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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Investigation No. 731-TA-483 (Final) 

Certain Personal Word Processors from Japan 

Determinations 

On the basis of the record1 developed in the subject investigation, the 

Commission determines, pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 

(19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)) (the act), that an industry in the United States is 

materially injured by reason of imports from Japan of certain personal word 

processors, excluding office typing systems, 2 provided for in subheadings 

8469.10.00 and 8473.10.00 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 

States (HTS), that have been found by the Department of Commerce to be sold in 

the United States at less than fair value (LTFV). The Commission further 

determines, pursuant to section 735(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)), that 

an industry in the United States is not materially injured or threatened with 

material injury, and the establishment of an industry in the United States is 

not materially retarded, by reason of imports from Japan of office typing 

systems, provided for in subheadings 8469.10.00 and 8473.10.00 of the HTS, 

that have been found by the Department of Commerce to be sold in the United 

States at LTFV. 

1 The record is defined in sec. 207.2(f) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR § 207.2(f)). 

2 For a comprehensive description of the merchandise subject to this 
investigation, see International Trade Administration, Final Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Personal Word Processors from Japan (56 F.R. 
31101, July 9, 1991). For the purpose of this investigation, imported office 
typing systems are defined as personal word processors and major finished 
units thereof (as defined in the Commerce notice) with weight at least 
equivalent to that of the models described on page B-31 of the Report, that 
have a print speed of 20 characters per second or more and a print line width 
of 11.5 inches or more, and that offer proportionally spaced printing. 

:<· 
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Background 

The Commission instituted this investigation effective April 22, 1991, 

following a preliminary determination by the Department of Commerce that 

imports of certain personal word processors from Japan were being sold at LTFV 

within the meaning of section 733(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1673b(b)). 

Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigation and of a public 

~earing to be held in connection therewith was given by posting copies of the 

notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, 

Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of May 8, 

1991 (56 F.R. 21391). The hearing was held in Washington, DC, on July 10, 

1991, and all persons who requested the opportunity were permitted to appear 

in person or by counsel. 
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VIEWS OF COMMISSIONERS SEELEY G. LODWICK, DAVID B. ROHR, AND DON E. NEWQUIST 

We determine that the domestic industry producing personal word 

processors in the United States is materially injured by reason of imports of 

certain personal word processors (other than office typing systems) from Japan 

that the Department of Conunerce (Commerce) has determined are sold at less 

than fair value (LTFV). We also determine that the domestic industry 

producing office typing systems is neither materially injured, nor threatened 

with material injury, by reason of LTFV imports of office typing systems from 

Japan. 1 

I. LID PRODUCT 

In order to make our material injury determination under title VII, we 

first must make factual det~rminations with respect to the "like product" and 

the "domestic industry." Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 defines 

the relevant domestic industry as the "domestic producers as a whole of the 

like product, or those producers whose collective output of the like product 

constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production of the 

product."2 The statute defines "like product" as a "product which is like, or 

in the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and uses with, the 

article subject to an investigation."3 

Conunerce has defined the imported articles subject to this investigation 

as: 

1 Material retardation is not an issue in this final investigation, and will 
not be discussed further. 

2 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). 

3 19 u.s.c. § 1677(10). 

~ .. 

=··: 
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••• integrated personal word processing systems and major finished 
units thereof ("word processors"), which are defined as devices 
designed principally for the composition and correction of text. 
All word processors within the scope of this investigation have 
the following essential features: (1) A customized operating 
system designed exclusively for a manufacturer's word processor 
product line which is unable to run commercially available 
software and which is permanently installed by the manufacturer 
before or after importation; (2) a word processing 
software/firmware program which is designed exclusively for the 
word processor product line and which is permanently installed by 
the manufacturer before or after importation; and (3) internal 
memory (both read-only memory (ROM) and read-write random access 
memory (RAM) for word processing. 

*** 
All word processors included within the scope of this 

investigation contain the following three units: (1) A keyboard 
for the entry of characters, numerals and symbols; (2) a video 
display; and (3) a chassis or frame containing the essential word 
processing features listed above. These units may either be 
integrated into one word processing system or be combined by the 
user into one working system. Word processors may include, as a 
fourth unit, a printer with a platen (or equivalent text-to-paper 
transfer system) and printing mechanism to permit the printing of 
text on paper. However, word processors which do not include a 
printer as one of the major units are also included within the 
scope of the investigation. 

Word processors may be imported as integrated systems, or 
the major finished units may be imported separately. With respect 
to major finished units, only the major finished units listed 
above are covered by this investigation. Keyboards and 
chassis/frames are included in this investigation if they are 
designed for use in word processors. Printers and video displays 
are included in this investigation only if they are dedicated 
exclusively for use in word processors. 

Major finished units are distinguished from parts or 
subassemblies in that they do not require any additional 
manufacturing before functioning as a complete unit of a word 
processor. Neither parts nor subassemblies are included in the 
scope of this investigation. 

Commerce specifically excluded from the scope of this investigation 

personal word processors meeting the definitional criteria of an existing 

order on portable electric typewriters (e.g., portable electric word 

processors), personal computers (PCs), including PCs capable of word 
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processing, and automatic typewriters with one- or two-line displays. 4 The 

scope of Conunerce's investigation includes laptop word processors and makes no 

distinction between products for home or personal use and those for office 

use. 

While we must accept Commerce's description of the articles sold at 

LTFV, we determine what domestic products are like the imported articles 

subject to investigation by Commerce. 5 Our decision as to which U.S. product 

or products are like the articles subject to investigation is a factual 

determination. We apply the statutory standard of "like" or "most similar in 

characteristics and uses" on a case-by-case basis. 6 In analyzing like product 

issues, we generally consider a number of factors including: (1) physical 

characteristics and uses, (2) interchangeability of the products, (3) channels 

of distribution, (4) customer and producer perceptions of the products, (5) 

the use of common manufacturing facilities and production employees, and (6), 

where appropriate, price. 7 No single factor is dispositive, and we may 

consider other factors we deem relevant based on the facts of a given 

investigation. We may find a like product to be broader than the imported 

4 56 Fed. Reg. 31102 (July 9, 1991). 

5 See Algoma Steel Corp. Ltd. v. United States, 12 CIT~· 688 F. Supp. 639, 
at 9-10 (1988), aff'd, 865 F.2d 240, (Fed. Cir. 1989); Torrington v. United 
States, 14 CIT~• 747 F. Supp. 744 (1990), aff'd, Slip op. 91-1084 (Fed. 
Cir. July 3, 1991). 

6 Asociacion Colombiana de Ex;portadores de Flores v. United States, 12 CIT 
~• 693 F. Supp. 1165, 1168, n.4 (1988) (Asocoflores); Digital Readout 
Systems and Subassemblies Thereof from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-390 (Final), 
USITC Pub. 2150 (Jan. 1989). 

7 E.a.g., Fresh and Chilled Atlantic Salmon From Norway, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-302, 
731-TA-454 (Final), USITC Pub~ 2371 (Apr. 1991); Certain All-Terrain Vehicles 
from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-388 (Final), USITC Pub. 2163 (Mar. 1989). 

.·:·. 
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products described in Conunerce's scope of investigation, 8 or we may find two 

or more like products corresponding to a class or kind of merchandise as 

defined by Conunerce. 9 We have found minor variations to be an insufficient 

basis for a separate like product analysis. Rather, we look for clear 

dividing lines among possible like products. 10 

In this final investigation, we determine that there are two like 

products: (1) office typing systems, which are heavy duty office word 

processors, and (2) all personal word processors, which includes both portable 

electric word processors and all other personal word processors and excludes 

office typing systems. We agree with all the parties that all typewriters, 

whether of the portable electric, portable automatic, or office varieties are 

not included in either like product. 

8 See,~ •• Chrome-Plated Lug Nuts from the People's Republic of China, 
Invs. Nos. 731-TA-474 and 475 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2342 {Dec. 1990); 
Generic Cephalexin Capsules from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-423 {Final), USITC 
Pub. 2211 (Aug. 1989); Shock Absorbers and Parts. Components. and 
Subassemblies Thereof from Brazil, Inv. No. 731-TA-421 {Preliminary), USITC 
Pub. 2128 {Sept. 1988); Natural Bristle Paint Brushes from the People's 
Republic of China, Inv. No. 731-TA-244 {Final), USITC Pub. 1805 {Jan. 1986). 

9 See, !tJt., American NTN Bearing Manufacturing Corp. v. United States, 14 
CIT_, 739 F. Supp. 1555, 1560 n.6 (1990) {"An ITC 'like product' 
investigation is conducted for a different purpose than the 'class or kind' 
investigation made by ITA • • • ITC may determine during the course of its 
investigation that the class or kind of merchandise defined by ITA as being 
within the scope of ITA's investigation may consist of more than one like 
product. ITC can reach this result despite the finding by ITA that only one 
class or kind of merchandise is covered by ITA's investigation"). 

10 E.a.g., Antifriction Bearings (Other than Tapered Roller Bearings) and Parts 
Tbereof from the Federal Republic of Germany. France. Italy. Japan. Romania. 
Singapore. Sweden. Tbailand. and the United Kingdom, Inv. Nos. 303-TA-19 and 

·20, 731-TA-391-399 (Final), USITC Pub. 2185 (May 1989). 

~.-. . : 
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There are seven "text creation" products that could potentially be 

included within the like product, or products, in this final investigation. 

They are: personal computers (PCs), office typing systems, certain personal 

word processors (generally defined as personal word processors other than 

portable electric word processors), portable electric word processors, office 

typewriters, portable automatic typewriters (PATs), and portable electric 

typewriters (PETs). Petitioner Smith Corona argued that the like product 

should be limited to certain personal word processors. 11 Respondents argued 

that one like product should be defined as all personal word processors, 

including portable electric word processors, and that office typing systems 

should be a separate like product. 

11 Petitioner argued that the Commission cannot, or should not, include 
products covered by an existing antidumping order within the domestic like 
product. We disagree. The existence of an outstanding antidumping order from 
a previous investigation that includes imported PETs, PATs, and portable 
electric word processors from Japan does not prevent us from including U.S. 
produced products of these types within our definition of the like product in 
this investigation. The Commission routinely finds the same like product and 
industry in subsequent investigations where earlier investigations have 
resulted in the imposition of an order. Compare Industrial Nitrocellulose from 
Brazil. Japan. the People's Republic of China. the Republic of Korea. United 
Kingdom. West Germany and Yugoslavia, 731-TA-439 through 445 (Preliminary), 
USITC Pub. 2231 (Nov. 1989) with Nitrocellulose from France, Inv. No. 731-TA-
96 (Finalj, USITC Pub. 1409 (July 1983). 

Petitioner's arguments on this issue are similar to the contention that 
the domestic like product must be identical to the definition of the scope set 
forth by petitioner in the petition. This argument has been rejected by the 
Federal Circuit, the CIT, and the CoJIDnission which have all noted that the 
Commission has the authority to define the like product and that it is not 
limited by the language of the scope of investigation. See, .!L.i..s..• Torrington 
Co. v. United States, 14 CIT~· 747 F. Supp. 744, 748 (1990), aff'd, Slip 
op. 91-1084 (July 3, 1991 Fed. Cir.); Minivans from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-
522 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2402 (July 1991) at 11. 

-: ~. : ...... 

·.·:' 
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1. All personal word processors 

We find that all personal word processors are a like product distinct 

from office typing systems. Portable and office typewriters are not included 

within this like product. 

Physical characteristics and uses -- Physically, personal word 

processors can be distinguished from typewriters. All domestically produced 

personal word processors, whether portable or not, have: (1) a display of 8-

24 lines, either a liquid crystal display (LCD) or a cathode ray tube display 

(CRT), and (2) standard external storage that perm.its storage of 32k to 240k 

per disk. 12 ·By contrast,, typewriters,, whether portable electric/electronic, 

portable automatic, office electric/electronic, or office automatic,, have a 

maximum two-line display and do not have standard external storage 

c:apabilities. 13 In addition, personal word processors have more advanced 

software than typewriters, software that enables personal word processors to 

perform relatively sophisticated text-editing functions that cmmat be 

performed on automatic typewriters. 14 

Although personal word processors and typewriters both create printed 

text, they have distinct end uses. The word processing software on personal 

word processors permits the user to draft long documents. automatically 

paginate, footnote, edit, and build a library of documents for future use. 15 

There is evidence in the record indicating that typewriters are primarily used 

in applications such as typing of predrafted text, envelopes, memoranda, 

12 Report at B-25-B-29, appendix D. 
13 Report at B-25, B-32, appendix D. 

14 Report at A-7, A-9. 

15 Matsushita's prehearing brief at 17. 
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invoices, letters, and statistics, while personal word processors are 

primarily used to draft and print newsletters, proposals, presentations, 

reports, and tables. 16 Lacking external storage capabilities, typewriters 

cannot be used to permanently store documents, while personal word processors 

have infinitely expandable storage capacity through the use of additional 

storage diskettes. 17 For these reasons, we find that personal word processors 

are physically distinct from, and have different uses than, typewriters. 

For purposes of this final investigation, we also determine that 

physical characteristics and uses do not provide a clear dividing line between 

portable electric word processors and all other word processors. (Office 

typing systems are discussed separately below.) The use of portability as a 

distinguishing feature between various "text creation" devices dates from the 

original Conmission decisions involving portable electric typewriters. 18 At 

the time those determinations were made, typewriter technology was relatively 

unsophisticated. Typewriters were either manual or electric, and either large 

office machines or small portable machines. Portability itself was not so 

much a distinguishing physical characteristic in the CoDDDission's analysis as 

a simple use distinction between typewriters intended for, and used in, 

general consumer applications and those principally used in off ice or 

professional applications. The distinction between general or consumer 

16 Matsushita's prehearing brief at 18. 

17 The record also shows that the majority of portable typewriter owners use 
their machines 0-3 hours per week, while the majority of personal word 
processors owners use their machines 4-20 hours per week. Matsushita's 
prehearing brief at 18. 
11 ~ Portable Electric txPewriters from Japan, AA1921-145, USITC Pub. 732 
(June 1975); Portable Electric Typewriters from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-12 
(Final), USITC Pub. 1062 (May 1980). 
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products and industrial or professional type products is one which the 

Commission has frequently made. 19 The issue iri this· investigation is, thus, . 

whether portability is a distinguishing charact~ristic"with respect to 

personal word processors. 

After evaluating the purpose of the typewriter portability distin.ction 

and the evolution of word processing technology, we are convinced that 

portability is not a valid distinguishing characteristic.for our like product 

analysis of personal word processors in this f inai irtvestigation. Both 

portable electric word processors (as defined by Commerce) and all other 

personal word processors are considered consumer or home-use products, and no~ 

primarily office-use products. Thus, "portable" as defined by ·commerce, does 

not serve to distinguish between ·consumer and of fie~ word processors as ·it , 

does with typewriters. Moreover, "portable." as defined by Commerce, does not 

draw a clear line between various models of personal word processors. " 

Although portable electric word.processors have a handle that·makes them 

easier to transport than some other personal word processors, several types of 

"nonportable" word processors, including but not limited to laptop word 

processors, are lighter in weight, and more easily transported than some 

portable electric word processors. 

Further, portable and nonportable personal word processors share many 

characteristics. They both contain a platen, although laptop word processors, 

which are not considered portable, do not. Both portable and nonportable word 

processors display at least 8 lines of text on.their screens and have external 

19 See, LL,, Certain Electric Fans from the People 1 s Republic of China, Inv. 
No. 731-TA-473 (Preliminary), _USITC Pub. 2340 (Dec. 1990) at 6.:..10;· Certain 
Residential Door Locks from.Taiwan, Inv No. 731-TA-433 (Preliminary), USITC 
Pub. 2198 (June 1989) at 9-12; Drafting Machines and Parts Thereof from Japan, 
Inv. No. 731-TA-432 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2192 (May 1989) at 10-13. 

-.... ;; 

~- : . 
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memory capabilities. Both share comparable text edit features and share the 

same end uses. 2° For these reasons, we include portable electric word 

processors within the personal word processors like product. 

Interchangeability -- Generally, word processors and typewriters are 

not functionally interchangeable. While both types of machines may be used to 

generate printed text, the basic purpose of the machines is different. As we 

found in our preliminary determination in this investigation: 

The basic purpose of a typewriter is to type, ~. to impress 
letters on paper. The basic purpose of a word processor, in 
contrast, is to draft and edit text, as well as to print it out. 21 

On a typewriter it is not possible to view pages of text before they are 

imprint~d on the page, move large blocks of text within a document, or store a 

lengthy document for filing or future use in electronic format. The word 

processor has supplanted the typewriter as the primary long document text-

creation device. It is true, however, that personal word processors which 

contain a daisy wheel printer and a platen can function as a typewriter in 

type-through mode. 22 

Customer and producer perceptions There is evidence in the record 

that portable typewriter consumers perceive portable typewriters to have 

certain advantages for their particular purposes over PCs or personal word 

processors and vice versa. Purchasers of typewriters find them easier to use, 

better suited to fill-out preprinted forms, type on odd sized paper, and 

address envelopes, and cheaper than personal word processors. 23 The type of 

20 Report at A~7, A-9, and appendix D. 

21 Personal Word Processors from Japan and Singapore, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-483 
and 484 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2344 (Dec. 1990) at 9. 

22 See Personal Word Processors, CONSUMER REPORTS (Oct. 1990) at 664. 

23 Matsushita's prehearing brief, tab A at IV-67. 
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work purchasers perform on portable typewriters are the least likely 

activities to be performed on a personal word processor, e.g., envelopes, 

memoranda, invoices, letters, and statistical typing. 24 We acknowledge that 

producers of personal word processors disagree about the degree to which the 

products are related. BIUSA maintains that there are significant differences 

between personal word processors and typewriters. Smith Corona contends that 

its portable typewriter and word processor products are a continuum, beginning 

with the most basic typewriter and ending with the most advanced word 

processor. 25 

Production processes, facilities, employees and channels of 

distribution -- We also acknowledge that these two factors do not show a 

dividing line between "nonportable" personal word processors and portable 

electric word processors, or a dividing line between all personal word 

processors, excluding office typing systems, and PETs and PATs. Both :SIUSA 

and Smith Corona produce personal word processors and portable 

electric/automatic typewriters using the same production equipment, and the 

manufacturing processes for these products are very similar. Domestic 

producers reported minimal downtime in order to shift production between 

"nonportable" personal word processors, portable electric word processors, 

PATs, and PETs. 26 Portable typewriters and word processors are distributed to 

unrelated purchasers through the same channels of distribution: mass 

24 Matsushita's prehearing brief, tab A at fig. V-29, V-30. 

25 Report at A-7; Hearing Transcript (Tr.) at 14; video tape of Smith Corona 
plant tour. 

26 Report at A-10. 

.·<.-.· 
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merchandisers, department stores, catalog houses, and electronics discount 

stores. 27 

Price In this final investigation, we considered pricing 

information of personal word processors and PETs and PATs. The pricing 

information on PETs and PATs was gathered during our PETs from Singapore 

preliminary investigation28 and incorporated into this record. 

During the period of investigation, there was no overlap among the 

prices of PETs/PATs and personal word processors. The existence of at least a 

significant difference in price between the least expensive personal word 

processor and the most expensive PAT supports our determination that personal 

word processors are distinguishable from PETs and PATs. 29 Moreover, a 

comparison of the unit values of PETs, PATs, portable electric word 

processors, and "nonportable" personal word processors, shows a more 

significant difference between the unit values of PATs and portable electric 

word processors, than between the unit values of either PETs and PATs or 

portable electric word processors and "nonportable" personal word 

processors • 30 

2. Office txi>ing systems are a separate like product 

We also determine that off ice typing systems are a like product separate 

and distinct from all other personal word processors. Office typing systems 

have certain physical characteristics that distinguish them from other 

personal word processors. They weigh in excess of 35 pounds, have a print 

27 Report at A-19. 

28 Portable Electric 't}!pewriters from Singapore, Inv. No. 731-TA-515 
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2388 (June 1991). 

29 Report at A-42; B-59-B-60, appendix J. 
30 Report at A-21, Table 6. 
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speed of 20 characters per second or more, have a print line width of 11.5 

inches or more, and offer proportionally spaced printing. 31 None of the U.S.­

produced personal word processors shares even three of these four 

characteristics. The office typing system can offer faster printing with a 

broader variety of print features and can acconunodate wider paper than any 

other personal word processor. The chassis of an office typing system is 

larger, heavier, and more durable than the chassis of a personal word 

processor. 32 These are appropriate distinctions between an office-use 

product, such as office typing systems, and.a consumer-use product, such as 

personal word processors. 

During the period of investigation, there were two domestic producers of 

office typing systems. These companies do not produce PETs, PATS, portable 

electric word processors, or other personal word processors; thus, there are 

no common production facilities.or employees between office typing systems and 

these other products. 33 Off ice typing systems are sold through authorized 

dealers, whereas personal word processors are sold through a variety of other 

channels. 34 In addition, the pricing data indicate that the prices of office 

typing systems are significantly higher than those of personal word 

processors. 35 

Moreover, petitioner itself did not include office typing systems within 

its proposed like product. Smith Corona does not produce office typing 

31 Report at A-8, Table 1. 
32 Report at A-9. 
33 Report at A-14-A-15. 
34 Report at A-19. 
35 Report at A-44. 
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systems and conceded at the hearing that office typing systems were not "like" 

other products under consideration. 36 Moreover. petitioner's analysis of the 

domestic industry data does not include production of office typing systems. 37 

Thus, we determine that office typing systems are a separate like 

product because they have different physical characteristics, somewhat 

differing uses, are produced in different facilities, have a different channel 

of distribution, are perceived differently by producers such as petitioner. 

and are sold at a much higher price than other personal word processors. 

We do not include office typewriters within this like product. 

Physically, office typing systems and office typewriters look quite similar. 

Office typing systems may generally be distinguished from office typewriters, 

however, in the same way that word processors are distinguished from portable 

typewriters by the presence of: (1) a display of 8-24 lines (either LCD or 

CRT), and (2) no standard external storage. 38 Office typing systems have more 

advanced internal word processing software than do office typewriters, which 

permits office typing systems to perform text editing in addition to the 

traditional typewriter tasks of filling out preprinted forms and addressing 

envelopes. Office typewriters and office typing systems are both sold to the 

office market, but office typing systems are designed primarily for use by the 

36 Tr. at 61 (statement of Mr. G. Lee Thompson). 

37 Respondent Matsushita argues that Smith Corona does not have standing to 
include office typing systems within the scope of the imports subject to 
investigation because they do not produce them. Once again, we state that we 
do not have authority under the statute to terminate an investigation for lack 
of standing. See Gray Portland Cement and Cement Clinker from Japan, Inv. No. 
731-TA-461 (Final), USITC Pub. 2376 (Apr. 1991) at 3-13; Polyethylene 
Ier§phtbalate Film. Sheet. and Strip from Japan and the Republic of Korea, 
Invs. Nos. 731-TA-458 and 459 (Final), USITC Pub. 2383 (May 1991) at 20. 

38 Report at B-30-B-31. 

_ ...... _. 
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professional secretary, who is more likely to need to draft and save longer 

letters and documents than users of office typewriters. 39 Although the two 

types of machines share common production facilities and are produced by 

common production employees, 40 a comparison of unit values of office typing 

systems and office typewriters shows a significant price differential between 

the two products over the period of investigation. 41 For these reasons, we 

have decided not to include office typewriters within this like product. We 

note however, that inclusion of these products within our office typing 

systems like product would not change our conclusions on material injury or 

threat of material injury. 

3. Personal computers are not part of either like product nor a 
separate like product 

In our preliminary Word Processors determinations, we did not include 

personal computers within the like product, stating: 

••• we do not believe that personal computers are like 
personal word processors. Because of their proprietary operating 
system, personal word processors lack the capability to operate 
the types of software available for personal computers, which have 
industry-standard operating systems. ~ Further, the software in 
personal word processors is "captive" and cannot be altered, while 
personal computers can use different types of software and can, in 
fact, be used to create software. Personal computers typically 
are offered as a package of separate components, unlike personal 
word processors·, which are for the most part sold complete. ~/ 
Because personal computers have greater capabilities than personal 
word processors, they have a somewhat different end-use and are 
perceived differently by consumers. ill Also, although personal 
word processors and personal computers are interchangeable to the 
extent that both can be used for typing a document, personal 
computers have far greater storage capabilities. ~/ In addition, 
personal computers are sold at a higher price than personal word 
processors. J.!i/ Finally, personal computers are for the most part 

39 Investigative meeting notes of R. Woodings, investigator. 

40 Report at A-14-A-15. 

41 Report at A-21. 
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manufactured by different producers, using different facilities 
and employees, and are largely sold through different channels of 
distribution. 40/ 

Certain Personal Word Processors from Japan and Singapore, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-

483 and 484 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2344 (Dec. 1990) [footnotes omitted]. 

The record in this final investigation has not altered our original analysis. 

For these reasons, we find two like products: (1) office typing systems, 

and (2) all other personal word processors, including portable electric word 

processors. 

II. DOMESTIC INDUSTRY 

Since we determine that there are two like products, we concomitantly 

find that there are two separate domestic industries, the office typing 

systems industry and the personal word processors industry. The office typing 

systems industry consists of all domestic producers of office typing systems. 

We must resolve two further issues in order to determine the parameters of the 

personal word processor industry. These issues are: (1) whether BIUSA is a 

domestic producer of personal word processors, and (2) if BIUSA is a domestic 

producer, whether it should be excluded from the domestic industry as a 

related party. For the reasons explained below, we determine that BIUSA is a 

domestic producer of personal word processors and that appropriate 

circumstances to not exist to exclude BIUSA from the domestic industry. Thus, 

the domestic personal word processors industry consists of both domestic 

producers, Smith Corona Corporation and BIUSA. 42 

42 Commissioner Newquist has determined that BIUSA is not within the domestic 
industry producing word processors and therefore does not join in section II 
~f this opinion as it relates to the domestic industry/related parties 
producing personal word processors. See Additional Views of Commissioner 
Newquist. 
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A. Domestic producer 

as: 

Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 defines domestic industry 

.•. the domestic producers as a whole of a like product, or 
those producers whose collective output of the like product 
constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production 
of that product. 43 

In considering whether a U.S. firm is a producer, we have looked to the 

overall nature of production-related activities in the United States. 

Specifically, the Conunission has examined in the past such factors as: (1) the 

extent and source of a firm's capital investinent, (2) the technical expertise 

involved in U.S. production activity, (3) the value added to the product in 

the United States, (4) employment levels, (5) the quantities and types of 

parts sourced in the United States, and (6) any other costs and activities in 

the United States directly leading to production of the like product. 44 

We have emphasized that no single factor, including value added, is 

determinative and that value added information becomes more meaningful when 

other production activity indicia are taken into account. 45 We have also 

43 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). 

44 See, ~. Generic Cephalexin Capsules from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-423 
(Final), USITC Pub. 22ll (Aug. 1989); Certain All-Terrain \!ehicles from Japan, 
731-TA-377 (Final), USITC Pub. 2163 (Mar. 1989); Erasable Progr§JJl!llable Read 
Only Memories from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-288 (Final), USITC Pub. 1927 (Dec. 
1986) at 11 & n.23; Low-Fuming Brazing Copper Wire and Rod from New Zealand, 
Inv. No. 731-TA-246 (Final), USITC Pub. 1779 (Nov. 1985) S:t 6. . 

45 See, ~. Color Television Receivers from the Republic of Korea and 
Taiwan, Inv. Nos. 731-TA-134 and 135 (Final), USITC Pub. 1514 (May 1984) at 7, 
8. 
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stated that it will consider any other factors we deem relevant in light of 

the specific facts of any investigation. 46 

We determine that BIUSA is engaging in sufficient production-related 

activity to be considered a producer of personal word processors. Personal 

word processors are a consumer electronic product produced by assembling 

increasingly more sophisticated components into finished products. Therefore, 

the production activity at issue is the assembly of personal word processors, 

and not the production of parts or components produced by vertically 

integrated producers of personal word processors. 47 

We recognize that BIUSA does not do any significant product development 

or design. BIUSA. however. has ~de significant capital investment in 

production activities related to all personal word processors at its facility 

in Bartlett. Tennessee. 48 Further. BIUSA adds significant value to the 

personal word processors it produces. 49 and employs a not insignificant number 

of workers who produce personal word processors. Moreover, we find BIUSA's 

activities at Bartlett go beyond mere attaching of tool handles that the 

Commission found not to constitute domestic production in Hea'ZY Forged 

Handtools from the People's Republic of China.so BIUSA not only produces the 

finished product, but also assembles an important component, printed circuit 

46 Erasable Programmable Read Qnly Memories from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-288 
(Final), USITC Pub. 1927 (Dec. 1986). 

47 Minivans from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-522 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2402 
(July 1991) at 21. 

48 Report at A-28. 

49 Report at B-41-B-42, appendix F. 

so Inv. No. 731-TA-457 (Final), USITC Pub. 2357 (Feb. 1991) at 17-18. 
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boards. For these reasons, we find that BIUSA is a domestic producer of 

personal word processors. 

B. Related parties 

Under section 771(4)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930, when a producer is 

related to an exporter or importer of the product under investigation, or is 

itself an importer of that product, we may exclude such producers from the 

domestic industry in "appropriate circumstances."51 Application of the 

related parties provision is within our discretion based upon the facts 

presented in each case. 52 

We generally apply a two-step analysis in determining whether to exclude 

a domestic produc.er from the domestic industry under the related parties 

provision. We consider first whether the company qualifie5 as a related party 

under section 771(4)(B), and second whether in view of the producer's related 

status there are "appropriate circumstances" for ezcluding the company in 

question from the definition of the domestic industry. We employ the related 

parties provision to avoid any distortion in the aggregate data bearing on the 

condition of the domestic industry that might result fram including related 

parties whose operations are shielded from the effects of the subject 

imports. 53 

51 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(B). 

52 Empire Plow Co. v. United States, 11 CIT 847, 675 F. Supp. 1348, 1352 
( 1987). 

53 S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong .• 1st Sess. 83 (1979) (" ••• where a U.S. 
producer is related to a foreign exporter and the foreign exporter directs his 
exports to the United States so as not to compete with his related U.S. 
producer, this should be a case where the ITC would not consider the related 
U.S. producer to be a part of the domestic industry.") 
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We generally examine three factors in deciding whether appropriate 

circumstances exist to exclude related parties: 

(1) the position of the related producers vis-a-vis 
the rest of the domestic industry; 

(2) the reasons why the domestic producers have chosen 
to import the product under investigation; and 

(3) the percentage of domestic production attributable 
to related producers.s4 

We have also considered whether a company's data regarding domestic production 

activities are segregated from its importing operation and whether the primary 

interests of the related producers lie in domestic production or in 

importation. ss 

BIUSA, which produces personal word processors in Bartlett, Tennessee, 

is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Brother Industries, Ltd. of Japan, an exporter 

of certain word processors from Japan sold at LTFV. In addition, BIUSA is a 

sister corporation of the U.S. firm that imports certain personal word 

processors from Japan, Brother International Corporation (BIC). BIC also 

distributes all of BIUSA's production. For these reasons, BIUSA is a related 

party. s6 

The data gathered in this final investigation indicate that BIUSA's 

domestic word processor operations may have been shielded from the effects of 

imports subject to investigation.s7 However, BIUSA began production of 

personal word processors in the United States near the end of the period of 

s4 ~. ~. Heayy Forged Handtools From The People's Republic of China, Inv. 
No. 731-TA-457 (Final) 1 .USITC Pub. 2357 (Feb. 1991) at 18. 

ss See. ~. ,ig. at 19. 

56 Report at A-13. 

57 Report at A-26, Table 12. 
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investigation. Thus, inclusion of.BIUSA's data within the domestic industry 

would have the most impact on the interim 1991 data, the time period that 

BIUSA become a significant producer of personal word processors. 58 During 

that time period, BIUSA's primary interest appears to have been in the 

production, not importation, of personal word processors, given the 

significant investment BIUSA has made in its U.S. production facilities. 59 

Further, BIUSA and BIC maintain separate records so BIUSA was able to provide 

the Commission with profit-and-loss data that did not incl.~e BIC's importing 

operations. Most importantly, exclusion of BIUSA from the domestic industry 

would not affect most of the Commission's data because BIUSA only began· 

producing personal word processors in mid-1990. For these reasons, we do not 

exclude BIUSA from the domestic industry as a related party. 

III. CONDITION OF THI DOMESTIC INDUSTJiIIS 60 

In assessing the condition of the domestic industry., we C9J1Sider, among 

other factors, domestic consumption, production, capacity, capacity 

utilization, shipments, inventories, employment, financial performance, 

capital investment, and research and development efforts. 61 No single factor 

is dispositive, and in each investigation we consider the particular nature of 

the industry involved and the relevant economic factors that have a bearing on 

58 Report at B-37, Tables E-1 and E-2, appendix E. 
59 Report at A-28, Table 16. 

60 We note that much of the information on which we base our decision is 
business proprietary, and therefore, our discussion of the domestic industries 
must necessarily be of a general nature. 

61 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii). 

.- ... 
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the state of the industry. 62 Material injury is "harm which is not 

inconsequential, immaterial or unimportant. 1163 

B. The personal word processors industry 

We noted in our preliminary determinations that the trade data and the 

financial indicators showed that the personal word processor industry expanded 

through 1989, but that there was a significant downturn in 1990 evidenced by 

interim data through September 1990. 64 Although the Commission now possesses 

full data for 1990, as well as interim data for 1991, confidentiality 

problems, and Brother Industries' refusal to consent to a discussion of data 

trends in this opinion, prevent a direct discussion of our data or of the 

differences between the data gathered in this final investigation and those 

gathered during our the preliminary investigation. 

To summarize what we can say about the data, in general full-year 1990 

provides strong support for the conclusion that the domestic industry is 

experiencing material industry, while any conclusions that may be drawn from 

the interim 1991 data are not sufficient to convince us otherwise. 65 

62 ~ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii), which requires us to consider the 
condition of the industry in the context of the business cycle and condition 
of competition that are distinctive to the domestic industry. ~ ~ H.R. 
Rep. 317, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 49 (1979); S. Rep. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 
88 (1979). 

63 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(A). 

64 Certain Personal Word Processors from Japan and Singapore, Invs. Nos. 731-
TA-483 and 484 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2344 (Dec. 1990) at 16. 

65 Commissioner Newquist notes that, due to his determination that BIUSA is 
not in the domestic industry producing word processors, in analyzing the 
condition of that industry and the issue of causation he has relied upon data 
that are somewhat different, particularly for interim 1991, from those relied 
upon by Commissioners Lodwick and Rohr. Where these data differ, however, 
they provide even stronger support for a determination that the domestic 
industry is suffering material injury by reason of LTFV imports of certain 
personal word processors from Japan. 
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Domestic apparent consumption of personal word processors provides a 

backdrop for evaluating the performance of the industry. These data, whose 

trends are not confidential, show strong growth in demand for personal word 

processors between 1988 and 1989, a flattening of demand in 1990, and renewed 

strong growth in demand in interim 1991. 66 

We find that, through 1990, the data for production provide strong 

support for the conclusion that the industry is materially injured, while the 

shipment data support the same conclusion, albeit less strongly. Capacity 

figures themselves do not support an affirmative determination. Capacity 

utilization data pr~ same additional s"UppOrt far an affirmative 

determination, but we .find that it provides only moderate support for an 

affirmative determination because of the relationship between changes in 

production and changes in capacity. Changes in the unit value of shir ·•• s 

strongly support an affirmative determination while cba:agaa in. invaatariea 

tend to support, -to a moderate degree, a negative determination. Changes in 

dc::mestic market share are ambiguous, providing less support for our 

affirmative determination. 67 

In contrast to the 1990 data, interim 1991 trade data provide less 

support for an affirmative conclusion for most indicators, except for the unit 

value of shipment numbers. We believe that trade data fram the three month 

interim period, standing alone, have limited probative value J;>ecause they 

reflect activity while this investigation was taking place. We conclude that, 

on balance, the trade data provides moderate support for an affirmative 

66 INV-0-156, Table B (Aug. 6, 1991). 

67 INV-0-156, Table A (Aug. 6, 1991). 

.· .. 
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determination that the personal word processor industry is currently 

experiencing material injury. 68 

Our overall evaluation of the employment indicators is that they are of 

limited probative value in indicating the condition of this industry because 

they reflect a limited nwnber of actions by a small number of producers. 

