0.6 7 • .4 i;.2 2.0 8.4 2~-2 11.2 
'l'O'l'.&L 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lC"JO.O 100.0 

Solll'ces Band on tJI Official Trade Statistic• 

-· au 
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'l'~ A39: R !X'POR!S - lllI'i"fE!) AJID Cll>CBE'ft!I) Pl.BRICS {me -653. 7)' IT W01fi'H! OP lZSTI!IATIOll J 

!!!!: cat l 
1970 'l'O 1977 

Value Vol•• 
1970 1274 1915 1976 lffi 1970 1974 19]5 19]6 .. in 

P'Nnce 2.8 4.4 7.3 8.o 2.2 4.4 7.8 8.7 
1.-therlanda 1.7 2.2 3.2 4.1 5.1 2.2 2.1 3.2 4.2 5.3 
~Pl 2:8 4.6 6.2 6.7 6.2 3.1 5.1 . 6.8 7.2 6.7 
Ita1,r 0.7 l.8 o.~ 1.0 1.7 o.6 2.1 1.0 l.l 2.6 
Inland. 5.8 10.5 9.4 u.o 12.0 5.5 11.9 10.0 11.9 13.6 
Belgi-ftu.barg l."6 2.0 3.1 3.1 1.6 2.1 3.7 4.1 
n.a..rtc t·l !·t !·6 d.8 l-8 i•2 !·! !·! ~-1 4.0 

llC l .7 ~- 30.6 .o 39.9 l .9 29.4 31.9 41.0 4'~ ... 12.3 8.5 8.5 8.0 7.9 14.4 8.7 7.8 7.6 1.9 
lonq 2.0 2.4 3.8 4.6 4.3 2.0 2.2 3.2 4.3 .4.0 
Pinlaa 8.7 4.2 3.8 3.1 3.9 12.5 4.7 4.0 2.9 4.0 
1utria 4.0 4.9 3.3 - - 4.4 5.2 3.4 - -
Svits.-land. 7.8 3.4 2.5 7.2 3.1 2.2 .. 
Po"'1pl 0.1 0.2 o.6 0.2 
Kalt& 1.2 o.8 1.2 0.9 

Hoag lone l.O l~j 1.6 1.2 1.7 1.7 
Rigeria o.6 l.O .. 0.5 1.0 
Z-bia 1.3 1.2 .. 1.2 1.2 
J.-ica 3.6 2.9 3.5 2.8 .. .. 
Trinidad/Tobago 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.8 

ossa l.O 5.0 14.9 6.7 3.3 1.3 6.3 16.5 8.01 3.3 
Poland .. 1.0 0.7 0.9 l.O 

USA 11.1 2;.) 1.2 2.8 8.3 2.0 0.9 1.8 
Japan 1.1 1.5 0.5 0.1 0.9 0.3 
Australia 1.6 4.9 3.7 4.3 4.9 2.0 4.2 3.3 '3•6 3.4 
.... Zealand. 0.7 2.3 1.2 0.1 2.0 0.9 
South Africa 3.3 4.0 2.4 2.7 2.6 3.3 2.0 2.1 
Canad& 22.0 4.8 3.9 5.9 4.7 19.0 4.9 3.6 5.2 4.4 

Other 6.1 12.0 2·~ 2l·2 ll-1 6.8 11.6 Q.4 2l-~ 28.0 

'l'O'l'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 



TABLE UOg UK IMJIOlft'S - lllI'l"fED AND CROQIBRD PABRICB (ISIC 655), BY OOUN'l'RY' OW ORIOIM)--1.tl! 

Value Vol WI• 
S,ynt~-Wool Cotton -Regeri- O\liii"El••Uo 'l'O'l'lL Dynt!M Wool COHon Regen- O\her llaatio, 'IVl'lL . 
etic era\ed pulver- e\io •rated pul•...,. 

heel ieed -,.:--.-. -c--"'"c---z ... ---c--.;;;.;:;.z,._--a--.. - = = = = = = = 
JPl'anoe 5.4 ,. .. l .O ·,. ·· •: 

; · • 1 · ; · - r. · ,. · , ·· r ~ ~- · f .. _ ~ 

N•t.h•rlande (.6 " " " " 
Oel'9aft.J PR 16.'? " 0.4 " " 
Italy 9.) 0.5 
Ireland _2 .. ,, 
'!'O'l'AI, DC 1117 .) 1.) 2.) 

Sweden - - 1.2 .. 
Ireland - 0.5 .. .. 
luetria 4.7 .. 0.5 .. 
Switserland J.8 .. 1.8 .. 
Spain 9.4 .. .. .. 
01-eece .. .. .. .. 
pS.\ 4.6 .. .. 5.) 
Other 
'l'O'l'lL 

Ave~e Price•-
S,ynth- Wool Oottori Regen-
etic erat.ed 

t{kg- t/kg t.fkg £!kg 
t'ranoe 7.9 .. " 1). 2 
Jet.herlancle 6.9 
ae .... n,y PR 5. 3 
Hal,y 5.9 5.7 

6.) .. 
Ireland -=)-.8~~-=---~-~~ 
TO'l'AL EJ:C 5. '\ 6.7 6.o 4.? . 

Sweden · '' " 5.0 
lrell\ncl 
Austria 6.4 
Swiherland 3.5 
Spain 4.6 
Creeoe ~· ,. · 
USA 5.2 

7.6. .. 
.. 

8.7 
15.5 

.. .. 

4.8 
Other 

'l'Cl'l'AL 
n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
4.6 7.Q_ 6.A t.? 

,. 
0.2 .. .. .. 

.. .. 

. . 

.. .. 
o.6 .. 
o. 
2~4 54.2 
. . .. .. .. . . .. 
, . .. 

0~6 

1.4 

3.2 •• " 0.4 " " ! 
3.1 .. .. •. - .. ... 

14.3 " O.) '' "'" . '' " 
7.4 

11 • 
41.9 

3.5 
5.0 

9· 1' 

0.4 .. 
.5 

O.) .. .. 
.. 

.. .. 
1.0 
0.9 

" 
0.3 
0.5 .. .. 

.. " •• .. 
2.5 o.t .. .. 
" .. ,. . . .. .. .. .. • • •• .. .. o.6 .. 
5.1 .. 1.9 •• .. ... 

• • • BO'\ &Yailable 

.. 

