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REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT
ON INVESTIGATION NO. TA-201-57
ELECTRIC SHAVERS AND PARTS THEREOF

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
March 27, 1986

Determination

Oon the basis of the information developed in the course of investigation
No. TA-201-57, the Commission has determined that electric shavers and parts
thereof, provided for in items 650.77 and 683.50 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States (TSUS), are not being imported into the United States in
such increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or
the threat thereof, to the domestic industry producing articles like or

4 directly competitive with the imported articles.

Background

on October 8, 1985, the United States International Trade Commission
instituted investigation No. TA-201-57, under section 201(b)(1l) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251(b)(1)), in order to determine whether electric
shavers and parts thereof are being imported into the United States in such
increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or the
threat thereof, to the domestic industry producing articles like or directly
competitive with the imported articles. The in&estigation was instituted
following the receipt of a petition for import relief filed on behalf qf
Remington Products, Inc., a domestic producer of electric shavers.

Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigation, the
scheduling of a public hearing held in connection therewith, and expansion of
the scope of investigation was given by posting copies of the notices in the
Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, DC,
and by publishing the notices in the Federal Register of October 23, 1985 (50

F.R. 43009) and December 4, 1985 (50 F.R. 49776). The hearing was held in



Washington DC on January 14-15, 1986, at which time all persons were afforded
the opportunity io appear in person, present evidence, and be heard.

The report is being furnished to the President in accordance with section
201(d) (1) of the Trade Act. The information in the report was obtained from
fieldwork and interviews by members of the Commission's staff, and from
information obtained from other Federal agencies, responses to Commission
questionnaires, information presented at the public hearing, briefs submittéd

by interested parties, the Commission's files, and other sources.



VIEWS OF THE COMMISSION

We detormine that electric shavers and parts thereof i are not being
imported into Lhe Uniled States in such increased quantities as Lo be a
substantial cause of serious injury, or the threat theireol, to the domestic
electric shaver industry. Therefore, we do nol make any remedy recommendalion
to the President.

The puirpose of section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974 2/'13 to pirevent or
remedy serious injury to domestic productive resources 3/ that is
substantially caused by increased imporis in order for the domeslic industry
to have time to adjust to the import competition. &/ Before we can make an
affirmative determination, we must find thal each of the following conditions
existg-—

(1) imports of the article(s) subjecl Lo the investigétion are entering
the United States in increased quantities;

(2) the domestic industry producing an article like or direclly
competitive with the imported article is being sériously injured or threatened
wilh serious injury; and

(3) such increased importis are a substantial cause of the serious injury

or threat thereof to the domestic industiry.

1/ Electric shavers with self-contained eleciric molors, and paris thereof,
are provided for in item 683.50 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
Stales, and blades and cutting heads for electric shavers are provided
for in item 650.77.

2/ 19 U.5.C. § 2251,

3/ H.R. Rep. No. 571, 93rd Cong., lst Sess. 46 (1973).

4/ S. Rep. No. 1298, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 119 (1974).



In the present case, we find that imports are increasing but that the
domestic industry, while experiencing some difficulties, is nol seriously
injured or threatened with serious injury. Therefore, wo make a negative

determination.

Domestic industry

Under seclion 201, the domestic industry is defined as the producers of
the article like or directly competitive with the imported article. The terms
"like" and "directly compelitive" are not defined in the statlute. However,
according to lthe legislative history:

“like" arlicles are those which are substantially
identical in inherent or intrinsic characteristics
(i.e., materials from which made, appearance, quality,
texture, etc.) and "directly competitive" articles are
Lthose which, although not substlantially identical in
their inherent or intrinsic charactoristics, are
substantially equivalent for commercial purposes, thatl
is, are adapted to the same uses and are essentially
interchangeable thereforae. 2 ’

In Lhis case, several importers argued Lhal various imported articles
covered by the relevant TSUS itam headings, such as the wet/dry shaver,
light-weight battery powered shavers, and "bikini shavers," should not be
subject to an affirmative determination because the domestic electric shaver
indusiry does not produce an article like or directly competitive with them.
We find, however, that the domestic eleclric shaver industry produces articles

like or directly competitive with the subject imported articles, except for

e 6/
clipper-type appliances, such as the "bikini shaver." ~

5/ S. Rep. No. 1298, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. al 122 (1974). '

6/ Clippers use a scissor-cutting action such as that used by barbers' hair
clippers. Clippers are intended for use on longer, softler hair and in
areas Lhat should not be shaved too closcly. We note that the levels of
Lhe imports of clippers and the other disputed articles are sufficiently
limited that including or excluding any or all of thoin would not have
affected Lhe other portions of our delermination in this investigation.
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With respect Lo defining the domestic industry, several importiers argued
that the industry should include, in addition to domestic producers of
electric shavers, domestic producers of razors for wel shaving. They reasoned
that electric shavers and razors are used for the same purpose, i.e., to
remove hair, and therefore are directly competitive. However, products with
the same general end use are directly competitive only if Lhoy are
“substantially equivalent for commercial purposes." We find that electric
shavers and razors are not substantially ecquivalent for commercial purposes.
Shavers and razors have different physical characteristics, and shavers are
vastly more expensive than razors. Moreover, most users have a definite
preference for one system. Because of these consideralions there is little
price competition between the products. In addition, razors and shavers are
marketed differently. Razors are sold predominantly through grocery and drug
stores, while electric shavers are sold mainly through disccunt stores and
catalogue showrooms. This is because razors (or blades) are purchased on a
continuing basis, whereas electric shavers are purchased every several years
al. mostl. The important marketing differences highlight Lhe commercial
distinctions between the products. Therefore, we have concluded that
facilities producing wet shaving razors are not part of Lhe domestic industiry
producing an article like or directly competitiﬁe with the'importcd clactric

7/ 8/
shavers., =

7/ Because we find razors and shavers not Lo be "directly competitive," we
need not reach.the issue of whether the domestic produceirs of the
respective products should constitute one or two domestic industiries.