Overall, we conclude that the 1990 data support an affirmative determination 

and 1991 interim data, to the extent that they can be viewed as reliable, 

provide less support for an affirmative conclusion. 69 

The financial indic~tors follow the same general pattern of the other 

indicators in this investigation, with 1990 data supporting, quite strongly in 

most cases, an affirmative injury finding. Interim 1991 financial data are 

more mixed, but they support an affirmative finding in several important 

indicators. On balance, we conclude that the financial indicators of this 

industry provide strong support for a finding that the domestic industry is 

experiencing material injury. 70 

Accordingly, we find that the domestic word processor industry is 

materially injured. 

C. The office typing systeas industry 

Our discussion of the office typing systems industry is also limited by 

the need to protect business proprietary information. Apparent domestic 

consumption of off ice typing systems fell sharply during the period of 

investigation. 71 We find that the industry's production of office typing 

68 Id. 

69 Id. 
70 Report at A-26, A-28-A-29. 
71 Report at A-18, Table 3. 
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systems, its capacity to produce office typing systems,. capacity utilization, 

domestic shipments, employment levels, and financial perfoI'JDance during the 

period of investigation all support our conclusion that the off ice typing 

systems industry is materially injured. 72 Only the inventory levels of office 

typing systems tends to support a negative determination. 73 Accordingly, we 

find the domestic office typing systems industry to be· 'matez:ially injured. 

IV. MATEllIAL INJURY BY UASON or LDV DIPOl.TS Roll' JAPAN)'. 

In making a final determination in an antidumping or countervailing dut)' 

investigation, we determine whether an industry in· the ~ited States i.S 

materially injured "by reason of" the imports under inve$tigation. 74 · We 

consider alternative causes of injury. but we do not weigh ~es." We do 

not determine that imports are the principal Qr even a .substant~ cause of 

72 Report at A-20, Table 5; A-21, Table 6; A-22-A.:..23, Table 8; A.:..2a, Table 15. 
We note that we have used 19 u~s.c. § 1677(4)(0) product line analysis with 
respect to this industry's financial data. · 

73 Report at A-22, Table 7. 
74 19 u.s.c. § 1673d(b). 

75 .L..g., Citrosuco Paulista S.A. v. United States, lZ CIT_._· , 704 F. Supp. 
1075, 1101 (1988). Alternative causes may include: . 

the volume and prices of imports sold at fair value, contraction 
in demand or changes in patterns of consumption, trade, · 
restrictive practices of and competition between the foreign &rld 
domestic producers, developments in technology, and the export 
performance and productivity of the domestic indust~y. 

S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 74 (1979). Similar language is. 
contained in the House Report. H.R. Rep. No. 317, 96th Cong., ls~ Sess. 47 
(1979). . 

:· ..... : 
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material injury. 76 Rather, we determine whether imports are a cause of 

material injury. 77 

B. The personal word processors industry 

In this final investigation, we find that the vol\.Ulle of imports of 

certain personal word processors from Japan, excluding office typing systems, 

is significant. The volume and value of imports of certain personal word 

processors from Japan were consistently high during the period of 

investigation. The interim 1991 data also show that the volume and value of 

imports remains high as compared to the interim 1990 data. 78 The U.S. market 

share of imports of certain personal word processors from Japan in terms of 

volume decreased slightly over period of investigation, but these Japanese 

imports retained a significant market share, over 30 percent, from 1988 to 

1990. The U.S. market share of imports from Japan in terms of value showed 

similar trends, holding over 35 percent of the U.S. market from 1988 to 1990. 

The interim 1991 data show an increase in the subject imports' market share as 

compared to interim 1990. 79 

The data in this final investigation indicate that the prices of 

imported word processors from Japan have depressed prices of domestic personal 

76 "Any such requirement has the undesirable result of making relief more 
difficult to obtain for industries facing difficulties from a variety of 
sources, industries that are often the most vulnerable to less-than-fair­
value imports." S. Rep. No. 249 at 74-75. 

77 LMI-La Metalli Industriale. S.p.A. v. United States, 13 CIT ~-' 712 F. 
Supp. 959, 971 (1989), citing, British Steel Corp. v. United States, 8 CIT 86, 
593 F. Supp. 405, 413 (1984); Hercules. Inc. v. United States, 11 CIT 710, 673 
F. Supp. 454, 481 (1987). See also Maine Potato Council v. United States, 9 
CIT 293, 613 F. Supp. 1237, 1244 (1985) (The Conunission must reach an 
affirmative determination if it finds that imports are more than a "de 
minimis" cause of injury.) 

78 Report at A-33-A-34, Table 21. 

79 INV-0-156 at Table B (Aug. 6, 1991). 
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word processors. During the time period when Japanese imports maintained 

their significant market presence, prices of personal word processors, both 

domestic and imported, fell considerably. 80 In 34 quarters of price 

comparisons reported by producers and importers, underselling by imports of 

certain personal word processors occurred in 26 quarters, or in over 76 

percent of the price comparisons. 81 82 We find the underselling by the subject 

imports to be significant. We further find that it played a significant role 

in the depression of domestic prices, while recognizing that the U.S. and 

Japanese products are not perfectly comparable because of the many differences 

in features. 83 

We are aware that factors other than the LTFV imports may have put 

downward pressure on the price of domestic personal word processors. A 

general economic downturn beginning in 1989 may have caused purchasers to 

postpone buying nonessential iteJUS such u personal word processors. 'l'be ane-

year product life cycle of word processors may encourage discounts of old 

:a>dels as new models appear. Further, declining prices of personal computers 

may be influencing the price of personal word processors. 14 All noted 

80 Report at A-42. 

81 Report at A-42-A-43. 
82 Commissioner Newquist notes that these comparisons do not include any 
prices of products produced by BIUSA. 

83 Report at A-42-A-43. 

84 CoJJDDissioner Lodwick notes that, in the preliminary investigations, he 
pointed out that the personal word processor industry's fortunes are 
handicapped by the continuing decline in PC prices. That is, as PCs (equipped 
with similar features for word processing and the potential for many more 
capabilities) decline in price, they will continue to heavily influence the 
maximum price people will pay for personal word processors and accelerate the 
switch from personal word processors to PCs. See Certain Personal Word 
Processors from Japan and Singapore, Inv. No. 731-TA-483 and 484 

(continued ••• ) 
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previously, the Commission does not weigh causes or determine which factors 

are primarily responsible for material injury to the domestic industry. It is 

sufficient that the imports "contribute, even minimally, to material 

injury. "85 Thus, despite the presence of these other factors, we find that 

the underselling by the LTFV imports from Japan has had a price depressing 

effect on the domestic personal word processor industry. 

Further evidence that Japanese imports are having a negative effect on 

the domestic personal word processor industry appears in the financial 

84 ( ••• continued) 
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. No. 2344 (Dec. 1990) at 29-31. The record confirms 
that most people who buy PCs for their personal use primarily use the devices 
for word processing. Economic Consulting Services, Inc. prehearing brief on 
behalf of the Respondents. In addition, the record also shows that PC prices 
are continuing to decline. Also, it is most obvious that computer software 
companies are going to great efforts to make PCs more user-friendly, thus less 
intimidating to the unsophisticated user, a prime buyer of personal word 
processors. 

Despite the facts discussed above, petitioner asserts that PCs are not 
relevant to its market. Petitioner claims that, unlike PCs, people buy word 
processors for one purpose, "to put printed words on paper." (Tr. at 59) 
Petitioner's own product development activities demonstrate that PCs are 
competing with personal word processors in the market and that the company 
must respond. First, Smith Corona is equipping its personal word processors 
with a number of PC features, including fax/modem capabilities, spreadsheets, 
and the ability to create MS DOS compatible files. Second, Smith Corona is 
even introducing its own line of PCs. Canon's prehearing brief at 
attachments. 

Although complete PC systems priced under $1,000 are a serious 
competitive pressure to the personal word processor industry, there is still a 
residual market for those who are very price sensitive, who explicitly do not 
want a system for anything other than word processing, and/or who remain 
intimidated by PC software/firmware. The record shows that personal word 
processors are purchased by students and lower middle income families, groups 
who may have a definite interest in a single-function machine at a very low 
price. INV-0-156 (Aug. 6 1 1991). Commissioner Lodwick believes that it is in 
this market that the LTFV imports are taking away sales from domestic personal 
word processors. 

85 La Metalli Industriale. S.p.A.·v. United States, 13 CIT-• 712 F. Supp. 
959, 971 (1989). 

.:_. 
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performance of the personal word processor industry which we cannot discuss in 

detail. 86 

Given the significant volume and market share of the subject imports at 

a time of flat demand, declining U.S. prices, the substantial evidence of 

underselling by those imports, and other financial factors, discussion of 

which would reveal business proprietary information, we determine that the 

domestic personal word processor industry is materially injured by reason of 

imports from Japan of personal word processors sold at LTFV. 

C. The office typing systems industry 

In this final investigation, we find an insufficient causal link between 

the condition of the U.S. office typing systems industry and the LTFV imports 

of office typing systems from Japan. We recognize that imports have gained 

market share during the period of investigation, and that our pricing data are 

inconclusive. We do not believe, however, that imports of office typing 

systems from Japan have been a cause of material injury to the danestic 

industry. The record in this investigation shows that demand for office 

typing systems is being sharply curtailed by the growing consU:Dler preference 

for PCs, and that the difficulties of the domestic industry are due solely to 

this contraction in demand for office typing systems. 87 This investigation is 

an anomalous one because no party to this investigation, includirig petitioner, 

argued that Japanese imports of office typing systems subject to investigation 

are a cause of material injury to the domestic office typing systems industry. 

Indeed, domestic producers of office typing systems have showed no interest 

whatsoever in this investigation. They provided us with less information than 

86 Report at A-26, Tables 11and12; A-29, Table 18; INV-0-150 (Aug. 5, 1991). 

87 Report at A-19. 

.-: 
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we requested and did not enter an appearance in our proceedings. 88 Moreover, 

information provided by domestic producers regarding the impact of office 

typing systems from Japan on the domestic industry does not support an 

affirmative finding of causation. 89 Evidence in the record convinces us that 

the domestic off ice typing systems industry is not being injured by imports of 

office typing systems from Japan. Therefore, we find that the domestic office 

typing systems industry is injured by causes other than Japanese imports of 

office typing systems, and that it is not materially injured by reason of LTFV 

imports of office typing systems from Japan. 

V. NO THREAT OF MATERIAL INJURY TO THE OFFICE TYPING SYSTBMS INDUSTRY BY 
REASON OF IMPORTS OF OFFICE TYPING SYSTBMS FROM JAPAN 

Having determined that the office typing systems industry is not 

materially injured by reason of LTFV imports from Japan, we also determine 

that the office typing systems industry is not threatened with material injury 

by reason of those imports. 

Section 771(7)(F) of the Tariff Act of 1930 directs us to determine 

whether a U.S. industry is threatened with material injury by reason of 

imports "on the basis of evidence that the threat of material injury is real 

and that actual injury is imminent. Such a determination may not be made on 

the basis of mere conjecture or supposition. 1190 

We must consider the following ten factors in our threat analysis: 

(I) If a subsidy is involved, such information as may be presented 
to it by the administering authority as to the nature of the 

88 ~ also Report at A-14-A-15. 
89 Office typing systems producers' questionnaire responses at 28. 
90 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii). 
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subsidy (particularly as to whether the subsidy is an export 
subsidy inconsistent with the Agreement). 

(II) any increase in production capacity or existing unused 
capacity in the exporting country likely to result in a 
significant increase in imports of the merchandise to the United 
States, 

(III) any rapid increase in United States market penetration and 
the likelihood that the penetration will increase to an injurious 
level, 

(IV) the probability that imports of the merchandise will enter 
the United States at prices that will have a depressing or 
suppressing effect on domestic prices of the merchandise; 

(V) any substantial increase in inventories of the mercha.ndise in 
the United States, 

(VI) the presence of underutilized capacity for producing the 
merchandise in the exporting country, 

(VII) any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate 
probability that importation (or sale for importation) of the 
merchandise (whether or not it is actually being imported at the 
time) will be the cause of actual injury, 

. (VIII) the potential for product shifting if production facilities 
owned or controlled by the foreign manufacturers, which can be 
used to produce products subject to investigation(s) under secticm 
1671 or 1673 of this title or to final orders under section 1671e 
or 1673e of this title. are also used to produce the marc:handise 
under investigation, 

(IX) in any investigation under this subtitle which involves 
imports or both a raw agricultural product (within the meaning of 
paragraph (4)(E)(iv) and any product processed from such raw 
agricultural product, the likelihood there will be increased 
imports, by reason of product shifting, if there is an affirmative 
determination by the Commission under section 1671d(b)(l) or 
1673d(b)(l) of this title with respect to either the raw 
agricultural product or the processed agricultural product (but 
not both), and 

(X) the actual and potential negative effects on the existing 
development and production efforts of the domestic industry, 
including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version 
of the like product. 
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In addition, we must consider whether dumping findings or antidumping 

remedies in markets of foreign countries against the same class or kind of 

merchandise suggest a threat of material injury to the domestic industry. 91 

The statutory factors relevant to this investigation92 indicate several 

facts might have supported an affirmative threat determination. There is 

currently substantial unused and underutilized production capacity for word 

processors (including office typing systems) in Japan. Portable typewriters 

from Japan are currently subject to an antidumping order as are portable 

electric word processors which creates the potential for product shifting, at 

least with regard to those products produced on the same lines. Soon personal 

word processors from Japan will be subject to an antidumping order as well 

which will further increase the potential for such product shifting. 93 

However, the record also indicates that office typing systems are produced on 

the same production lines as office typewriters, which are not, and will not 

be, subject to an antidumping order. Thus, the potential for Japanese product 

shifting to office typing systems may be sharply limited. In addition, the 

record suggests that there are significant alternative markets for Japanese 

certain personal word processors so that Japanese exports of off ice typing 

systems may be directed elsewhere. 94 We also recognize, however, that market 

penetration by LTFV imports from Japan of the U.S. office typing systems 

91 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i), (iii). 

92 With respect to factor (I), there is no subsidy involved in this 
antidumping determination. With respect to factor (XI), personal word 
processors are not an agricultural product. 

93 Report at A-2-A-3. 

94 Report at A-32. 

•. 
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market has increased significantly during the period of investigation, 

particularly in interim period 1991 as compared to interim period 1990. 95 

Notwithstanding these problematic facts, information obtained from 

domestic producers of office typing systems regarding anticipation of any 

negative impact from imports of office typing systems from Japan does not 

support an affirmative finding of a real and imminent threat to the domestic 

office typing systems industry. 96 We conclude that this information from the 

domestic industry is the best information available to us on the issue of 

threat to this domestic industry by imports of office typing systems from 

Japan. No party to this ·investigation, nor any U.S. producer of office typing 

systems, has suggested that the office typing industry is threatened by 

imports of office typing systems from Japan. Moreover, domestic producers of 

office typing systems provided us with less information than we requested and 

they did not participate in our proceedings. 97 The evidence in the record 

convinces us that imports of office typing systems from Japan do not pose a 

real and imminent threat to the U.S. office typing systems industry. 

Therefore, we determine that the domestic office typing systems industry is 

not threatened with material injury by imports of off ice typing systems from 

Japan. 

95 Report A-3 4. 

96 Office typing systems producers' questionnaire responses at 28. 

97 See also report at A-14-A-15. 
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VIEWS OF ACTING CHAIRMAN ANNE E. BRUNSDALE 
CERTAIN PERSONAL WORD PROCESSORS FROM JAPAN 

Inv. No. 731-TA-483 (Final) 

I concur in the Commission's determinations that a domestic 

industry is materially injured by reason of dumped imports of 

certain personal word processors (CPWPs) from Japan, not 

including office typing systems (OTSs), and that a domestic 

industry is not materially injured or threatened with material 

injury by reason of dumped imports of OTSs from Japan. I join my 

colleagues' discussion of domestic industry, related parties, and 

threat of material injury. 1 In these additional views I will 

discuss my.analysis of like product, cumulation, and causation. 

Like Product 

In the preliminary determinations the commission found the 

domestic like product to be all personal word processors (PWPs), 

including OTSs and excluding portable automatic and electric 

typewriters (PATs and PETs). In the final investigation, we 

gathered additional information and had the opportunity to visit 

both Smith Corona's and Brother's domestic manufacturing 

facilities. In addition, we were able to view the full 

assortment of products and examine them closely. I have 

determined in this investigation that there are two domestic like 

products, (1) PWPs, PETs and PATs and (2) OTSs and office 

1 Although my definition of like product differs from that of my 
colleagues, their discussion of those issues is also relevant for 
my determination. 

-. 
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typewriters. 

There are five important issues in determining the like 

product in this case: (1) Is certain word processors 

(petitioner's preferred like product) the correct like product? 

(2) Are OTSs like PWPs, or should they be considered a separate 

·: :" 

. ·.~·. 
....... 

1 ike product? ( 3) Should personal computers (PCs) be included as , ·· 

part of the like product? (4) Should the like product include 

PETS and PATS as well as PWPs? (5) Should the like product OTSs 

include off ice typewriters? 

I agree with the majority on the ·first three questions. 

There is no meaningful distinction between PWPs and CPWPs, 2 PCs 

are not like PWPs, and OTSs are not like PWPs. These issues are 

discussed at length in the majority opinion and I will not repeat 

their analysis here. Instead, I will concentrate my discussion 

on the two areas where my conclusions differ from those of my 

colleagues. 

The various factors that determine like product can be 

categorized as either demand side factors or supply side 

factors. 3 This includes the six to eight factors listed in 

2 The portability distinction that Commerce used to distinguish 
CPWPs from other word processors seems completely arbitrary. For 
instance, if the keyboard is attached to the word processor by 
hinges and the screen is embedded in the chassis, it is included 
in the like product CPWPs, whereas if the screen is attached by 
hinges and the keyboard is embedded in the chassis it is excluded 
from that category. In addition, laptop word processors do not 
meet the portability criteria because they lack a printer. 

3 My analysis of like product has been presented in detail in 
previous opinions. See, Dissenting Views of Acting Chairman Anne 
E. Brunsdale, Polyethylene Terephthalate Film, Sheet, and Strip 

(continued •.• ) 
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virtually all Commission majority opinions. For example, 

physical appearance, end uses, interchangeability, and customer 

perceptions are demand side factors, whereas common manufacturing 

facilities and production employees are supply side factors. 

While the traditional Commission opinion does not discuss 

the relevance of consumers being able to switch from using one 

product to using another or producers being able to switch from 

producing one product to producing another, those six to eight 

factors make the most sense when viewed as proxies for a more 

direct analysis of substitutability both from the supply side and 

the demand side. Because certain factors encompass the others, 

i.e. customer perceptions may be based on physical appearance, 

interchangeability and price, it makes no sense to base a 

decision on the majority of factors. Rather, it mu~t be clear 

which factors are important to a particular decision, and why 

those factors are used as a basis for the like product 

determination. 

In addressing the issue of whether PETs and PATs should be 

included in the same like product as PWPs, the parties primarily 

addressed demand side issues. Respondents arqued that customers 

use the products for different purposes, typing versus editing 

text, and that PWPs are more like PCs than like PATs and PETs. 4 

1
( ••• eontinue~) 

from Japan and The Republic of Korea, Inv. Nos. 731-TA-458 and 
459, USITC Pub. 2383 (May 1991) at 31-41. 

4 Respondents also arque that the $50 difference in price between 
high-end PATs and low-end PWPs is enough to make them "clearly 

(continued ••• ) 
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Petitioners, on the other hand, pointed out many of the areas 

where both products are used. 5 

The main difference between the machines is that PWPs have a 

bigger LCD (two lines for the high-end PATs versus six lines for 

the lowest PWP) or a CRT, greater internal memory, and the 

ability to store documents on external diskettes. High-end PATs 

have many word processing features such as spell-check, and there 

is not a substantial price difference between low-end PWPs and 

high-end PATs. 6 Clearly there are some consumers who need a PWP, 

specifically those who write long documents and store their files 

on diskettes rather than on paper. Since many PWPs can also be 

used as typewriters, however, I do not believe that there are 

consumers who would require a PET or PAT rather that a PWP. 

Information gathered from warrantee cards of both Brother 

and Smith Corona dispel the notion that PATs and PETs are viewed 

as very different products by consumers. 7 A sizeable percentage 

of both typewriter and word processor users who responded to the 

survey were students. A similar percentage of customers claimed 

4 ( ••• continued) 
distinguishable." It has never been Commission policy that 
prices of like products must overlap. See Prehearing Brief of 
Brother at 7-12. 

s See Posthearing Brief of smith corona at 10-13. 

6 I find it particularly disturbing that certain parties 
incorrectly compare the price of a low-end PET to a high-end PWP 
to make the point that the products do not compete on the basis 
of price, and then correctly compare the price of the lowest PC 
to the highest PWP to make the point that PCs are very close 
substitutes. 

7 See Supplemental information to the Report (August 7) at 3-4. 
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to use word processors and typewriter for personal use, in-home 

businesses, and out-of-home businesses. The results show a 

striking similarity of uses and there are no broad categories for 

which only one product is used. 

In addition to overlaps on the demand side, the evidence 

shows that PETs, PATs and PWPs are like each other when viewed 

from the supply side. These products are not only made in the 

same factories using the same workers, but they use many of the 

same components. 8 As Mr. G. Lee Thompson, Chairman and CEO of 

Smith Corona Corporation testified, it would take less than an 

hour to switch an assembly line from producing word processors to 

producing typewriters. In addition he said that the front part 

of the assembly line is identical for both products. Only the 

LCD or the CRT displays and the disk drives are different. The 

same printing mechanism, same keyboard, and same chassis are used 

in both products. 9 Finally, whereas the Commission has often 

viewed products as being like each other because they share the 

same channel of distribution, meaning only that sales are to end 

users rather than to distributors, PETs, PATs, and PWPs are 

actually sold in the same stores and catalogues. 

The Commission noted the similarities between PETs, PATs, 

and portable electric word processors (PEWPs) in its preliminary 

8 In its Pre-hearing Brief, Brother conspicuously avoids 
discussion of production facilities and employees when discussing 
each of the Commission's traditional like-product factors. 

9 See Hearing Transcript at 69-70. Also see testimony of Mr. 
Shiffman, Director of Business Administration, Canon Business 
Machines, at 177. 

.. '.·· 
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determination Portable Electric Typewriters from Sinqapore: 10 

The use.of substantially similar components means that PETs, 
PATs, and PEWPs, have an essentially similar physical 
appearance. In addition, all three types of machines are 
sold through the same channels of distribution and they can 
be and in fact are being produced in the same facilities by 
the same employees. Nor is there any clear dividing line 
based on the price of these machines. 11 

Given this supply side substitutability, dcmestic producers 

easily could have switched from producinq PWPs to producing PATs 

when the dumping of PWPs from Japan began to exert a downward 

pressure an the prices of PWPs in the United States. By cbanqinq 

their production product aix, domestic producers could baVe 

prevented ·prices of PWPs fraa :fal.l.i.nq 1:ly as :mlCh as they 

otherwise would have fall.en. Of caurse., the price o:f PAT"s and 

PETs would have fal Ten as well when dmlesti.c output af these 

pradttcts began ta increase. By lonlrinq onl.y at the l.ike pzc•hJCt 

PWPs; lie. wmtl.d miss ccmsi.derinq the neqative efFeC!t that duM£**f 

i..pcl:t: ts had on PA'rs and PETs. 

Because I bel.ieve it is l.iltel.y that mmpiDJ of PWPs would 

have had a significant effect on both the supply cf and tbe 

demand for PETs and PATs, I determine that they shou.ld be 

included in the like product. 

I do not consider PCs to be part of the domestic like 

product. Clearly, no one whose needs are broader than word 

10 These are the word processors not included in CPWPs fr~m 
Japan, but included in the majority's definition of the like 
product, all word processors. 

11 See, Portable Electric Typewriters From Singapore, Inv. No. 
731-TA-515 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2388 (June 1991) at 6. 
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processing would buy a PWP. In addition, there are no PCs that 

are totally portable (including the printing function). There is 

virtually no supply side substitutability between PWPs and PCs. 

The testimony of Mr. Thompson indicates that even at Smith 

Corona, one of the few producers of both PWPs and PCs, there is 

very little in common between the two machines. 12 

Finally, I believe that office typewriters should be 

included in the like product OTSs. The most convincing 

demonstration of this is one OTS model that has a removable 

panel. When that panel is taken off and another panel is snapped 

on, this model becomes an office typewriter. These products were 

identical from a production point of view (with the exception of 

the panel), and a consumer could buy either panel. The fact that 

some office typewriters have disk drives that allow the storage 

of documents on diskette means that there is even less 

distinction between office typewriters and word processors than 

between personal typewriters and word processors, and certainly 

there is no clear dividing line between these products. 

cumulation 

The statute instructs the Commission to cumulatively assess the 

volume and effect of imports of like products subject to 

investigation from two or more countries if such products compete 

with each other and with like products of the domestic industry 

in the United States market. 

12 See Hearing Transcript at 82-83. 
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This means that possible cumulation of CPWPs from Japan and 

PETs from Singapore must be evaluated in this investigation. 

cumulation is a close question in this case. While CPWPs and 

PETs obviously compete with the domestic like product, it is not 

at all clear that they compete with each other. CPWPs from Japan 

tend to be the high-end products while PETs froin Sing~pore tend 

to be low-end products. A further complicating factor is that 

PETs, PATs, PWPs, etc. are defined slightly differently in these 

cases. For example, what is called a PET in the Singapore case 

may include what is called a PAT in this case. 

There has been no final investigation on PETs from 

Singapore. If the Commerce department concludes that PETs from 

Singapore are dumped, the Commission will collect additional 

information that could be crucial to my decision of whether 

cumulation is appropriate. If the Commerce Department. c:On_cludes 

that PETs from Singapore are not dumped, then obviously 

cumulation would be inappropriate. When I asked the.parties in 

this case to discuss cumulation issues, they did not respond, 

noting only that finding PETs, PATs, and PWPs as one like product 

was not correct. I can only hope that in the case involving 

Singapore these same parties will acknowledge that it is indeed 

possible to include PETs and PATs as part of the like product and 

offer their views on the appropriateness of cumulation. 

Cumulation is not a decisive issue in this case. ·I would 

find in the affirmative whether or not imports are cumulated. 

Because this is a very close question and additional information 
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is still outstanding, I will not reach a conclusion on the 

cumulation issue at this time. Instead, I will discuss my 

analysis assuming imports are not cumulated, and note that my 

affirmative determination would be stronger if I had decided that 

cumulation was appropriate. 

Material Injurv by Reason of Dumped Imports 

In assessing whether material injury is by rea.son of dumped 

imports the statute instructs the Commission to consider, among 

other factors: (1) the volume of imports of the merchandise 

subject to investigation, (2) the effect of those imports on 

prices in the United states for like products, and (3) the impact 

of those imports on domestic producers of. like products. 13 

In considering the volume of imports, I take into account 

the volume both in absolute terms and in terms .of their share of 

the reJ,evant market. Imports of Japanese CPWPs made up roughly 

roughly 15 percent of the value of all PETs, PATs and PWPs 

purchased in the United States in 1990. 14 Those imports 

increased over the period of investigation, particularly in terms 

of market share. The market share of U.S. producers fell during 

this period, while the market share of "fairly ·traded" imports 

was relatively stable. 

The dumping margin is very important in determining the 

likely effect that dumping has on the price of the like product 

13 ~ 19 U.S.C. 1677 (7) (B). 

14 Supplemental Information to the Report (August 7) at 15. . 
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and the effect of the subject imports on domestic producers. The 

higher the dumping margin the greater the difference between the 

dumped price of the imports and their price at fair value. The 

dumping margin found by Commerce in this case is 58.7 percent. 15 

This indicates that the maximum increase in the domestic price of 

Japanese CPWPs if they were being sold at fair value would be 

58 • 7 percent. 16 

In order to determine the magnitude of the injury resulting 

from the dumping, I use economic analysis to estimate what prices 

and output of the domestic like product would have been absent 

the dumping. Then I evaluate whether the de.cline in prices and 

output caused by the dumping constitutes material injury. I do 

this taking into account the existing condition of the domestic 

industry. 

One of the most important factors I examine is the 

relationship between the change in the price of a product and tr..e 

resulting change in the quantity demanded of that product. If a 

small decline in the price of a product would lead to a large 

increase in purchases, subject imports would attract additional 

sales rather than taking sales away from domestic producers. 

Thus, the effect of dumped imports on the domestic industry would 

be mitigated. 

15 Report at A-4. 

16 It is possible that Japanese producers would have lowered the 
price of CPWPs in the relevant third-country markets, rather than 
raising the price in the U.S. market, if they had charged one 
price in all the relevant markets. 
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The quantity of PETs, PATs, and PWPs demanded is likely to 

be somewhat responsive to changes in price. This is due, in 

part, to the fact that PCs may be somewhat substitutable for 

high-end PWPs. Assuming that dumping resulted in the 

availability of relatively cheaper word processors, there are 

likely to be some consumers who would purchase a word processor 

rather than a personal computer. 17 

In addition, those who already own PETs, PATs, PWPs, or 

conventional typewriters without "state of the art" technology 

might decide to buy new machines, if their price fell. Finally, 

some group of customers may not find owning a PET; PAT, or PWP to 

be a necessity, but would find it to be a convenience if the 

price was right. 18 Thus, I would expect demand for PETs, PATs, 

and PWPs to be somewhat responsive to changes in price. 19 

Substitutability of the like product and the subject imports 

in also important in evaluating injury. If the domestic like 

product and the subject imports are quite different, it is less 

likely that consumers of the domestic like product would switch 

17 Certainly, as the price of personal computers has fallen, we 
have seen people switch away from word processors. 

18 Petitioner believes that sales of CPWPs are not responsive to 
changes in price, positing an elasticity of demand of .5. 
Respondents, on the other hand, suggest that the availability of 
personal computers would result in an elasticity of demand for 
all word processors of not less than 1.75. Staff estimates the 
e.lasticity of demand for all word processors to be between 1 and 
2. Obviously, staff's estimate would be lower if PETs and PATs 
were included in the like product. 

19 For the above stated reasons, I would estimate the elasticity 
of demand to be around 1. I believe this estimate is fairly 
conservative. 
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to the import given a small reduction in the import's price. If 

they are identical, one would expect consumers to switch quite 

readily. 

The domestic like product contains a broader group of 

products than imported CPWPs. Therefore, there may be consumers 

who would not find the subject imports to be a good substitute 

for the domestic like product. The domestic like product, 

however, includes all those types of products that are relatively 

close substitutes for imported CPWPs from Japan. Therefore, 

dumping is likely to have caused some consumers to switch from 

buying the domestic like product to buying the import. 20 

There may be some difference in features or brand loyalty 

that would cause consumers to be reluctant to switch among 

different brands. However, I find that the imported and domestic 

products are generally substitutable. 21 

Finally, I consider the likelihood that domestic firms and 

foreign firms would alter their sales in the United States in 

response to price changes. This allows me to predict whether 

20 Petitioner argues that the elasticity of substitution is 
between 6 and 9 because the products are virtually identical. 
Respondent argues that brand loyalty and fragmented distribution 
cause the elasticity of substitution to be in the l-to-3 range. 
Staff argues that the elasticity of substitution is in the 3-to-
5 range. I note that Petitioner's analysis is for the domestic 
like product CPWPs. 

21 I would conservatively estimate an elasticity of substitution 
of about 3. I note that respondent's estimate of the elasticity 
of substitution, 1 to 3, does not make sense given its elasticity 
of demand recommendation, not less than 1.75. In cases where the 
elasticity of demand is greater than the elasticity of 
substitution, products are considered gross complements rather 
than gross substitutes. 
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dumping would bring about a greater change in the price of the 

domestic like product or in the volume of output. 

Given the excess capacity and the large share of "fairly 

traded" imports in this market, I believe it is likely that firms 

would be able to alter their supply in response to price changes. 

Therefore, it is likely that the dumping had a greater effect on 

domestic output than on the price. 

I conclude that the domestic industry producing PETs, PATs, 

and PWPs is materially injured by dumped imports of CPWPs from 

Japan. 22 The subject imports have a significant market share and 

the dumping margin is quite high. Subject imports and the 

domestic like product are close substitutes. In addition, 

because demand is only somewhat responsive to changes in price, 

it is likely that dumped imports gained market share at the 

expense of domestic producersr 

Off ice Typing Systems 

Imported OTSs made up a very small share of the domestic 

market in 1990. The dumping margin on these products is also 

58.7 percent. Even making the most extreme assumptions that 

would favor petitioner, I find that the domestic industry 

producing OTSs is not injured by reason of dumped imports from 

Japan. 

Assuming that Japanese producers would not have made any 

22 I make this determination having taken into account the 
condition of the industry as detailed in the report. 

. ···~ 

.· .. 
; .. 
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sales in the U.S. at all absent the dumping and that domestic 

producers would have claimed their entire share of the market, I 

would still not find the resulting injury to be material. 23 

23 I make this determination having taken into account the 
condition of the industry during the period of investigation as 
detailed in the report. 
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Additional Views of Commissioner Newquist 

I provide these additional views in order to discuss the 

basis for my determination that, for purposes of this 

investigation, Brother Industries (USA), Inc. (BIUSA) is not a 

member of the domestic industry producing word processors. 

As noted in the majority opinion, in determining whether a 

firm qualifies as a member of the "domestic industry" under U.S. 

antidumping and countervailing duty laws, the Commission has 

traditionally considered such factors as (1) the extent and 

source of a·firm's capital investment; (2) the technical 

expertise involved in its U.S. production activity; (3) the value 

added to the product in the United States; (4) employment levels; 

(5) the quantity and types of parts sourced in the United States; 

and (6) any other costs and activities in the United States 

directly leading to th~ production of the like product. 1 The 

Commission also has considered variations on these factors, such 

as where production decisions are made, whether the domestic 

production-related activities involve mere assembly versus actual 

fabrication and manufacturing, the sophistication of the 

technology employed in those activities, and whether R&D or 

product design is conducted in the United States. 2 3 

1 See. e.g., Generic Cephalexin Capsules fr~~ Canada, Inv. No. 
731-TA-423 (Final), USITC PUb .. 2211 (1989). 

2 See. e.g., Portable Electric Typewriters from Singapore, Inv. 
No. 731-TA-Sls· {Preliminary), tJSITC Pub. 2388 (1991) at 10; Color 
Television Receivers from the Republic of Korea and Taiwan, Inv. 