-·-, 

I 

1-J 

~ 

_j 
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t'ABIJil A411 UK EXPORTS - ICN1'1"1'11> AND CROQfl'l'ID PABHIOS (ISIC 655). BY OOUJl'l'RY or Dllft'IlfA'l'IOlf1 1978 

i"l-"1'0. 
Hethel"lande 
Oel'tlAny PR 
Ital1 
lf't1land 
Bele./wx. 
J)en-rk 
t:F:1: 

Sweden 
Norway 
Pinlitnd 
Nigeria 
Zallbia 

Value Voluae 
Sl'nth- Wool Cotton Resen- Other ElaaUo, TO'l'AL .,:;S.;y.::.nt:::;h---.__,W_o_o.,l_Co.,....t""t_o_n..,R'""e_s_e_n ___ Ot.""""'h_e_r...,..E""l•_•..,t""i_o_,-..,M"""'"l .. L 
etio erated rubber-· etio •rated l'Ubber-

iaed iaed .,- --- --,,-- --- -,,.-- ---r-----,:----,----- -~-- - --- -,.- -----,-- -~-----,,-------,:- --.,. ------~ 
7.0 - .. 1.3 .. .. 9.3 • .. ?.3 .. .. 
4.5 0.4 .. 1.7 .. .. 4.5 0.3 .. ?.1 
5.0 - .. 1.8 • 0.5 4.2 .. " 1.7 

10.6 

?. 
14.-1 
6.2 
2.4 
1.9 .. 

.. 

O,) 

.. 

.. 
o.6 0.7 

1.2 .. 
1.1 ·1.2 

0.4 1.0 
0.2 o.e 

o.e 
0.4 .. 

.. .. 
0.2 .. .. •• .. ,. 
0.4 1.1 45.0 .. 0.5 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

•• .. .. 
" 10.9 0.7 o.8 .. 1.8 

2 • .. .. .. 
!6 0.1 i.j 9 
.6:1 0.1 o.6 0.7 
2.1 .. 0.2 o.8 
1.8 .. .. .. .. 0.4 .. 

.. 0.5 
" 

0.2 .. 
" " .. .. 

0 
" 0.3 

.. .. 

.. • • 
USSR 1.9 .. .. .. 1.8 

0.4 .. .. " .. .. .. 
Poland " 
USA " 

.. 
" 

.. 0.7 
1 •. 2 

.. .. 
Aut1tl"alia 3.1 
He" ?.ealand .. 

•• 0.3 .. .. 2.4 
0,4 

Canada 
Other 
'l'O'l'AL 

2.9 .. 0'.'3 .. .. - ),0 
21.1 0.7 1.6 4.0 0.5 1.~ ;·o 20.i 

Prance 
Hetherlande 
Oel'lllU\,1 PR 
Italy 
Ireland 
Belff./WJ:. 
'DenWll"k 
EEC 

Swed on 
MONA,Y 
Finland 

74.o 1.8 Jt.o i5.3 o.9 4. i .o 74. 
Avera~ Price 
S.Ynth- Wool Cotton Regen-
et io el"ated 
t.fk{r.~-t.~t.fkg- -t/>q 
3.0 " .. 2.2 
4.0 5.1 .. ;.2 
4.8 .. - 4.3 

3.9 

4.3 .. 

).2 ).6 
2.7 

lJr---4.e 1:&-~1 

4al 7,7 ~.6 5,4 
4,7 " 2.7 ).8 
4.4 

Synth- Wool 
etio 

Nigeria 
Za111bia 
USSR 4,3 
Poland 
USA 
Australia5. 2 
Hew Zealand" 
Canada 3,9 
Other n.a. 
't'O'l'AL 4 .O 

n.a. 
5.4 

.. 0.5 .. 0.7 .. " .. .. 0.2 .. .. .. •• .. 0.4 
0.3 .. 

0.6 1.6 i•8 O,f l.l "9·5 
1.4 4.4 1 .o 0.9 3.2 100.0. 

Co Uon R•s•n­
al'at.Ad 

).7 

.. 
3.6 

8.8 .. 
" .. 

2.1 
6.8 

•• 
a.a._ n.•. 
3.6 3~9~ 

I 

..... 
~ 

~ 



TABLB A42a U1C TRAM - lllft'l'SD &llD CROCRIUD QLOVBS (1970 - 1977• JBIC 841.411 19781 847.21). 1970 lfO 1978 
(per cent) 

IMPORTS 

BC 

ttong Jeong 
Jtep. or Korea 
'f'aiM&ft 
People• Rep. 

ot China 
Hung.t.ey 

Other 

!'O'l'AL 

EXPORTS 

Ireland 
JSC 
Oth•r 

TOTAL 

Value Vollllle 
1910. 1914 1915 1916 1977 1918 . .,;.;1§"'"1~0-._ ..... 19--1 .... 4-."'"'ig""'7 ... 5-_ .. t9""'1""6-_ ...... 1t"""11---:u ..... 1-a 

0.1 0.4 1.0 0.5 1,2 ).) .. 0.2 0.5 0.2 o.8 2.0 

87.9 85.5 17.8 77.2 71.9 76.6 .. 89.4 86.2 84.2 80.7 82.8 
1.6 .. 6.7 2.5 .. .. 0.9 .. 3.8 1.5 
).O .. 6.6 ).0 .. .. 1.7 ,. 4.0 1.6 

.. 1.8 .. .. .. . . .. 1.4 
2.0 .. 2.7 .. .. .. .. .. o.8 " 

1:L 12.3 u~2 22.r 13,6 14.) " g.o 9.9 15.6 10...'1 12.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

24.8 23.5 20.3 .. .. .. 21.8 21.9 27.3 
21.4 51.6 51.9 61.0 44.5 55.3 .. 48.1 50.1 63.7 44.0 64.9 
18.6 48.4 18.1 39.0 55.5 11.1 " 51.9 11.2 36.3 56.o 15.l 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

I 

.... 
I\) 
())· 

I 

_J 



'l'ABU: A43z UIC INPOR'l'S - KHI'l"l'ED AND CROamn:D SOCICB AND 8TOCICIN08 (1910-1971• 1810 841.42, 19781 847.22), BY oomma 
OP ORIGIN, 1970 '1'0 1978 

(per Qent} 

Vahle Volwne 
______ 1_91_0 __ 1_27_4_1m 191& 1917 . 1978 .,;.;12"""1 __ 0 __ ...,,..n""'1-a-'""'1 .... 21"";-"""1"""'91 .... 6--12"""1--1-: -1-21!Plg------
Ji'r&noe 
U•ly 
Ireland 

ERO 

Portupl 
luat1•ia 
Norw~ 

Hone ICong 
Rep. of Korea 
Taiwan 

5.1 6.9 5.3 .. .. .. 2.4 
10.7 5.1 6.5 .. .. .. 16.5 

2.3 .. 18.1 12.8 1\.2 9.6 14.5 .. 11.8 11.8 
15.-3- - 40. 5 - - 41. 5 --3 .. ~9 - 29:2 -- i:r~9 

7.2 4.7 
~.8 28.6 

11.8 
l0.4 
9.8 

12.4 
5.2 

9.2 
14.2 
1).1 

5.4 
14.6 11.2 .. 5.4 

9.7 6.0 
17.7 22.7 
12.1 10.6 

12.l 9.1 .. " 
4.6 19.5 6.2 6.9 .. 24.8 10.2 4.5 
.. .. " 6.5 .. .. .. 20.6 .. .. .. 15.9 

.. 6.2 
7.2 6.2 .. 4.6 

8.8 5.1 
28.7 )2.6 
15.1 1).2 

~thor Jl.1 11.4 38.3 11.0 16.7 14.8 7:2 13.1 47,0 9.5 15.6 13.2 
I 

to'l'.\L 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ioo,Q 100.0 _ tQQ.O ioo.o 10011.0 ioo.o 

. ---..-.-.. 