{continued ... ) 
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In considering these factors, I am mindful that indus.tries, 

and firms within a particular industry, may differ in .terms of 

"production" processes, capital intensity, domestic value added, 

and so forth. Also, the Commission has considered· whether certain 

prevailing characteristics of the particular industry should be 

deemed essential in qualifying a firm as a member of that 

domestic industry, or at least make it logical to give emphasis 

to certain of our traditional domestic industry ctite:ria. 4_· 5 

2 ( ••. continued) 
Nos. 731-TA-134 and 135 (Final), USITC Pub. 1927 (1986); Heavy 
Forged Handtools from the People's Republic of China, ·Inv. No.· 
731-TA-457 (Final), USITC Pub. 2357 (1991). The commission 
analyzes these factors on a case-by-case basis, and has stated . 
that no single factor is dispositive. 

3 In many cases, the commission has not paid particular attention 
to the domestic industry issue, either because it was not raised 
by the parties, or because firms whose status as domestic · 
producers may have been questionable were in any event . . 
disregarded in the Commission's injury analysis because they were 
excluded as "related parties."~ EPROMs from Japan. Inv. No. 
731-TA-288 (Final), USITC Pub. 1927 (1986). 

4 See. e.g., Internal Combustion Engine Forklift Trucks from· 
Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-377 (Final), USITC Pub. 2082 (May .1988)", 
at 16. This approach, I believe, is only sensible if our 
determinations are to be based on "the conditions of trade and 
competition, and the general condition and structure of the 
relevant industry." s. Rep. 96-249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. (1979) 
at 74. 

5 I note that the Commission has both considered firms 
independently, to determine whether their activities reach some 
qualifying "industry threshold," and compared a particular 
company's domestic activities to·those of other firms that were 
undoubtedly full-fledged domestic producers. see, .. e.g. , Certa.tn 
ATVs from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-102 (Final), USITC Pub. 1410 
(Aug. 1983) at 13-14 (comparing the level of foreign components 
used by Kawasaki Motors Manufacturing and the petitioner); Color 
Television Receivers from the Republic of Korea and Taiwan, Inv. 
No. 731-TA-134 (Final), USITC Pub. 1514 (1984) at 8 ("[I}mported 
articles were only a slightly higher percentage of total input 

(continued ... ) 
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Thus, taking into account the general characteristics of the 

industry at issue, certain kinds or levels of domestic activity 

deemed by the Commission to be sufficient to constitute 

"production" in one investigation may be insufficient in 

another. 6 

I turn now to the facts which, under our traditional 

domestic industry criteria, form the basis for my determination 

that BIUSA is not a full-fledged domestic producer of word 

5 ( •.• continued) 
for Taiwan-owned firms than they were for U.S. or Dutch-owned 
firms.") 

See also, EPROMs from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-288 (Final), 
USITC Pub. 1927 (1986) at 12. (In excluding Fujitsu as a related 
party, the conunission noted that its position was "significantly 
different from that of U.S.-based producers," in that it was "the 
only company" to assemble EPROMs from imported Japanese 
wafers/dice, it also imported assembled EPROMs from Japan, and it 
did not conduct research and development or wafer fabrication in 
the United States). 

6 For instance, in some industrial sectors, assembly is generally 
acknowledged to constitute production, while in other industries, 
"mere assembly" (versus fabrication) has weighed against 
considering a firm a domestic producer. Compare Certain Minivans 
("There is no dispute in this investigation that minivan assembly 
is 'production.'"), and Heavy Forged Handtools from the People's 
Republic of China, Inv. No. 731-TA-457 (Final), USITC Pub. 2357 
(1991). ~. Certain All-Terrain Vehicles from Japan, Inv. No. 
731-TA-388 (Final), USITC Pub. 2163 (1989). Similarly, the 
technical expertise involved in a firm's domestic operations, or 
whether a domestic firm conducts its research and development in 
the United States, should receive greater weight in 
investigations involving relatively sophisticated, R&D-intensive 
products, as opposed to low-tech, conunodity products. see. e.g., 
Generic Cephalexin Capsules from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-423 
(Final), USITC Pub. 2211 (1989); Cellular Mobile Telephones and 
Subassemblies Thereof from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-207 (Final), 
USITC Pub. 1786 (1985); Certain Radio Pagers and Alerting Devices 
from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-102 (Final), USITC Pub. 1410 (1983). 
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processors. 7 BIUSA, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Brother 

Industries, Ltd. (Brother Japan), whose LTFV exports are the 

subject of this investigation, can claim to be a U.S. producer of 

word processors for only a brief portion of the period of 

investigation. BIUSA first dedicated one of its assembly lines in 

its Bartlett, TN, facility to the making of personal word 

processors in the fall of 1990, less than one year ago. This 

occurred shortly after two developments: First, the Department of 
I 

Commerce expanded the scope of its 1980 antidumping duty order on 

portable electric typewriters (PETs) from Japan to include 

portable word processors: 8 second, Smith Corona filed the instant 

antidumping petition covering precisely those word processors 

still excluded from that 1980 PETs order. 9 

BIUSA has invested * * * million in the production of word 

processors and employs * * * production and related workers. As 

significant as this investment may be to the local economy of 

Bartlett, other relevant factors weigh against considering BIUSA 

7 I have taken into consideration in this case not only the 
discrete nature and scope of BIUSArs domestic operations, but 
also BIUSA's activities relative to those of the Petitioner and 
to the full range of activities customarily involved in producing 
word processors. A comparison between BIUSA and Smith Corona 
Corporation is particularly appropriate here because both firms 
have accused one another of being mere "screwdriver" or "snap 
together" assembly operations. 

8 Final Scope Ruling: Portable Electric Typewriters from Japan 
(55 F.R. 47358, Nov. 13, 1990). 

9 From the record in this investigation, Staff have been unable 
to "verify or refute" allegations that this move to the United 
States was unrelated to these proceedings. Commission Meeting of 
August 8, 1991, Tr. at 18. 

~; . : 

i·'. 
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to be a member of the domestic industry. 

First, I note that only a small fraction of the production-

related activities involved in the manufacture of BIUSA's word 

processors are based in the United States. As described by the 

Commission staff: 

[BIUSA's] operations in Bartlett consist of assembly 
and welding of the word processor chassis, main logic 
boards, and LCD boards from * * * imported parts, and 
final assembly and testing. BIUSA produces* * *. 10 

As for the parts that BIUSA chooses to procure externally, 

Plastic housings and covers are produced domestically 
through a subcontractor arrangement. Other products are 
sourced from related and unrelated * * * suppliers. 11 

Thus, unlike the Petitioner, BIUSA performs primarily assembly 

and testing operations, with little or no subassembly, or 

fabrication of parts and tooling. 12 

BIUSA's domestic operations are far less capital-intensive 

than those of Petitioner. In interim (Jan ._-March) 1991, 

BIUSA/BIC's total assets dedicated to the production of word 

processors were * * * relative to some * * * in sales. By 

contrast. Petitioner's total assets dedicated to word processor 

10 Staff Report at A-13-A-14. 

11 Staff Report at A-14. 

12 see. e.g., Staff Verification Report of BIUSA at 14-16; 
Petitioner's Hearing Exhibit #3. Of the hundreds of parts in its 
word processor models, Smith Corona produces about * * * in­
house, including most of the plastic and metal parts. Staff 
Report at A-13, fn. 39. 
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production were * * *, relative to * * * in sales. 13 Also, 

Petitioner employs far more workers than does BIUSA, again 

largely due to the fact that its operations include not only 

assembly operations, but also more labor-intensive subassembly 

manufacture. 14 

The value added to each of Brother's personal word 

processors by its U.S.-based operations ranges from * * * 

percent, compared to * * * percent for Smith Corona. However, 

were one to back out of these figures the value added by sales, 

general, and administrative expenses, which are not directly 

related to the production of a product, the contrast between 

Petitioner's and BIUSA's value added becomes more significant: 

Petitioner's value added averages roughly * * * percent, compared 

to only * * * percent for BIUSA. 15 16 

While neither BIUSA nor Smith Corona is an entirely 

vertically integrated manufacturer of word processors, as noted, 

13 ~Staff Report, Tables 12 and G-9. The evidence shows 
similar disparities between BIUSA and petitioner in terms of 
their capital expenditures. 

14 Staff Report at A-22. Smith Corona employs * * * workers 
producing portable and certain word processors, excluding office 
typing systems. Staff Report at Table E-1. 

15 I note that a significant portion of the R&D and product 
development expenses reported by BIUSA and by BIC, its sister 
corporation, were * * *. Staff Report, Appendix F; Staff 
Verification Report on BIUSA at 12. 

16 One reason why neither BIUSA nor sec shows higher levels of 
value added or domestic content is that apparently certain key 
components of word processors (e.g., video displays and disk 
drives) are essentially unavailable from domestic sources. BISUA 
Prehearing Brief at 26-27. 
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BIUSA chooses' to source more of its components externally rather 

than fabricate them: in-house. Therefore, in measuring the 

·:quantity· and types Of parts sourced in the United States, I have 

considered the ·domestic content in each firm's word processors, 

that is, the value added by each firm's in-house operations~ 

the domestic content of components sourced externally. Again, the 

difference is striking; the total domestic content of BIUSA word 

processors ranges from * ·* * percent, while that of Petitioner's 

ranges from:·* * * percent. 17 

In regard to the technical expertise involved in BIUSA's 

dome·s.tic : operations, the Report states that word processors are 

produced· much· as ·;·other simple consumer electronics products. 1118 

Althougn a word processor -- compared with other electronics 

products -- may or may not be a relatively "simple" product, I 

note that b.oth Petitioner and BIUSA/BIC introduce new product 

models annually, containing significant new features. 19 Competing 

in ·this industry, therefore, requires a si·zeable commitment of 

resource:s;.to· R&D, and to product design· and development --

relatively high value-added activities involving considerable 

technical expertise. Under these circumstances, I believe it is 

p'articularly significant whether foreign firms that have moved 

17 staff Report, App. F. Again, backing out SG&A expenses from 
domestic content accentuates the relative disparity in the 
domestic content of BIUSA's versus Petitioner's word processors. 

18 Staff ·R~por.t ·at A-10. 

19 Petitioner has recently introduced a word processor· that is 
compatible with DOS software. 

.:.· 
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their word processor assembly operations offshore to the United 

States perform any of these activities in the United States.~ 

Petitioner conducts.these important activities domestici;illy, bo~h 

at its Cortland, NY, and New Canaan, CT, facilities. 21 In the 

cc;se of BIUSA, however, such activities are based almost 

exclusively in Japan. 22 As a consequence, while BIUSA may enjoy 

considerable. autonomy in the.management of its daily internal 

operations, it appears. that critical corporate decisions 

regarding what, when, and how BIUSA will pro~uce, are made by 

Bret.her Japan. 

I find that t,q.e arguments raised by Smith Carone~. in support 

of its contention.that BIUSA should not be included in the 

domestic. industry are valid .. The. criteria employed by the ITC far 

determining whether a company qualifies as being in the "domestic 

industry" under u .. ?. antidum.piµg and co'l.lil.tervail.ii:ica duty ljlWS 

call for more than, a c.onsideration of whether that firm's 

absolute ~evels of investment and employment are, in an abstract 

sense, "significant." .The evidence in this investigation 

demonstr,ates that,. as. substantial as BIUSA' s domest.i.<: activities 

20 see. e.g. ~ Erasable Programmable Read Only Memori~$ from 
Japan, Inv. No. 731"'.'."'tA-288 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1778 {1985) 
at 10, fn. 29. ' 

21 s.e..e_ H.earing._Tr. at 42. 

22 .see. e.g., Conference Tr. at 20; Hrg. Tr. at 42, 1•3: 
Petitioner's Hearing Exhibit #3; Staff Verification Report qn 
BIUSA, at 8, 12. Brother contends that it is in the process of 
moving more of these functions to the United States. I note, 
however, that in interim 1991, Petitioner spent * * * on domestic 
R&D as did BIUSA. Staff Report a·t Table' 18. 

_:: ·-

·· .. 



57 

may be. they consist largely of mere assembly operations that 

reflect a limited research and product development component and 

·relatively low levels of domestic content. Accordingly, I 

determine that, for purposes of this antidumping investigation, 

BIUS~ is not in the domestic industry producing word processors. 
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION 

Introduction 

On April 22, 1991, the U.S. Department of Commerce (Commerce) published 
in the Federal Register (56 F.R. 16296) its preliminary antidumping 
determination regarding imports from Japan of certain personal word processors 
(certain word processors), 1 provided for in subheadings 8469.10.00 and 
8473.10.00 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTS). 
Commerce preliminarily found th.at the subject products were being, or were 
likely to be, sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV). 

Accordingly, effective April 22, 1991, the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (Commission) instituted investigation No. 731-TA-483 (Final), under 
the relevant provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930, to determine whether an 
industry in the United States is materially injured or threatened with 
material injury, .or whether the establishment of an industry is materially 
retarded, by reason of imports of the subject products from Japan. Notice of 
the Commission's final investigation was posted in the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and published 
in the Federal Register of May 8, 1991. Appendix A presents a copy of the 
Commission's notice. The Federal Register published Commerce's final 
affirmative antidumping determination on July 9, 1991. This notice is 
presented in appendix B. A public hearing on this investigation was held on 
July 10, 1991. Appendix C presents a list of witnesses appearing at the 
hearing. The briefing and vote on this investigation was held on August 8, 
1991, and the Commission reported its determination to Commerce on August 19, 
1991. 

Background 

Instant investigation 

On November 6, 1990, a petition was filed with the Commission and 
Commerce by counsel for Smith Corona Corp., New Canaan, CT, alleging that an 
industry in the United States is being materially injured and is threatened 
with further material injury by reason of imports from Japan and Singapore of 
certain word processors that were alleged to be sold in the United States at 
LTFV. Accordingly, effective November 6, 1990, the Commission instituted 
antidumping investigations Nos. 731-TA-483 and 484 (Preliminary) under the 
relevant provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930. On December 21, 1990, the 
Commission determined that there was a reasonable indication that an industry 
in the United States is materially injured or threatened with material injury 
by reason of imports of such merchandise into the United States from Japan. 
The Commission determined that there was no reasonable indication that an 
industry in the United States is materially injured, or threatened with 
material injury, or that the establishment of an industry is materially 
retarded, by reason of imports of the subject product ·from Singapore. These 

1 Personal word processors (word processors), and the certain word 
processors that are the subject product of.this investigation, are defined in 
the section of this report entitled "Scope of Investigation." 
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determinations were published in the Federal Register on January 3, 1991 (56 
F.R. 285). 

Previous and related investigations 

Word processors have not previously been investigated by the Commission. 
However, a related product, portable electric typewriters, has been_ the 
subject of considerable inquiry at the Commission, at Commerce, and be!ore the 
Court of International Trade (CIT). Many of the issues addressed in these 
previous cases are relevant in the instant investigation. 

In February 1974, Smith Corona filed a petition regarding imports of 
portable manual and electric typewriters from Japan. In June 1975·, the . 
Commission determined, under section 20l(a) of the Antidumping Act of< l921.··· 
(19 U.S.C. §160) that an industry in the United States was not being injured, 
was not likely to be injured, and was not prevented from being established, by 
reason of imports of the subject merchandise that were being sold at LTFV. 2 

Smith Corona appealed this determination to the CIT, which remanded the.action 
to the Commission for further statement of reasons, and subsequently affirmed 
the Commission's determination. 3 · 

Having ceased production of manual typewriters, Smith Corona reasserted. 
its dumping and injury allegations against portable electric typewriter 
imports from Japan in a second petition filed in April 1979. In May .1980,. the_ 
Commission determined, under section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, th~t· an . 
industry in the United States was materially injured by reason of imports of . 
portable electric typewriters from Japan that Commerce_ had found· to besold-i.n 
the United States at LTFV. 4· This determination resulted in the publication by · 
Commerce of an antidumping duty order (the PETs order}. 5 . 

The scope of the PETs order has been expanded on several occasions. 
First, in 1983, in its initial administrative review, Commerce ruled that 
later developed portable electronic typewriters were within the scope .. 6 ·Then, 
in 1987, Commerce declined to expand the scope further to include either 
portable electric typewriters with text memory (portable automatic 
typewriters) or those with calculators; 7 however, Smith Corona appealed this. 
ruling to the CIT, which remanded the case to Commerce. Upon.remand, Commerce. 
expanded the scope to include portable electric typewriters with calculators 

2 U.S. International Trade Commission, Portable Electric Typewriters From 
Japan (Investigation No. AA1921-145), USITC publication 7'32,-June 1975. 

3 4 CIT 7, 544 F. Supp. 194 (1982). 
4 U.S. International Trade Commission, Portable Electric:.Typewriters .From 

Japan (Investigation No. 731-TA-12 (Final), USITC Publication 1062, May 1980. 
5 45 F.R. 30618 (May 9, 1980). . 
6 "Portable Electric Typewriters From Japan: Final Results of.· 

Administrative Review of Antidumping Duty Order," 48 F.R. i769 (Feb. 24, 
1983). Electronic typewriters are defined as typewriters with electronic 
components as opposed to simply electrically-powered typewriters. 

7 "Portable Electric Typewriters From Japan: Final Results of 
Administrative Review of Antidumping Duty Order," 52 F.R. 1505 (Jan. 14; 
1987). 
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but not those with text memory. The CIT subsequently reversed Commerce's 
ruling with regard to portable automatic typewriters. 8 Most recently, Smith 
Corona filed a request, on May 15, 1990, for inclusion of word processors 
within the PETs order. Commerce expanded the PETs order to include word 
processors that met the portability criteria specified under the PETs order 
scope (portable word processors) 9 but declined to include word processors that 
did not meet such criteria. 1° Commerce issued this ruling coincident with 
Smith Corona's filing of the petition in the instant investigation, which 
covers precisely those word processors that Commerce. excluded from the most 
recent PETs order scope ruling. 

In March 1991, Smith Corona filed an anticircumvention petition with 
Commerce alleging that Brother Industries, Ltd., (Brother Japan, collectively 
with subsidiaries "Brother") is circumventing the PETs order by exporting 
parts and modular components to the United States for assembly by a wholly­
owned U.S. subsidiary, Brother Industries (U.S.A), Inc. (BIUSA), which Smith 
Corona characterizes as a screwdriver operation. 11 Commerce is conducting an 
anticircumvention inquiry to determine whether the Japanese content of BIUSA 
product is sufficiently significant that the product should be considered of 
Japanese origin (in which case it would be subject to antidumping duties under 
the PETs order). Commerce is scheduled to make its preliminary determination 
by August 23, 1991. 

In the most recent investigation regarding portable electric typewriters, 
investigation No. 731-TA-51S (Preliminary), Portable Electric Typewriters From 
Singapore (the typewriters investigation), the petitioner is BIUSA and most of 
the imports are produced in a Smith Corona subsidiary in Singapore.u The 
BIUSA petition excluded typewriters with certain advanced functions and 

8 See Smith Corona v. United. States, 11 CIT 9S4, 698 F. Supp. 240 (CIT 
1988). Defendant-intervenors appealed this reversal to the Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit, which upheld the CIT decision on Sept. 26, 1990. 

9 These portability criteria include (1) having a handle, carrying case, or 
similar mechanism to facilitate portability; (2) being comprised of a single, 
integrated unit; (3) having a keyboard embedded in the chassis, and (4) having 
a built-in printer. 

10 "Final Scope Ruling: Portable Electric typewriters From Japan," (SS F.R. 
47358 (Nov. 13, 1990). Laptop word processors, although specifically designed 
for portability, are excluded from coverage under the PETs order because they 
do not have a built-in printer. 

11 Smith Corona has made the same argument in the instant investigation, 
maintaining that BIUSA is an assembler rather than a producer of word 
processors and should therefore be excluded from the Commission's analysis of 
the industry producing the like product. See the section of this report 
entitled "U.S. producers." At the same time, Brother is challenging Smith 
Corona's standing (at Commerce) to represent the industry in the instant 
investigation by arguing that it is Smith Corona's word processor operations 
that constitute assembly rather than production. See the section of this 
report entitled "Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV." 

u U.S. International Trade Commission, Portable Electric Typewriters From 
Singapore (Investigation No. 731-TA-51S (Preliminary)), USITC Publication 
2388, June 1991 (referred to hereinafter as Typewriters From Singapore), p. 
A-38. 
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capabilities; thus, the scope in the typewriters investigation is somewhat 
more limited than the PETs order scope. 13 Smith Corona has argued that BIUSA 
does not have standing to represent the U.S. industry producing portable 
electric typewriters, reasserting its allegation that BIUSA is an assembler 
rather than a producer of these products; however, Commerce rejected Smith 
Corona's request not to initiate. 14 In June 1991, the Commission determined, 
under section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, that there is a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United States is materially injured or 
threatened with material injury by reason of imports of portable electric 
typewriters from Singapore that are allegedly sold at LTFV in the United 
States. 15 

Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV16 

On the basis of comparisons of U.S. prices and foreign market values, 
Commerce has determined that certain word processors are being, or are likely 
to be, sold in the United States at LTFV. The estimated weighted-average 
dumping margin for all Japanese product is 58.71 percent ad valorem. This 
margin is based on "best information available" (BIA), as determined by 
Conunerce. 

Commerce presented questionnaires to two Japanese firms: Brother Japan 
and Kyushu Matsushita Electric Co., Ltd. (Kyushu Matsushita), a subsidiary of 
Matsushita Electric Industrial Co. (collectively with other subsidiaries, 
"Matsushita"). Brother and Matsushita accounted for more than 60 percent of 
exports of certain word processors from Japan to the United States during 
Commerce's period of investigation, which was June 1, 1990, through 
November 30, 1990. Matsushita never responded to Commerce's questionnaire, 
and Brother withdrew its response following Commerce's preliminary 
determination. Therefore, Commerce's final determination for both firms was 
based on BIA, which was determined to be the preliminary margin calculated for 
Brother Japan. 

The U.S. prices used for purposes of comparison in the preliminary 
investigation were exporters' sales prices because all sales were made to 
unrelated purchasers after importation. Foreign market value was based on 
third-country sales. 

13 The scope of BIUSA's petition is consistent with Brother's arguments 
that such more advanced typewriters should be excluded from the PETs order. 

14 "Initiation of Antidurnping Duty Investigation: Certain Portable Electric 
Typewriters From Singapore," 56 F.R. 22150 (May 14, 1991). 

15 U.S. International Trade Commission, Typewriters From Singapore, USITC 
publication 2388. Certain terms used in the Commission's report Typewriters 
From Singapore differ slightly from those used in this report. That is, in 
this report, portable electric typewriters are not referred to as "PETs" since 
that acronym has a variety of meanings. (In comparison, see Typewriters From 
Singapore, p. A-4, fn. 17.) The acronym is used only in reference to the 
above-mentioned Commerce antidumping order. To be consistent, this report 
also does not use the acronyms PAT, PWP, or PEWP. 

16 This discussion is based on Commerce's final LTFV determination notice, 
which is presented in app. B. 
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In a letter to Commerce, Brother challenged the petitioner's standing as 
a U.S. producer, asserting that Smith Corona is merely an assembler of 
foreign-produced parts . 17 However, Commerce concluded that "Smith Corona 
engages in sufficient operations to be considered a domestic producer of PYPs 
in the United States." 

The Product 

Scope of investigation 

Commerce defined the scope of investigation as follows: 

The merchandise covered by this investigation consists of 
integrated personal word processing systems and major finished units 
thereof ("word processors"), which are defined as devices designed 
principally for the composition and correction of text. All word 
processors within the scope of this investigation have the following 
essential features: (1) A customized operating system designed 
exclusively for a manufacturer's word processor product line which 
is unable to run commercially available software and which is 
permanently installed by the manufacturer before or after 
importation; (2) a word processing software/firmware program which 
is designed exclusively for the word processor product line and 
which is permanently installed by the manufacturer be.fore or after 
importation; and (3) internal memory (both read-only memory (ROM) 
.and read-write random access memory (RAM)) for word processing. 

In addition, word processors may include one or more of the 
following. features: (1) An auxiliary memory storage device, whether· 
internal (e.g., RAM storage) and/or external (e.g., which accepts 
floppy diskettes, RAM cards, or other nonvolatile media); (2) 
software/firmware designed or modified for use exclusively on a line 
of word processors (e.g., a spreadsheet or word processing-assist 
program); (3) an interface permitting the transfer of information. to 
other word processors, telecommunications links, computers, and the 
like; and (4) a type mode, which permits the word processor to 
function as a typewriter by typing characters directly onto paper. 

All word processors included within the scope of this 
investigation contain the following three units: (1) A keyboard for 
the entry of characters, numerals and symbols; (2) a video display; 
and (3) a chassis or frame containing the essential word processing 
features listed above. These units may either be integrated into 

17 "Initiation of Antidumping Duty Investigation: Certain Portable Electric 
Typewriters From Singapore," 56 F.R. 22150 (May 14, 1991)·. This is 
essentially the same allegation made by Smith Corona against BIUSA in both the 
instant investigation and in the typewriters investigation. See the sections 
of this report entitled "U.S. Producers" and "Previous and Related 
InvestigatiQns," respectively, for discussions of the Smith Corona 
allegations. 

·~ 
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one word processing system or be combined by the user into one 
working system. Word processors may include, as a fourth unit, a 
printer with a platen (or equivalent text-to-paper transfer system) 
and printing mechanism to permit the printing of text on paper ..... 

Word processors may be imported as integrated systems, or the 
major finished units may be imported separately. With respect to 
major finished units, only the major finished units listed above are 
covered by this investigation. Keyboards and chassis/frames are 
included in this investigation if they are designed for use in word 
processors. Printers and video displays are included in this 
investigation only if they are dedicated exclusively for use in word 
processors. 

Major finished units are distinguished from parts or 
subassemblies in that they do not require any additional 
manufacturing before functioning as a complete unit of a word 
processor. Neither parts nor subassemblies are included in the 
scope of this investigation. 18 

The scope of the instant investigation specifically excludes word 
processors that are subject to the PETs order: 19 

Word processing devices which meet all of the following 
criteria are excluded from the scope of this investigation: (1) 
Easily portable, with a handle and/or carrying case, or similar 
mechanism to facilitate its portability; (2) electric, regardless of 
source of power; (3) comprised of a single, integrated unit; (4) 
having a keyboard embedded in the chassis or frame of the machine; 
(5) having a built-in printer; (6) having a platen to accommodate 
paper; and (7) only accommodating their own dedicated or captive 
software. (See also Final Scope Ruling: Portable Electronic [sic] 
Typewriters from Japan (55 FR 47358, November 13, 1990). 20 

The word processors subject to the instant investigation are generally 
distinguished from those included in the PETs order scope by having either a 
separate video display or a keyboard that is not embedded in the chassis, or 
both. 

Word processors are also distinguishable from personal computers, as 
Commerce noted in its notice: 

18 "Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Personal Word 
Processors From Japan," 56 F.R. 31101 (July 9, 1991). During the course of 
the final investigation, the petitioner requested an expansion of the scope to 
include parts and subassemblies; however, Commerce denied this request. Ibid. 

19 The petition states, on p. 8, that "the scope of this petition and the 
investigation is intended to include all dedicated word processors that are 
not included within the scope of the antidumping duty order covering portable 
electric typewriters." 

20 "Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Personal Word 
Processors From Japan," 56 F.R. 31101 (July 9, 1991). 

.· .. · .. 
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Also excluded from the scope of this investigation are personal 
computers ("PCs"), including those PCs which are capable of word 
processing. PCs are a class of automatic data processing machines. 
Unlike automatic data processing machines, ... the user of a word 
processor cannot use the word processor to create new software or to 
modify the program code of existing computer programs. PCs are also 
distinguished from word processors subject to this investigation by 
reason of their operating systems, which are capable of running a 
variety of "off-the-shelf" software programs installed by the 
purchaser. In addition, PCs generally have significantly higher 
memory storage capacities and often contain major finished units 
which are interchangeable with units manufactured by several 
producers. 21 

Finally, Commerce also specifically excluded "automatic typewriters with 
one- or two-line displays" from the scope of the instant investigation. 22 

This language was added to the scope definition in the preliminary LTFV 
determination, at the request of nonportable ("office") automatic typewriter 
importers (all portable automatic typewriters having been excluded from the 
scope in the notice of initiation). 23 Presumably, automatic office 
typewriters with a display of three or more lines are by definition certain 
word processors. 

Further comparison of typewriters with word processors 

The petitioner has described its various models of typewriters and word 
processors as a "continuum" of products beginning with the most basic 
typewriter and ending with the most advanced word processor. 24 Commerce has 
included portable word processors under the PETs order, and Smith Corona had 
argued for inclusion of all word processors under that order. 

Selected features (other than text editing) offered by typewriters and 
word processors are presented in appendix D and summarized in table 1. Also, 
word processors offer more text-edit features than do typewriters, although 
functionality tends to expand through the product spectrum. Nonautomatic 
portable typewriters offer no text-edit features. Smith Corona's low-end and 
midrange portable automatic typewriters offer "Insert" and "WordFind" 
functions, and its high-end portable automatic typewriter also has dedicated 
cursor keys, and "Block Copy, Move, Delete" and "Forms Layout" functions. 
Smith Corona's portable word processors offer the following text-edit features 
(although not in all models): Search & Replace, Auto Save, Undo, Multiple 
Formats, Address Merge, and Headers/Footers. Most of the petitioner's certain 

21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid. 
23 The terms "portable typewriter" and "office typewriter," as used in this 

report and previously by the Commission, are mutually exclusive. See, e.g., 
Portable Electric Typewriters From Japan (Investigation No. 731-TA-12 
(Final)), USITC publication 1062, May 1980. 

24 See, e.g., transcript of the preliminary conference (conference 
transcript), pp. 11-16. 
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Table 1 
Typewriters and word processors.: 1· Selected features, by product, 1990-91 product lines 

T;n!ewriters Word :erocessors 
Portable Off ice Certain word :erocessors 
Non- Non- Off ice 
auto- Auto- auto- Auto- Por- typing Laptop 

Item ma tic ma tic ma tic ma tic table S:£Stems2 models Other 

Display: 
Size (rows by 

columns) ......... (3) lxl6- (3) lx20- 7x80- 8x80- 8x80- 15x91-
2x40 8x80 16x80 25x80 16x80 25x80 

Type" ................ (3) LCD (3) LCD/VFD LCD CRT/LCD LCD CRT 
Internal text storage: 

(1,000 bytes) ...... (3) 6-22 (3) 22-64. 0-1145 0-177 5 32-54 0-605 

External text storage: 
Availability6 •••••••• N N N N/O O/S O/S O/S N/S 
Bytes per unit of 

storage (l,000) .. (3}· (3) (3) 0-720 16-353 160-1,000 100-353 0-713 
Spelling dictionary 

(1,000 words) ...... 0-56 50.:.75 0-55 55-90 50-90 70-120 63-100 63-90 
Availability of6 --

Thesaurus ............ N N N N N/O/S N/O s li/O/S 
Spreadsheet .......... N N N N N/O/S N/O N/O/S N/O/S 
Proportional 

printing ......... N N N/S N/S N s (3) N 
Print line width 

(inches) ...........•. 9 9-10 12-13 12-13 9-11 12-13 (3) g.12 
Print speed (characters 

per second) ........ 10-12 10-15 16-25 16-25· 12-15 20-30 (3) 12-16 
Weight (pounds) ........ 12 12-14 19-35 20-37 13-19 35-42 3-7 22-34 

1 Portable typewriters aUd portable :word processors . (coluans 1, 2, and 5), if 
imported froa Japan; are subject. to duties_ um:ler the PETs orde.r. Certain word 
processors (coluans 6-8), if imported froa Japan, are the subject product in the instant 
investigation. Portable typewriters (colwimS 1-2), if imported from Singapore, are the 
subject product of the typewriters investigation. Nonautomatic office typewriters 
(column 3) and automatic office typewriters (column 4) with a display of less than 3 
lines are excluded from the subject product in both dumping cases and under the PETs 
order. 

2 For the purposes. of this report, an office typing system is defined as a word 
processor with weight at least equivalent to that of the models described in appendix D, 
that has a print speed of 20 characters per second (cps) or more and a print line width 
of 11.5 inches or more, and that offers proportionally spaced printing. This definition 
excludes the Canon Starwriter models, which differ significantly from other products 
described as offfce typing systems. 

3 Not applicable; feature is not available. 
" LCD-liquid crystal display; VFD-vacuum fluorescent display; and CRT-cathode ray 

tube. 
5 'Where no internal storage is available, the model has standard external storage. 
6 N-not available, 0-optional, and s-standard. 

Source: Compiled from product brochures submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

.. ·.· ... 
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word processors have all the same text-edit features that are in its portable 
word processors, and several also. have "Envelope Format."25 

Office typing systems 

Included in the definition of the subject product is a type of machine 
identified in the industry by such terms as "office typing system," "office 
video typewriter," or "professional word processor." The primary physical 
differences between office typing.machines and other word processors are found 
in the printer mechanism. As shown in appendix D and summarized in table l, 
an office typing .system, like an office typewriter, has a faster, more rugged 
printer that offers a broader variety of print features and can accommodate 
wider paper. The chassis of an office typing system is correspondingly 
larger, heavier, and more durable than that of a word processor designed 
primarily for student and home use. Commerce deciined to consider office 
typing systems as a separate class or kind of merchandise from other word 
processors, .citing, among other factors, the Commission's preliminary 
determination of a single like product. 26 

Like product. domestic industry. and presentation of data in this report 

The body of data to be considered by the Commission in making its injury 
determination depends on the interpretations of like product and domestic 
industry. In .this investigation, the positions of the parties on these issues 
vary considerably. The petitioner proposes the narrowest of like product and 
domestic industry definitions--certain word processors and its own operations, 
respectively. 27 Respondent Brother argues that the like product should be all 
word processors. 28 Counsel for Matsushita maintains that certain word 
processors other than office typing sys.terns are one like product and office 
typing systems are another. 29 Canon, Inc. (Canon Japan), Canon U.S.A., Inc., 
and Canon Business Machines, Inc., (collectively, "Canon") concurs with 
Matsushita but defines office typing systems differently. 30 All three 
respondent parties argue that BIUSA should be considered a domestic 
producer. 31 

25 Based on a comparison of Smith Corona's XL 1700, XL 2700, XD 4700, 
XD 5700, and XD 7700 typewriters and its PWP 1000, PWP 2100, PWP 3100, 
PWP 5100, PWP 7000LT, PWP lOOC, and PWP 220 word processors. 

26 "Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Personal Word 
Processors From Japan," 56 F.R. 31101 (July 9, 1991). 

27 Petitioner's posthearing brief, pp. 1 and 5-23, respectively. In the 
alternative, petitioner would include portable automatic typewriters and 
portable word processors in the like product with certain personal word 
processors. Ibid., p. 39. 

28 Brother's prehearing brief, pp. 4-6. 
29 Matsushita prehearing brief, pp. 65-73. 
3° Canon defines its Starwriter models as office typing systems. Canon's 

alternative like product is typewriters, word processors, and personal 
computers. Canon posthearing brief, pp. 4-5, fn. 5. 

31 Brother prehearing brief, pp. 13-32; Matsushita prehearing brief, 
pp. 21-25; and Canon prehearing brief, pp. 12-15. 
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In its preliminary determination in the instant investigation, .the 
Commission found all word processors to be a single like product and ·defined 
the domestic industry to consist of Smith Corona, BIUSA, International·· 
Business Machines Corp. (IBM), and Xerox Corp. The discussion presented in 
the text of this report follows from that determination. However, when 
available, data are presented separately in each tabulation and table for each 
of the following products: (1) portable electric typewriters, (2) portable 
automatic typewriters, (3) portable word processors, (4) certain word 
processors other than office typing systems, (5) office typewriters, and (6) 
office typing systems. For the consideration of the Commission, _each table 
includes subtotals for products 1-4 (consumer-market products ptoduced by 
Smith Corona, BIUSA, and Nakajima All Manufacturing Co., Ltd. (Nakajima 
Manufacturing)) and products 5 and 6 (office products produced by:IBM, Xerox, 
and Canon Business Machines), and a total of all products. Separate data are 
also presented for certain word processors (a subset including products 4 an.d 
6) and all word processors (products 3, 4, and 6). Data ·on all word· 
processors other than office typing systems (products 3 and 4) are presented 
in Memorandum INV-0-156. Trade and employment data are presented, by company, 
in appendix E. Competition between word processors and personal computers. is 
discussed in the section of the report entitled "Market characteristics .. " 

Except as specified, the· data presented were reported in response to 
Commission questionnaires in the instant investigation and in the typewriters 
investigation. All known U.S. producers and the majority of. U.S .. importers 
provided questionnaire res·ponses in these investigations;. thus,. exce.pt as 
noted, the data presented are believed to be substantially complete.· 

The manufacturing process32 

Word processors are produced much like other simple consumer electt;'.onici.s 
products. Preproduction steps include product development and design of the 
electronic circuitry and other parts. The manufacturing process consists .of 
parts fabrication and assembly. The product is tested during and after 
manufacture. The machinery and equipment involved can be used to produce a 
variety of other electronics products. Specifically, in t-he United States, 
electric typewriters are produced using the same producti~n equipment used .in 
the fabrication of word processors. The manufacturing prt>cesses fo-r these two 
types of products are very similar. In their questionnaire responses,· 
producers described the downtime and extent of equipment modifications 
ne·cessary to shift production between word processors and" typewriters as 
* * * 33 

Design of the printed--circui t board. - -The proper functioning of any . 
electronic product depends on the design of the circuitry. In the first step· 
of the design phase, the locations of the components and interconnections· of 
the circuits on the printed-circuit board are determined. · The ·printed~ 
circuit pattern is then laid out on a grid by a·computer and an enlarged 
artwork master is produced. Next, the enlarged masters .are photographed and 

32 The scale of operations varies by firm, as discussed· in- the section of 
this report entitled "U.S. Producers." 

33 See also transcript of the hearing (transcript), pp. 69-70 and 177. 
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reduced to the appropriate dimensions of the finished board. The final phase 
covers the actual fabrication of the board. 

Manufacture of parts and modular comoonents.--A word processor has 
hundreds of individual parts, most of which are designed and produced 
specifically for use in word processors. Parts are fabricated from a variety 
of materials using numerous different manufacturing processes. For this 
reason, producers purchase many parts of the word processor from other firms. 

Most parts are first assembled into discrete modular components or 
subassemblies. Such components include keyboards, head assemblies, video 
displays, disk drives, platens, motors, power supplies, and printed-circuit 
boards. Most are produced at dedicated workstations. The nature of these 
operations, and the expertise required for certain components, also allow 
subassembly operations to be carried on by firms other than the producer of 
the word processor. 

Assembly of the printed-circuit board requires a combination of 
mechanical and manual insertion and soldering of components. Smaller 
components, such as resistors and capacitors, are mechanically inserted onto 
the printed-circuit board. An automatic insertion machine places each 
component into its proper position and then clinches the leads of the 
component against the conductors on the opposite side of the board at that 
position. The leads are then mechanically soldered to the conductors. Larger 
or more delicate components may need to be manually inserted and soldered. 

Final assembly and testing.--The various modular components and other 
parts are combined into a finished word processor on an assembly line 
operation. A welded chassis enters the line, subassemblies are attached, the 
completed workings are encased in an exterior housing, and a functioning word 
processor exits the line. Testing and quality assurance are carried out at 
various stages in this process, and each completed word processor must 
successfully complete a test run. Labels such as a company logo are affixed 
to the product, and it is package4 for shipment. 

U.S. tariff treatment 

Complete assembled and unassembled certain word processors are classified 
in HTS subheading 8469.10.00, which provides for "automatic typewriters and 
word processing machines," and are assessed a column 1-general rate of duty of 
2.2 percent ad valorem. Parts of and accessories for certain word processors 
are classified in HTS subheading 8473.10.00 (a provision for parts and 
accessories of the goods provided for in subheading 8469.10.00), and are 
dutiable at a column 1-general rate of 4 percent ad valorem. These goods are 
eligible for duty-free entry if imported from Canada, Israel, or countries 
designated under the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act or the Generalized 
System of Preferences. The column 2 rates of duty, applicable to imports from 
enumerated non-market economy countries, are 35 percent ad valorern for the 
goods of HTS subheading 8469.10.00 and 45 percent ad valorem for those of H1S 
subheading 8473.10.00. 34 

34 Countries are named in general note 3(b) to the HTS. 
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The U.S. Market 

U.S. producers35 

In the preliminary investigations, the Commission sent producers' 
questionnaires to eight firms that it had identified as possible producers of 
word processors or typewriters during the period of investigation. Six firms 
identified themselves as producers of the products for which data were 
sought. 36 In the final investigations, producers' questionnaires were sent to 
these six firms, and all provided usable data on their operations producing 
all word processors, certain word processors, and automatic typewriters during 
the period January 1988 through March 1991. Three of these same firms 
provided data in the typewriters investigation regarding their production of 
all typewriters, portable electric typewriters, portable automatic 
typewriters, and portable word processors. 

Smith Corona Corp. 37 --Smith Corona contends that it alone constitutes the 
domestic industry producing word processors. The petitioner has been a 
manufacturer of typewriters since the turn of the century and entered the word 
processor market in 1985. Hanson PLC, a British firm, holds a 47.9-percent 
stake in the company, which went public in 1989. Smith Corona has a 
manufacturing subsidiary in Singapore. 

Overall, the petitioner was the largest U.S. producer of word processors 
and certain word processors during the period of investigation, accounting for 
* * * and * * * percent; respectively, of reported 1990 U.S. shipments. Smith 
Corona was also the * * * producer of typewriters in the United States during 
the period of investigation, and accounted far * * * percent of 1990 U.S. 
shipments of all typewriters. 38 The petitioner has increas~d word processor 
production at the expense of its typeWr-iter operations, .the bulk of which were 
shifted from Cortland, NY, to its Singapore subsidiary during 1987-89. Smith 
Corona continues to produce two models of portable automatic typewriters 
domestically. Portable typewriters and we.rd processors other than office 
typing systems were produced simultaneously in the same facility throughout 
the period of investigation, using the same machinery, and by the same 
employees. The petitioner did not produce either office typewriters or office 
typing systems during this period. 

Smith Corona's plant in Cortland, NY, houses the following procluction­
related activities: product development, research and development, design, 

35 For the purposes of this report, all firms that responded to the 
producers' questionnaires are referred to as "producers." 

36 Two other firms indicated that they had produced neither product during 
the period of investigation. 

37 Information regarding the operations of Smith Cordna was discussed by a 
company official and by counsel at both the preliminary conference and hearing 
in the instant investigation, at the conference in investigation No. 
731-TA-515 (Preliminary), and in nonconfidential party briefs. 

38 Smith Corona accounted for a substantially smaller share of the value of 
shipments in each market. 

. ·.; 
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manufacture of selected parts, 39 assembly of selected modular components, 40 

final assembly, testing, and packaging. The estimated U.S. value added 
(domestic portion of labor; factory overhead; and selling, general, and 
administrative expenses), as a percent of total cost of production, of Smith 
Corona's 1990-91 word processor line ranges from*** percent to 
* * * percent of the total cost of the product, depending on the model. The 
domestic share of the cost of components ranged from * * * to * * * percent, 
depending on the model, of the total cost of components. See appendix F for 
the specific data. 

Brother Industries (U.S.A.). Inc. 41 --BIUSA is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Brother Japan. Brother opposes the petition. The BIUSA production 
facility, located in Bartlett, TN, was established in 1987 to produce portable 
electric typewriters. Production expanded to include first portable automatic 
typewriters, then word processors of the type subject to the PETs order, and 
then certain word processors, all of which are still currently produced by 
BIUSA. The products are produced in the same facility, using the same 
equipment, and by the same employees. According to company representatives, 
production of Brother word processors other than office machines will continue 
to shift from Japan to the United States. BIUSA does not produce either 
office typewriters or office typing systems. 

All of BIUSA's products are distributed through its sister company, 
Brother International Corp. (BIC). 42 In 1990, BIC accounted for*** percent 
of the reported quantity of U.S. shipments of word processors and 
* * *percent of such shipments of certain word processors. These shares 
increased significantly in the first quarter of 1991 as BIUSA's production 
* * * In 1990, BIUSA * * *, and BIG accounted for * * *percent, by 
quantity, of U.S. shipments of all typewriters. 43 

Smith Corona has characterized BIUSA as an assembler of word processors 
and typewriters. The petitioner alleges that BIUSA's Bartlett, TN, plant is 
limited to s·o-called screwdriver operations and that BIUSA should therefore be 
excluded from the U.S. industry producing the like product. Product 
development for Brother word processors is coordinated at its U.S. marketing 
arm, BIC; product design is done in Japan; and additional production 
engineering is handled by BIUSA. Operations in Bartlett consist of assembly 
and welding of the word processor chassis, main logic boards, and LCD boards 
from** * imported parts, and final assembly and testing. BIUSA produces 

39 Of the hundreds of parts in its word processor models, Smith Corona 
produces about * * * in-house, including most of the plastic and metal parts. 

4° Keyboard units are produced at the Singapore affiliate. Among the word 
processor subassemblies not produced by Smith Corona are * * *· 

41 Information regarding the operations of BIUSA.was discussed by Brother 
officials and by counsel at the preliminary conference and hearing in the 
instant investigation, at the conference in investigation No. 731-TA-515 
(Preliminary), and in nonconfidential party briefs. 

42 The shipments, inventories, and prices presented in this report 
represent the data not of BIUSA but of BIC. BIC's operations are also 
included, where relevant, in the financial data. 

43 Like Smith Corona, BIUSA held a significantly smaller share of the value 
of each market. 
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* * * Plastic housings and covers are produced domestically through a 
subcontractor arrangement. Other products are sourced from relat~d and 
unrelated* * * suppliers. As presented in appendix F, the estimated U.S. 
value added as a percent of total cost of production of BIUSA's 1990-91 word 
processor line varies,·by model, between*** and*** percent. The 
domestic share of the cost of components ranged from * * * to * * * percent of 
the total cost of components, depending on the model. 

International Business Machines Corp. 44 --IBM reported its Wheelwriter. 
model.numbers SO and 70 as word processors, based primarily on the 
applicability of Commerce's scope language to these products: Although the 
two models fall within the definition of certain word processors, they are 
more specifically identified as office typing systems. 45 IBM produces. office 
typing systems and automatic office typewriters in the same fac:ili.ty, using 
the same equipment and the same employees. The firm produces neither other 
types of word processors nor portable typewriters and * * * the petition. 

IBM's production facility is located in Lexington, KY. The Yheelwriter. 
model ntimbers SO and 70 were introduced in 1988. IBM is the * * *U.S. 
producer of office typewriters and the only current U.S. producer of off .. ice 
typing systems. 46 The firm accounted for * * * percent of the. reported 
quantity of 1990 U.S. shipments of typewriters, as compared with only 
* * * percent and * * * percent, respectively, of such ship~nts Qf all word. 
processors and certain word processors. Because of the higher unit· value of 
its products, IBM commanded significantly larger market· shares in value. terms 
(***percent, ***percent, and*** percent, respectively). 

* * * Contributing to U.S. value-added is the in-hous~ assenibly o-f 
* * * Various parts and some other subassemblies are fabricated by outside 
vendors. Imported subassemblies include** *. 47 

Xerox Corp.--Like IBM, Xerox reported its office typing system models48 

as word processors based on the scope definition. 49 Xerox was primarily a 

"On Mar. 27, 1991, IBM sold its information products subsidiary, which 
included IBM's typewriter operations, to a corporation formed by Clayton & 
Dubilier, Inc. The new corporation, known as Lexmark International,· Inc., is 
licensed to use IBM trademarks. 

45 IBM did not specifically identify its products as cer,tain perso[\8.1 word 
processors; however, since the subject product includes all word processors 
except those subject to the PETs order, and because IBM's products would not 
fall under that order, the staff has classified the Wheelwriter.50 and 70 as 
certain personal word processors. A Smith Corona official characterized IBM 
products as high-end office typewriters. Conference transcript, p .. ·s9.· 

46 See, however, the discussion regarding Canon Business Machines below. 
47 Telephone conversation with company official, May 22, 1991. 
48 Xerox also did not identify its products as certain personal word· 

processors; however, because the reported models 6030, 6040, 6045~ and 6240 
are word processors of the type not subject to the PETs order, the staff has. 
classified these models as subject products. * * * The data for office 
typing systems are, therefore, believed to be slightly understated. 

49 A Smith Corona official characterized Xerox products as high-end office 
typewriters. Conference transcript, p. S9. 

··.·: 
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producer of office typewriters and did not produce word processors other than 
its office typing systems. The company ceased U.S. production of all these 
products in * * * 1990 and a·ccounted for only * * * percent, * * * percent, 
and * * * percent, respectively, of the reported quantity of 1990 shipments of 
all word processors, certain word processors, and automatic typewriters. 
During 1988-89, Xerox's shares of all these markets were higher and, in each 
period and for each product, market share by value exceeded market share by 
quantity. Xerox produced office typing systems, automatic office typewriters, 
and* * * in the same facility, using the same equipment and the same 
employees. The firm did not produce either other types of word processors or 
portable typewriters. Xerox*** the petition. 

Xerox introduced the Silentwriter Series in 1983, predating any word 
processor production by the petitioner. * * * In* * *, Xerox transferred 
its U.S. typewriter operations to Hayward, CA, and, in 1990, it shut down that 
facility and ·shifted production to a subsidiary in France. * * *.so 

Xerox did not provide data on domestic value-added. A company official 
characterized that production plant as * * *· * * *.s1 

Other typewriter producers.--Canon Business Machines commenced production 
of automa.tic office typewriters at a plant in Costa Mesa, CA, in 1989. 52 No 
other types of typewriters and no word processors were produced in this 
facility during the pe.riod of investigation. 53 The firm's parent company is 
Canon Japan, which has reportedly shifted * * * of its production of automatic 
typewriters to Costa Mesa and will transfer.its word processor operations 
there by August 1991. Canon Business Machines sells many of its products 
through a sister firm and importer (Canon U.S.A.,.. Inc.). 54 Canon opposes the 
petition. 

Nakajima Manufacturing began producing portable electric and automatic 
typewriters in March 1989 at its plant in Ottawa, IL.ss * * * Nakajima 
Manufacturing is owned by Nakajima Japan, which is also the parent company of 
Nakajima U.S.A., Inc., a U.S. importer (collectively "Nakajima"). Nakajima 
stated its opposition to the petition in the preliminary investigations. 

50 ·Telephone conversations with company officials, May 23, 1991, and 
June 28, 1991. 

Sl lbid. 
52 Information regarding the operations of Canon Business Machines was 

discussed by a company official and by counsel at the preliminary conference 
and hearing in the instant investigation, and in nonconfidential party briefs. 

53 One of the automatic office typewriter models produced by Canon Business 
Machines can be configured (by the distributor) as an office typing system. 
Because the chassis unit is not specifically designed as a word processor, it 
was reported simply as an automatic typ~writer . 

. ·54 The shipments and inventories presented in this report include the data 
of both Canon Business Machines and Canon U.S.A. 

ss Information regarding the operations of Nakajima Manufacturing was 
discussed by counsel at the preliminary conference in the instant 
investigation and in nonconfidential party briefs. 

i· :. 
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U.S. importers 

In the final investigation, the Commission sent importers' questionnaires 
to 27 firms believed to account for all imp()rts-for-resale of word processors 
and automatic typewriters. 56 Information was requested on all word 
processors, certain word processors, and automatic typewriters. The 
Commission received responses from 20 companies, including 7 that reported 
that they did rtot import merchandise corresponding to the product definitions 
in the Commission's questionnaire. 57 •58 Ten firms reported imports of word 
processors, of which five reported imports of certain word processors from 
Japan. Also, eight firms reported imports of automatic typewriters. Data 
received comprise 80.5 percent, by value, of 1990 official import statistics 
for word processors and automatic typewriters, based on official import 
statistics for HTS item 8469.10.00. Specifically regarding Japan, reported 
import data also represent 80.5 percent of official value statistics for 1990. 
In the typewriters investigation, the Commission received data on imports of 
all typewriters, portable electric typewriters, portable-automatic 
typewriters, and portable word processors. U.S. importers of word processors 
and typewriters, the primary source country of imports, and the products 
impo.rted are presented in table 2. 

Table 2 
Typewriters and word proce.ssors: Importers, primary source country, and 
products imported, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Brother International Corp. 59--BIC is the sole U.S. importer of Brother 
word processors and typewriters produced by its parent company, Brother Japan, 
as well as the sole distributor of such products manufactured by its sister 
company, BIUSA. Aggregated U.S. imports of Brother typewriters and word 
processors have declined as production of these products has shifted from 
Japan to the United States. Company officials reported that BIC ceased 

56 The primary source of the names of importers was U.S. Customs documents. 
Importers' questionnaires were also sent to all producers' questionnaire 
recipients. 

57 * * *. 
58 Seven companies did not respond to the questionnaire in the final 

investigations. None of these firms is believed to be a significant importer 
of the subject products from Japan. This report includes estimates, based on 
available information, of imports by * * * from countries· other than Japan. 

59 Information regarding the operations of BIC was discussed by Brother 
officials and by counsel at the preliminary conference and hearing in the 
instant investigation, at the conference in investigation No. 731-TA-515 
(Preliminary), and in nonconfidential party briefs. 

:.·. ........ 
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importing the subject product in April 1991. Nevertheless, BIC was the * * * 
U.S. importer of certain word pro.cessors during the period of investigation, 
accounting for * * * percent, by quantity, of reported 1990 imports .. * * * of 
these products were office typing systems. BIC reported* * * quantities of 
imports of nonsubject, portable word processors * * *• as well as * * * 
imports of portable typewriters during * * *. 60 BIC recently centralized its 
distribution system in a warehouse facility adjacent to BIUSA in Bartlett, TN. 
The company headquarters are in Somerset, NJ. 

Matsushita Electric Corp. of America CMECA).--Matsushita's U.S. 
subsidiary MECA was * * * importer of the subject merchandise from Japan 
during the period of investigation. Its imports constituted** *·percent, by 
quantity, of reported imports of such products in 1990. MECA imported*** 
typewriters and word processors produced by its sister company Kyushu 
Matsushita. MECA's operations are centered in Secaucus, NJ, although it 
* * * MECA has two divisions that imported the subject product. Panasonic 
Co. handles consumer electronics products; it imported word processors 
targeted at the student and home office markets, as well as laptop models. 
Panasonic Communications and Systems Co., which specializes in office 
equipment, imported office typing systems. In a letter to Commerce announcing 
its intention not to participate in the LTFV investigation, Matsushita 
referred to "a decision to cease the exportation from Japan of PtJPs .... " 
MECA was also a * * * importer of office typewriters during the period of 
investigation, although such imports * * * 

Canon U.S.A .. Inc.--Canon.U.S.A. is the exclusive U.S. importer of 
certain word processors and office typewriters produced by Canon Japan * * * 
Canon de~cribes its Starwriter word processor models as office typing 
systems, 61 although they differ significantly from other products so 
designated (see appendix D). 62 Canon U.S.A. also imports * * * video displays 
that are designed to be used with a typewriter chassis produced by Canon 
Business Machines in California. The typewriter chassis was not reported by 
Canon Business Machines as a major finished unit of a certain word processor 
because it is not designed to.be used with a video display having more than 2 
lines. However, the displays were reported as such major finished units 
because they are designed to be used with the chassis as part of an office 
typing system. 

Other importers.--Two other firms reported imports of certain word 
processors from Japan in significantly smaller quantitys. * * *. 63 Three 
firms (* * *) reported imports from Japan of portable word processors. 

Two firms,***, reported imports of certain word processors produced by· 
a Singapore subsidiary of Ing. C. Olivetti & C., S.p.A. (Olivetti). This 
subsidiary has reportedly ceased production of the product. * * * 

60 * * *· 
61 Postconference brief of Canon, pp. 7-13, and posthearing brief of Canon 

at pp. A-1-A-3. 
62 In this report, data for office typing systems· do not include the 

Starwriter. 
63 * * *· 



A-18 

Japan was the primary supplier of portable typewriters to the U.S. market 
in 1988, and Singapore and Mexico are ·the primary suppliers at present. There 
are two reasons for this shift: the·PETs order and the establishment.of 
production operations in Singapore by Smith Corona and Olivetti and in Mexico 
by Canon. Smith Corona, which imports portable typewriters exclusively from 
its Singapore subsidiary, was the * * * importer of typewriters from all 
sources during the period of investigation, accounting for * * * percent of 
the quantity of imports of such products in 1990. Imports of typewriters from 
Japan consisted largely of office machines. The largest importer of 
typewriters from Japan in 1990, in both quantity and value, was * * * 
followed by, respectively, * * * Office typewriters were imported from other 
countries by * * * 

Apparent U.S. consumption 

Consumption data as presented in table 3 are compiled from U.S. shipments 
as reported by both producers and importers. Neither the petitioner, the 
respondents, nor the staff could identify any published data source indicating 
the size of the word processor market in general or that of the market for the 
particular models subject to this investigation. 6" 

Table 3 
Typewriters and word processors: Apparent U.S. consumption, by product, 
1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Apparent U.S. consumption of all word processors jumped by * * * percent 
from 1988 to 1989, then declined by * * * percent in 1990. From January­
March 1990 to January-March 1991, consumption grew by another * * * percent in 
quantity. In terms of value, the market grew more slowly overall, by 
* * *percent from 1988 to 1989, and by only ***percent based on the 
interim periods, with a decrease of * * * percent from 1989 to 1990. As noted 
elsewhere in this report, unit values and prices declined throughout the 
period of investigation. 

According to the 1990 Electronic Market Data Book, the market for 
portable typewriters is expected to show steady growth because producers "are 
now bringing advanced off ice machine features to mass market machines at 
affordable prices." The market for "dedicated word processors and automatic 

64 Prior to 1988, consumption data on "text-processing workstations" were 
collected and published by the Computer an:d Business' Equipment Manufacturers 
Association (CBEMA); however, in 1988 CBEMA discontinued separate reporting 
for this category and combined such data with those for microcomputers. 
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typewriters" is also expected to expand, by between S and 10 percent per year 
over the next 10 years. Office typing system suppliers took the most 
pessimistic view: * * * all noted that demand for •their word processors has 
been negatively affected by a growing consumer preference for personal 
computers. 

The world market for typewriters and word processors is dominated by many 
of the same firms that compete in the U.S. market. Brother, Canon, 
Matsushita, Olivetti, and Smith Corona account for most production of word 
processors for use at home or school. Canon, IBM, and Matsushita supply much 
of the office product market. The United States is the largest national 
market for typewriters and word processors, with Canada and vari·ous European 
countries being other major markets. Smith Corona characterized the European 
market as far less competitive in terms of price than the U.S. market. 65 

Japan has not traditionally been a major market for these products .. 

Channels of distribution 

Office typing systems are sold primarily thrQUgh authorized dealers, as 
are office typewriters. Other typewriters and word processors are sold in a 
variety of other channels of distribution, in which both U.S. p.roducers and 
importers compete. Questionnair.e respondents were requested to report the 
number of units shipped to each channel of distribution in l990. For product 
sold through a related distributor, the distributor was requested to provide 
its sales by channel of distribution. The data report:ed, which -represent 
primarily sales to unrelated purchasers, are presented in table 4. 

Table 4 
Typew-riters and word processors: Channels of distribution, by produce, 1990 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Parties did not indicate that sales are concentrated in any particular 
geographic region: In any event, most suppliers service a national market 
from their distribution centers. There is a .slight seasonality in the demand 
for typewriters and word processors, with sales increasing in the Christmas 
and graduation seasons; however, Smith Corona officials noted that fewer than 
* * * percent of the units sold in recent years have been offered as gifts." 

65 Conference transcript, p. 63. 
66 Meeting with Smith Corona officials, Nov. lS, 1990. 
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Consideration of Alleged Material Injury to 
an Industry in the United States 

The trade and employment data presented in the body of this report 
represent industry aggregates.· Because of the small number of firms producing 
the specified products, the entry, expansion, contraction, and exit of 
individual companies often had a significant effect on the aggregate data. 
The discussion highlights the importance of the various companies with regard 
to data for all word processors. Company-specific trade and employment data 
for all products are presented in appendix E. 

U.S. production. capacity. and capacity utilization 

* * *, U.S. capacity to produce all word processors increased steadily 
during the perio:d of investigation,· in increments of * * *, * * *, and 
***percent in the respective periods of comparison (table 5), Production 
also rose overall, * * * from- 1988 to 1989, as Smith Corona***· Then, 
despite BIUSA's entry into the industry, ***brought 1990 aggregate 
production down*** percent:: from the previous year's level. * * * 
Capacity ·uti'lization peiaked in 1989 and also increased in the first quarter of 
1991 relative to the previous January-March. * * * 

Table 5 
Typewriters and word processors; U.S. producers' average-0£-period capacity, 
producti:ori, and capacity utilization, by product, 1988-90, January-Karch 1990, 
and January-March 1991 ' 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

U.S. ·producers' shipments 

The data reported for U.S. shipments represent*** sales to unrelated 
purchasers. 67 Trends in the quantity of word processor shipments were similar 
to the'trends in production,***· Also, the same firms dominated the 
respective quantity _trends. U.S. shipments of word processors jumped by 
***percent from 1988 to 1989, then decr~ased by** * percent in 1990, and 
increased again in the first quarter of 1991, by * * * percent coapared with 
the same period·of 1990 (table 6). . 

67 BIC's reported shipments are products produced by BIUSA, and Canon 
Business Machines' reported shipments include shipments by Canon U.S.A. of 
products produced l;>y Canon Business Machines, 

· .. 
. . 

·~ 
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Table 6. 
Typewriters and word processors:· U.S. producers' U.S. shipments and export 
shipments, by product, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* *. * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

The value of shipments of all word processors increased more modestly, by 
* * * percent from 1988 to 1989 and by * * * percent from January-March 1990 
to January-March 1991, and fell.more strongly, by*** percent from 1989 to 
1990, than did the quantity of such $hipments in the respective periods of 
comparison. The * * * in shipments of office typing systems contributed to 
the relatively poorer performance of the industry when measured in value 
rather than in quantity terms·. 

The mix of firms and products included in the. ·data had an even greater­
effect on unit values. In 1988, higher value office typing systems accounted 
for * * * percent of the value of U.S. shipments of word processors. By the 
first quarter of 1991, office typing systems accounted for only*** percent 
of the value of such shipments . The proper unit value trends to ccms:ider are 
those for similar types of word processors--* * *· 

Exports were significant for*** producers. Export shipments increased 
* * * in quantity from 19~8 to 1990; however, because these shipments were 
increasingly made up of lower value consumer word processors, 68 they decreased 
in value. Boeh the quantity and value. of exports showed a significant 
increase from January~March 199Q to Ja:nu~ry-March 1991. Canada and Europe are 
the major export markets for U.S.-produced word processors. A significant 
quantity of exports consists of shipments to foreign affiliates. 

U.S. producers' inventories 

As shown in table 7, end-of-period inventories of all word processors 
climbed strongly from 1988 to 1989 as Smith Corona expanded production,· and 
then decrea$ed in 1990. Inventories also decreased from March 31, 1990 to 
March 31, 1991. As a ratio ~o preceding-period U.S. shipments, such 
inventories * * * from 1988 to 1989, then. (* * -A-) declined in 1990, and also 
decreased from March 31, 1990 to March 31, 1991. 

68 U.S. exports of office typing systems * "' * .. This may be due in part to 
the relocation of Xerox's production facilities to France. 

.· .. · 
.. ~ . 
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Table 7 

: .;·· 

·.·· . . .. · 

Typewriter~ and· word processors: End'-of•period i.nventories of.U.S. p'roduc.ers:,· 
by product, 1988•90, 'Jamciaty-March 1990, and January-March 1991 . 

* * * * •• * ·*· 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questiont\ai~es _of. i;he 
U.S. International Trade Co111111ission. 

Parties to the proceeding generally agree that, in the -market for' 
co.nsumer products such as word processors and typewriters, reli:abl:e, qu~ck 
delivery is essential. Thus, maintenance of relatively higb . .levels ~f· .. 
inventories, at least in relation to shipments, may be aclvisabl8'. unda~ no~· 
conditions.' · 

Smith Corona estimated that it keeps at least a * * * inVt!ntOq of .. 
finished goods based upon** *. 69 Both Smith Corona and BIUSA ind~ted tba~ 
~hey change model -desigila.tions and features annually and· generally do· not · · 
~~rry models over fro• se·~son to season. 

u. s. emp loyment'0 

The reported number o.f production and related workers ~ in:~ ·· , 
production· of word processors, the·· total hours worked by such. emplojaesr · -~~ · 
t;:otal compensation paid to them all*** from 1988 to 1989 as.Saith.CO~ 
expanded production, and cj.ecreased in 1990 despite :&IU~'s·entty •iabii· t:ba · 
industry (table 8). AggJ:egate employment levels continuecl eo:.deCli.:ae in .the 
f:irst. quarter ·of 1991 compared with January-March 1990; * *· *. ._Calculated . 
pQurly compensation rose irregularly during· the period of inves·tigatian . .- · 

Productivity and unit labor costs for the different type·$ of wor~ ·.· · 
processors are shown in ~ble 8. Changes in these ratios .. for :word. proees-.~rs 
other than office typing systems * * * are largely explained by * * •~ * *··*· 
Thus, within the industry producing word processors, productivity varied· 
inversely, and unit labor costs varied directly, with the degree of .repor~ed 
value added. 

. Both Smith Corona and BIUSA i~dicated at the confeE~nce that their 
workforces are readily transferable between production of .W.ord p.rocessors and 
po~table electric typewriters. 71 None of the· producers reporting eillplo}'lllerit ·· · 
data indicated that their workers are represented by unio.na. 

69 Smith Corona noted that***· Meeting with Smith·Coronaofficial,s, 
Nov. 15, 1990. 

70 Xerox did not provide employment data. Coverage of 'mployment ~ta ... i~ 
estimated 'to be in excess of*** percent. 

71 Conference transcript, pp. 17 and 100. 

.... ,·: 

· .. : .. 
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Table 8 
Typewriters and word processors: 1 Average number of production and related 
workers; hours worked2 by and total compensation paid to such employees; and 
productivity, hourly compensation, and unit production costs, by product; 
1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Excludes Xerox Corp. 
2 Includes hours worked plus hours of paid leave time. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

* * * reported * * * reductions in the number of production and related 
workers producing word processors and typewriters that involved at least 5 
percent of the workforce or 50 workers during the period of investigation. 
The stated reason for the layoffs was "* * *·" ***reported*** 
reductions due to "* * *·" Such reductions, the date thereof, and the number 
of workers involved, are shown in the following tabulation, by firm and 
product: 

* * * * * * 

Financial experience of U.S. producers72 

Income-and-loss data were requested in this investigation for all word 
processors, certain word processors, and automatic typewriters, and in the 
typewriters investigation on portable electric typewriters, portable automatic 
typewriters, and portable word processors. Five producers (BIUSA,n Canon 
Business Machines, IBM, Nakajima Manufacturin~, and Smith Corona) provided 
income-and-loss data in these investigations. 4 Income-and-loss data were 
able to be separately identified for the following products: (1) portable 
electric typewriters; (2) portable automatic typewriters; (3) portable word 
processors; (4) certain word processors, excluding office typing systems; and 
(5) automatic office typing systems and office typewriters. * * * 

72 Xerox did not provide financial data. Coverage of financial data is 
estimated to be in excess of * * * percent. 

n * * *· BIC buys virtually all of BIUSA's finished products and sells 
them on the open market, * * *· To properly match expenses with the end sale, 
the Co1111Dission staff requested Brother to provide consolidated sales and 
expenses of the two affiliated companies for the production of BIUSA. This 
revision has been received and is included in this final report. 

74 The fiscal yearends of the producers are: BIUSA - * * *; Canon Business 
Machines - * * *; IBM - Dec. 31; Nakajima Manufacturing - * * *; and Smith 
Corona - June 30. Because of the varying yearends, the Commission requested 
and received income-and-loss data on a calendar-year basis. 

·: ... 
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The body of this report presents financial data for certain word 
processors, excluding office typing systems, and all word processors, 
excluding office typing systems, by company. It also presents aggregate 
financial data for all word process·ors and typewriters. Financial data for 
portable electric typewriters, portable automatic typewriters, portable word 
processors, and office.typewriters and office typing systems are presented, by 
company, in appendix G, as are the company-specific data for all typewriters 
and word processors. 

Data for Smith Corona, accounting for approximately * * * percent of 
total net sales of certain word processors, excluding office typing systems, 
and approximately * * * percent of total net sales of word processors, 
excluding office typing systems, for 1990, were verified by the Commission's 
staff. Saith CC>ron:a submitted revised income-and-loss data after the on-site 
verification, which * * * the operating income margin from * * * percent to 
* * * percent in 1989 and from * * * percent to * * * percent in 1990 for 
certain word processors ·and from * * * percent to * * * percent in 1988 and 
froa * * * percent to * * * percent in 1990 for word processors. The 
principal adjustllents were for * * *. 

smith Corona was a wholly-owned subsi.di.ary of Hanson PLC fnm January 1, 
1986 to August 3, 1989. Smith Corona's 10-K Report states, "Although Hansan 
awned the business of the Company through various: subsidiaries, ~ typeui.ter 
and word processor operations were managed as an integrat:ed business. " s-tt:il 
Corona was sal.d an Augusl: 3, 19'89, through a public. offering. 75 Smith 
Corona's range of market prices per share far the fallowi.ng quarters was:: 

Quarter endjng--

September 30, 1989 ............. , .... . 
December 31, 1989 .... : .............. . 
March 31, 1990 ...................... . 
June 30, 1990 ............. , ......... . 

film 

$22-7/8 
20-1/2 
14-3/4 
~-5/8 

$16-5/8 
13-1/8 

9 
5-3/4 

The market price was $4-1/2 on September 30, 1990 and $9-1/8 on April 1. 
1991. On August 21, 1990, Smith Corona declared a quarterly dividend of 
5 cents per share, compared with 15 cents per share for the prior 3 quarters. 
The company explained in its financial statements that the aaount of dividends 
was restricted by certain limitations of the Delaware General Corporation Law 
and covenants under the company's bank indebtedness. 

75 Smith Corona's report to stockholders for the year ended June ~O, 1989 
states, "Had the company been operated as a stand-alone entity, aggregate cash 
of $57. 7 million ir.ade available·· to Hanson in the three years ended June 30, 
1989 generally would have been available to the company to pay dividends and 
service debt." The report further states, "Immediately following the 
offerings, the company had long-term indebtedness to a group of banks of 
approximately $70 million ... indebtedness to a Hanson affiliate of $25 million 
and total stockholders equity of $50 million ... the terms of these borrowings 
provide for interest ... equating to an annual interest charge of approximately 
$9. 5 million." 
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Data for BIUSA and BIC, accounting for approximately * * * percent of 
total net sales of certain word.pt:ocessors, e~cluding office typing systems, 
and approximately * * * percent of total net sales of word processors, 
excluding office typing systems, for 1990, were also verified by the 
Commission's staff. Selected data for portable automatic typewriters were 

·~--also verified. Several adjustments were made in * * *. * * * Operating 
income margins for word processors we.re not significantly modified. 