.... 
fl.) 
•.o 

_J 



---~--, 

'l'ABLB A44 t UJC DPOR'l'S - KN I'rl'ED AND CROCllB'l'SD SOCICB AND B'l'OCKINOS ( 1970 - l '.}77 a ISIC 841,421 19781 847.22), 
BY OOUN'1'RY OP D'ESTINA!IOH/ 1970 '1'0 1978 
b?•r ceni} 

VaJue Vol11me 
197() - 1974 1.915 121() 1211 lnR 1210 122~ !22~ l2ili 12n !918 

Heot.herlande .. .. .. .. 5.3 6.1 .. .. .. .. 5.5 5.6 
Ireland 14.1 9.1 14.3 16.2 12.6 15.6 18.5 10.8 15.9 18.5 14.7 18.2 
DPrmark ~.8 11.1 13.7 25.4 n.o 14.1 9.0 16.9 13.2 14°4 12.2 13,7 
C}e1'&f\1 PR 4,9 ~-l ~-2 

.. .. .. 
~·~ ~-2 !.:.l .. .. .. 

nc )2.0 )).5 33.6 41.0 39.6 44.5 34,3 34°4 37,1 41.4 41,3 46.0 

Sllli t.aerland .. 6.5 6.4 .. .. .. . . 6.1 5.4 
ll'inland .. ).8 2.3 .. .. .. . . 4,8 3,3 
Sweden 9.2 8.7 8.8 l0.9 11.2 7.9 9,1 8,2 9.0 10.1 -~11.1 8.4 
Nol'Wlt¥ 

.. 8.8 8.4 8.2 9.7 12.5 .. 9.0 7,5 8.9 10.l 12.7 

USA l0.9 4.9 3.2 .. .. .. 8.~ 4.2 3.0 .. .. 
Jaran • 4.7 ).6 .. .. .. .. 3.5 2.9 
Canada 12.9 8.5 9.5 9.1 6.1 5.0 13.9 8.6 9,7 10.0 6.7 5,J 
Auah•lia lo) 2.7 1.8 .. .. .. 1.1 2,4 1.7 .. " .. ..... 

w 
. at.her )).1 11·2 12·1 l0.6 ll·! lO.l ll•l 18.8 20.! th6 ~.6 :Z18 

0 

'l'O'l'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

_j 



- l~ -

!JI~ &45: UI: DIPOllTS - DlffiD AID CliOalEID 1JllllllCIJIDlf (ISIC &u..43), BT OOUlfti rJP 
OIIGD~ 1970 ro 1917 
(2!!: cet} 

Yalue Yalue 
1212121! lfl:l 12'.Zl; 12!? l!IO lfl! 12'.Z:l 121~ im 

Pruce 0.5 1.8 - 0..4 o.a 
Setlm'l...U 0.4 0.2 - 0.2 0.3 
~PR 1.9 0.9 - 2.5 0.9 
ltal7 0.9 2.3 3.6 2.6 3.0 0..4 1.5 2.0 2.3 3.2 
IrelAm4 6.7 22.9 21.2 16.1 15.0 8.5 23.8 25.0 22.0 18.3 
n-n 2.8 1.2 0 i - - 2.2 o.8 0.6 -

!IC u.6 29.7 211: 22.0 22.0 12.0 29.8 29.7 26.1 23.& 

s-19 . 0.2 - 0.1 
~ 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.3 
P1nhn4 ).3 o.8 0.5 - 4.7 o.6 o.6 
.a..tria 9.8 9.2 8.3 5.1 5.6 7.0 5.4 4.1 2.9 2.7 
sm.ts .. 1.8114 2.3 0.5 0.5 1.4 0.2 0.2 - -
Spain 0.4 0.2 - 0.4 0.1 
Pvtqal 32.8 17.7 13-4 18.o 18.4 21.l 11.6 u.1 zo.1 18.6 
Wt& - 0.4 - - - - 0.3 - - -
Iuul 1.5 1.3 1.9 - 3.5 l.l 0.7 1.0 2.6 

llaDg foag 28.l 71.1 31.0 23.6 Z0.2 36.5 26.5 29.6 21.4 18.0 
'faiwn - 3.4 4.9 - - - 3.0 4.8 -
Rep. or Eona 3.3 - 4.5 
-.cao 3.4 2.8 
Pakistan 0.3 1.6 0.4 - 2.5 o.6 3.5 o.8 4.1 
Inditl 0.4 0.2 - 5.6 0.3 0.2 7.2 

~ 1.0 1.6 
Pol.8114 1.1 1.1 - 2.0 1.8 
..... 1. 5.5 2.2 2.5 - u.o 5.7 6.1 

mA 1.0 2.5 o.8 2.2 

OUa.- 2.1 !•O 2.0 ~-! 22.2 2.l !·O · 1.6 2~-2 23.0 
---- ·----·-- --

'!O'rAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 lcqp 10<¥> 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

a bclud• conete, etc. (1978: ISIC 876.5) 
--- -- ... --------



I - 132 -

Till.I 
• a A.f6: ~ moatS - DHtBD &ID CROClllftD 1JllDJIBll!llTS (ISIC 841.43 ), BT WUl'fkl 

fl m3WTIOI) 
(2.- cet} 

1970 m im 

'falue 'fol,.. 
121!! 12li 12l~ 12!1; lm 12!0 12!4 12l~ 12lb 12Il 

France 1.6 3.3 4.6 4.3 1.9 3.2 3.9 3.6 
'lnhvlana 1.0 2.0 4.7 1.0 2.2 4.9 
~P!l 5.4 7.9 6.1 4.3 4.~ 7.5 7.3 4.7 
Itaq 0.6 0-4 
Ireland 18.5 23.1 ao.4 19.9 21.3 24.1 27.5 25.1 23.8 26.4 
l>mml'k !·l 2.tl - 4.0 2.:z - -

ac 2'·5 )6.8 )8.9 42.9 39.9 30.5 40.2 43.1 46.1 43.1 

91Md• 13.6 12.0 l0.5 10.4 8.8 13.7 11.5 10.l l0.4 8.7 
!fo1'W7 .. 9.1 9.5 7.6 8.4 - 12.2 u.3 10.l 11.7 
Pinlancl 3.2 3.3 6.0 6.1 4.0 4.3 6.9 7.5 
Aastria 1.7 2.2 2.0 2.2 
Sri "s.-land. 2.8 2.2 2.4 2.0 • 