Operations on certain word processors. excluding office typing systems.-­
Net sales for the two companies (BIUSA/BIC and Smith Corona)· producing certain 
word processors, excluding office typing syst.ems, * * * (table 9). · · *. * * 

Table 9 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operations producing 
certain word processors, excluding office typing systems, 1988-90, 
January-March ·1990, and January-March 1991. 

,. 

* * * * * * * 

1 The producers are BIUSA/BIC an~ Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of th& 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Net sales, operating* * *, net * * *· and operating/net * **·margins 
for operations on certain word process~rs, excluding office· typing·systems, by 
firm, are presented in table 10. ·· · · 

Table 10 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations produc.ing· 
certain word processors, excluding office typing systems,.by fim, 1988-90, 
January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * '* * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in resp.onse to ques~ionna~res ·of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Operations on word processors. excluding office typing systems.--As sho'Wn 
in table 11, net sales for the two companies (BIUSA/BIC and Smith Corona) 
producing word processors, excluding office typing systems, * * * * * *· 

. ~.' 
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TiL°ble 11 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operai:ions producing 
word processors, excluding office typing systems, 1988~90, ianuary-March 1990, 
and January-March 1991 

i 

* * * * '* * *· 

1 The.producers· are·BIUSA/BIC and Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from dat• submitted in response to questiortnaires of. the 
U.S. International Trade Conuaission. 

. · .. ·· ....... •' ·. 

Net sales, operating * * *, net * * *, and the operati~ri.e·t * * * · 
margins for operations ot'i word processors, excluding office typing systems. by · 
fi~, are presented in table 12. 

T~le 12 
1'.nc®1e.-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations produciiig 
WC?J;'.d processors, ex.clwii.n& office typing sys teas, by finn. 198.8-9-0, · 
J~·March 1990,, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * 

Source: Comp.iled frOlll data subaitted in response to questimmil.res .. of. ~ ·' 
U.S. ·international Trade Cosmission. 

Operations on word grocessors and typewriters. - -Net sales for t1- five . 
companies;· repQrting data; on word processors 'and typewriters decreased * * *· · 
pereent 'from * * * in 1988. to * * * in 1989 (table 13). · Ne.t sales decre.ase~ · 
~additional*** percent to*** in 1990. Operating· income was*** in 
1988 ~d * * * in 1989. The com'!>ine_d companies incurred.an ()perating loss of * * * in 1990. Operating income/Closs) margins as a share· of sales we·re * * * 
p~rcent in 1988, * * * pe-rcent in 1989, and* * * percent in;. 1990. Net sale!!! 
_of 1'-' * * for the 3-month period ended March 31, 1991, were •· * * percent. less 
than net sales of * * * for the 3-month period ended March 31, 1990·. An 
opera-r:ing loss of*** was incurred in the 1991 inte~imperiod, compared with 
an operating loss of * * *·in interim 1990. The operating (loss)' margin5 as a 
p~rcent of sales were ***percent in interim 1990 and* **·percent in 
interim 1991. 

... ~ 
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Table 13 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 ··on their operations producing 
word processors and typewriters, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and 
January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 The producers are BIUSA/BIC, Canon Business Machines, IBM, Nakajima 
Manufacturing, and Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S; International Trade Commission. 

Net sales, operating income/(loss), net income/(loss), and operating/net 
income/(loss) margins for operations on word processors and typewriters, by 
firm, are presented in table 14. 

Table 14 
Inco~-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operations producing 
word processors and typewriters, by firm, 1988-90, January-March.1990, and 
January-March 1991 

*' * * * * * * 

1 BIUSA/BIC' s data include certain word processors, excluding office typing 
systems; portable word processors.; portable electric typeWriters; and portable 
automatic typewriters. Canon Business Machines' data include office 
typewriters. IBM's data include office typewriters and office typing systems. 
Nakajima Manufacturing's data include portable electric typewriters arid 
portable automatic typewriters. Smith Corona's data include certain word 
processors, excluding office typing systems, portable word processors, 
portable electric typewriters, and portable automatic typewriters. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. Internati.onal Trade Commission. 

Net sales, operating income/(loss), net income/(loss), and operating/net 
income/(loss) margins for operations on word processors and typewriters, by 
product, are presented in table 15. 
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Table 15 
Income-and-lo.ss _experi.ence of. U.S. produce~s on their operations producing 
word proces'sors and typewrt~ers,. by product, 1988-90, January-March 1990 .• and 
January-March 1991 · 

* * * * * * * 

Source: ·compiled from.da'ta·submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
'U.S. International Trade ·co1111lission. 

lnve.stment in productive facilities. --The five pre>duce~s reported data oa 
investment in productive f'acilities. These data are presented in cable 16. 

* * * 

Table 16 
Value of .-sets and reeum on asset:s af tJ. S. produc-ers • 1 operacioas Clll cert:aia 
.Ord process.ors, word pr~c~sars, amt a1l. typesriters and ward~. 
1988-90, January-March 1990, and .January-Karch 1991 

* * *' * 

L .· the producers are .lUUSA/B.rc,. Camm Business Nadtirws,. Im... Bakajima; 
J!fmmfacturing. amt Smith Corona_ 

S~:. Compiled !roa dae. submi~ in. response to ~aimaires of t:ba 
u. s. · Internattcmai Trade Camaissicm_ · · . . \ ' . 

Capital expenditures.--'nie five 'pmd.ucers p~cted data aa capital 
expendi~es. These dat~ a~e p~esented in table 17. · 

Table 17 
Capital expenditu.res by U.S. prod~cers1 of ce.rtain word pr~essors, word 
processors, and all'type~~iters and word processors, 1988-9Q, J•nuary-March 
1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 The producers are BIUSA/BIC, Canon Business Machines, IBM, NakajU.. 
Manufacturing, and Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

· .... 

·.: 
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Research and development expenses.--Four companies (* * *) furnished data 
on research and development expenses. * * * These data are presented in 
table 18. 

Table 18 
Research and development expenses of U.S. producers1 on certain word 
processors, word processors, and all typewriters and word processors, 1988-90, 
January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 The producers are * * *· * * * 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires ·of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Capital and investment.:O-The CommiSsion req\J.ested U.S. producers to 
describe any actual or potential negative effects of imports of c-ertain word 
processors from Japan on their firms' growth, investment, ability to raise 
capital, and development and production efforts. Their responses are shown in 
appendix H. 

Consideration of the Question of 
Threat of Material Injury 

Section 771(7)(F)(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(F)(i)) 
provides that--

In determining whether an industry in the United States is 
threatened with material injury by reason of imports (or sales for 
importation) of any merchandise, the Co_mmission shall cons.ider, 
among other relevant factors 76 - -

(I) If a· subsidy is involved, such information as may be 
presented to it by the administering authority as to the 
nature of the subsidy (particularly as to whether the 
subsidy is an export subsidy inconsistent with the 
Agreement), · 

(II) any increase in production capacity or existing 
unused capacity in the exporting country likely to result 

76 Sec. 771(7)(F)(ii) of the act (19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(F)(ii)) provides that 
"Any determination by the Commission under this title that an industry'in the 
United States is threatened with material injury shall be made on the basis of 
evidence that the threat of material injury is real and that actual injury is. 
imminent. Such a determination may not be made on the basis of mere 
conjecture or supposition." 
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in a significant increase in imports of the merchandise to 
the United States, 

(III) any rapid increase in United States market 
penetration and the likelihood that the penetration will 
increase to an injurious level, 

(IV) the probability that imports of the merchandise will 
enter the United States at prices that will have a 
depressing or suppressing effect on domest.ic prices of the 
merchandise, 

(V) any substantial increase in inventories of the 
merchandise in the United States, 

(VI) the presence of underutilized capacity for prO;ducing 
the merchandise in the exporting country, 

(VII) any other demonstrable adverse trends that tndica~e 
the probability that the importation (or sale fot 
importation) of the merchandise (whether or not: it is 
actually being imported at the time) will be the cause of 
actual injury, 

(VIII) the potential for product-shifting if procfucti.ml 
facilities owned or controlled by the foreign · 
manufacturers, which can be used to produce produ.Ct:s 
subject to investigation(s) under section 701 or 731 or to;· 

final orders under section 736, are also used t.o pra4iuce · . 
the merchandise under investigation, 

(IX) in any investigation under this title which involves 
imports of both a raw agricultural product (within die 
meaning of paragr:aph (4)(E)(iv)) and any prodlµ:·tproc;essect 
from such raw agricultural product, the likelihodd that 
there will be increased imports, by reason of p·rodnct · 
shifting, if there is an affirmative determination by the 
Commission under section 705(b) (1) or 735(b) (l).' with 
respect to either the raw agricultural product or. the 
processed agricultural product (but not both), and~· 

(X) the actual and potential negative effects oti the 
existing development and production efforts of· the· 
domestic industry, including efforts to develop.a· 
derivative or more advanced vetsioll of the like ptoduct. 77 

77 Sec. 771(7)(F)(iii) of the act (19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(F}:(iii).) further 
provides that, in antidumping investigations, N ••• the Commission shall 
consider whether dumping in the markets of foreign countries (as evidenced b.y· 
dumping findings or antidumping remedies in other GATT member markets again~t 
the same class or kind of merchandise manufactured or export~d by the same 
party as under investigation) suggests a threat of material injury to the 
domestic industry." 
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Item (I), regarding subsidies, and item (IX), regarding agricultural 
products, are not relevant in this investigation. The available data on 
foreign producers' operations (items (II) and (VI)) and the potential for 
"product-shifting" (item (VIII)) are presented in the section entitled "The 
Japanese Industry." Information on the volume, U.S. market penetration, and 
pricing of imports of the subject merchandise (items (III) and (IV)), and any 
other threat indicators, if applicable (item (VII)), is presented in the 
section entitled "Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Imports of 
the Subject Merchandise and the Alleged Material Injury." Information on the 
effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S. producers' existing 
development and production efforts (item (X)) is presented in appendix H. 
Parties are unaware of any dumping findings or remedies in third countries 
concerning certain word processors from Japan. Available data on U.S. 
inventories of certain word processors from Japan (item (V)) follow. 

U.S. importers' inventories 

* * * of the five firms reporting imports from Japan of the word 
processors subject to this investigation reported holding end-of-period 
inventories of those imports. Inventory levels increased, but the ratio of 
inventories to shipments fluctuated, as shown in table 19. 

Table 19. 
Certain word processors: End-of-period inventories of imports from Japan, by 
product, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Importers responding to the Commission's questionnaire generally reported 
longer leadtimes than those reported by U.S. producers. Relative to 
shipments, importers' inventories, as seen by comparing table 19 with table 7, 
varied within a range comparable to that of U.S. producers. 

The Japanese industry 

The petition identified five firms (Brother, Canon, Nakajima, Matsushita, 
and Sharp) as producers of certain word processors in Japan. 78 The Commission 
requested counsel to provide data on their clients' capacity, production, 
shipments, and inventories of certain word processors. In the final 
investigation, complete responses were received from Brother, Canon, 

78 According to responses to the Commission's importers' questionnaire, 

*** *** 
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Matsushita, and Nakajim~l. The data presented in table 20 are believed to 
represent the vast majority.of the Japanese industry. 

Table 20 
Certain word processors: Japan's capacity, ·production, capacity utilization, 
home-market shipments, exports to the United States and to all other 
countries, and end-of-period inventories, actual 1988-90, January-March 1990, 
and January-March 1991, and projected 1991-92 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from ~ta submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Tra~ Commission. 

Capacity generally-expanded throughout the period of i.nvestipt:ioa. 79 

Production peaked in 1989 but also jumped in the first quarter of 1991 
compared with the corresponding period of 1990. Capacity utilization r-1.ued 
at modest levels throughout this period. 80 Exports to the Uni.tad. States 
iru:reased slowly during 1988-90 and then nearly * * * fr.oa January-Karch 1990 
to January-March 1991. Home-market shipments (at least of Engli.sh-lamgn•p 
wurd processors) were * * *. 81 Exports to the United. States accounud for 
somewhat more than half of total exports during the period of i.n'Testigaticm. 

Despite sharp increases in capacity, produc:ti..cm, capac:icy ut:iliz.aticm, 
and exports to the United States in the first quarter af 1991, Japaaase 
producers project decreases in all these incii~ators froa 199-0 ta 1991. 
Indeed, it appears ~t producers intensified production and exports ta tha 
United States.early in 1991 in anticipation of a midyear***· 8rot:bAr, 
* * *, has .stated that it will have ce11pleted the transfer of its 11JOrcl 
processor prodnction ftoa Japan to the United States by chat ti.me.• <:....a 

79 Japanese producers reported that their plants operated between 40 and 
42 hours per week (i.e., one shift), and from 35 to 52 weeks per year. 

80 Capacity utilization· is substantially understated because***· 
Because other products can be produced on the same equipment as certain word· 
processors, and were produced during the period, measurement of capacity in 
this fashion substantially understates utilization levels for certain word 
processors. Trends in this ratio, however, are still reliable. 

81 There is apparently a very small market for Japanese-language personal 
word processors, both in Japan and in the United States. Confetence 
transcript, p. 155. 

82 Brother reported that the shift in its operations was not the result of 
Smith Corona's actions in filing the petition in the instant investigation. 
Brother stated.that it will continue to produce office-use word processors in 
Japan; however, these products account for*** of Brother's total production 
of word processors. The staff invited Brother to submit documentation 
rega~ding its decision to transfer word processor operations from Japan to the 
United State.s. * * * 

: .;; 

.; 
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reported that it ceased word processor production in Japan in June 1991.and is 
shifting equipment and operations to its plant in Costa Mesa, CA, with 
production to begin in August 199L 83 Matsushita indicated in a letter to 
Commerce that it also intends to cease word processor production in Japan. 84 

According to the data reported, Japan will retain sufficient capacity to 
supply the U.S. market in 1992. * * * reported that word processors are 
produced on the same equipment used for typewriters; however, most of the 
latter products are subject to the PETs order. Smith Corona has alleged that 
Japanese producers have the capability to switch easily from production of 
products that are subject to the outstanding antidumping order on portable 
electric typewriters to production of certain word processors. 85 

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Imports of 
the Subject Merchandise and the Alleged Material Injury 

Cumulation 

Information regarding aggregate imports of certain word processors from 
Japan and portable electric. typewriters from Singapore and· their market share 
is presented.in appendix I. 

U. S . imports86 

Complete assembled and unassembled "automatic typewriters and word 
processing machines" are provided for in HTS item 8469.10.00 (TSUS item 676.07 
in 1988). Because the subject product of the instant investigation is 
provided for in a basket category, imp~rt data presented in this report·are 
based on responses to Commission questionnaires. The Commission received 
complete response.s from all· kno~ importers ·of the subject products; hoWever, 
data on imports of other products are less complete.· 

. ' 
Imports of certain word processors from Japan increased by * * * percent 

from 1988 to 1989, then decreased by* **percent in 1990. From January­
March 1990 to January-March 1991, the quantity of subject imports more than 

83 Transcript, pp.· 134-137 .· * * * The staff invited Canon to,·submit 
documentation regarding its decision to transfer word processor.operations 
from Japan to the United States. * * *· . 

·· 84 Parties to the investigation reported that Matsushita is relocating 
production facilities· to the United Kingdom. See transcript, pp. 132-133. In 
response to the staff's invitation to submit documentation regarding his 
client's decision to transfer word processor o,perations o_ut of Japan, counsel 
for Matsushita referred to the foreign producers'· quest:ionnaire.response, in 
which Matsushita noted that * * *· 

85 Conference transcript, p. 42. 
86 The petitioner argues that the production of BIUSA should be considered 

as imported subject product. Petitioner's prehearing brief, pp. 23 and 35. 
In this report, the production of-BIUSA is presented as domestic rather than 
imported product; however, the company-specific data presentation in table E-2 
allows the adjustment argued by the petitioner to be made if desired. 
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***(table 21). These imports grew more slowly in terms of value,• 
increasing by * * * percent from 1988 to 1989, decreasing by* * * percent in 
1990, and, again, more than * * * in the first q\larter of 1991. compared .with. 
those in the corresponding period of 1990. The trends for total importswere 
similar to those for Japan as imports from other countries accounted for one-. 
third or less of the total in each period. 

Table 21 
Certain word processors: U.S. imports, by product, 1988-90, J~nUB:ry-M.!lrch 
1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * *· .. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the ·· 
y.s. International Trade Commission. 

In addition to the imports reported in table 21, Canon U.S.A. r.epot:te<l 
'!t * * imports from Japan of video displays, which are classifiable as major 
units of office typing $ystems and therefore subject to.investigation. (The 
cyp.ewriter chassis is m.anu.factured in the United States .by Canon. li~ines.s · 
Machines.) The quantity and value of these unit$ is presented in the · · · 
fc;>llowing tabulation: 

* * * * * *. •· 

U.S. market penetration by the subject imports 

Table 22 presents U'. S. market shares for the domest·i.e· product,. the . 
s~ject imports, and nonsubject imports. Data including t)l'Pewriters are 
presented in appendix I. 

Table 22 
\lord processors: Apparent U.S. consumption and market sha'i'es of U.S .. 
prq.ducers' shipments, U.S. shipments of the subject impo,rts,,· and U.S. 
shipments of nonsubject imports, by product, 1988-90, Jan~ry-March 1990; aild 
January-March 1991 · 

* * * * * .. * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Considering a single, distinct market for all word processors, neither 
the U.S. producers' share nor the subject import share of that market 
fluctuated greatly over the period of investigation, whether measured.in terms 
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of quantity or value. The former varied near the 50-55 percent range, and the 
latter around a slightly narrower range near 30 percent. By quantity, both 
domestic and Japanese products increased their market penetration overall, 
within their respective ranges, at the expense of nonsubject imports. U.S. 
producers' market penetration by quarttity peaked in the first quarter of 1991, 
and the subject import penetration peaked in 1989. In terms of value, the 
subject imports again increased their market penetration overall; however, at 
their peak, in 1990, they· appeared to displace domestic sales. Subject import 
market share. increases in 1989 and in interim 1991 coincided with domestic 
market share increases. U.S. producers' market share by value decreased from 
1988 to 1990, and rose from January-March 1990 to January-March 1991, peaking 
in 1989. 

Market-penetration levels and trends differed substantially for the 
various subsets of all word processors. In the declining office typing 
systems mar~et, imports from Japan increased their market share steadily--at 
the expense of nonsubject imports from 1988 to 1989, and at the expense of 
U.S. producers thereafter. In contrast, in the market for cer·tain word 
processors other than office typing systems, U.S. producers steadily increased 
their penetration, largely at the expense of nonsubject imports. Averaging 
these divergent trends, the data for certain word processors show U.S. 
producers gaining market share by quantity, with no clear trend in terms of 
value. The subject import market share fluctuated and rose overall in terms 
of quantity, and rose steadily in terms of value. 

Prices 

Market characteristics.--The demand for word processors is affected by 
competition from substitute products, particularly personal computers and 
automatic typewriters. Word processors are less versatile than personal 
computers, but more versatile than automatic typewriters. According to 
Consumer Reports, word processors offer the convenience of computerized word 
processing without the expense or the difficulty entailed by computers. 87 

In terms of uses and prices, the dividing lines between word processors, 
personal computers, and automatic typewriters are not precise. The primary 
2urpose of word processors is word processing. Although personal computers 
may be used primarily as word processors, ·they are able to perform many 
additional functions that are not possible with a word processor. 88 One 
feature that distinguishes word processors from personal computers is 
dedicated software that is produced solely for a particular machine; that 
machine cannot accommodate other software. Personal computers, on the other 
hand, can be used with many different types of software, including many 
different word-processing programs. Typewriters provide a more rudimentary 

87 Consumer Reports, Oct. 1990. 
88 Conference statement of Bruce Malashevich, president of Economic 

Consulting Services, Inc., p. 13. Mr. Malashevich, who represents the 
respondents, offered reports that indicated that personal computers are mainly 
used for word processing. See, for example: HFD: The Weekly Home Furnishings 
Newspaper, Mar. 5, 1990, p. 85; and Venture Development Corporation, ET 
Planning Service, Apr. 1989. 
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form of word processing. An automatic typewriter's memory is more limited 
than a word processor's, and it typically lacks disk storage and multiple­
line video displays. 

Word processors are sold through the same channels as automatic 
typewriters. Word processors other than office typing systems and portable 
typewriters are sold primarily through mass merchandisers, catalog houses, 
department s·tores, office superstores, .and electronic specialty stores. 
Personal computers are also sold through these stores, although most personal 
computers are sold through computer stores and mail order houses. Office 
typing machines and office typewriters are sold through authorized dealers. 

U.S. producers and importers of Japanese word processors offex- price 
lists to all major chaµnels of distribution. Smith Corona's prices * * * 
* * * 

All Brother word processors, whether imported from Japan or produced in 
the United State~. are sold through BIC. * * * MECA * * *· * * * 

Word processors are sold both on an f .o.b. warehouse and on a delivaree 
basis. Smith Corona prices its word processors * * *. 89 SIC quotes its 
prices * * *. 90 MECA sells * * * 

Smith Corona reported that transportation costs account for * * * pen:aet 
of the delivered price of a word processor. MECA's transportation coats 
account for * * * perc.ent of the delivered price, and BIC's transportation 
costs are approximately * * * per unit, or roughly * * * percent of the 
delivered price. Smith Corona's average lead time is*** days, wheraas 
BIC' s average lead time is approximately * * * working days. MEGA reporti!G 
that its lead time * * *· * * * Sales terms for all suppliers vary* * * 

The Commission received questionnaire respcnses from 10 purchasers of 
certain word processors. Tile responding purchasers included* * *· Virtually 
all of the responding purchasers also bought portable word processors, 
portable automatic typewriters, and personal computers. In general, 
purchasers reported that none of these other products coapeta directly with 
certain word processors. Purchasers cited differences in the features, 91 

prices, flexibility_, and marketing of the four products as reasons for the 
lack of competition. However, several purchasers reported that portable word 
processors are taking market share from portable automatic typewriters and 
that lower priced personal computers may begin to take market share froa word 
processors. 

Most purchasers reported that there are no significant differences in 
their marketing of certain word processors, portable word processors, and 
portable automatic typewriters. Purchasers typically advertise tl\eproducts 
in the same sections of catalogs, circulars, direct mailings, and other 
advertising media. Moreover., these word processors and typewriters are 

89 * * * 
90 * * * 
91 See app. D for a discussion of the differences in features of competing 

word processor models. 
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usually displayed in the same sect.ion of _the store and are sold by the same 
staff. Personal computers, on the other hand, are often advertised 
differently, displayed in different sections of the store, and sold by 
different staff. 

Since most word processor purchasers are retailers, the demand for a 
particular brand of word processor depends on the purchaser's ability to 
resell that brand to an end user. S.ince retailers usually offer the customer 
a choice of word processor brands ( e. g: , Smith Corona, Brother, Panasonic92), 

U.S.-produced word processors are often displayed with imported Japanese word 
processors in the same section of the same store. Nearly all responding 
purchasers reported that the quality of the imported Japanese word processors 
was comparable to that of the domestic product. Opinions regarding prices 
were more mixed; some purchasers reported instances _when U.S.-produced worci 
processors were priced belqw the imported Japanese product and vice versa. In 
most cases, purchasers reported that the prices for the U.S.- and Japanese-
produced word processors were comparable. . 

Questionnaire price data.--The Commission requested U.S. producers and 
importers to provide quarterly price data during January 1988-March 1991 for 
each firm's largest sale to a mass merchandiser, a catalog house, a department 
store, an office superstore, an electronic specialty store, and a ptivate­
label customer for three categories of certain word processors. 93 Importers 
were requested to provide data on word processors that most closely compete 
with selected models of word processors in the Smith Corona line. The 
specified word processors for which price data were requested are listed 
below: · 

Product 1: Certain word processor that is the most similar to the 
Smith Corona PWP 5100, PWP 350, PWP 75D, or theii predecessors. It 
consists of a CRT, a detachable keyboard, and a disk drive. It 
typically has a CRT display of 80 to 91 columns and up to 25 rows. 
The CRT is mounted in the same cabinet that houses the printer. 

Product 2: Certain word processor that is the most similar to the 
Smith Corona PWP 7000LT, PWP 270L, PWP 270LT, PWP 85DLT, or their 
predecessors. It consists of an LCD, a keyboard, and a disk drive 
in one unit, and a printer in another unit. 

Product 3: Certain word processor that is the most similar to the 
Smith Corona PWP lOOC or its predecessors. It consists of a 
separate CRT, a disk drive either separate or combined with the CRT, 
and a combined unit containing the keyboard and printer. In these 
models the display is separated from the keyboard/printer unit such 
.that the unit is similar in appearance to a traditional typewriter, 
with a vid,eo display mounted on the corner of the typewriting unit 
or beside it. · 

92 Panasonic is the brand name of Matsushita products. 
93 * * * Pricing data for portable electric typewriters and portable 

electric typewriters are presented in app. ~. 
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Smith Corona and BIC94 reported pricing for U.S . ..:produc.ep ·certain word 
processors, and BIC, MECA, and Canon U.S.A. reported pr.ice. dat'-. for ~he 
subject imports. 95 Smith Corona reported price data for all three ·product;s, 
and BIC reported price dat;i for its U.S.-produced product 3 sold during*** 
Smith Corona and BIC represented*** percent of 1990 domestic production of·· 
certain word processors. Price data reported by Smith Coronaand BIC were for 
shipments of U.S.-produced certain word processors accounting for*** 
percent of total reported U.S. producers' shipments in 1990. 

BIC also reported price data for its sales of Japanese prod\tet:S 1 and.3, 
~d MECA reported price data for products. l and 2. Canc;m tLS~A .. * * * Carion 
maintains that the Starwriter 80 is a higher line office· typing. ~ysteri an.¢ is. 
not comparable with other word processors. BIC and KECA accounted· for * *· 'l!r 
percent of total imports of the word processors under inve$:tigatj.0cn fJ;,om 
Japan. Price data reported by the importers were for shipmentis of )a.pa,n8se- · 
produced certain word processors accounting for*** percent ·of total. 
r~ported shipments from Japan in 1990. 

Price trends.--The continuing evolution of certain Word pJ'CICe$setrs · 
during the period of investigation makes it difficult to determine price 
trends. Earlier model word processors still. being sold often comp.e.ee,wi.:th the 
c~rrent-model word processors that evolved from them. Both ·smich Col:Qna.' s &mi · 
Brother Japan's certain word processors have evolved extens.ively,. ~r:ea.$. MEGA 
has remained for the most part with models initially offered in 1988 .. (s~e ·. 
figures 1-3). In an illust.rat.ion of product evolution, Smith Corana · . 
introduced two similar models, designated PWP 3 an,d PWP 40", in.191& to supply · 
4ifferent channels of distribution; by 1990, seven mod,els had.· ~lve;d. from ~­
original two. 

94 BIC is the sole saies agent of BIUSA-produced produc·t~ t;o 1.1.nrel,.a.ted 
purchasers; therefore, BIC, rather than BIUSA, was requelited to p-r()vi~ 
pricing data. . · · · 

95 The staff conducted ·on~site verification at BIC's &8-adquarters 'in 
Somerset, NJ. Staff determined that BIC * * * Based on·*·**• staff 
estimated that***• and adjusted BIC's prices accordingly. 

Staff also contacted MECA and Smith Corona. MECA reported that _it 
offered * * *. In its posthearing brief, MECA resubmitted it.s pric~s·, · 
adjusted for * * *. However, * * * * * * Accordingly,· staff adj.usted 
MECA's resubmitted prices * * * Smith Corona*** · 
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Figure 2 
Flow chart of Brother's word processors, 1987-90 
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Prices for Smith Corona, MECA, and BIC are reported in tables 23-25. No 
price series were complete. Smith Corona reported* * *· BIG reported price 
data for its sales of U.S.-produced product 3 during*** Many of the 
reported price series did not have enough data points to determine trends. 

Table 23 
Certain word processors: Company-specific f.o.b. prices of product 1, by 
channel of distribution and by quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 24 
Certain word processors: Company-specific f.o.b. prices of product 2, by 
channel of distribution and by quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 25 
Certain word processors: Company-specific f.o.b. prices of product 3, by 
channel of distribution and by quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires 
of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 

The available data indicate that prices * * * have fallen * * * 

* * * * * * 

* 

* * * 
* 

Price comparisons.--Company-specific comparisons of U.S. f.o.b. 
prices for U.S.-produced and imported certain word processors sold to 
different channels of distribution are presented in tables 26 and 27. The 
U.S. and Japanese products are not perfectly comparable, because of the many 

.·: . 
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differences in the features of the competing products.'6 See appendix D for a 
detailed description of these product differences. Because of the product 
differences and***, weighted-average prices were not computed. Thus, the 
price comparisons are between Smith Corona and.the individual companies BIC 
and MECA, and not between weighted-average prices of U.S. producers and 
importers of the Japanese products. 

Table 26 
Certain word processors: Margins of underselling and (overselling) for 
imports by Brother International Corp., by produc;:t, by channel of 
distribution, and by quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table 27 
Certain word processors: Margins of underselling and (overselling) for 
imports .of product 1 by Matsushita Electric Co. of America, by channel of 
distribution andby quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

The reported price data for U.S. producers' and importers' quarterly 
shipments to unrelated customers during January 1988-March 1991 resulted in 34 
direct price comparisons: * * * between Smith Corona and BIC and * * * 
between Smith Corona and MECA. * * * 

Overall, prices for the BIC and MECA word processors were below prices 
for Smith. Corona word processors in 26 instances and above in 8 instances. 

* * * .• 
BIC reported price data for its sales of U.S.-produced product 3 during 

* * * * * * 
Office typing systems.--List prices for competing office typing system 

models produced by the U.S. producers IBM and Xerox, and the Japanese 

96 According to Consumer Reports, some obvious differences are screen 
clarity, the speed of the word-processing program, printing quality and speed, 
and the quality of the spell checker. Other differences are in the product 
specifications and available options. 
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producers Matsushita and Canon are presen.ted· below. IBM is the d.ominant 
supplier in the U.S. market, whereas Xerox has recently stoppec;l producing 
office typing systems and is currently * * *·· The data show that prices for 
the specified· office typing systems are significantly higher than prices for 
other word processors. 

* * * * * * * 
The prices for the IBM products are from * * * 97 The prices for the 

Xerox products are from * * * .'98 The price for the Panasonic product is from 
* * * The price for th~ Canon product is from * * * 

Personal computers.--Staff contacted three local computer s~ores and 
requested prices for their lowest cost PC word processing system which 
includes a central processing unit {CPU), a monitor, a printer, and word 
processing software. 

* * * The total tetail price for this system is $1,914. 

* * * The total retail price for this system is $1,980. 

* * * The total retail price for this system is $1,387. 

Petitioner and respo~dents both conducted price surv&ys of PC syst:l!ma 
that can be used for ward processing. In chapter III of its postheartng 
"Answers to. Commissioners' Questions," petitioner presented prices for PC 
word-processing systems which include a CPU, a monitor, a keyboard, a hard. 
disk, a printer, and worQ.-processor and spreadsheet software. Petitioner 
cited the Computer Buyers Guide and Handbook (July 1991), Computer Shopper 
(July 1991), a.nd Egghead discount software as sources. The lovast total 
system price was $950 fot an Epson Equity L£ XT computer with an Okidata MI.310 
printer and Microsoft Wor~s software. The highest total syst .. price was 
$3,019 for a Compaq LTE 286/12 laptop computer, a Canon BJ 101 printer, and 
MS-DOS, VordPerfect, and Lotus 1-2-3 software. 

Matsushita reports prices for two low~priced PC word processing syste .. 
on page 5 of the section of its posthearing brief entitled •Responses to 
Questions of the Commis~ion and Staff.• Matsushita cites the July 1991 issue 
of the Computer Shopper as its source. Matsushita reports that a Cordata 
Complete XT Color System including-color monitor; 20 megabyte hard drive; and 
word-processing, spread-sheet, data-base, and communication software sells for 
$499. With a Citizen 120-D dot-matrix printer price at $119, the total price 
of the system is $618. Matsushita also reports that the Televideo 40-megabyte 
VGA Tele-286, including a 40-megabyte hard disk, 1.2-megabyte diskette drive, 
and MS DOS 3.3 and GW-Basic, is priced at $599. Adding a 'White VGA monitor 
for $79 and the Citizen 1200 dot-matrix printer for $119 results in a total 
system price of $797. 

97 Telephone conversation with a company official, June 26, 1991. 
98 * * .* 

· .. ·. 

~-: .:: . 

~·; :· .. ·· 
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Lost sales and lost revenues 

During the final investigation, * * * submitted nine allegations of lost 
sales and four allegations of lost revenue.s. In these allegations, * * * 
often did not specify the dates on which the alleged sales occurred, or the 
specific quantities and values of word processors involved. Staff was able to 
investigate six allegations of lost sales and three allegations of lost 
revenue. 

* * * * * * could neither confirm nor deny the specific allegations. 
* * * * * * reported t.hat * * * offers a selection of word processor brands, 
including*** * * *'s purchases of.a particular brand of word processor 
depend on how quickly that l;>ra,nd is being sold at the retail level. * * * 
reported that the warranties and service of * * * word processors are the 
same, and the advertising of word processor~ is independent of the particular 
model or brand. * * * 

* * * * * * denied the allegation. * * * reported that * * * because 
* * * preferred the styling of * * * * * * 

* * *· * * * could neither confirm nor deny the specific allegation. 
* * * reported that, in general, * * * word processors are comparable. * * * 
offers a selection of several word processor models, including* * * brands, 
and its purchases of a particular model depend on the sales of that model at 
the retail level. * * * 

* * * *·**reported that*** do not c;:ompete because they are 
different machines. The two models are differentiated by the type of disk 
drives that they offer. * * * ***reported that: the price.cut in question 
was an announced price cut * * * and was not the result of negotiations * * * 
***·'' 

* * * * * * denied the allegation. * * * However, * * * stated that 
the * * * are not comparable because * * * * * * maintained that * * * did 
not buy more * * * because customers did not want the product, which he 
characterized as "antiquated." * * * 

* * * * * * did not address the allegation directly. * * * 
acknowledged that * * *· However, * * * maintains that * * * did not lose 
sales because of competition from***· * * * cited slow sales of an earlier 
stock of* * *, and the belief that * * *· * * * also maintained that the 
earlier * * * word processors were not competitive with * * * word processors 
because * * * * * * 

During the preliminary investigation, the Commission investigated several 
other lost-sales and lost-revenue allegations. 

* * * * * * stated that both allegations were incorrect. * * * said 
that * * * offers the lowest prices with more features than either * * *; 
however, the quality of * * * products is suspect, especially in light of the 

99 * * * 

~ .. 
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recent Consumer Reports article on word processors. * * * said that quality 
is very important to * * * because of its product-guarantee policy. 

* * * * * * stated that the allegation was incorrect. * * * said that 
* * * always purchases from* * *, but not the entire product line.· * * * 
said that although * * * carries word processors from several vendors, they 
will not carry competing m<>dels. * * * also stated that the criteria * ~ * 
uses when selecting a vendor are quality of product, pricing, and reliability 
of vendor. 

* * * ***stated that the allegation was incorrect .. ***said that. 
***is** *'s primary supplier, but that*** purchases dther vendot:s' 
word processors in order to offer more selection to their clients. 

* * * * * * stated ~hat the allegation was incorrect. * * '* ·*·* •· 
st:4:ted that * * * carries only * * * models of word processors from: the maJor 
vendors because of the expense of carrying inventory. * * * 

Both* * * declined to respond to questions from the Co{llltlissionsUff. 