Portupl 1.3 0.4 1.5 0.4 

Bong fang 3.0 l.4 2.0 1.0 
Siappore 0.9 0.6 
ICD.wait 2.5 2.3 2.2 1.9 
Lib7& 1.5 2.7 1.2 2.1 
ligeria l.l 2.2 4.2 5.2 1.1 1.9 3.7 3.6 
Z.bia 0.3 0.4 
Pama 0.9 0.4 

USA 8.3 3.5 2.1 10.7 1.8 1.6 
Japan 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.4 
Cuada 2.4 5.1 2.1 4.0 
Auriralia 4.8 4.0 3.7 3.5 

Other ~-! 12.2 10.7 2a.2 ll.6 ~~-1 11.2 ~-2 22.a 2,.~ 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 lCO.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -----
a kclud.• corsete, etc (1978 ISIC 876.5) 



TABLE A.411 UJC lMPOR'l'S - KNIT'l'BD A1fD CRO<JIBTED UNDBROARMEN'l'S ( ISI C ~6 21 BY COUNTRY OP ORIODf~ 12ze 

Y~lue Volume Av•~•se Prioe 
Wool Cotton Synth- Regen- Coreet• Total Wool Cotton S,ynth- Regen- Coreet• fot&i Wool Cotton Birnt"° a-.~r. 

eUo era'ted eUo erahd eUo •rated H:!f 

f "' '/. 
"' "' 

.,. .,. .,. f. " "' "' 
1./q 1./kg l./q 1.fkg l/q 

Ireland - 0.9 11.4 - - 12.3 - 0.6 14.3 - - 15.1 - 8.2 5.9 
Italy - - 4.0 - - 4.0 - - 4.9 - - 4.9 - - 8.o 

EEC 0.1 4.0 16.7 " 4.1 24.9 0.1 2.9 19.9 .. 2.1 25.1 12.5 l0.7 6.2 19.0 14.6. 

Austria - 2.1 4.0 - - 6.1 - o.a. 2.3 - - 3.1 - 19.2 ll.O 

Portqal - 12.7 1.8 " - 24.5 - 14.0 1.9 .. - 15.9 - 6.7 7.1 · 7.5 
Spain - - o.6 - - o.6 - - o.6 - - o.6 - - 7.5 
Greece - 2.2 - - - 2.2 - 2.6 - - - 2.6 - 6.4 
larael - - l.O - - l.O - - 0.5 - - 0.5 - - 14.0 . 
Hone Kong - 24.1 3.4 O.) - -18.4 - 15.l 4.0 0.4 - 29.5 - 7.2 6.4 5.1 
Rep. of ICorea - - 1.1 - - 1.1 - 1.2 - - 1.2 - - 6.5 
Tai van - - 1.4 - - 1.4 - - 2.7 - - 1.7 - - 6.2 - -· 
~i~apore - - 0.) - - O.) - - 0.3 - - 0.3 - - 7.4 - -Macao - 0.7 - - - 0.7 - 0.7 - - - 0.7 - 7.6 
Philiwinu - - 1.3 - - 1. '\ - - 1.8 - - 1.8 - .. .. ... 
Thailand - - 1.1 - - 1.1 - - 1.8 - - 1.8 - - 4.5 
India - 1.1 - - - 1.1 - 2.0 - - - 2.0 - 4.1 

Other - 2.7 1._lL_ - -~ ____ 11. 7 ~5.8 - 1).8 .4 .4 - 5.0 23.2 n.a. _ n.a, n.a. n.a. l!.d:.t 

•'O'l'AL 0.1 fl_4__~~ -~•.._ __ 15.8 Joo.a 0.1 51.9 40.4 0.5 1.1 100.0 13.l 6.8 6.1 6,1) 11 •. t.. 
. 

--1 

I 

..... 
w 
w 

-1 



. . ' 

'l'ABLE 148; UIC EXPOR'l'S - ICNl'l"l'ED !HD CROaDil'l'BD UNDBIOARIO.'M'l'S (ISIC 8'6), BY OOU11'l'RY OP DESTlNAll'~ON, 1978 

Value Volwne Aver~• Prio! 
Wool Cot~on Synth- ~eP- Corset• Total Wool Cott~n Synth- R•a•n- Coraeta Total Wool Cotton 87nth- Regen- COw-

etic erated etic erat•d eUo •rated ••'-

"' ~ ,, ,. 1· ~ f. f f 1 f. J t./kg t./ki t./'q f/kg l/ki . 
Fra.noe - 2.0 1.3 - - 3.3 - 1.3 0.9 - - 2.2 - 15.5 15.5 
Netherland• - - 1.5 - - 1., - - 1.4 - - . 1.4 - - 11.2 
OeJ'll&nY Jl'R - 1.6 0.7 - - i • .3 - 1.6 0.5 - - 2.1 - 11.3 14.2 
Ireland - 6.3 1).2 - - 19.5 - 7.2 19.2 - - 26.4 - 9.7 7.5 
l>erunark - - 1.5 - - 1.5 - - 1.6 - - 1.6 - - 11.0 
Bel./wx. - - 0.2 - - (\.2 - - u.7 - - 0.1 - - l~.~.· -

EEC 0.2 14.1 22.6 0.1 13.4 50.4 0.2 14.1 28.6 0.1 9.4 52.4 10.6 n.o e.1 8.1 15.7 

Sweden - 3.9 1.6 - - 5.5 - 2.9 3.4 - - 6.3 - 14.5 5.1 
No~ - 1.2 4.3 - - 5.5 - 1.2 7.0 - - 8.2 - 11.0 ~.7 
Finland - - 1.7 - - 1.7 - - 2.8 - - 2.8 - - 6.6 

Saudi Arabia 0.5 - - - - 0.5 o.6 - - - - o.6 9.7 
Kuwait 1.0 - - - - 1.0 1.3 - - - - 1.3 8.3 
lrt&n - - 0.1 - - 0.1 - - 0.1 - - 0.1 - - l'~ - ·-
Hi~oria - 1.2 1.1 - - 2.~ - 0.9 l,O - - 1.9 - 14.9 u.e 
USA - 0.4 - - - 0.4 - 0.2 - - - 0.2 - 19.4 - - -Australia - 1.) o.6 - - 1.9 - 1.1 0.5 - - 1.6 - 1).1 13.8 

other l.l 10.4 10.6 0.1 8.~ lO•l o.8 a.2 2.1 0.1 ~·] 2~.6 a.a. n:•• n:•: !!1•1 n:•& 

'l'O'l'AL 2.8 32.5 42.6 0~2 21.9 100.0 1.9 ~.3 ~?, .. 5 - ~.2 - 15.l 100.0 10.5 u.1 8.9 8.8 15.8 ' 

•' 