* * * 

Exchange rates 

Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate.Eb.iJt 
~ring January 1988-Marcb 1991 the nominal value of the Jap;anese yen 
fluctuated, depreciating by 4.4 percent overall relative tQ :~~U.S. ck2-11'¢ 
(table 28) . 100 Adjusted for movements in prodl.lcer price indexes in dW Untte:fl 
States and Japan, the real value of the Japanese currency sh-qwed·.an overall· 
depreciation of 10.4 percent relative to the dollar for the period JanuaJ:y 
1988 through March 1991. · · 

100 International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, May 
1991. 
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Table 28 
Exchange rates: 1 Indexes of nominal and real exchange rates of the Japanese 
yen and indexes of producer prices in the United States and Japan, 2 by 
quarter, January 1988-March 1991 

(J anuar~-March 1988 - 1002 
U.S. Japanese Nominal Real 
producer producer exchange- exchange-

Period price index price index rate index rate index3 

1988: 
January-March .......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
April-June ............. 101.6 99.7 101.9 100.0 
July-September ......... 103.l 100.6 95.7 93.4 
October-December ....... 103.5 99.8 102.2 98.4 

1989: 
January-March .......... 105.8 100.2 99.6 94.4 
April-June ............. 107.7 102.9 92.7 88.6 
July-September ......... 107.3 103.7 90.0 86.9 
October-December ....... 107.7 103.5 89.5 86.0 

1990: 
January-March .......... 109.3 103.9 86.5 82.3 
April-June ............. 109.1 104.7 82.4 79.2 
July-Sept·ember ......... 111.0 104.7 88.l 83.1 
October-December ....... 114.4 105.4 97.9 90.2 

1991: 
January-March .......... 112. 74 105.5 95.6 89.6 

1 Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per Japanese yen. 
2 Producer price indexes--intended to measure final product prices--are 

based on period-average quarterly indexes presented in line 63 of 
International Financial Statistics. 

3 The real exchange rate is derived from the nominal rate adjusted for 
relative movements in producer prices in the United States and Japan. 

4 Derived from U.S. price data reported for January-February only. 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, 
May 1991. 
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.·· Federal Register I Vol. se. Na. 89 I Wednesday. May a. 1991· r Notices '21391 

. r1nu nllpll an No. 731-Ta-.13 (Flnlll)J 

c..tmlnPerwllllWanl Proceaol'a 
From ...... 

ACllllCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTIOIC Institution acd acbeduling of a 
final anticlumping investiption. 

•PW4n: Tbe CommissiOll hereby gives 
notice of the ·institution of final 
antidumpiq investiptions No. 731-TA-
483 (F"mal) under section 73S(b) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. t673d(b)) 

. (the act) ta determine whether an 
industry in the United States ii 
materially injured. or ii threatened with 
material injury, or the establiabment of 
an industry in the United States ii 
materially retarded. by reuon of 
imports from Japan of certain personal 
word proc:euors, a provided far in 
aubheadinp 8489.to.oo and 8'73.to.oo of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States. 

Far further information concerning the 
conduct of this investiption. heariq 
procedures. and nales of general 
application. comult the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, part 
201, subparts A tbrou&h E (19 CFR part 
201, u amended by S6 FR 11918. Mar. 
zt, 1991). and part S/, subparts A and C 
(19 CFR part S/, as amended by 58 FR 
11918, Mar. 21. 1991). 
lflllKTIW DATE April ZZ. 1991. 

FOii flUllTllD NIOllllATION CONTACT: 
Rebecca Woodinp (202-252-1192), 
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Office of lnvestigatiana. U.S. 
In~emational Trade Connnission. 500 E 
Street SW .. Washington. DC 20438. 
Hearing impaired persons can obtain 
information on this matter by contactins 
the Commi11ion's mo terminal on 202-
252-1810. Pel'IOD8 with mobility 
impairments who will need special 
assistance in gaining accus to the 
Commission should contact the Office of 
the Secretary at 202-252-1000. 
llUPPLEMENTARY -=oRMATION: 

Background.-Thia investiption ii 
being instituted as a result of an 
affirmative preliminary determination 
by the Department of Commerce that 
imports of certain personal word· 
processors from Japan are being 80ld ill 
the United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 733 of tbe 
act (19 U.S.C. 1173b). Tbe investiptia 
was requested ill a petitiosr filed cm 
~ember e. 19'. by Smith Cm 
Carp •• New Canaan. er. · 

Participation in the investitJation and 
pub/icserrice list--Penona wiabins to 
participate in the investigation·u 
parties must &le an entrJ of eppeannce 
with the Seuetmy ht tbe C i•li~a. 

Colillllisaion an or· before Jane 2•f 1991. ·· 
A nonparty who bas testimony that may 
aid the Commi11ion's deliberations may 
request pennission to present a short 
statement at the hearing. All parties and 
nonparties deairing to appear at the 
hearing an4 make oral presentations 
Mould attend a prehearing conference 
to be held at 9'.30 a.m. on July 1, 1991, at 
the U.S. Jnternational Trade 
Commiaion Building. Oral testimony 
and written materials to be submitted at 
the public bearing are governed by 
U 201.B(b}{ZJ. 201.13(f). and Z07.23(b) of 
the Jntenaatioaal Trade ('.ommjpion's 
rules. 

Written aubmissions.-Eadi partJ is 
eacourapd to 1Ubmit a prehefll'ing brief 
to tbe CommissioD. PrebeatiDI briefs 
lllmt cmfurm with tbe provi8iom of 
I 31'1.D al tbe CommiHion'• rules; the 
ctee.lline fw 61iDa is Ja1J 3. 1181. Pratiea 
~J .. lie writbm testim0117 ia 
cmmectiaa with their prwmtatiaa at tbe 
beariq. - provided in I 2D7.23(b) of die 
Commi-V-'• ralea. - poetl-ilii 
brie&. wllich mut caafmm wi&l:J die 
. pnnilliml of I 317.M.of the 
Cc••dssion'a ruin. Wi~ testimuaj 

H provided in I mt.11 of the 
Ccw••1Hi•ion'a tulea. notlatertba mmtbem.l~ lamtban lh:'-(3) eta,. 
tweaty-one (zt) days after public:atimnlf "· befan Ill:-~.tbe deadline fer li!i1'g 
this lllltice ill the F8111nl p · ,· 'l'b8 pmtbw 44 brillfl II July 18. 191. la 
SeuetmJ Will prepare a ,.Jk: l8rVict · · pMjtjon, my,.._ who bast 
list c:ontammg the names and addrenat · ~ "'." ~ appearanc:e ~a pmty ta die 
of all pemmS, or tbeir representatives. PIWltilBtitln may nbmit • writtm 
wtio are partiu to tbis inYestlption R&311 r nt of information pa tiwnt ta die 
upon the expiratian of tbe period for ,. Rll;ec:t of tbe inveltiptiaa on er befme 
fiq entries of appearani:e. . Jlllr 18. 191, All written whmi•am 

i.imited disclosure of busimm mmt c:aafmm with tbe ~el 
proprietr:ry information (BPI) under an· J 281.1 of tbe Ccmnniuion'• na1es; _,. 
adminimotive proleetive order (APO) nbmiaicma that contain BPI mast mo 
and BPI service lisL--Panuant to conform with the requirements of · 
I 2D'l.7(a) of the Cammisaion'uales. tbe H JD'l.IS, ZD7' .3. amUD1.7 of the 
Secretary will make BPI gathered in thia Con-inion'• rules. 
final ~vestigati~ available to Jn accordance witb H ZDUl(c} amt 
~ut~ed a~pbc:a~ts ~der the .APO 'll1l .3 of tbe ru1u, each document filed 
issued ~ thf: investigation, provtded that by a party lo the investigation must be 
the application be made not later than served 08 all other parties to the 
twenty-one {21) daya after the : . · t" •:- ( ·..1--tifi db "the the 
publication of this notice in the Fedenl ,mve~ iga._. as 1~. ie Y 81 r 
Register. A .separate service list will be . pub~c or BPI se~ce list), and.• 
maintained by the ·Secretary for those . certificate of service ~ust be timely 
parties authorized to receive BPI under filed. 'nie Secretary will not accept a 
the APO. document for filing without a certificate 

Stoff report.-The prehearing staff of service. 
report in this investigation will be · AullMmtr. This investiption i1 beiDI 
placed in the nonpublic record on June . conducted under authority of the Tariff Act or 
21. 1991. and a public version will be 1930. title VU. This notice is published 
issued thereafter. pursuant to § Z0.7.21 of punuant to. I 7111.20 cf the Commission'• 
the Commission's rules. · rules. 

Hea:ing_.-The Co~is~ion ~ill hold Issued: May Z.1991. 
1:1 hearing in connection with this By order of the Commission. 
investigation beginning at 9:30 a.m. on "'---•L. 
July 10. 1991 at the U.S. International __... R. Muoa. 
Trade Commission Bwlding. Requests to Secretary. 
appear at the hearing should be filed in [FR Doc. 91-10915 Filed S-7-91: 8:45 am] 
writing "vith the Secretary to t~e 111LU11G CODE 7ll2IMl2-ll 



B-5 

···: 

APPENDIX B 

COMMERCE'S FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 





B-7 
Federal a..-. I Vol S8. No. 13t I Tuesday. July 9, 1991 I Notices 31101 

[A 51111S) 

Final Det9nnination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair VIiiar. Personal Word 
Prac.11 DI a From Japan 

AGENCY: Import Administration. 
International Trade Administration. 
Comm~ 

DI ECTIVE DATE: July 9, 1991. 

FOii FURTHER INFORllAT10N CONTACT: 
Stephanie L Hager or Rosa L Cotjanle. 
Import Administration. International 
Trade Administration. U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue NW .. Washington. 
DC 20230: telephone (3>2) 377-5055 or 
377-3534, respectively. 

F"mal Detennination 
We have determined that imports of 

personal word processors ("PWPs") 
from Japan are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value ("LTFV"), as provided in section 
735 of the Tariff Act of 1930. as amended 
(19 U.S.C. 1673b) (the .. Act"). The 
estimated margins are shown in the 
"Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation" section of this notice. 

Case History 

The following events have occurred 
since the Department made ita 
preliminary determination in this 
investigation. On April 15. 1991, the date 
our preliminary determination was 
signed, Brother Industries, Ltd. and 
Brother International Corporation 
(collectively. '"Brother'') informed the 
Department that it was "";thdrawing 
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from active participation in the 
investigation and. therefore. would no 
longer provide responses to the 
D .. partment's requests for information. 
The Department's preliminary 
affirmative determination was published 
on April 22. 1991(55FR16296). 

lnterestea parties submitted case 
briefs on May 15. 1991. In a May 20, 1991 
letter. Brother informed the Department 
that it was withdrawing its business 
proprietary information from the record. 
Pursuant to Brother·s letter. on Mav 22. 
1991. the Department informed all -
parties that it was returning all 
submissions containing Brother's 
business proprietary information and 
that. due to the late date at which the 
Department was informed by Brother of 
its decision to withdraw its information. 
the Department would permit parties to 
submit new factual information for 
potential use in calculating a best 
infonnation available ("BIA") rate for 
the final determination. At that time. we 
also granted interested parties the 
_opportunity to submit supplemental case 
briefs and extended the due date for 
rebuttal briefs in order to give parties a 
full opportunity to address all issues. 
We received a submission of new 
factual .information .from Smith Corona 
Corporation ("Smith Corona") on May 
31. 1991. We received supplemental case 
briefs and rebut~} briefs on June 5 and 
June 10. 1991. respectively. A public 
hearing was held on June 12. 1991. 

Scope of Investigation . 

The merchandise covered by this 
investjgation consists of integrated 
personal word processing systems and 
major finished units thereof ("word 
processors"), which are defined as 
devices designed principally for the 
composition and correction of text. All 
word processors within the scope of this 
investiga·lion have the following 
essential features: (1) A customized 
operating system designed exclusively 
for a manufacturer's word processor 
product line which is unable to run 
commer.cially available software and 
which is permanently installed by the 
manufacturer before or after 
importation: (2) a word processing 
software/firmware program which is 
designed exclusively for the word 
processor product line and which is 
permanently installed by the 
manufacturer before or after 
importation: and (3) internal memory 
(both read-only memory (ROM) and 
read-write random access memory 
(RAM)) for word processing. 

In addition, word processors may 
include one or more of the following 
features: (1) An auxiliary memory 
storage device. whether internal (e.g .. 

RAM storage) and/or external (e.g .. 
which accepts floppy diskettes, RAM 
cards, or other nonvolatile media): (2) 
software/firmware designed or modified 
for use exclusively on a line of word 
processors (e.g .. a spreadsheet or word 
processing-assist program): (3) an 
interface permitting the transfer of 
information to other word processors, 
telecommunication links, computers. 
and the like: and (4) a type mode. which 
permits the word processor to function 
as a typewriter by ~yping characters 
directly onto paper. However. the 
inclusion or exclusion of one or more of 
these features from a word processor is 
not dispositive as to whethu 
merchandise is within the scope of this 
investigation. 

All word processors included within 
the scope of this investigation contain 
the following~ units: {1} A keyboard 
for the entry of characters. numerals and 
symbols: (2) a video display: and (3) a 
chassis or frame containing the essential 
word processing features listed above. 
These units may either be integrated 
into one word processing system or be 
combined by the user into one working 
system. Word processors may include. 
as a fourth unit. a printer with a platen 
(or equivalent text-to-paper transfer 
system) and printing mechanism to 
permit the printing of text on paper. 
However, word processors which do not 
include a printer as one of the major 
units are also included within the scope 
of the investigation. 

Word processors may be imported as 
integrated systems. or the major fmished 
units may be imported separately. With 
respect to major finished units, only the 
major finished units listed above are 
covered by this investigation. 
Keyboards and chassis/frames are 
included in this investigation if they are 
designed for use in word processors. 
Printers and video displays are included 
in this investigation only if they are 
dedicated exclusively for use in word 
processors. 

Major finished units are distinguished 
from parts or subassemblies in that they 
do not require any additional 
manufacturing before functioning as a 
complete unit of a word processor. 
Neither parts nor subassemblies are 
included in the scope of this 
investigation. 

Word processing devices which meet 
·all of the following criteria are excluded 
from the scope of this investigation: (1) 
Easily portable. with a handle and/or 
carrying case. or similar mechanism to 
facilitate its portability; (2) electric. 
regardless of source of power; (3) 
comprised of a single. integrated unit; (4) 
having a keyboard embedded in the 

chassis or frame of the machine; (5} 
having a built-in printer: (6) having a 
platen to accommodate paper; and (7) 
only accommodating their own 
dedicated or captive software. (See also 
Fi:1al Scope Ruling: Portable Electronic 
Typewriters from Japan (55 FR 47~58. 
November 13. 1990).) 

Also excluded from the scope of this 
investigation are personal computers 
("PCs"}, including those PCs which are 
capable·ofword processing. PCs are a 
class of automatic data processing 
machines. Unlike automatic data 
processing machines. word processing 
machines cannot make tbP. logical 
decision during processing to modify the 
execution of a program. i.e., the user of a 
word processor cannot use the word 
processor to create new software or to 
modify the program code of existmg 
computer programs. PCs are also 
distinguished from the word processors 
subject to this investigation by reason of 
their operating systems. which are 
capable of running a variety of "off-the­
shelf" software programs installed by 
the purchaser. in addition PCs generally 
have significantly higher memory 
storage capacities andoften contain 
major finished units which are 
interchangeable with units 
manufactured by several prcdnc:ers. 
Specifically excluded from the scape of 
this investigation are. automatic 
typewriters with one- m twe-line 
displays. 

Word processors are currently 
classified under subheading Nii8.10JJQ 
of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
("HTS"). Although the HTS subheadi111 
is provided for convenience and 
customs purposes. our written · 
description of the scope of this 
proceeding is dispositive. 

Period of lnwestiptioa 

The period of investigation is June 1, 
1990. through November 30. 1990. 

Standing 

On March 27, 1991, Brother alleged 
that Smith Corona is an assembier. not a 
mam1facturer. of th~ like product in this 
investigation.and. therefore. not an 
interested party. Brother. therefore. 

·requested that the Department rescind 
the initiation of this investigation. 

After examining the information on 
the record concerning the nature and 
extent of Smith Corona's manufacturing 
operations in the United States, 
including value added. labor. and other 
costs, we concluded that Smith Corona 
engages in sufficient operations to be 
considered a domestic manufacturer of 
PWPs in the United States. See the 
Memorandum from Stephanie L Hager 
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to Francis J. Sailer dated May 10, 1991, 
on file in the Central Records Unit. 

Best Information Available 
We have determined, in accordance 

with section 776(c) of the Act, that the 
use of BIA is appropriate for both 
Brother and Kyushu Matsushita Electric 
Co., Ltd., Matsushita Electronic 
Components Co., Ltd., Matsushita 
Electric Industrial Co., Ltd., and · 
Matsushita Electric Corporation of 
America (collectively, "Matsushita"). 
Both Brother and Matsushita refused to 
comply with the Department's requests 
for information. 

The Department is expected to 
determine what constitutes BIA on a 
case-specific basis, taking into 
consideration the information on the 
record together with the facts and 
circumstances of each case. In deciding 
what to use as BIA. 19 CFR 353.37(b) 
provides that the Department may take 
into account whether a party refused to 
provide requested information. 

In this case. Brother participated in 
the investigation up to the point of the 
preliminary determination and then 
withdrew all proprietary information 
from the record. Matsushita declined to 
submit any responses to the 
Department's questionnaires. While the 
Department might otherwise rely on the 
petition for purposes of BIA in the case 
of nonparticipating respondents. we do 
not find the rates contained in the 
petition to provide an adequate basis for 
BIA in this case since the preliminary. 
margin. calculated on the basis of actual 
company data was substantially higher 
than the rate found in the petition for · 
purposes of initiation. 

Therefore. the Department has 
concluded that the 58.71 percent rate 
calculated for Brother for purposes of 
the preliminary determination is the 
most appropriate BIA rate for purposes 
of this final determination. Furthermore, 
this rate is based on Brother's own 
information, submitted in anticipation of 
verification. and. thus, can be 
considered a realistic estimate of 
Brother's selling practices. Use of this 
rate is. furthermore, consistent with the 
Court of International Trade's ("CIT") 
holdings that BIA should represent a 
reasonable, not arbitrarily punitive, 
measure of dumping. See National Assn 
of Mirror Mfrs. v. United States, 696 F. 
Supp. 642. 645 (CIT 1988). 

Consistent with the Department's 
practice, Matsushita, the other 
respondent investigated by the 
Department. has also been assigned the 
58.71 percent rate calculated for Brother 
as BIA. Matsushita refused to respond to 
the Department's request for information 
and has been assigned Brother's rate 

because it was the estimated margin for 
the only participating company at the 
preliminary determination. See DOC 
Position to Comment 8. 

Interested Party Comments 

Scope 

Comment 1 

Smith Corona argues that the 
Department should expand the scope of 
the investigation to include parts and 
components. Citing public statements 
made by Brother concerning future 
production of PWPs at its Bartlett, 
Tennessee facilities, in addition to data 
which, according to Smith Corona, 
indicate that Brother has dramatically 
increased its importation of PWP parts 
into the United States, Smith Corona 
asserts that Brother intends to 
circumvent any antidumping duty order 
resulting from this investigation. As 
support for its request. Smith Corona 
cites Cellular Mobile Telephones and 
Subassemb/ies Thereof from Japan: 
Final Detennination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value. SO FR 45447. 45448-49 
(1985) (CM'Ts from Japan), a case in 
which the Department expanded the 
scope of the investigation to include 
subassemblics because of information 
that the existing scope would be 
avoided. Smith Corona asserts that the 
existing PWP scope language. which 
would limit the order to PWPs and 
major finished units, will enable Brother 
to import parts and components of such 
units for assembly at Bartlett. thereby 
circumventing any order. . 

Smith Corona cites the legislative 
history to the so-called circumvention 
provision, 19 U.S.C. 1677j (added to U.S. 
law in the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988). to support 
its position that the Administration and 
Congress did notintend the Department 
to delay addressing imports of parts and 
components until after an antidumping 
investigation is completed. See, e.g., 
Message From the President of the 
United States Transmitting a Draft of 
Proposed Legislation, 'The Trade. 
Employment, and Productivity·Act of 
1987': H. Doc. 33, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. 
460 (1987). 

Brother argues that the scope of the 
investigation should not be expanded to 
include parts and components of PWPs. 
First, Brother asserts that Smith 
Corona's request for expansion of the 
scope is untimely. Citing 19 CFR353.31 
and Television Receivers, Monochrome 
and Color. from japqn: Fi11al Results of 
Antidumping Duty Administrative 
Review, 53 FR 4050, 4054 (February 11, 
1988), Brother states that in order to 
meet statutory deadlines and ensure 
fundamental fairness to all interested 

parties, the Department has established 
a firm policy of requiring timely 
submission of information and 
arguments. According to Brother, an 
analogous request to expand the scope 
of the investigation ten days before the 
Department's public hearing was 
rejected by the Department in Final 
Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Certain lnterna/­
Combustion, Forklift Trucks from Japan, 
53 FR 12552, 12566-67 (April 15, 1988) 
("Forklift Trucks from Japan") on the 
grounds that the request was untimely. 
Brother states that, although Smith 
Corona purports to rest its untimely 
request on the sudden discovery of 
Brother's plans to begin importation of 
PWP parts for assembly in Bartlett, 
Smith Corona has known about 
Brother's plans to begin production of 
PWPs in the United States since Brother 
discussed those plans at the ITC 
conference on November 28. 1990. 

Brother also argues that, if accepted. 
Smith Corona's request for expansion of 
the scope in this investigation imposes 
an unfair burden on Brother and other 
parties. including those who import PWP 
parts andsubassemblies into the United 
States. Furthermore, Brother asserts that 
Smith Corona's request is vague and 
unworkable because it is not clear 
which parts Smith Corona wishes the 
scope to include. Brother notes that. 
because many of the parts and 
components assembled into PWPs are 
also used in a wide range of electronic 
products (e.g .. portable electric 
typewriters ("PETS") and PCs). Smith 
Corona·s request, if granted. would 
create serious administrative difficulties 
if an antidumping duty order is issued. 
Brother further argues that major 
components, such as multiple purpose 
floppy disk drives, clearly constitute 
separate classes or kinds of 
merchandise from PWPs because they 
are not dedicated for use in PWPs. they 
have different physical characteristics. 
end uses, and customer expectations, 
and they are neither sold in the same 
channels of trade as PWPs nor do they 
compete with PWPs in the market place. 
In support of this argument, Brother 
again cites Forklift Trucks from Japan. 
in which the Department stated that 
there was insufficient evidence on the 
record to properly instruct U.S. Customs 
in the identification of components to 
which an antidumping duty order would 
apply. According to Brother. this 
language from Forklift Trucks from 
japan follows the Department's practice 
of excluding multiple-use components 
from an antidumping duty order, even if 
the petitiol'.1 and scope language of the 
initial investigation inC:ludes parts, 
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components, and aubassemblies (see 
Final Determination of Sales At Less 
Thon Fair Value: Small Business 
Telephone Systems and Subossemblies 
Thereof from Taiwan). 54 FR 42543, 
42544 (October 17, 1989) ("SBTs from 
Taiwan"). 

Brother also argues that Smith Corona 
appears to base its request for 
expansion of scope on mere speculation 
of circumvention. Again citing Forklift 
Trocks from japan. Brother maintains 
that Smith Corona bas presented no 
evidence that any PWP parts will be 
imported from Japan or that such 
importation will rise to the level of 
circumvention. 

l\.latsushita argues that there is no 
legal basis for Smith Corona's request 
that the Department expand the scope of 
this investigation. Like Brother, 
Matsushita argues that the Department 
should deny Smith Corona 'a request fQr 
the reasons it denied a similar request in 
Forklift True.ks from japan: (1) The 
petitioner initially bad clearly excluded 
such parts frcm the scope of the petiijcm: 
(2j petitioner~ only speculate as to 
the apparent~ of the Japanese 
producers and expwters tu circumvent 
antidt1mping dllties; (3) petitioner's· 
request im:lmlett components used in 
end prodw:ts. other than the product 
under investigation: and (4) petitioner's 
request to expand the scope was made 
too late in the investigatory process to 
permit the Department to obtain 
evidence. ta receive comments from 
parties which may be affected bl' a 
revision of the scope of tM 
investigation. and to. allow the 
Department sufficient time to consider 
the issue. 

Matsushita mallitains that there is no 
factual basis for Smith Corona'• 
allegation that a.,y circumvention is 
occurring. According to Matsushita, 
there js no indication where Brother is 
sou."Cing the bulk of its parts for its 
operations; they may have been 
produced in the United States or from a 
combination of countries other than 
Japan. Matsushita arsues that the record 
indicates thaL if anything. Brother is · 
seeking to comply with the antidumping 
law by becoming a full-fledged U.S. 
p!'oducer. Matsushita points out that the 
ITC preliminarily determined that 
Brother engaged in sufficient 
production-related activity in the United 
States to be considered a domestic 
producer. See Certain Personal Word · 
Processors from Japan and Singapore. 
Inv. ~os. 731-TA-483 and 484, USITC 
Pub. Ko. 2344 (December 1990) 
(preliminary determination) at 11-13. 
According to t.tatsushita. the ITC's 
decis!on confirms that there is no factual 

basis for Smith Corona's assertions that 
expansion of the investigation to include 
parts is warranted., 

Matsushita further argues that even if 
Smith Corona·s circumvention concerns 
had any merit, Congress. through its 
enactment of 19 U.S.C. 1677j. has now 
made it clear that allegations that 
foreign producers are circumventing 
antidumping orders should be addressed 
under the anticircumvention provision. 
Citing Steel Wheels from Brazil. 54 FR 
21456 (May 18. 1989), Matsushita 
maintains that the Department bas 
abandoned its prior practice of 
expanding investigations in midstream 
to cover major parts and components in 
response to allegations of 
circumvention. Matsushita further 
contends that the anticircumvention 
provision is alsO 1J mme appropriate 
mechanism for addressing Smith 
Corona's concems became it allows the 
Department tu respond to company­
specific alleptiam without unfairly md 
unnecessarily expanding the entire 
proceeding to im:lude all Japene 
producers who hoe mrt bem _.,.,...;of 
circumvention. 

Matsushita argues that the expamiml 
of the scope MlilW!Sted by Smith Carana 
should be rejected: becmme it would 
substmrtially disn:qrt trade in parts aml 
components that are used m mm­
covered m&irchandise and. hence. create 
~cant administrative problems ror 
the Department. See Preliminary 
Detenninatian of Sal~ at Las Th= 
Fair Value: High Jr.fomratiDn Colrtstt 
Flat PaDel DUplays and Subasamblin 
Thereoffrom Japan. 56 FR 7008 
(February %1, 1981). Aecordiq bl 
Matsushita. the requested expansian ol 
the scope to subassemblies. .parts. and 
components would affect not only the 
allegedly circumventing party. but 
would adversely and improperly affect 
(1) Japanese manufacturers of generic 
parts: (2) domestic manufacturers or 
PWPs; and (3) domestic manufacturers 
of non-PWP merchandise. Matsushita · 
argues that the anticircumventionclause 
clearly is the most appropriate means of 
dealing with circumvention or . 
subassemblies. parts. and components 
because it would not ~duly burden 
those involved in the fair trade of these 
products. 

Finally. Matsushita asserts that Smith 
Corona's request is untimely. According 
to Matsushita, it is too late in the 
investigato;y proces:; to properly.obtain 
evidence concerning such parts. . 
Furthermore. Matsushita argues that 
expanding the scope to include parts 
and components would require the 
Department to broaden its own 
investigation to ensure that the requisite 

60 percent or the covered merchandise is 
investigated. See 19 CFR 353.42(b}. 

Canon argues that Smith Corona does 
not identify With any precision the 
re,;sion in the scope definition that it is 
requesting. Furthermore. according to 
Canon. a shift to U.S. production of the 
product undet investigation is not 
circumvention. Canon asserts that Smith 
Corona's reliance upon CMTs from 
japan is not on point because. unlike the 
present investigation. the products 
under investigation in Clv!Ts from Japan 
were composed of discrete 
"subassemblies ... each of which was 
dedicated 10 use in the product under 
investiption and bad no me or functioa 
other than as c:ompeneuts of the finished 
product under investiptiou. 

Accardms to Camm. there am seveial 
reasons that the~ ranty. if 
ner. includes witbm the scape of tbe 
investigation subuaemhlia ar 
components that am not either "full!' 
dedicated: ID" tba cmqDete predw::t (• 
in CMTa from ]apazz) or "drin • .t far 
me" in that produd ia: th& ... d:lllt tbe 
Slbasaembly or campoDl!Dt fia" li•m kt 
im fWl capabilit:J only whml ..a m die 
fim5beci pradm:L Periap5 tbe mmt 
important reasaa. ec:rrmtms ta eam... is 
the mat toimlill ~ i1nrwa m 
impmtetsaml:1a•A" en of diifiaeat. 
umelatet!l: products. Camm.._,.. tbat 
Smith Corona haa ptW 1teti Im 
evidence that Broth--. ar any attm- PWP 
mami.factuftlr. produces PWPs . 
c:nmpawl of dedicated ahe b}Ms. 
other than tile ''J&ajarfimshed .US" 
that· ....... ,~ .......... .. 
that milht be..,. .. ~ ill 
order a. circmnnt u. .cm m this 
case. Nell' is there any tYidence • die 
record. ac:cordina 10 Coon. that Brothe! 
is importiq. or plannina to impart. &DJ 
dedicateci PWP aubasaemblies for ua.e in 
its Tennessee planL AcCOftlinaly, Canon 
urges the Department to reject Smith . 
Corona' 1 propoaal that the scope of tl'1is 
investip.tion be expanded. 

DOC Position 

The Department has determined not 
to grant Smith Corona's request to 
expand the scope of this investigation to 
include parts and components. Like the 
petitioner in Forklift Trucks from Japan. 
Smith Corona specifically excluded 
parts and components from the scope of 
investigation in its petition. This fact 
distinguishes the present investigation 
from CMTs from japan. cited by Smith 
Corona in support of its request, where 
parts and components were not 
specifically excluded from the original 
scope languase in the petition. CMTs 
from Japan. 50 FR 45448. 45449 (October 
31. 1985). In contrasL Smith Corona's 

.'·. 
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request represents a significant 
departure from its original scope 
request. and is not simply a clarification 
of the scope as in CMTs from Japan. 

The Department also finds that Smith 
Corona's request for inclusion of parts 
and components was not sufficiently 
timely. to enable us to consider the issue 
fully. For example. given the .complexity 
of the product and the vagueness of the 
request. the Department did not have 
adequate time to fairly examine all 
issues related to the inclusion of parts 
and components (e.g .• which parts and 
components were to be included within 
the scope if Smith Corona's request was 
granted). 

We also note that the data cited by 
Smith Corona in support of its· allegation 
that imports of PWP parts have 
increased are not persuasive because 
they include both PWP and typewriter 
parts (see, e.g.. Exhibit 6. p. 19 of Smith 
Corona's May 21, 1991 submission). 

The Department does not construe 
general descriptions of policy objectives 
reflected in the legislative history to 
mandate the expansion of scope in any 
circumstance and.at.any time that the 
petitioner may present the issue. 
However. if Smith Corona believes that 
sufficient grounds exist for incl~sion of. 
parts and components under the 
provisions of 19 U.S.C. 161'1j, the 
Department stands ready to act on such 
a request. · 

Comment2 

Matsushita argues tbat the 
Department should reconsider and 
reverse its ruliDg that office typing 
systems (OTSs) and PWPs do not 
constitute two different classes or kinds 
of merchandise. Matsushita argues that 
the Department made a fundamental 
legal error in its principal reliance on the 
vague notion of the similar "primary 
function." rather than the traditional 
Dfrersified Products criteria utilized by 
the Department under the antidumping 
law. in determining whether one or more 
classes or kinds of merchandise exists. 
See Diversified Products COf'P. v. United 
States, 572 F. Supp. 883 (CIT 1983) 
("Diversified Products '1· According to 
Matsushita, the analysis used by the 
Department is improper and overly 
simplistic. Matsushita cites, for example, 
Torrington v. United States, 745 F. Supp. 
at 623 and Final Determination of Sales 
at Less Than Fair Value: Antifriction 
Bearings {Other Than Tapered Roller · 
Bearings) and Parts Thereoffrom the 
Federal Republic of Germany et al .. 54 
FR 18998 (May 3, 1989) ("Antifriction· 
Bearings '1 in support of this argument. 
Matsushita argues that the reductioni•t 
view taken by the Department causes 
many types of products to be lumped 

. ~ .. 

together in a single class or kind of 
merchandise and cannot properly 
substitute for a detailed analysis of and 
reliance upon the traditional factors 
used by the Department. 

Matsushita claims that if these factors 
are properly applied, the overlapping or 
similar functions of products is by no 
means dispositive. . 

Matsushita states that PWPs and 
OTSs have substantially distinct 
_physical characteristics, including 
differences in size and durability, 
amount of processing.power, and 
internal and external memory capacity. 
Matsushita alleges that these distinct 
physical differences reflect the fact that 
the ultimate use of. and customer 
expectations for. OTSs and PWPs differ 
greatly. Matsushita asserts that. in this 
regard. businesses choose OTSs rather 
than PWPs because the OTS has . 
superior printing· capabilities and 
performance. faster operating speed. on­
site servidni capability, and 
exceptional durability and flexibility. 
Matsus~ta argues that because these 
physical differences can result in 
significant differenc:eS in consumer 
p~ptions and, uses, the Department 
should treat these differences as very 
significant and, on this basis, find PWPs 
and OTSs to constitute different classes 
or kinds of merChandise. , 

Matsushita also contends that the 
Department; in its analysis, failed to 
properly consider important differences 
in the channels of trade for PWPs and 
OTSs. Matsushita asserts that despite 
the Department's discovery of some 
overlap in the channels of trade, the fact 
remains that OTSs are sold almost 
exclusively through National Office 
Machinery Dealers A!!sociation 
(NO~IDA) dealers while PWPs are sold 
primarily through various consumer 
channels. Matsushita also claims that, 
even though the Department has found 
that PWPs and OTSs are often 
advertised and displayed together. the 
fact is that a variety of consumer · 
electronic products commonly appear 
together in advertisements and on 
display. Matsushita urges the 
Department to determine that this factor 
is not dispositive in deciding whether 
the.two products constitute separate 
classes or kinds of merchandise. 

Lastly, Matsushit~ argues that the 
Department has disregarded significant 
price differentials between OTSs and 
PWPs and that these differentials are a 

·result of the distinctive design features 
of the OTS. Matsushita contends that 
there is no' price competition between 
OTSs and PWPs. · · 

Smith Corona argues that Matsushita 
ignores the Department's reliance on 
generally similar -physical 

characteristics and identical channels of 
trade. According to Smith Corona. the 
Department carefully balanced all of the 
relevant criteria and rendered a 
determination in accordance with 
judicial and agency precedent. For 
instance. Smith Corona notes that in 
Smith Corona Co11J. v. United States • . 
915 F.2d 683 (Fed. Cir. 1990). the Court 
held that the Department should not 
exclude later-developed typewriters 
from the scope of an existing 
antidumping duty order unless the 
additional functions performed by such 
typewriters constitute their primary use. 
Here, according to Smith Corona. 
Matsushita does not allege any 
distinctive difference in primary use 
between the PWPs admitted to be 
within the scope of the petition and the 
OTSs allegedly constituting a different 
class or kind of merchandise. Citing, for 
example, Erasable Programmable Read 
Only Memories {EPROMS] from Japan: 
Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value, 51 FR 9087 (October 
30. 1986), Smith Corona points out that 
the Department has not attempted to 
make the distinctions sought by 
Matsushita in other cases involving 
merchandise that has the same primary 
function. but which is available along a 
wide continuum of sizes or capabilities. 
Therefore. Smith Corona states that the 
Department correctly focused upon the 
essential and primary use of the 
machines. the general physical 
characteristics, the channels of trade 
and advertising. and the customer 
expectations. 

According to Smith Corona. although 
Matsushita asserts that OTSs have 
substantially different physical 
characteristics, including differences in 
size and durability, as well as different 
amounts of processing power and 
internal and external memory capacity, 
Matsushita offers no new evidence or 
argument to support its assertions. but 
instead continues to compare the most 
inexpensive. light-weight word 
processors with the most expensive. 
heavy machines. In addition, according 
to Smith Corona. several of the PWP 
models admitted to be within the class 
or kind of merchandise. including the 
Panasonic I<X-W1500, Smith Corona 
PWP lOOC, and PWP 220. do not include 
carrying cases or handles to permit 
portability. Hence, Smith Corona argues 
Matsushita's comparison of OTSs to 
lighter, portable models is misleading 
since such machines are not indicative 
of the entire class or kind, or useful in 
delimiting the merchandise covered by 
the investigation. Smith Corona also 
states that Matsushita erroneously 
asserts that the OTSs have faster 
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processing speeds. In fact. according to 
Smith Corona, the Smith Corona PWP 
220. equipped with a High-Resolution­
Transfer printer. has a faster print speed 
than OTSs. 

With respect to the use of OTSs. 
Smith Corona asserts that Matsushita'• 
analysis fails to account for tli.e 
essential similarity in the "primary 
function" of the machines. Smith Corona 
contends that. although the OTSs have 
features and functions essential to the 
work of a professional secretary, there 
is no support on the record for the 
assertion that there are any features 
found on an OTS that are not found on 
other PWPs. According to Smith Corona. 
there is also no support on the record for 
Matsusbita's assertion that the PWPs 
within the scope of the investigation are 
purchased by consumers mainly for 
home or dormitory use where the 
smaller size and transportability are 
necessary features. Smith Corona 
contends. in fact. that PWPs are not 
generally portable and. therefore. the 
Department defined these products to be 
different than and not included in the 
antidtlinping duty order covering PETs. 
Moreover. Smith Corona states that 
Matsushita fails to account for the 
growing use of PWPs in the home office 
market, identified as an increasingly 
important target for NOMDA dealers 
and other distributors. According to 
Smith Corona. this overlap. in which 
both the more durable, higher priced 
OTSs and the lower-priced word 
processing machines compete for sales. 
further blurs any user distinction that 
Matsushita attempts to draw. 

Regarding channels of distribution. 
Smith Corona asserts that the record 
shows that its full line of typewriters 
and PWPs is offered through NOMDA 
dealers. Smith Corona also points out 
that Brother's price lists show its full 
line of office equipmer:t as including not 
only portable ar:d non-portable 
typewriters, but also some of its PWPs. 

Finally. Smith Corona maintains that 
there is no distinction in the type of 
advertising for OTSs and P\\.'Ps. Smith 
Co::ona cites. for example. 
advertisements submitted in its January 
11. 1991, submission which show both 
OTSs and P'W'Ps advertised by discount 
dealers on the same page. 

Smith Corona concludes that an 
analysis of the record evidence with 
regard to each of the Dfrersified 
Products factors establishes that OTSs. 
consisting of a keyboard, memory 
deYice, display. and printer, with 
captive word-processing software, sold 
together as a system. are within the 
definition of PWPs used in the petition. 

DOC Posit.ion 

In addressing each of the criteria 
under Diversified Products. the parties 
have presented no new evidence from 
that previously submitted and 
considered by the Department. 
Therefore. the Department has no new 
facts on which to reconsider its decision 
that PWPs and OTSs are within the 
same class or kind of 1"11erchandise. 

With rupect to Matsushita's criticism 
of the Department's approach to the 
Diversified Products analysis itself, we 
do not agree that our analysis 
erroneously relied on consideration of . 
primacy function. Contrary to 
Matsushita'& assertions. the Department 
did rely upon each of the Diversified 
Products criteria in its class or kind 
analysis and consideration of primary 
function was oDly one part of that 
analysis. 

In its analysis of physical 
characteristics •. the Department 
examined the features, physical 
appearance. and size and weight of the 
PWPs and OTSs. While physical 
differences were found to exist. naue 
were of such a magnitude as to establish 
a clear. consistent dividing line between 
OTSs and other PWPs. Moreover, we 
detemrined that none of the differences 
in physical characteristics between the 
OTSs and PWPs distinguished. them iD 
their primary function. i.e .• to compo~ 
and correct texL J,.ikewise. in examiniq 
the ultimate use of the merchandise. the 
Department reviewed student. ho~. 
and office use in addition to caaual and 
professional use. We noted that an 
overlap in ultimate uses and the 
channels of trade supported a finding 
that, while real distinctions in such 
criteria were difficult to discern. the . 
primary function of both the OTS and 
PWP clearly remained word processiq. 
We. therefore. agree with the position 
expressed by counsel for Smith Corona 
at the June 12. 1991 hearing that 
divorcing the elements of the D1.,•ersified 
Products analysis from the very function 
of a product would yield absurd results. · 
See Transcript of Hearing at p. 117. 

Comment3 

. Matsushita argues that where. as here. 
Smith Corona does not produce any 
products that fall within the OTS "class 
or kind" category. it should not be found 
to have standing to bring an 

. antidumping investigation with respect 
to these separate products. Furthermore. 
Matsushita argues that. contrary to 
Smith Corona's assertiotl$. while the 
petition serves as a basis for 
determining the merchandise subject to 
investigation. petitioner's mere 
reference to OTSs begs the question of · 

whether or not such sys:tems are of the 
same class or kind of mercha·ndise as 
PWPs and. therefore; whether Smith 

. Corona has standing to petition with 
regard to each separate class or kind of 
merchandise. Citing. for example. 
Torrington Co. v. United States. 645 F. 
Supp. 718. 721(CIT1990), Matsushita 
asserts that it is clear that the · 
Department has the authority to clarify 
the scope of the investigation. 

Smith Corona argues that Matsushita, 
in its class or kind analysis, overlooka. 
the pe.titi()tl and the fact that several of 
the so-called OTSs were identified in 
the petitiGRL Furthermore. the 
Departirient' s. investigation· also 

··ineluded thesemachines.. According. to 
· Smith Cmona. given·evidence.of 
dumped sales. as -.t forth in the 
petitiaa. tbe Department's final 
~should encompass all 
types of PWP.. without distinction 
between more or less durable machines. 

Smttb Cmma maintains tbat·even if 
. the Department were to identify a 
separate c1au or kind of men:handise 
limited to OTSs. StDitb Corona bas· 
stand.iug as a U.S. producer of a like . 
product. F'irst Smith Corona mpes that . 
Matsushita offers. no ·suppt)rt for. its: . · 
claim that $milh Conma does not 
produce airy produm. that fall: within . 
the OTS class or: kmci category. Smith 
Corona asserts that the record 
establishes that Smith Corona does. 
produce and market ·word ~960r'S 
that qvalify a5 OT& aa deijned by 
Matsushita. In fact. &r.iith ColOna states · 

· that- it advertises· its PWP 220 as an · 
· "office system." A.ci;oiding to Smith 
Corona. ta qualify M a petitioner by 
vid• of.its &tatiis aa a U.S. 
manufacturer. Smith Cor0na need only 
produce a "like~ .. and its 
machines sold as office systems qualify 
assuch. . . · · 

DOC Position 

We agree with Smith Corona. Smith 
Corona's standing to file •n antidumping 
petition in this case is properly assessed 
hll ~ference to whether. it. is· a 
manufacturer. producer. or wholesaler · 
in the United States of a like product. 
irres!"t?ctive of whether the Deparb1lent 
·has found one or several classes or 
kirt'ds of·merchandise to.be .covered by 
the scope of the in·vestigation. In this 
cas.(t. the ITC has preliminarily · 
dctemiined that there is a single like 
product. PWPs. which includes both . 
PWPs and OTSs. · . 

Matsushita·has presented no evidence · 
or argumentation which would cause us · 
to question the ITC'• preliminary like 
product determi.nation for standing 
purposes; Because Smith Corona has 
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clearly eslabliehed that it is a producer 
of the like product. we find that Smith 
Corona has standing to file as a 
producer of PWPs which encompasses 
OTSs. 

Comment4 

Matsushita requests that the 
Department confirm that keyboards 
"designed for use" -in PWPs do not 
include finished keyboards which .. 
operate to full capability in non-covered 
machines. such as PCs. workstations. 
and other automatic data processing 
svstems. Matsushita contends that the 
keyboardsjt produces and exports to 
the United States (i.e.. ESU-46TC001AA. 
and ESU-45TC009ZZ) are being used in 
PCs by its U.S. customers. Matsushita 
further contends that it does not sell any 
finished keyboards to other computer 
companies. to PWP producers in the 
United States. or to PWP producers in 
Japan. Matsushita claims that the 
physical/mechanical aspects of the 
keyboard it sells and its electrical 
system are customized for use in the PCs 
and workstations of their U;S. 
customers. Specifically. Matsushita 
argues that the operating systems used 
by each U.S. customer run commercially 
available software and do not employ 
customized operating systems designed 
exclusively for word processing.· 

Matsushita states that the keyboards 
they produce and sell are .. unfinished" 
and. therefore. cannot function as a 
complete unit of a PWP without : 
modification. In addition. Matsushita 
argues that these keyboards. even in 
finished form. could not function absent 
significant modification with any 
existing PWPs because of the interface 
codes designated by their U.S. 
customers. Therefore, Matsushita 
maintains that its keyboards are outside 
the scope of the investigation. 

Matsushita, citing Final 
Detennination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value; Certain Small Business 
Telephone. Syste/1l8 and Subassemblies 
Thereof from Japan ("SBTs from 
japan ·7. 54 PR 50789 (Dec. 11, 1989). 
argues that the Department has. in the 
past. included certain subassemblies. 
within the scope of an order on finished 
systems only if such subassemblies · 
were "designed for use" in such 
systems. It notes that the Department 
defined "designed for use"; in that case 
to mean a subassembly which 
"functions to its full capability only 
when operated as part of small business 
telephone system." It also argues that 
the Department clearly determined in 
that case that "dual use" subassemblies 
that operated to full capability in non­
cm·ered merchandise were outside-the 
scope. On this basis. Malsushita alleges 

that ail finished keyboards which can 
operate to Cull capability in merchandise 
other than covered PWPs should be 
outside the scope of this investigation. 
Specifically. Matsushi~ requests that 
tbe Department confirm that: ll} The 
finished keyboards it produces and 
exports to the United States are not 
within the scope of the investigation. (2) 
all keyboards classifiable under HTS 
8471.92.20 (which. by definition. are for 
use in PCs. workstations. and other 
automatic data processing machines) 
are excluded from the scope of the 
investigation. (3} keyboards classified 
under HTS 8473.10.00 are d1e only 
keyboards subject to the investigation. 
and (4) keyboards and other major 
finished units that operate to full 
capability with merchandise other than 
PWPs are outside the scope of the 
investigation. 

Smith Corona agrees with Mats\&Shita. 
that keyboards. sold to U.S. purchaser& 
for use only in computers. and nol 
compatible with PWPs. would not be 
subject to any antidumpiIJg duty order 
on word processors and.major finished 
units thereof. 

DOC Posjtian 

The Department agrees with 
Matsushita ancJ Smith Corona that the 
specific keyboards de'scribcd by 
Matsushita (i.e .. ESU-46TCOOlAA and 
ESU-45TC009ZZ). are outside the scope 
of this investigation given the stated 
current capabilities of the keyboards 
produced by and imported into the 
United States by Matsushita. 

As the scope section of this notice 
ma~es clear, this proceeding does not 
cover finished keyboards which are. . 
"designed for ttse" in PCs. In SST• from 
japan. the Department employtid a "dual 
use .. standard to determine whether a 
particular aubassembly was "designed 
for use" in a Particular telephone 
system. The Department ·would 
undoubtedly tum to this standard as 
useful guidance in considering whether 
particular finished units are within the 
scope o( this proceeding. However. we 
are only addressing the issue o[ whether 
the two models listed above are within .· 
the scope at this time and we are not 
willing to rule on scope issues that are 
not before us. 

Finally. it would be inappropriate for 
the Department to confmn categorically 
that all keyboards classifiable under 
HTS subheading 8471.92.20 are.. or will 
always be. excluded from the scope of 
the investigation. or that the only 
keyboards that are or will ever be 
subject to the investigation are 
classified under HTS subheading 
8473.10.00. As stated in the "Scope of 
Investigation" section of this notice. 

HTS item numbers are provided merely 
for convenience and customs purposes. 

Brother's Withdrawal of its Proprietary 
Information 

Comments 

Smith Coron" argues that the data 
submitted by Brother and relied upon by 
the Department as a basis for its 
preliminary determination cannot be 
withdrawn from the administrative 
record. First. Smith Corona alleges that 
Brother failed to withdraw its 
information during the time permitted. 
According to Smith Corona, only one 
regulation. 19 CFR 353.34(c). specifically 
provides a party the right to withdraw 
information from the record. Smith 
Corona asserts that this provision only 
applies to submitters. of information who 
do not consent to the issuance of an 
administrative protective _order. and that 
withdra~al is limited to two days from 
the issuance of the protective order. 
Thus. according to Smith Corona. 
Brother's untimely attempt to withdraw 
its data does not fall within any of the 
regulatpry provisions which call for the 
Department to reject submitted 
information. or which allow the return or 
data on request. 

Smith Corona. citing Roquette Freres. 
and Roquette CorpDl'Cliozz. v •. United 
States. .4 ClT 128. 129 (1982). also argues 
that tha law does not permit information 
to be withdrawn from the administrative 
record following a preliminary · 
determination which must be 
sustainable upon substantial evidence. 
According to Smith Corona. 19 U.S.C.. 
1516a(bl(l)(B) and 19 CFR 353.3.call for 
the establishment of a complete 
administrative record. Therefore.. the 
record upon which a determination is 
based should not be disturbed post hoc 
and prior to judiciaheview. 

Smith Corona also argues that 
although the Department has 
discretionary authority to return 
Brother' a responses. citing NI'N Bearing 
Corp. of America. et al. v. United States, 
14 CIT - 757 F. Supp. 1425, 143Z 
(1991). the agency may not be arbitrary 
or capricious and should not prejudice 
the rights of any party in the exercise of 
that authority. · 

Finally. according to Smith Corona. 
Matsushita's argumeAt that the 
Department cannot rely upon 
information that is not contained in the 
administrative record for purposes of 
establishing an estimated duty deposit 
rate supports the proposition that the 
Department must maintain the integrity 
of. the administrative record despite 
Brother's withdrawal of its information. 
Smith Corona states that. if Brother is 
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permitted to withdraw its data, 
challenges can be made that the 
preliminary determination lacks 
evidentiary support. with respect to both 
Brother and all other respondents. 

Brother maintains that the statutory 
scheme supports Brother's right to 
withdraw its questionnaire responses. 
According to Brother. the issue here is 
not whether the Department should 
return Brother's questionnaire responses 
for faill·re to comply with the 
Department's regulations. but whether 
Brother may withdraw its proprietary . 
information. Citing Olympic Adhesives. 
Inc. v. United States. 899 F.2d. 1565, 1572 
(Fed Cfr.1990) ("Olympic Adhesives'), 
Brother argues that it is undisputed that 
participation in an antidumping 
investigation by a respondent is 
voluntary since the Department la~ 
subpoena power. Furthermore. citing 
Antifriction Bearings, Brother contends 
that it is well established that a · 
re~pondent who elects to participate in 
an investigation may terminate such 
participation at any time. Therefore. 
according to Brother. it follows that a 
respondent which voluntarily submits 
information may request its return and 
withdraw such information from the 
retord..Finally. Brother argues that. in 
light of the fact thatSmith·Corona, 
although ineorrectly. was given the · · 
ripportunity to furnish new infarmatiQD 
to serve as BIA. Smith Corona is in no 
different position or less favi:>rable 
position than it would have been had 
Bro\her declined to participate at the 
outset of the ~vestiption. 

Matsushita contends that the 
Department bas properly permitted · 
Brother to withdraw its data from the 
administrative record of this 
investigation. Matsushita argues.that 
Smith Corona's efforts to find a legal 
prohibition against Brother withdrawing 
its information are without merit. First, 
citing for example. SBTs from Japan. 
Matsushita contends that Smith 
Corona's arguments concerning 19 CFR 
353.34 apply to instances in which the 
Department must expunge data from· the 
record when. in fact. such a decision is a 
matter left to the Department's 
discretion. 

Matsushita also challenges Smith 
Corona's argument that the Department 
may not permit the withdrawal of data 
after a preliminary determination. 
According to Matsushita, the mere fact 
that. as in SBTs from Japan. a party 
happens to withdraw its data prior to 
the preliminary determination cannot, -as 
suggested by Smith. Corona. give rise to 
a principle oflaw that parties cannot 
withdraw data subsequent to a . 
preliminary determination. Matsushita 

argues that Brother's withdrawal of its 
business proprietary information would 
not compromise the Department's ability 
to defend its preliminary determination 
in the courts. as asserted by Smith 
Corona. Citing 19 U.S,C. 1673a, however, 
Matsushita asserts that the estimated 
duty dep!)sit rate in the preliminary 
determination is not as a matter of law 
subject to judicial review, and has never 
been reviewed by a higher court in 
practice; Therefore. according to 
Matsushita. llnder 19 U.S.C. 
1516a(a)(2)(B). only final decisions by 
the Department in antidumping 
investigations are subject to appeal. 

DOC Position 

We agree. in pal"l. with Brother and 
Matsushita that Brother may withdraw 
its business proprietary information 
from the record. as the Department has 
permitted· in the past See SBTs from 
japan. Although 19 CFR 353.34 does 
prescribe situations under which the · 
Department must return data. it is not 
inclW.ive with respect to when 
proprietary information may be 
withdrawn. Respondents are not 
required to participate in Department 
inv~tigations. If a participant 
determines not to cooperate.with the 
Department~ an investigation. the · 
Department cannot force it to leave its 
o\vn pf9prietary information on the 
record. However, the withdrawal of 
rasp0ndent's Information in this case 
cannotsene as·a basis for expunging 
the results of the Dep~enf • 
preliminary determination. which was 
based on information on the record at 
the ti~e it was made. To permit thia 
would enable parties to manipulate the 
system when parties concluded that 
cooperation in an investigation did not 
serve their interests. ·niis would reward 
a company's non-cooperation through 
the use of BIA rather than encoUl'age 
their cooperation. See the "Best 
Information Available" section of this 
no*e. 

The Department's Request for New 
Information · 

CQmment6. 

Brother asserts that the Department's 
announcement of the opportunity to 
submit new information is arbitrary and 
capricious. Brother asserts that it is 
unprecedented to provide interested . 
parties with an opportunity to submit 
additional comments and new 
unverified factual allegations adverse to 
Brother in order lo increase the BIA 
dumping margin. According to Brother. 
this serves to penalize Brother merely 
because it exercised its right of 
withdrawal. Brother cites Che1·ron 

Standard. Ltd. v. United Stales. 5 CIT 
174, 563 F, Supp. 1381.1384 (1983) 
("Chevron'1 and Olympic Adhesfres as 
examples where the CIT and the Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit have 
overruled the Department's use of 
punitive BIA. According to Brother. the 
Department's request for new 
information is a clear attempt to use the 
Department's discretionary authority in 
a manner inconsistent with the intent of 
the statute. 

Smith Corona ai-gues that the 
Department properly allowed all parties 
to submit additional information. 
According to Smith Corona. the 
statutory scheme compels the 
Department to provide procedural 
fairness to the parties and. to the extent 
that Brother is permitted to withdraw its 
own data to obtain a lower dumping 
margin than its own data established. 
fairness demands that all parties have 
the opportunity to create an adequate 
administrative record. providing the 
"best information available" com:eming 
the level of dumping during tbe mRallt 
period. Smith Corona points out that 19 
CFR 353.31(b}(1) establishes that tbe 
Department may solicit iuformaticm at 
any time during an investigation. Smith 
Corona cites Final Results of 
Antidumping Duty Admirristratirr 
Review: Certain Fresh Cut F10f4ws from 
Colombia. 55 FR 20491. 20495 (1990) as 
an example where the Department 
permitted parties to submit post­
preliminary determination factual 
information. Furthermore. Smith Corcma 
notes that the Department's request fw 
factual information in the present 
investigation came after the Department 
announced its preliminary 
determination and Smith Corona filed 
its case brief. Therefore. any of the 
interested parties could have submitted 
pricina or other information to show that 
their LTFV margin should have been 
less than the rate which the preliminary 
determination established. 

Smith Corona also argues that the 
precedent cited by Brother with respect 
to the use of BIA is not on point. Smith 
Corona asserts that Brother's citations 
to Chevron and Olympic Adhesfres are 
not at all similar k> the facts of the 
present case because. in both Cherron 
and Ol}'mpic Adhesfres. the respondent 
cooperated with the Department. 
submitting questionnaire responses 
which the Department was able to 
verify. Moreover. Smith Corona alleges 
that Brother does not substantiate its 

·claim that the Department's post­
preliminary determination invitation to 
submit"factual information ia 
unprecedented. ---
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Finally. Smith Corona argues that 
Brother obviously lacks "clean hands­
to argue that the Department should not 
solicit factual information wben It is 
Brother's attempt to remove data from 
the record that gives rise to the need for 
additional information. 

DOC Position 

Because we have used the rate 
calculated in the preliminary 
determination as BU\. we need not 
address this issue. See DOC Position to 
Comment a. 
"All Othen" Rafe 

Collllllent 7 

Nakajima argues that the "all others''· 
rate should be based on the median of 
the margins in the notice of initiation. 
According to Nakajima. any 
presumption that the rate for Brother is 
representative of the margin of damping 
that would be calculated for other 
producers does not hold where a Bt.'i 
rate is used. Nakajima contends that 
any such presumption would be 
unsustainable. whether as a general 
proposition ar on the facts of this case-. 
because it ignores the existence of 
significant structural differences 
between COth(hH!ies' ope.ations that 
distinguish theirsellingpractices and. in 
addition. it is without specific factual 
basis. For example. in the related 
market far- PETs. Nakajima has 
corisisteotiy been found to have 
weighted-a~ margins that are 
significantly below those of other PET 
producers iD past administrative 
reviews as well as the original 
im,.estigation. 

According to Nakajima... becaUR. 
producers auch as itself had no 
opportunity to receive a company­
specific rate. a duty deposit rate which 
far exceeds the estimated margins 
alleged by the petitioner poses a 
significant burden upon commerce that 
cannot be justified by the need for a 
deposit rate that will ensure compliance 
with the antidumping law. 

Canon argues that if the Department 
elects to use Brother's unverified partial 
response in determining Brother's final 
margin. it would be inappropriate to 
include that margin in calculating the 
"all others" margin. Citing National 
Ass 'n of Mirror Mfrs. v. United States. 
696 F. Supp. 64Z. 645(CIT1988) Canon 
argues that the anlidumping law is 
intended to sel'\"e remedial, not punitive. 
purposes. Citing another case, 
Asociac.ion CoiomWana de 
Ex.portadares v. United States, 117 F. 
Supp. 834. 838 n.5(CIT1989} 
( "'Asodac.ion Colombiana ''). Canol) . 
argues that tbe Department is c:haTged 

with determining rea11onably accurate 
margins for all firm& exporting the 
snbject products. not only those i"ued 
questionnaires. Furthermore. citing 
Certain Fresh Cut Flowers from 
Ecuador: Final Determination of Sales 
al Less Thon Fair Value. 5Z FR 2128. 
Z132 (1981). and SBTsfrom-Taiwon. . 
Canon argues that the Department may 
not include a BIA margin in calculating 
the "all others" rate where It is 
mappropriate to conclude thar a finn 's 
best information dnmping margin is 
representative of the experience of other 
ziorM"esponding finns. 

According to Canon. in detennining 
when a BIA margin is representative of 
other unnamed manufacturers.. it is 
necessary to consider the dual purpose 
far wb:ich BIA may be nsed. One 
purpose is that ohn informal "ctub" 
used by the Department in making 
adverse assmnptiaaa against nan­
cooperating parties (see Atlantic Sagar. 
Ltd v. United States. 144 F. 2d 1556. 1!im 
(Fed. Cir.1914}); another is where a 
punitive approach is inapptopiiate ami 
BIA means exactly what it says. Le... the 
best information that is aY&ilable. 
According to Canan. BIA mast be um 
in this cue to establish a maigin far 
paEties wl!to beerno responsibility far 
the coaduct of respondents who have 
decided. for their awn reesom to 
withdraw from the: investigatian. Camm 
argues that ample precetieat exists far· 
distinguiahing between recalcitrant and 
imtocent parties. in determining the 
appropriate me 0£ BIA. See. ~a-. 
Arttifrictian Bearings.. Furthermore. 
according to Canon. where a cmnpallf 
has been cooperative. the Department 
generally looks to other respondents 
that have supplied adequate and 
verified responses. or to the petition.. 
Citing Final Determinatior:J of Sales at 
Less Than Fair T/alue: Sweaters Wholly 
or in Chief Weiqht of Man-Mode.Fiber 
from Hong Kong. 55 FR 30733, 30734 
[July ?:/, 1990) (''Sweaters from Hong 
Kong'1 and Final Determinations of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Heavy 
Forged Hand Tools. Finisl1ed or 
Unfinished. With or Without Handles 
from the People's Republic of China, 56 
FR 241. 245 (January 3, 1991). Canon 
alleges that.the Department's setection 
of a BIA rate will reflect the level of 
cooperation of the company involved. 
Canon asserts that it has cooperated 
fully with requests from both the 
Department and the ITC. Again, citing 
Asociacion Colombiana. which stands 
for the principle that parties which have 
not volunteered information should not, 
nonetheless. be held accountable for 
behavior which requires punitive action, 
Canon argues that the fact that it did not 
voluntarily .submit a separate 

questionnaire- response in no way 
justifies the making of adverse 
inferences or use of unreliable 
information with respect to Canon. 

Canon also argues rhat the unverified 
information submitted by Brother may 
not be treated as representative of the 
margin properly applicable to the ··an 
others" producers. According to Canon. 
the clear intent and purpose of the 
statute is to require the Department to 
use verified information and to exclude 
unverified information submitted by a 
nonparticipating respondent. Canon 
states that. regardless of whether there 
may be some statutory and/or policy 
justification for using unverified data 
against the party who has decided not to 
permit verification. the statute clearly 
does not authorize an assumption that 
such unveri~d data are in fact. 
accurate or representative of the 
experience of other parties. According to 
Canon. there are also policy 
justifications for probi1liling use of 
partial unverified information provided 
by respondents who subsequently 
withdraw their participation because 
such i.nfarma.tion is inherently 
unreliable. See Olympic :\dbesfres. 

Moreover. Camm~ that the "all 
others" rate should not" be based on 
Brother's preliminary margin because 
that margin. in addition to being 
substantially flawed. now lacks any 
basis in the record of this investigation. 
If the Department were to conclude that 
it could still use the preliminary margin 
caln1lated for Brother as BIA for 
Brother's final margin. Canoa asserts 
that it would be inappropriate to apply 
that margin to the "all others" producea 
because: it cannot support an inference 
that the margin is fairly representative 
of other companies. 

For the above reasoa.s. Canon asserts 
that the Department should me the 
average of the margins a~ged in the 
petition and accepted by the 
Department to determine the margins 
and cash deposit rate for the "all others" 
category .. 

Smith Corona asserts that Canon and 
Nakajima are arguing that, because they 
did not respond at an. they should 
receive a more favorable estimated duty 
deposit rate than Brother. who · · 
attempted to respond and in fact did 
supply a large portion of the information 
requested. According to Smith Corona, 
with respect to Canon and Nakajima, it 
is not useful to discuss whether the!re 
respondents cooperated or whethet" BIA 
should be punitive. Smith Corona argues 
that. since the announced rates are only 
deposits. wh?ch are refundable if the 
respondent does not dump-. it i1f 
appropriate to assign the same duty 
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depusit rate to all respondents. Smith 
Corona asserts that, in similar 
circumstances, the Department's 
practice is to assign "all others" the 
averl!ge of the duty deposit rates 
assigned to those respondents that filed 
a response. whether or not the 
Department used the response or 

. resorted to BIA. See, e.g .. Final 
Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Sweaters Wholly or in Chief 
Weight of Man-Made Fiber from 
Taiwan. 55 FR 34585, 34593 (August 23. 
1990). (·~sweaters from Taiwan '1. Here. 
adherence to precedent requires that the 
"all others" rate be established at the 
same level. 

Smith Corona asserts. however. that 
should the Department not apply the 
highest rate in the petition to imports of 
PWPs manufactured by Canon and 
Nakajima. the Department should at 
least assign the preliminary margin 
detennined for Brother to these imports. 
According to Smith Corona. this would 
be proper because Brotha''s preliminary 
margin was based on Brother's actual 
questionnaire response. with an array of 
adjustments for various expenses 
commonly incurred in the United States. 
By cantrast. the data relied upon for 
purposes of initiation of this 
investigation were substantially 
understated as evidenced .by the rate 
calculated in the preliminary 
determination. 

DOC PosiliOD 

The ~t has detenni!led that 
the appropriate "all others" rate in this 
investigation is the dumping margin 
assigned to Brother and Matsushita. i.e .• 
58.71 percent. (See the "Best luformation 
Available" section of this notice.) As 
discussed above. this was the rate 
calculated for Brother for purposes of 
the preliminary determination. Because 
this rate was calculated based on 
Brother's own information. the 
Department believes that, despite its use 
as BIA. it is not an unrealistic estimate 
of the selling practices of respondents 
and all other producers/ exporters in 
Japan of PWPs. 

As stated in Sweaters from Taiwan, it 
is the Department's general practice in 
investigations to include all rates based 
on BIA in the calculation of the "all 
others" rate. The Department assumes 
that the investigated firms that fail to 
cooperate in an investigation are more 
probably dumping than not. Therefore. 
an "'all others"' rate which excluded BIA 
margins normally would be skewed to 
disproportionately reflect the pricing 
practices of firms with lower margins. In 
this instance, because none of the 
respondents cooperated, the "all others"' 
rate is based ex.elusively on the BIA 

rate. We do not believe that any of the 
parties have submitted sufficient 
evidence to justify a deviation from our 
normal practice. · 

The factual situation in this 
investigation distinguishes it from 
Sweaters from Hong Kong. In that case. 
the Department exCluded from its 
calculation of the "all others'" rate a BIA­
rate assigned to a respondent who 
significantly impeded the investiSation. . 
The BIA rate was excluded from the""all 
others'" rate because {1) there WB!! an 
enormous disparity between the three 
verified rates and the rate in the petition 
which we were using as BIA. (2) we 
examined only the top 30 petcent of 
total quota holdings. and (3) only a sniall 
number of firms were investigated. 

The Department finds no merit in the 
argument of those parties who claim 
that they had no oppOrtunity to receive 
a company-speCi& rate in this 
pruceeding. The Department's 
regulations. specifically 19 CFR 
353.14(a). provide that any producer or 
reseller which desires exclusion from an 
antidumping duty order may File a 
request with the Department within the 
stated time limit. Any c:umpauy ftlin8 
such a request would have been 
considered a voluntary respondent and 
would have been issued a questionnaire. 
The Department would have analyzed 
the company's questionnaire response. 
issued it a separate preliminary 
antidumping margin. and verified the 
response which had been submitted. No 
such requests were received by the 
Department during the course of this 
proceedins. . 

BIA 

CommentB 

Citing (ttlanlic Sugar. Ltd. v. Unit«/ 
States. 744 F.2d. 1556 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 
Smith Corona states that the 
Department is authorized by statute to 
use BIA if it is unable to verify the 
accuracy of the information submitted. 
or if a party refuses or is unable to 
produce information requested in a 
;imely manner and in the form required. 
In addition. citing Pistachio Group of the 
Association o.f Food Industries v. United 
States. 11 CIT 537. 671 F Supp. 31. 40 
(1987) ("Pistachio Group'l, Smith 
Corona asserts that the use or BIA 
discourages respondents from providing 
partial information or otherwise 
hindering the investigation. Smith 
Corona. citing Preliminary Affirmative 
Countervaili11g Dut}· Determination: 
Industrial Belts and Components and 
Parts Thereof._ Whet lier Cured or 
Uncured. from Israel. 53 FR 48670 
(December 2. 1988). contends that the 
Department has frequently found that a 

deliberate refusal to submit requested 
data justifies the use of data least 

·favorable to a respondent. · 
Smith Corona also argues that if 

Brother is permitted to remove data 
from the administrative record. the 
Department should adopt the ll'lost 
adverse information as BIA. In 
particular. Smith Corona .alleges that 
Brother's strategic withdrawal of 
information. coupled with its efforts to 
circutnvent the antidumping duty order, 
requite the Department to make adverse 
inferences in establishing the estimated 
duty deposit rate. Under these 
circl;lmStances. Smith Corona contends 
th.at the highest~rgin alleged in the 
petitiOn. i.e .. 335.3 percent is .an. · 
appropriate BIA rate. According to 
Smith Conma. the fact that the 
Department did not rely on the 
methodology which produced this 
margin for purposes Gf the initiation 
does not foreclose the use of this data as 
BIA under 19 U.S.C..t677e(c}. 

Smith Corona states that there is.a 
stnmg' inference that Brother' withdrew 
its infonnation because that very 
information would establish a lower 
dumpizig rDa.rgtn than would be 
established by a complet~ responR. 
particularly since Brother's withdra.wal 
cam! late- in the proceeding but bef0re 
verification. Therefore. Smith QJrana 
canlends tba.t the l.TFV mar.gins 
originally alleged in tbe petition~ the 
best ittformatioil otherwise av.a.Bable 
within the meaning of the statute and 
Departmental precedenL 

Citing Pistachio Group. Smith Corona 
also. refutes Brother's statement that the 
Deparhbent has consistently used the 
hiabest margin alle8ecl in the initiation.. 
or established on the basis of other 
recorct data. as BIA with respect to 
respondents that are in "substantial 
noncompliance.~· According to Smith 
Corona. where. as here. both the peti.tion 
and the administrative record establish 
ma11ins for Brother that are. higher than 
either the 32.27 percent margin on which 
the P~partment initiated the 
investigation or the 58.il percent rate 
preliminarily determined on the basis of 
Br.cither's own data. the Department's · 
precedent requires the use of the highest 
rate alleged in the petition. · 

Brother argUes that. consistent with 
the Dcpartmenfs past practice for a 
non-responding company. the BIA rate 
should l;ie the highest dumping margin 
derived from the antidumping petition 
and announced in the Department's 
notice of initiation.(32.27 percent). Citing 
PPG Industries. /11c. v. United States. 
--·- CIT - 708 F. Supp. 1327. 
1329 (1989). Brother states that the 
Department's.determina_tions an; 
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required to be based on information in 
the administrative record. Brother 
cor:tends that, as a result of the 
withdrawal of its questionnaire 
responses. the antidumping petition is 
the only document on the administrative 
record that may serve as a legitimate 
basis for determining Brother's BIA 
dumping margins. 