-·~-, 

~ 
I.A) 
~ 

··1 
_ _J 



' 
- 135 - l 

'!'.IB~ 149: OX DIPOMS - Dli"ftb AID CROam'l'ID c:maa&RllEl'l'S (ISIC 641.44), BT WWfl'Hi OP 
ORICDfa 1970 TO lffi 

1'alue Vol11111e 
1970 1974 1915 1916 1977 1910 1974 1915 1916 lQU 

Pluce 3.1 3.2 3.7 3.7 3.9 l.l 1.2 1.6 1.6 
Sfthwlanda o.8 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.3 
0.....,,, PR - 1.0 0.6 o.8 1.2 0.4 0.5 0.9 
Irelan4 10.9 7.6 5.5 5.1 5.8 6.6 ·_14-4 5.0 ;.4 
Ital.7 5.7 5.8 8.0 15.5 14.9 3.6 4.3 12.8 11.3 
»-l'lt 3.8 2.2 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.0 1.1 0.9 
1.i../1».x. 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 

llC 25.5 20.3 20.7 27.5 28.l 13.7 11.8 21.3 20.6 

~ 0.5 0.7 o.6 0.5 0.4 
Swed.• 2.1 1.9 1.8 l.3 1.2 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.4 
Pinland 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.2 
Austria 2.3 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.2 0.9 1.0 1.0 
Svit2erland 4.5 1.2 1.6 1.2 o.6 0.1 0.7 

Portugal 4.8 6.3 4.0 3.2 3.5 6.8 3.2 3.7 3.6 
Spain 0.3 0.3 0.2 
~ta 1.2 0.8 l.l 1.0 0.1 0.1 o.a 
IRael 2.6 1.7 1.4 1.6 2.0 1.0 o.a 1.1 l.3 

!Jong tong 47.6 32.6 ,5.5 31.2 27.8 32.7 35.9 30.3 26.9 
'l'aiwan 2.6 16.9 16.o 7.1 9.5 22.3 23.9 10.2 14.0 
Rep. o! Korea 1.6 9.9 10.3 l0.5 8.4 12.4 14.8 13.8 11.4 
Singapore 1.6 2.8 1.7' 4.1 
Jlacao 2.0 1.3 2.2 1.2 
P!li.lippinn 1.6 l.l 1.6 1.2 
Thailand l.O 1.1 1.2 1.7 

Romania o.8 0.5 1.5 0.9 
Polud. 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.4 

USA 0.3 0.3 l.l 0.3 0.4 1.0 
Japan o.8 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.9 
Canada 0.3 " 0.2 

Other l-6· l·l 2.6 !·~ 10.1 ~-l J.2 2·~ 11.6 

'l'OTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1) 1.00.0 



- 136 - l 

mu: .A.50: UI: EXPO!l!S - DI'l"r!D Alf]) CROCBErED OU'fEll<W!N!lfr (me &u.44), BT COOl'l'Rr 
OP DIS'l'IlfATIOtf J 1970 'l'O 1977 
!2er centl 

Talue Yolme 
12:[0 1214 127~ 127l> 12ll 1212 l2li 12Z~ l2zl> im 

Pnnce 7.1 10.4 9.9 7.1 9.5 11.2 
lleth•lenda 2.0 4-1 8.2 3.7 §.2 7.6 
~PR 4.9 6.8 7.3 6~1 6.7 6.2 
Ireland 4.3 io.9 l0.9 13.9 16.2 17.1 
Ital.7 2.2 3.2 2.9 1.7 1.9 2.0 
n-arlr: 3.6 3.1 ).O 3.9 3.5 2.9 
Bq./IAu. .6 2.0 2.8 

EiC .7 .3 45.7 

·~ 2.4 3.3 3.8 4.4 4.4 3.5 4.0 - 4.2 4.4 
Swd• 7.1 5.1 5.3 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.7 5.0 4.9 
Pinland 2.1! 1.7 0.9 1.9 1.0 
lwltria 2.5 i.9 1.8 1.6 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.0 
Svi tnrland 10.6 8.3 7.0 5.8 5.0 6.5 4.9 4.4 3.8 

Porhpl 1.4 0.4 1.1 0.4 
Spain 1.0 1.3 1.4 1.3 0.9 0.1 0.9 
Iarul 0.4 0.5 
Bone Ione 2.9 2.4 1.4 1.5 1.6 0.9 1.2 

Saudi Arabia l.4 1.1 
luteit 0.3 o.6 1.2 0.3 0.5 1.2 
LibJ'a 1.0 1.7 1.3 l.8 l.O 1.8 1.2 l.8 
Bigeria 0.3 1.0 2.0 l.7 0.3 1.6 3.1 2.4 

lllSll 9.1 2.6 0.9 3.7 1.4 
Poland 1.1 o.~ 1.5 1.0 

USA 15.8 12.9 9.6 10.6 10.6 9.1 6.7 7.2 7.5 
Japa 2.0 2.7 2.2 1.8 l.6 1.7 1.1· 0.9 o.8 
Alw'ralia 3.0 3.9 2.3 2.0 2.6 3.7 ?·3 2.0 
Canada 3.7 6.5 0.9 5.4 4.2 6.9 7.3 5.6 4.3 
Soath Africa 1.7 0.9 0.7 1.9 1.0 

other 12.z s.z 7 ·) 11.2 11.0 10.0 e.2 12.4 12.8 
. 

'l'O'l'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 



--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ --...-------------~- --

TA'BLB A5h UK IMPORTS - JCllI'l"l'BD AND CROCHE'l'ED OU'l'EROARMmTS (ISIC 845) 1 BT OOUN'l'HY OP ORIGIN) 1978 

Value Volume Avery• Price 
Wool Cotton Synth- Recen- Ot.her 'l'otal Wool Cotton Synth- Regen- Ot.her Total W~o1 t::otton Synth- Regen- Ot.her 

eUo eratecl etin erated etio erated 

if. 'I· 1· 1 1 'f. f· 1 ., 'I 'I· J 1./kg t/kg t/k« t./kg 1.fkg 

Ji'ranoe 1.' - 1.) - - 2.6 0.5 - 0.4 - - 0.9 . 1R.o - 24.9 

Italy 2 ... 0.9 n.o 0.5 0.2 16.8 1.0 o.6 12.2 0.2 0.2 14.2 18.8 12.l 8.8 16.8 11.) 