Brother argues that because the figure 
the Department uses as BIA for 
determining Brother's dumping margin 
must be "reasonably accurate," and not 
punitive, all of the information in Smith 
Corona's May 31.1991 submission 
should be rejected. Brother states that 
the "adverse inference" argument made 
by Smith Corona cannot be the basis of 
a BIA determination. Citing Alberta 
Pork Producers' Marketing Board v. 
United States, 11CIT563. 669.F. Supp. 
445. 457 (1987), Brother contends that the 
Department must use a reasonably 
accurate figure for BIA. Brother claims 
that where BIA has taken on the 
appearance of a punitive rate. the courts 
have struck down BIA as arbitrary and 
capricious. Brother submits that the 
assignment of a punitive BIA rate to it, 
merely for exercising its right of 
terminating participation in the 
investigation. would be arbitrary and 
capricious. 

Matsushita contends that the 
Department should not utilize the 
estimated deposit rate of Brother as the 
deposit rate for Matsushita on the basis 
of BIA. Rather, citing SBTs from Japan, 
Matsushita claims that the Department 
should use the estimated dumping 
margins in the petition which were 
accepted as a basis for its initiation of 
this investigation. In its case brief of 
May 15. 1991. Matsushita further 
contends that because Brother withdrew 
from active participation in the 
proceeding and did not allow the 
verification of its response, the use of 
Brother's incomplete data as BIA for 
purposes of determining Matsushita's 
rate in the final determination would be 
contrary to law and common sense. 
Citing Antifriction Bearings, Matsushita 
states that the Department's choice of a 
rate based on BIA is to assign the 
highest rate among: (1) The margins in 
the petition used as the basis for 
initiation; (2) the highest calculated 
margin of any respondent within that 
country that supplied adequate and 
verified responses: and (3) the estimated 
margin found for the affected company 
in the preliminary determination. On 
this basis, it isrgues that the rate in the 
petition, accepted by the Department in 
its initiation, should be assigned to 
Matsushita rather than a rate based on 
Brother's unverified dO'ta. 

Furthermore. Matsushita requests that 
the Department reject Smith Corona's 
arguments to base BIA on those margins 
alleged in the petition which the 
Department repudiated in its initiation. 
Matsushita asserts that Smith Corona 
has failed to supply any precedent for 
its position that the Department should 
use as BIA the data which were rejected 
for purposes of initiation. Matsushita 
also states that the Department properly 
withdrew all data submitted by Brother 
in connection with the investigation and. 
therefore. such information cannot be 
used to calculate Matsushita's estimated 
deposit rate in the final investigation. 
Citing Torrington Co. v. United States, 
745 F. Supp. 718, 7Z3(CIT1990). 
Matsushita argues that the Department, 
in rendering its final determination. can 
only rely on the information on the 
administrative record. Therefore. 
Matsushita urges the Department to use 
the data set forth in the petition and 
accepted by the Department in its 
initiation all BIA. 

DOC Position 

As stated in the "Best Information 
Available" section of this notice. the 
Department has determined that the 
most appropriate rate to assign as BIA 
for Brother and Matsushita is the rate 
calculated by the Department in its 
preliminary determination for Brother. 
Our use of the rate established in the 
preliminary determination is fully 
consistent with both lines of 
Departmental precedent with respect to 
the use and selection of BIA. i.e .• it is 
both a reasonable estimate of the 
margin of dumping and an adverse 
inference. 

The Department notes that. in 
discussing what information on the 
record would constitute what they 
believe would be the best information 
available, the parties have submitted 
extensive comments concerning the 
appropriateness and/or adequacy of the 
methodologies contained in the petition 
and Smith Corona's May 31. 1991 
submission. As stated in the "Best 
Information Available" section of this 
notice, however, the rate based on 
Brother's own information is considered 
by the Department to be a realistic 
estimate of the selling practices of the 
respondents subject to this 
investigation. Because we have used as 
BIA the rate calculated for Brother in the 
preliminary determination, we need not 
address all comments regarding the 
different methodologies submitted by 
petitioner £or use as BIA. 

Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation 

--
In accordance with section 735(d)(1) 

of the Act. we are directing the U.S. 
Customs Service to continue to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of PWPs. as 
defined in the "Scope of Investigation" 
section of this notice. that are entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse. for 
consumption. on or after April .22, 1991. 
which is the date of the publication of 
our preliminary determination in the 
Federal Register. The U.S. Customs 
Service shall require a cash deposit or 
posting of a bond equal to the estimated 
amounts by which the foreign market 
value of PWPs exceeds the United 
States price as shown below. This 
suspension of liquidation will remain in 
effect until further notice. The margins 
are as follows: 

Manufacturer /Producer /Exporter 

Brother Industries Ltd. and all related 
companies ••••..••.•••...•• -···-·--···· .. ••••·••·•·•· 

Kyusnu Matsushita Eledne Co.. Ltd. and 
all related companies ...................... - ....... 1 

All Others ......................... - ........................... , 

ITC Notification 

Weight· 
ed­

averaqe 
margin 

percent· 
age 

58.71 

58.71 
58.71 

In accordance with section 735(d) of 
the Act, we have notified the ITC of our 
determination. In addition. we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and business 
proprietary information in our files, 
provided the ITC confirms that it will 
not disclose such information. either 
publicly or under administrative 
protective order, without the written 
consent of the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Investigations, Import 
Administration. 

The ITC will make its determination 
whether these imports are materially 
injuring, or threaten material injury to, a 
U.S. industry within 45 days of the 
publication of this notice. If the ITC 
determines that material injury or threat 
of material injury does not exist. the 
proceeding will be terminated and all 
securities posted as a result of the 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. 

However, if the ITC determines that 
such injury does exist, we will issue an 
antidumping duty order directing 
Customs officers to assess antidumping 
duties on PWPs from Japan entered. or 
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withdrawn from warehouse. for 
consumption on or after the date o( 
suspension of liquidation. equal to the 
amount by which the foreign market 
value or the merchandise exceeds the 
United States price. 
· This determination is published 

pursuant to section T.IS(d) of the Act (19 
u.s.c. 1673{d)). 

Dated: July 1.1991. 
Marjorie A. Cborlina, 
.~ctin~ ."assistant Sei:retar;- .for Import 
:4dministration. 
lf".R Doc. 91-16219 Filed ?-&-91: 8:45 amj 
8IU.JJG CODE .,..._. 

-.~. :: 
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CALENDAR OF THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Those persons listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States 
International Trade Commission's hearing: 

Subject: CERTAIN PERSONAL WORD PROCESSORS FROM JAPAN 

Inv. No.: 731-TA-483 (Final) 

Date and Time: July 10, 1991 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection with the investigations in the Main 
Hearing Room (101) of the United States International Trade Commission, 500 E 
Street, SW., Washington, DC. 

In Support of the Imposition of Antidumping Duties: 

Stewart and Stewart 
Washington, DC. 

On behalf of 

Smith Corona Corp. 

Witnesses: 

G. Lee Thompson, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, 
Smith Corona Corp. 

Mark L. Carlin, Director, Private Brands, Smith Corona Corp. 
Edward Russell, Regional Sales Manager, Eastern Region, 

Smith Corona Corp. 

Eugene L. Stewart )--OF COUNSEL 
Terence P. Stewart) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of Antidumping Duties: 

Tanaka Ritger & Middleton 
'Washington, DC. 

On behalf of 

Brother Industries, Ltd. 
Brother Industries (USA), Inc. 
Brother International Corp. 

H. 'William Tanaka) __ 0F COUNSEL 
James Davenport ) 

Covington & Burling 
'Washington, DC. 

On behalf of 

Canon, Inc. 
Canon U.S.A., Inc. 
Canon Business Machines, Inc. 

'Witness: 

David S. Shiffman, Director of Administration, 
Canon Business Machines. Inc. 

Harvey M. Applebaum) 
Son~a D. 'Winner ) ~-OF COUNSEL) 
David R. Grace ) 
Thomas Barnett ) 

'Weil, Gotshal & Manges 
Washington, DC. 

On behalf of 

Matsushita Electric Industrial Co. Ltd. 
Kyushu Matsushita Electric Co., Ltd. 
Matshushita Electronic Components Co., Ltd. 
Panasonic Co. and Panasonic Communications Systems Co. Divisions of 

Matsushita Electric Corp. of America 

'Witnesses: 

Robert J. Zangrillo, New York Metropolitan Regional Manager, 
Panasonic Co. 

Bruce P. Malashevich, President, Economic Consulting Services, Inc. 

Jeff:ey P. Bialas )--OF COUNSEL 
Martin S. Applebaum) 
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The following tabulations present, by company and product type, selected 
features of selected models of typewriters and word processors marketed. during 
1990-91: 1 . 

Firm: Smith Corona 
Product: Portable electric typewriters 

Singapore production 
SL 460, SL 560, SD 660, 
XL 1700 XL 2700 XD 4700 

LCD size (rows by columns) ...... m 
Internal storage (bytes) ........ m 
External storage availability.· .. None 
Dictionary (words) .............. m 
Thesaurus availability .......... None 
Spreadsheet availability ....... . 
Print line width ............... . 
Print speed (cps) .............. . 
Pitch options .................. . 
Weight (pounds) ........... ~ .... . 

None 
9" 
10 
10/12 
12.0 

(1) 

(1) 

None 
50,000 
None 
None 
9" 
12 
10/12 
12.0 

1 Not applicable; .. feature is .not available. 

Firm: BIUSA 
Product: Portable electric typewriters 

AX-250 

LCD size (rows by columns) ........... m 
Internal storage (bytes) . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1> 
Dictionary (words) ......... : . . . . . . . . . m 
External storage availability .. · ...... None 
Thesaurus availability ............... None 
Spreadsheet availability ............. None 
Print line width. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9" 
Print speed (cps) .................... 12 
Pitch op.tions ........................ 10/12 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 

lxl6 
7,000 
None 
50,000 
None 
None 
9" 
12. 
10/12 

·12.0 

AX-350 

Cl) 

(1) 

56,000 
None 
None 
None 
9" 
12 
10/12 

U.S. production 
SD 760, SD 860, 
XD 5700 XD 7700 

lx24 
7,000 
None 
50,000 
None 
None. 
10" 
10 
10/12 
13.7 

AX-450 

lxl6 
6,000 
56,000 
None 
None 
None 
9" 
12 
10/12/15 

2x40 
20,000 
None 
75,000 
None 
None 
10" 
15 
10/12/15 
13.7 

AX-550 

· 2x40 
22,000 
70.,000 
None 
None 
None 
9• 
12 
10/12/15 

1 If availability of a feature is not indicated, the feature is standard. 

·.·: 
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Firm: Smith Corona 
Product: Portable word processors 

LCD size (rows by colwnns) ................. . 
Internal storage (bytes) ................... . 
External storage (bytes per storage unit) .. . 
Dictionary (words) ...... , .•................. 
Thesaurus availability ..... , ............... . 
Spreadsheet availability .. , ................ . 
Pitch options ...........•................... 
Print line width ........ , .................. . 
Print speed (cps) .......................... . 
Weight (pounds) .............•............... 

Fira: BIUSA and Brother Japan 
Product: Portable word ~ocessors 

RIUSA 

PYP 1000 

8x80 
32,000 
32,000 
75,000 
None 
None 
10/12/15 
10" 
15 

.14. 7 

~WP ~100 
' 

8x80 
42,000 
100,000 
50,000 
None 
Option 
10/12/15 
9" 
15 
16.5· 

E!l-350, 
T.JP-72.0 WP-7600 YP-1400I1 W'P-liQQD 

LCD si.ze (raws by columns) .. 
Internal storage (bytes) .... 
External storage--

Availabil.ity ............. . 
.Bytes per storage unit: .•.. 

Dictionary (words) .. .' ...... . 
Thesaurus availability.~···· 
Spreadsheet availability .. ~. 
Print line width ........... . 
Print speed (cps) .......... . 
Pitch options .............. . 
Weight (pounds) ........ , ... . 

7x80 
30,000 

Opt:ian 
16,000 
70,000 
Opt.ion 
llone 
9• 
13 
10/12/15 
13.2 

7ri0 
(l) 

Standam 
2.40 ,00.0 
70,000 
Option 
Option 
9• 
13 
·10/12/15 
14.3 

1 Not applicable; fea~ure is not available. 
2 Information not available. 

14x80 l.4d0 
Cl) (ll 

Standatcl S.• wykrci 

2.40,000 2/I0,000 
70,000 70,000 
Option St••m,.d 
Option ~ 
9• ,. 
13 13 
10/12/15 10/12/15· 
l~.5 14..i 

PWP 3100 

16x80 
50,000 
100,000 
90,000 
Standard 
Standard 
10/12/15 
11" 
15 
11.8 

Japap 

Wl-4U 

l4dll 
ll.4.0CIG 

Opcitla 
16,000 
70,000 
Stpgtard. -(ZJ 

12 
10/U/15 
(1) 



Firms: Panasonic Co. and Tandy 
Product: Portable word processors 
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Panasonic Co. 

Item KX-W900 

LCD size (rows by columns) ......... 7x80 
Internal storage (bytes) ........... 36,000 
External storage (bytes per 

storage unit) .................. 353, 000 
Dictionary (words) ................. 63,000 
Thesaurus (words) .................. 45,000 
Spreadsheet availability ........... None 
Print line width ................... 10" 
Print speed (cps) .................. 12 

KX-W905 

7x80 
44,000 

353,000 
63,000 
45,000 
None 
lo• 

Pitch options ...................... 10/12/15 
12 
10/12/15 
14.3 Weight (pounds) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14. 3 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 
2 Information not available. 

Firms: Smith Corona, Panasonic Co., and Tand:y 
Product: Laptop certain word processors1 

Smith Corona 

PWP 7000LT 

LCD size (rows by columns) ... . 16x80 
Internal storage (bytes) ..... . 50,000 
External storage: 

Availability ............... . Standard 
Rytes per storage unit) .... . 353,000 

Dic.tionary (words) ........... . 63,000 
Thesaurus (words) ............ . 45,000 
Spreadsheet availability ..... . None 
Weight (pounds) .............. . 6.5 

1 Each firm offers separate printers. 
2 Optional expansion to 54,000 bytes. 

PWP 85DLT, 
PWP 270LT 

16x80 
50,000 

Standard 
100,000 
75,000 
45,000 
Option 
6.5 

KX-WlOOO, 
KX-Wl025 

14x80 
50,000 

353,000 
63,000 
45,000 
None 
10" 
12 
10/12/15 
14.3 

Panasonic 
KX-'WL.50 

14x80 
50,000 

Standard 
353,000 
63,000 
45,000 
Standard 
6.0 

Co. 

Tandy 
WP-100 

8x80 
24,000 

100,000 
50,000 
(l) 

None 
(2) 

13 
10/12 
(2) 

Tandy 
WP-2 

8x80 
32,0002 

Option 
200,000 
100,000 
xx,xxx 
None 
3.1 
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Firm: Smith Corona 
Product: Certain word processors, excluding laptops and office typing systems 

PWP 350, 
Item PWP 75D 

CRT size (rows by colwnns) ......... 24x80 
Internal storage (bytes) ........... 50,000 
External storage (bytes per 

storage unit) .................. 100,000 
Dictionary (words) ................. 75,000 
Thesaurus (words) ................. . 
Spreadsheet availability ........... Option 
Pitch options ...................... 10/12/15 
Print line width. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ion 
Print speed (cps) .................. 15 
Weight (pounds) .................... 28.0 

PWP 5100 

24x80 
50,000 

100,000 
90,000 

Standard 
10/12/15 
10" 
15 
28.0 

PWP 100 

24x80 
50,000 

100,000 
75,000 

Option 
10/12/15 
11" 
15 
34.3 

PWP 220 

24x80 
50,000 

·100,000 
90,000 

Opt: ion 
10/12/15 
(l) 

Cl) 

32.7 

1 The PWP 220 has two printer options; one is comparable to the PWP 7'00-0 
printer and the other is a high-speed transfer printer. 

Firm: BIUSA and Brother Japan 
Product: Certain word process-ors, excl.uding laptops and office typing systems 

BIUSA :Brother Janan 
WP-80, YP-85, 
WP-9-0' YP-95, 
WP-66-0, and 

Itetn WP-3400 WP-200 WP-75 WP-660e El!t-1050 EM.-1050/D 

CRT size (rows by 
columns) ........ 20x80 20x80 15x91 lSrll 20x80 20xSO 

Internal storage 
(bytes) ......... (1) Cll (l) (l) 49,000 49,000 

External storage: 
Availability ...... Standard Standard Standard Standard None Standard 
Bytes per storage 

unit .......... 240,000 240,000 240,000 240,000 (1) 180.,000 
Dictionary (words) .. 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 
Availability of--

Thesaurus ......... Option Option Standard Standard Option Option 
Spreadsheet ....... Option Option Option Standard None None 

Print line width .... 9" 11" 9" 9" 11. 7" 11. 7• 
Print speed (cps) ... 13 15 15 15 15 15 
Pitch options ....... 10/12/15 10/12/15 10/12/15 10/12/15 10/12/15 10/12/15 
Weight (pounds) ..... 26.0 30.5 26.4 26.4-27.2 30.6 30.6 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 

.: : 
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Firm: Panasonic Co. 
Product: Certain word processors, excluding laptops and office typing systems 

CRT size (rows by columns) .................. . 
Internal storage (bytes) .................... . 
External storage (bytes per storage unit) ... . 
Dictionary (words) .......................... . 
Thesaurus (words) ........................... . 
Spreadsheet availability .................... . 
Print line width ............................ . 
Print speed (cps) ........................... . 
Pitch options ............................... . 
Weight (pounds) ............................. . 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 

Firm: Canon Japan 
Product: Starwriter 

KX-Wl500 

25x80 
60,000 
353,000 
63,000 
(1) 

None 
10" 
12 
10/12/15 
21.5 

KX-Wl505A, 
J<X-Wl510 KX-Wl550 

25x80 25x80 
60,000 60,000 
713,000 713,000 
63,000 63,000 
45,000 45,000 
None Standard 
10" 10" 
12 16 
10/12/15 10/12/15 
21. 5 21.5 

~ Starwriter 20 
Starwriter 80, 
Starwriter 85 

LCD size (rows by columns) .................. 16x80 
Internal storage (bytes) .................... 60;000 
External storage (bytes per storage unit) ... 720,000 
Dictionary (words) .......................... 90,000 
Thesaurus availability ...................... Option 
Spreadsheet availability .................... None 
Print line width ........... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8" 
Print speed (cps) ........................... 20-40 
Pitch options. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10/12/24/36/ 

proportional 
Weight (pounds) ............................. 14. 5 

16x80 
60,000 
720,000 
90,000 
Option 
None 
9" 
80-160 
9/10/12/18/24/36 
proportional 
15.8-16.3 
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Firms: IBM and Xerox 
Product: Office. typing systems 

IBM Wheelwriter 
Model 50 Model 70 

CRT size (rows by 
columns) ............ . 25x80 25x80 

Internal storage 
(bytes) ............. . 60,000 80,000 

External storage--
Availability .......... . Option Option 
Bytes per storage 

unit .............. . 1,000,000 1,000,000 
Dictionary (words) ...... . 120,000 120,000 
Availability of--

Thesaurus ............. . None None 
Spreadsheet ........... . None None 

Print line width ........ . 13.2" 13.2" 
Print speed (cps) ....... . 20 20 
Pitch options ........... . 10/12/15/ 10/12/15/ 

proportional proportional 
Weight (pounds) ......... . 40.0 40 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 
2 Information riot available~ 

Firm: Canon Business Machines/Canon U.S.A. 
Product: Office typing systems 

Display--
Size (rows by columns) .. 
Type ....... ~ .......... :. 

Internal storage (bytes) .. 
External storage--

Availability ........... . 
Bytes per storage unit .. 

Availability of--
Dictionary ............. . 
Thesaurus .............. . 
Spreadsheet ............ . 

Print line width ......... . 
Print speed (cps) ........ . 
Pitch options ............ . 

Weight (pounds) .......... . 

AP830, 
AP830~I·I 

Bx~O 
LCD 
31, 0001 

Option 
160 ,0002 

Option 
None 
None 
13.2" 
23 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
35.3 

1 Optional expansion to 63,000 bytes. 

AP830-III 

8x80 
LCD 
31,0001 

Option 
720,000 

Standard 
None 
None 
13.2" 
25 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
37.2 

Xerox 62 Series 
Xerox 6225 

19x80 · 

80,000 

Option 

720,000 
120,000 

None 
None 
13.2" 
20 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
(.2) 

AP850, 
AP850-II 

25x80 
CRT 
31,0001 

Option 
160 ,0002 

Option 
None 
None 
13.2" 
23 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
35.3 

Xerox 6240 

19x80 

(1) 

Standard 

720,000 
120,000 

None 
None 
13.2" 
20 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
(2) 

AP850-III: 

25x80 
CRT 
31, 0001 

Option 
720,000 

Standard 
None 
None 
13.2" 
25 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
37.2 

2 Optional expansion to 720,000 bytes in the AP830-II and AP850-II models. 



Firms: Swintec and Brother Japan 
Product: Office typing systems 

Swintec 
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Brother Japan 
2000 Typing System 2050/D 2050/DS 

Display: 
Size (rows by columns) ..... ClJ 

Type ....................... Cll 

Internal storage (bytes) ..... 30,000 
External storage (bytes per 

storage unit) ............ c3 i 

Dictionary (words) ........... 90,000 
Thesaurus availability ....... None 
Spreadsheet availability ..... None 
Print line width ............. 11.5" 
Print speed (cps) ............ 20 
Pitch options ................ 10/12/15/ 

proportional 
Weight (pounds) .............. C3l 

25x80 
12" CRT 
81, 0002 

720,000 
80,000 
None 
None 
13.2" 
30 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
41. 5 

25x80 
12" CRT 
81,0002 

720,000 
70,000 
Option 
Option 
13.2" 
30 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
41.5 

1 The Swintec Typing System chassis is compatible with any 12" monochrome 
TTL monitor. 

2 Optional expansion to 177,000 bytes. 
3 Information not available. 

Firm: Matsushita/Panasonic Communications & Systems Co. 
Product: Office typing systems 

Item KX-E4500 

Display: 
Type ......................................... 9" CRT 
Size (rows by columns) ....................... 25x80 

Internal storage (bytes) ....................... 25,0001 

External storage (bytes per storage unit) ...... 720,000 
Dictionary availability ........................ Standard 
Thesaurus availability ......................... None 
Spreadsheet availability ....................... None 
Print line width. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11. 5" 
Print speed (cps) .............................. 20 
Pitch options .................................. 10/12/15/ 

1 Optional expansion to 57,000 bytes. 
2 Optional expansion to 128,000 bytes. 

proportional 

3 Optional second disk drive for 720,000 byte diskettes. 

KX-E7500 

12" CRT 
25x80 
64, 0002 

720 ,0003 

Option 
None 
None 
13.2" 
25 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
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Firm: Canon Business Machines 
Product: Office typewriters (without displays) 

Availability of--
Display ...................... . 
Internal storage ............. . 
External storage ............. . 
Dictionary (words) ........... . 
Thesaurus .................... . 
Spreadsheet .................. . 

Print line width ............... . 
Print speed (cps) .............. . 
Pitch options .................. . 

AP330 

None 
Cl) 

None 
55,000 
None 
None 
13.2 
16 
10/12/15 

Weight (pounds) ................. 19.2 

1 2,500 bytes of phrase memory only. 

Firm: Canon Business Machines 
Product: Office typewriters (with displays) 

AP380 

LCD size (rows by 
columns) ............... lx31 

Internal storage (bytes) ... 22,000 
External storage--

Availability ............. None 
Bytes per storage 

units) ............... cz> 
Dictionary (words) ......... 55,000 
Thesaurus availability ..... None 
Spreadsheet availability ... None 
Print line width ........... 13.2 
Print speed (cps) .......... 16 

AP160-II 

2x80 
31,0001 

Option 

160,000 
90,000 
None 
None 
12.0" 
18 

APllO-Il 

None 
(1) 

None 
55,000 
None 
None 
12.0" 
18 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
24.7 

AP170 

8x80 
31,0001 

Option 

160,000 
90,000 
None 
None 
12.0" 
18 

Pitch options .............. 10/12/15 

Weight (pounds) ............ 19.6 

10/12/15/ 
proportional 
24.7 

10/12/15/ 
proportional 
24.7 

1 Optional expansion to 63,000 bytes. 
2 Not applicable; feature is not available. 

AP800-Ill 

None 
(1) 

None 
55,000 
None 
None 
13.2" 
25 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
34.8 

AP810-III 

2x80 
31,0001 

Option 

720,000 
90,000 
None 
None 
13.2 
25 
10/12/15/ 
proportional 
36.8 
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Firm: Matsushita/Panasonic Communications & Systems Co. 
Product: Office typewriters 

KX-E7000 
Base model 

Display size (rows by columns) 
and type. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cl> 

Internal storage (bytes) ........... Cl> 

External storage (bytes per 
i (1) storage un t .................. . 

Dictionary (words) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1> 

Thesaurus availability ............. None 
Spreadsheet availability ........... None 
Print line width ................... 13. 2 
Print speed (cps) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 
Pitch options ...................... 10/12/15 

proportional 

1 Not applicable; feature is not available. 
2 Not applicable; no available options. 

Options 

lx20 LCD, lx40 VFD, lx80 LCD 
32,000, 64,000 

360,000 
87,000 
(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 
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APPENDIX E 

TRADE AND EMPLOYMENT DATA, BY COMPANY 
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Table E-1 
Typewriters and word processors: Trade and employment data reported by Smith 
Corona Corp., by product, 1 1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Smith Corona did not produce either office typewriters or office typing 
systems during the period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table E-2 
Typewriters and word processors: Trade and employment data reported by 
Brother Industries (U.S.A.), Inc., by product, 1 1988-90, January-March 1990, 
and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Brother Industries (U.S.A) did not produce either office typewriters or 
office typing systems during the period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commiss-ion. 

Table E-3 
Typewriters: Trade and employment data reported by Nakajima All Manufacturing 
Co., Ltd., by product, 1 1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Nakajima All Manufacturing did not produce word processors during the 
period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table E-4 
Typewriters and word processors: Trade and employment data reported by 
International Business Machines Corp. (IBM), by product, 1 1988-90, January-Ma­
rch 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 IBM did not produce either portable typewriters or word processors other 
than.office typing systems during the period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Co111111ission. 

Table E-5 
Typewriters and word processors: Trade data1 reported by Xerax Co.qi., by 
produc:t, 2 1988-90, J~-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Xerox did not provide employment data. 
2 Xerox did not produce either portable typewriters or word processors 

other than office typing systems during the period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table E-6 
Automatic office typewriters: 1 Data reported by Canon Business Machines, 
Inc., 1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-Karch 1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 Canon Business Machines did not produce either portable typewriters or 
word processors during the period of investigation. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

.. ~·-
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APPENDIX F 

DOMESTIC- AND FOREIGN-CONTENT DATA 





8·41 

. In the questionnaire, U.S. 'producers were·. ~eq~ested to. ptovide, for · e~ch 
model produced during the period of investigation, :the following general 
information: period of production, period of. sal~s. 'totaJ u .s·. sales by 
quantity and value, principle channel of distribution, and·two principle (or 
target) end users. In a.ddition, producers. were requested to i-eport the ·soµrce 
and the average unit values of the domestic.'and foreign c~ntent of specified 
components and other items. Respondents were insti-ucted th•t.if costs changed 
during the period of production they wer.e ~o report ·for the period of peak . · 
production, and if sourcing p·atterns changed d\.lring the period· they ·were·. to 
provide weighted·average unit values of t:he do•es~ic and foreign content. The 
data provided by Smith Corona and BIUSA in i:-esponse to. thlS req~s.t were 
verified and are presented. on the following pages. · 
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* * * * * * 
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APPENDIX G 

FINANCIAL DATA FOR PORTABLE ELECTRIC TYPEWRITERS, 
PORTABLE AUTOMATIC TYPEWRITERS_, 
PORTABLE WORD PROCESSORS, AND 

OFFICE TYPEWRITERS AND 
OFFICE TYPING SYSTEMS 
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Table G-1 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operations producing 
portable electric typewriters, ·1988-90, January-March 1990, and January-March 
19.91 

* * * * * * * 

1 The companies are BIUSA/BIC, Nakajima Manufacturing, and Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table G-2 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing 
portable electric typewriters, by firm, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and 
January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in.response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table G-3 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operations producing 
portable automatic typewriters, 1988-90, January-Karch 1990, and January-Karch 
1991 

* * * * * * * 

1 The companies are BIUSA/BIC and Smith Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in responseto questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table G-4 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing 
portable automatic typewriters, by firm, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and 
January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Table G-5 
Income'."and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on .their opera:tions. producing 
portable word processors; 1988~90, January-March 1990, and January-March 1991 

* * * * * 

1 The companies are BIUSA/BIC and Smith. Corona. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questicmna.iras of the · 
U.S. International -.Trade Co111111ission. 

Table G-6 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing 
portable word processors, by firm,·1988-90, January-March 1990, and 
January-March 1991 · 

* * * * * ·*' 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the. 
U.S. International Trade Conaission. 

Table G-7 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers1 on their operati.Qns· p:rodUcing • 
office typewriters and.office typ,i.ng ·sy~tems, 1988~90, Ja.muiry-Ma~ch.19~, ,and 
Janua-ry-Ma~ch 1991 

* * * * * * 

1 The producers are Canon Business Ma~hi~es and IBM.· 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to qu,.st,i<>nnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade C~mmission. 

Table G-8 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on theii oper•'tions· producing 
office typewriters and office typing systems, by firm, 19$8:..90, January-March 
1990, and January-March 1991:. 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International· Trade C.ommi'ssion. 

. ···: 
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Table G-9 
Value of assets and return on assets of U.S. producers' operations on portable 
electric and portable automatic typewriters, portable word processors, office 
typewriters and office typing systems, and all typewriters and word 
processors, by firm, 1988-90, and January-March 1990 and 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table G-10 
Capital expenditures by U.S. producers of portable electric and portable 
automatic typewriters, portable word processors, office typewriters and office 
typing systems, and all typewriters and word processors, by firm, 1988-90, and 
January-March 1990 and 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table G-11 
Research and development expenditures by U.S. producers of portable electric 
and portable automatic typewriters, portable word processors, office 
typewriters and office typing systems, and all typewriters and word 
processors, by firm, 1988-90, and January-March 1990 and 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. Internationa·l Trade Commission. 





B-49 

APPENDIX H 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS 
OF CERTAIN YORD PROCESSORS FROM JAPAN ON THEIR GROWTH, 

INVESTMENT, ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS 
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The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe and explain the 
actual and potential negative effects, if any, of imports of certain word 
processors from Japan on their firms' growth, investment, ability to raise 
capital, and development and production efforts. * * * 

Actual negative effects 

* * * * * * * 

Anticipated negative effects 

* * * * * * * 

Influence of imports on capital investment 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX I 

IMPORT AND MARKET-PENETRATION DATA 
FOR WORD PROCESSORS AND TYPEWRITERS 
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Table I-1 
Typewriters and word processors: U.S. imports, by product, 1988-90, 
January-March 1990, and January-March 19911 

* * * * * * * 

1 Unit values are not presented because they are significantly affected by 
product mix. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

Table I-2 
Typewriters and word processors: Apparent U.S. consumption and market shares 
of U.S. producers' shipments, U.S. shipments of the subject imports, and U.S. 
shipments of nonsubject imports, by product, 1988-90, January-March 1990, and 
January-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 



. ' .. ~. 
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APPENDIX J 

PRICING DATA FOR PORTABLE ELECTRIC TYPE'WRITERS AND 
PORTABLE AUTOMATIC TYPE'WRITERS 
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The following material was taken from the pricing section of the report 
in the typewriters investigation. 

Questionnaire price data 

The products for which the Comm.ission requested pricing data in the 
typewriters investigation are described below. 1 

PRODUCT 1: Basic portable electric typewriters that are most similar to 
the BIG model AX250 and its predecessor AX22 model. Such portable 
electric typewriters include one-line memory correction, but no spell­
check, additional memory, or display. 

PRODUCT 2: Basic portable electric typewriters that are most similar to 
the BIC model GX6000 and its predecessor C320 model. Such portable 
electric typewriters include one-line memory correction, but no spell­
check, additional memory, or display. 

PRODUCT 3: Dictionary portable electric typewriters that are most 
similar to the BIG model AX350 and its predecessor AX24 model. Such 
portable electric typewriters include one-line memory correction and 
spell-check, but no additional memory or display. 

PRODUCT 4: Dictionary portable electric typewriters that are most 
similar to the BIC model GX7000 and its predecessor C340 model. Such 
portable electric typewriters inciude one-li~ memory corr~ction and 
spell-check, but no additional memory or display. · 

PRODUCT 5: Portable automatic typewriters that .are most similar to the 
BIC model AX450 and its predecessor AX25 model. Such portable automatic 
typewriters include one-line memory correction, spell-check, additional 
memory, .and LCD. 

PRODUCT 6: Portable automatic ~ypewriters that are most similar to the 
BIC model GXSOOO model and its predecessor C355 model. Such portable 
automatic typewriters include one-line memory correction, spell-check, 
additional memory, and LCD. 

The Commission requested U.S. producers to provide quarterly price data 
between January 1988 and March 1991 for the specified portable electric and 
portable automatic typewriters. The price data.were requested on a net U.S. 
f.o.b. basis for the responding firm's largest sale and total quarterly 
sales. 2 Three U.S. producers (BIUSA/BIC, Nakajima Manufacturing, and Smith 
Corona) provided price information for the largest sale made in each quarter 
for each of the specified products that they produced over the period of 

1 BIUSA indicated that these products were representative of the 
competition between U.~.-produced and the subject imported PETs/PATs. 
(Brother's faxed· response to questic;ms of Commission staff, Apr. 12, 1991). 

2 The Commission further·requested that separate. pricing data be provided 
by model. · 
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investigation. The reporting U.S. producers accounted for virtually all 
portable electric and portable .automatic typewriters produced in the United 
States during January 1988-March 1991. 3 

U.S. producers were not able to adjust their reported f .o.b. selling. 
prices for freight absorption, cooperative advertising, and year-end rebates 
extended to their customers. The responding firms reported that they consider 
* * * Promotional expenditures tended to increase for all suppliers during 
the period of investigation. As a result, price data shown may overstate the 
actual net realized unit sales values. · 

Price trends 

Prices of the domestic products fluctuate-cl but: gtuM!rally fel:l .. during: the. 
period of investigation. 4 Prices of .·the portable elec~ic ·Bui· portable 
automatic typewriters are presented in tab.le J -1. Price trends do no'C appear 
to be significantly affected by apparently limited year-to•year changes in 
product features of the models for which pricing data were reportad;.any new 
or updated models are typically introdUced during June-Augtist.:. 

Table J-1 
Wei~ted-average U.S. f. 0 .b. selling prices1 of spe<:ifi~.p~e..elect:rt.c 
and portable automatic typewriters produced in dm .Unitaci' Stat:as, by.~. 
January 1988-March 1991 · 

* * * * ... 
1 Prices of the domestic models -are averages of t:he· U.S. f.o.b. quarterly· 

selling prices ,of the responding U .. S. p·roducers' largest quarterly. sal.es 
weighted by each responding firm's total quarterly sales quantity of the 
specified product. 

Source: ·co~ilj!d from data submitted in response to questionnaiZ'es of the 
U.S. International Trade Connhsion. 

On a product line basis, declines in quarterly weighte~·aver•g• p-r'ices of 
the U.S. -produced products r.anged from about * * * percent f.or prod\,lct 5 ·to 
almost * * * percent for product 2 during January 1988-Marc.h 1991°. · 

3 The responding U.S. producers provided price information for the 
specified products accounting for * * * percent of total domestic shipments of 
U.S.-produced portable electri.c-and portable automatic typewriters over the 
investigation period. 

4 * * * . 

.:.=: 