Ireland o.8 - 4.5 \l.2 - 5.5 0.5 - 1.6 0.1 - 4.2 13.1 - 10.4 23.0 

Den-rlt - - o.6 - - o.6 - - o.~ - - o.~ - - 12.:z - -
nc 5i.l 2.0 21.) 0.9 o.6 29.9 2.4 l.l 17.9 0.4 0.4 22.4 17.2 1).6 10.l 18.) 14.9 

Austria - 0.1 - - - 0.1 - II - - - II - 21.0 

Portugal - 2.0 1.1 0.1 - 3.2 - 2.1 1.0 0.1 - 1.2 - 7.8 9.6 8.2 

Malta - - - 0.2 - 0.2 - - - II - II - - - 25.6 

letael - - 0.7 - - 0.7 - - 0.5 - - 0.5 - - 10.7 

Ho~ Kong 10.) 5.8 9.2 - 0.1 25.4 8.4 6.7 M).0 - 0.1 25.2 10.l 7.2 7.6 - 9.1 

Taiwan - - 6.9 - - 6.9 - - 11.1 - - 11.1 - - 5.1 

R.sp. of Korea- - 10.l - - 10.l - - 14.4 - - 14.4 - - 5.8 

Singapore - - 1.2 - - 1.2 - - 2.0 - - 2.0 - - 5.2 - - ...... 

MaC".&O 1.1 - - - - 1.1 1.2 - - - .. 1.2 7.4 - - - w 
~ 

Mauritiue 2.8 - - - - 2.8 2.4 - - - - 2.4 9.3 ., 
mA - o.6 - - - o.6 - 0.1 - - - 0.7 - 7.0 

Other ).8 4.1 9.2 0.4 O.) 17. - ).8 4.4 8.0 0.5 0.2 16.9 n,a. n.a. n.a. n,a, n.a •. 
I 

TOTAL l>'L l 1.1.b '>Q. -, 1.6 1.0 100.0 18.2 15.2 6.t.9 1.0 " ., 11V\_n 1n.~ '1.Q 7.6 1).6 u.o 

_] 



·-"'·•....-.. 

\'ABLE A 521 ~ EXPORTS - KHI'l"l'ED AND CROCRt.'"l'ED OU'l'EROARllJIJl'l'S ( ISIC 845), BY OOUN'l'RT OP Dm'l'Ill•HQB L__--1918 

Valu11 Volume Avery,. Price . ____ 
Wool Cotton Synth- Regen- Other Total Wool Cotton Syn·th- Regen- Other 'l'otal Wool Cotton Synth- Regen- Other 

e\ic erated etio •rated etio •rated 

'/. 'f. .,. 1 1- ,,.. f.. f.. 'f.. 1-
"' 

1· r./kg £/kg r./kg r./kg 1/q 

Prance 6.1 - 2.4 - 0.3 8.8 4.8 - 2.8 - 0.2 7.8 19.7 - u.o - 17.8 
lletherlande 1.6 1.6 5.7 o.) - 9.0 1.3 lo) 7.1 0..1 - 9.8 19.2 19.) 14.5 14.7 -
Oeraaey FR 5.7 0.1 3.7 - 0.3 9.8 3.3 0.1 3.9 - c.2 7.5 26.5 14.8 1).) . - 19.8 
Italy 2.5 - - - - 2.5 1.1 - - - - 1.1 34.1 - - - -
Ireland 4.3 0.1 1.8 - 0.2 13.0 5.0 0.9 17.2 0.1 0.2 23.4 13.2 11.5 7.0 1).8 14.1 
Belg./Lux. 1.8 - 111 - - 2.2 l.~ - l.l - - 2.8 12:2 - ll·~ 

EEC 23.3 3.4 23. 7 0.5 1.2 52.1 18.3 3.4 34. 2 0.5 1.1 57.5 19.B 15.6 l0.7 15.9 16.8 

Sweden ~.l 1.0 1.3 - - 3.5 1.1 0.2 1.6 - - 3.5 19.2 9.8 1).) 
Norwa,y - 0.1 2.6 - - 2.7 - 0.1 1.8 - - 1.9 - u.o 14.8 
Bviuft'laiKl 3.5 - i.4 - - 4.9 1.1 - 1.7 - - 3.4 31.7 - 1).4 

Saudi Arabia - 0.3 - - - 0.3 - 0.2 - - - 0.2 - 22.9 
Libya - 0.2 - - - 0.2 - 0.2 - - - 0.2 - 16.0 

WA 1.2 0.3 - - 0.4 1.9 5.1 0.3 - - 0.3 5.7 21.8 11.1 - - 17.4 
J11pan 1.9 - - - 0.2 2.1 0.9 0.1 l.O 33.6 )4•'i i-' - - - - - - w 
luatralia 0.2 - - - - 0.2 0.2 - - - - 0.2 22.7 - - CX> 

C.n!lde. 1.9 - 0.3 - - 2.2 1.6 - 0.3 - - 1.9 17.B - 12.5 

O\.her 6.l 2.! 11.! o.8 1.0 2l 0 2 6.8 2.6 l~.~ o.6 1.1 2~.~ 0 1•1 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

'N"l'AL ~8.~ 6.8 ~0.1 l.J 2.8 100.0 36.3 7.0 53.0 1.1 2.6 100.0 20.7 15.0 n~ 9- __ n_. i _11. 1 
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APPENDIX B 

RECDT TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS 
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RECENT TECHIOLOGICAL DEVELOPMD'l'S 

Technological. developnents do not occur in a vacuum, and whatever their 

influence on, sq, maintaining th'! "technological gap" with developing 

countries they also deeply af'fect other areas of the textiles and clothing 

industry. Indeed, advances in technology during the early sixties helped to 

create some remarkable growth in knitting production at the expense of woven 

products. Despite over-capacity in warp knitting in the late sixties, further 

developments in knitting speeds and better quality yarns continued to have 

beneficial. effects through.out the early seventies which was a period of 

r&pidly rising imports. '!be differences between knitting and weaving 

technology are, in :fact, a major factor in the industry's defense against 

imports, both because of the lower labour content in knitting and because 

of the fr.cility to incorporate design changes during production. 

'!be main aspects of the technological changes (and their relationships 

with other sections of the industry) that have taken place in the knitting 

industry in recent years are outlined below. 

Knitting Machines 

There are four basic types of weft knitting machines, and that the inter­

change between them is extremely limited: These are: 

natbed - straight bar machine (This machine shapes as it knits, 
and in so doing, reduces waste) ; 

circular (mainly fabric lengths); 

sock machine (narrow circular); and 

tights machine. 

Weft knitting basically takes place across the fabric length whereas 

warp knitting occurs dovn it. Warp knitting is, therefore, obviously a. 

much faster process, since operations are occuring across the whole widt<U 

all the time. Wef't knitting, however, is also a very fast process since. 

by its very nature, it involves a kind of multiphase operation when 

compared with veav~ng. 

I 
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Knitting speeds have increased dramaticall;; over the past 10 to 15 years, 

not sim:ply beclll.Se or increased machine precision and speed, nor indeed 

because improved yarns have :meant rev stoppages, but also because of an 

increase in the width or number of picks (vhich on a gar.ment knitting 

machine can affect the nu:mber of garment pieces that can be produced at once} : 

the use of CClllputerized patterning tapes to run the machine; less patterning 

due to more plain fabric and greater reliance on printing; and automa"&ic 

cut-oft :mechanisms for faults (alloving a 1"aster speed because of both 

the need to inspect for faults and to backtrack to repair them) • 

These speed developnents are unlikely to be a universal. across-the­

industry phenomenon and indeed vary between types of machine (flatbed 

being faster than circular) and products. However, in general, speed has 

improved so that for instance one opera.tor can now efficiently operate 

over eighty machines whereas eight years ago he could manage only twenty. 

These improvements have been more a matter of :mechanics than of principle 

(the introduction of varp knitting i,.. the early sixties vas, however, a 

major change in principle. Although in certain instances more fundamental. 

factors vere at vork (e.g., electric pile fabrics) and, indeed, a major 

speed phenomenon was the svitch from stockings to tights. 

It is important to acknowledge the interrelationship betveen knitting 

speeds and efficiency, and the various inpu+.s and requirements of output. 

The machine. itself is only a part of a total system: differences of and 

developments in yarns have a major impact on speeds (these are discussed 

belov j ; and so does the ability to control work flov. T' ... e more complicated 

the design, the slover the process (al.though complications in design add 

other costs as vell). Faults, and a lack of uniformity at the knitting 

stage, add to problems and, therefore, add to opere.tior.al. time and cost 

at the making-up stage. 

This latter point highlights relationships vith later stages of 

production. In particular, it seems that movements towards knitting the 

entire garment in a piece on the machine (vith perhaps a sir.gle seam to 

close it, or small t~bes on circular machines) vould greatly increase 

the speed of knitwear manufacture. However, in fact, at current technology 

levels, this system is much slower than making-up because it tends to "'ncourage 

I 
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vaste of space on a JD&Chine ( a one gament at a time approach) plus pattern 

changes (a del~ factor), whereas a .more straightforward knitting operation 

can handle several garments at once (i.e. , the comparison for one product 

~ be faster, but for a number it is alover) • On the other hand, a 

judicious combination of the two can prove faster than either knitting the 

entire garment or fabric plus making-up. There has been a feeling tor sOllle 

time in the knitting industry (especially underwear) that this combination 

system is about to talte off. It it did, it would certainly have an effect on 

malting-up costs. 

Making-up: Cutting and Sewing 

It has already been pointed out that the nature of knitted fabric makes 

it very difficult to automate the .malting-up activities of cutting and sewing. 

Although some machine cutting of fabric is undertaken, cutting around garment 

pieces (the products of garment knitting machinery) is predominantly manual 

(hand-guided throll&h mechanized/electric cutters). 

At the point of cutting, significant costs are added to the garment 

in vaste up to 30 per cent - see above). This is less for garment pieces 

and less still for the more complex knitting of garments. Yarn waste varies 

with the size and type of garment, but its cost is a function of the basic 

yarn cost (some work has been done on the recycling of this waste - especially 

tor synthetics - through such processes as repolymerization). 

Sewing likewise is a fundamentally manual problem: hand-guiding 

through various types of seaming machines, hand-giri.ded because, as has been 

mentioned, knitted fabric tends to be uneven and to stretch, and so 

eliminating aatoma.ted guiding. Actual hand-sewing does occur, but only with 

very expensive garments (whereas in developing countries this may be a pre~erred 

and cheaper alternative to sewing machines). 

Sewing is the most labour-intensive activity in the manufacture of knitted 

garments. As a result, imports from developing countries tend to have, and are likely 

to retain., comparative adVa.ntage in those fields where sewing is greatest; 

basic cut and sewn underwear as opposed to capital-intensive acrylic jumpers. 

On the other hand, shirts are :mass produced (long-run) products with little 

making-up and yet have a high level or import penetration, so sewing content 
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is only one factor. In those a.rsas, like 1:de.-ve!!r, W.e!"! le.oour-intensive 

sevi..ng methods are important, the cost advantage of develo-ping countries vould 

only be reversed by the developnent of the "knitting in one piece" approach 

(keeping sewing to a single side seam) designed to reduce labour content. 

However, most experts doubt the likelihood of technological developllellts of 

this sort in the foreseeable future. In the meantime, the mark.et has moved 

away from fully-fashioned garments (where this kind cf technology might 

be appropriate), to cut and sev designs, where it is not. (Appendix Table 

A9) . This is a combination of current feasible technology and fashion which 

presently dictate a cost ad.vantage for low labour-cost producers. 

Finishing 

Two developments have occurred in finishing which affects costs. '!he 

first, and probably the less important, is a reduction in inspectiGlll and 

scouring to check on and remove lubricants and oils. For this to happen in 

the UK industry, it is necessary to achieve a much higher standard than 

presently applies of machine cleanliness; a factor that also relates to the 

age on buildings and equipment over vhich the UK is probably at a disadvantage. 

The second development relates to patterning. The elimination of patterning 

in the knitting process (both garments and fabrics) adds considerably to 

speed. In. the last ten years, printing of patterns has become significantly 

more important, especially the use of transfers, a process tvo or three times 

as fast as knitting patterns. Transfers are expensive, but add considerably 

to manufacturing profitability in those relevant garment areas: T-shirts and 

underwear especially. At the same time, manufacturers, particularly on bullt 

orders from large retailers, have tended to internalize the printing process. 

Yarn and the relationship vi th weaving 

One of' the crucial determinants of the level of activity in knitwear is 

its success in the competition between knitted and voven fabrics and 

garments. But the branches are not entirely competitive, since the different 

properties of each are only interchangeable for certain uses. Knitted outer­

wear (jerseys, etc.) is obviously one such area. On the other hand, mock 

corduroy is derived from weft knitted fabric and certain wovens. Changes in 

yarn qualities and types (particularly the polyester/cotton mixes) expanded 
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industIT's capability to :match demand requ:ireamlt for both utility and 

aesthetic shirts, and the like. In contrast, the devel.opment ot sof't wool­

l.ilte &cl'J"lics expanded opportunities for knitting r....s-&-vis the previons 

advantages ot weaving natural fibre yarns. Yarn development was probably' a 

:more important factor tor vert fabric production in this instance than any 

increase in knitting speeds (a concurrent event) Just as they had been all 

important in the collapse of the 'crimplene boaa' for the same :manufacturers 

in the late sixties. 

Yarn qu.3.lity is vel'J" importc.nt in knitting. Faul.ts are much more 

obvious than in weaving, not least because the garment falls apart vith 

yarn breakages. Yarns must have a combination ot strength, uniformity. and 

lubrication. The activity of knitting plts much greater stress on the yarn 

than it does on vea~. Changes in thickness alter the tension and, there­

fore, the compactness or tightness of the knit, making it uneven. Moreover, 

more yarn is required in knitting than in weaving, because of the more 

tortuous yarn path, the yarn vriggling in and out of various combinations of 

loops. Yarn cost per square metre of fabric are, therefore, higher for 

the same quality of yarn, but in addition, yarns must also be finer(other­

vise the fabric becomes too heavy, uneven, unmanageable and unsuitable and 

they must be stronger, i.e., of higher qualityl Hovever, f'U"ly British 

filament yarns vere of relatively lov quality, so that warp knitting required 

patterning to cover the faults. This is no longer acceptable as the market 

has changed: plain fabric nov accounts for 88 per cent of demand. The lov 

UK quality led to a large reliance on imported yarns. UK spinners tended to 

look to cost cutting of their ovn processes rather than manufacturing a better 

product. This vas partly related to a virtual monopoly control of spinning 

and link vith a captive market, but this situation has been changed. Present 

day higher spinning speeds, plus a decline in the use of filament yarns, have 

led to a significant general i.mprove.ent in UK yarns. 

Other factors have reversed the earlier advantages of knitting over 

weaving. The development uf polyester/cotton mixes in the early seventies, 

combined vith f&dter veaving speeds and re-intorced by the effect of the 

long bot summer of 1976, gave a stimulus to weaving in shirts, sheetings, 

interlinings, and pockets - all formerly warp dominated. Knitted women's 

trousers vere also at'tected (as noted stretch slacks also disappeared). The 
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problems for varp (especi..al.ly in the trend tovards natural fibres and mixes 

in spun yarns) were the additional. costs, not only or the yarn, but also 

because their lover strength produced a reduction in ArP knitting speed 

by a factor of ten - concurrently, weaving was becoming more rapid. 

Looms in production now use some form or power-assisted shuttle 

mecbai:d sm (the so-called "shuttleless" looms) . The most popular is the 

water-Jet which ~ produces plain fabric and at a very fast rate. 

It is still, however, very much slower than knitting: l - l 1/2 metres per 

130 minutes ca11p&red rith only l minute for 180 inches ride, and it is also 

limited in width by the power and trajectory of the shuttle. However,. 

although weaving was thought to have reached its peak in terms of speed some 

fifteen years ago, just as knittiz.g. las now, there is some hope for very much 

faster weaving speeds in the near fUture. The latest developaents include 

a Czechoslovakian desigaed lllllltiphase loom (i.e., several shuttles in phase 

rather than one at a time). Its use is expected to become widespread fairly 

shortly. It is calculated that costs rill be reduced by 30 per cent as 

a result of the increase in speed that this rill bring. It should be stressed, 

however, that this is a very simplified account of recent technologicu develop­

ment:>, and that knitting retains some basic advantages; the yarn is held for 

a much shorter time. Weaving, by contrast, has higher working capital and 

stockliolding requirements and these can become very expensive rith some 

natural fibres (e.g., cashmere). Thus, the more expensive varieties of 

natural fibre are less cost-effective in weaving because they are held longer, 

and because, with few yarn faults to disrupt knitting, there are no special 

advantages over weaving. 

One other area of competition between knitting and weaving is important. 

Cutting and sewing of woven fabric is much easier to automate because the 

fabric is more sta.ble (stretches less) and is more uniform than knitted 

fabric. At the same time it is not so necessary to cover loose threads. 

Woven fabrics are now cut by laser and although the same is true of some of 

the smoother warp-knitted fabrics, the c~unkier the material, the more 

difficult it becomes. Similarly, following the seam is easier with woven 

fabrics, and the nature of lll'Uch knitted fabric is such as to require 

lining. Nonetheless, making-up costs are not yet significantly different, 
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chiefiy because garments from voven fabric tend to be .more comp1icated, and 

hence require mre labour input. It must , however, be said that whereas 

further automation is envisaged in the making-up of' woven garments , the same 

is not true of knitted ones·. 

Other fabric develoJ!'ents - Non-wovens 

There have been attempts, by some fibre producers in recent years, to 

reduce fabric production costs by- cutting out both spinning and weaving/ 

knitting stages. Millions of' pounds have been invested in the UK in the 

search f'or directly" n:>u1ding fabric, while maintaining the variety of more 

traditional product$. 

These "non-WJvens" are produced by the fusion of fibres rith adhesive 

or heat compress;_on. Although on the market since the late sixties, they have 

sut'fered generall.y from a lack of aesthetic look and feel, being stiff, rith 

poor drape and handling qualities. Besides, they have remained relatively 

expensive despite low production costs, mainly because of the capital invest­

ment. More seriously, howeve:i:-, they are handicapped because they fall. apart 

fairly easily. Additionally, the processes that have been cut out are the 

lower value added activities. The fabric still needs to be sewn, and sering 

is the major production cost. Attempts to eliminate sering by welding seams 

has met with only limited success (e.g., in brassiers and water-proof 

clothing) because it causes stiff seams. Besides, the machinist cost remains 

because of the need to still follow the seams, the major saving being, 

therefore, the thread (about 20 per cent of the sering cost). 

Despite occasional phases of excitement about the competition of non­

woven, so far they have made little inroads into clothing sectors. "Paper" 

underwear (and even dresses) was heralded in the mid-sixties as the death 

knell of' fabric underwear, but found little lasting favour vi th consumers. 

Platic clothi..1g (not strictly a "non-woven") likewise settled down to an 

extremely limited market segment. Only in Eastern European markets non­

wovens are used ertensively in clothing (a kind of felted, "metton" cloth). 
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Non-wovens in the 1JK seem to have settl.ed down to a l.O per cent market 

penetration by- weight, mainly in "non-aesthetic" areas: hoapital. gowns, 

tea-bags (previously woven from hemp) , sausage skins, and especially 

J-cloths and interlinings. Unseen consumer costs in "throw-away" non-wovens 

include the additional costs of storage and disposal (al.though less 

laundering costs). 

There is obviously much more investigation and devel.opaent required 

before "non-wovens" become reall.y large competitors with more traditional. 

fabrics. However, they should not be dismissed entirely', especiall.y since, 

in relation to devel.oping. CDuntries,they currently ha7e distinct technology 

and investment advantages. When these probl.ems have been more successf'ull.y 

overcane,non-wovens ril.l present fabric production with a conversion cost 

of between 25 per cent and 50 per cent of weaving and knitting ccsts (because 

of theve:y high l.evels of machine productivity). 

'l.'he main technical. changes have been described in some detail: The 

most important is that there is continuing technical. change, which renders 

any simplistic and static picture of comparative advantage of limited use. 

The knitting revolution has itsel.f been sti.mul.ated by pressures on the 

textiles industry to transform man-made fibres in a more efficient, labour­

saving, manner than the traditional. Lancashire weavers. But, the making-up, 

or sering of knitted goods remains, in essence, a highl.y labour-intensive 

business in which developed countries are at &:! inevitable disadvantage. 

The prospects of eliminating this stage of production seem remote. The 

first of these changes - a switch back to wovens - may al.so make the automation 

of saving and making-up more feasible. This suggests the possibility of 

meeting low cost competition through improved machine efficiency, but it is 

a solution which has ~~~ressing prospects for employment. 
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