8/ This is distinct From our Ffinding that domestic electric shavers are
directly competitive with importied wet/dry electric shavers.



A second definitional issue is whether Lo include domestically produced
paris in the industiry. 2/ Congress has directed Lhe Commission to consider
the impact of imports on domestic productive resources (e.g. employees,
physical facilities, and capital), 1o and the Commission has traditionally
defined the industry to include all the facilities involved in the productioﬁ’
of an article, including the various stages that might be involved in such
production. 1/ The productive facililies producing assembled shavers
necessarily include the Facilities producing parts and subassemblies.
Therefore, the domestic electric shaver industry consists of one company,

12/

Remington Products, Inc., ==° producing both paris and completed shavers.

Increased imports

The fTirst statutory requirement is that of increased imporis. The increase

9/ Another issue is whether the Commission should separalely consider the
.effect of imported parts. 1In this inveostigation it is not appropriate
Lo do so. Among other reasons, we note thal since parts for shavers are
not generally interchangeable, it would appear that imported and
domestically produced parts do not competle.

10/ H.R. Rep. No. 571, 93d Cong., 1lst Sess. 46 (1973).

11/  See Certain Canned Tuna, Inv. No. TA-201-53, USITC Pub. No. 1558 al 5-6
(Views of Commissioners Eckes, Lodwick and Rohr and, concurring on this
issue, Vice Chairman Liebeler) (1984); Unwrought Copper, Inv. No.
TA-201-51, USITC Pub. No. 1549 at 7-8 (Vlews of Commissioners Eckes.
Lodwick and Rohr and, concurring on this issue, Vice Chairman
Liebeler). Compare Mushrooms, Inv. No. TA-201-43, USITC Pub. No. 1089
(1980), where the Commission found separate industries producing fresh
and canned mushrooms, because, among other things, theire was an
independent market for fresh mushrooms accounting for more than 50
percent of consumption.

12/ Because there is one domestic producer most of the data obtained by the

Commission are confidential. Therefore, much of the discussion is
necessarily general.



) 13/ 14/ 15
can be either actual or relative to domestic production. = = == 1In

actual terms, imports of electric shavers increased over the whole period of
investigation, moving from 3.2 million units in 1980 to 6.9 million units in

16/ .
1985. =  1In relalive terms, the ratio of eleclric shaver imports to U.S.

17/
production declined from 1980 to 1983 but then increased through 1985. +

Thus, we find that imports are increasing.

13/ 19 U.S.C. § 2251(b)(2)(c). Though Lhis paragraph deals explicitly with
causation, it states that the Commission should for causation purposes
look at increasing imports "either actual or relalive to domestiic
production" (emphasis added). Since this is expressod in the
disjunctive—-ithal actual or relative increases in imporis can cause
injury-—it follows that the "increascd imports" step of section 201
analysis can be met by a showing of relative increase in imports. See
Carbon and Certain Alloy Stecl Products, Inv. No. TA-201-651, USITC Pub.
No. 1553 at 24-28 (1984) (Views of Chairwoman Stern, Commissioner Eckes,
Commissioner Lodwick and Commissioner Rohr).

14/ Vice Chairman Liebeler believes ihat the Lhreshold question in seclion
201 cases is limited to whether imports have increasced in absolute
amount (in appropriate cases the requirement may be satisfied by an
absolute increase in value of imports). The clear language of the
statute requires the Commission Lo "determine whelher an article is
being imported into the United States in such increased guantities as to
be a substantial cause of serious injury, or Lhreat thereof . . ." 19
U.6.C. 2251(b)(1) (emphasis added). When Congress wanted the Commission
to consider the relative share of imporis, it used precise language Lo
convey its inlent: '

(C) with respect to substantial cause, an increase in imports
(either actual or relative to domestic production) and a decline
in the proportion of the domestic markel supplied by domestic
producers. 19 U.$.C. 2251(b)(2)(C) (emphasis added).

Once an absolute increase in imports has been found, Lhe Commission can
examine both the absolute and relative amounts of the incroase to
determine whether the increased quantity of importis has been a )
substantial cause of serious injury. For example, a given absolute
increase will normally have a larger impact in a shrinking market than
in a growing market.

15/  Since imports of electric shavers have increased both in actual terms
and relative to domestic production, Commissioncr Brunsdale finds it
unnecessary in Lhis case Lo decide whether a relative increase by itself
is sufficient.

16/ Report at A-13,

17/ Report at A-15.




Serious injury or threat thereof

The second criterion of section 201 requires a finding Lhat Lhe domestic
industry is suffering "serious injury, or the Lhreat thercof." These terms
are not expressly defined in the statute, but the statute does direct us Lo
consider all economic factors we balieve to be relevant in assessing the .
condition of the domestic industry. These factors include, but are not
limited to:

with respect to serious injury, the significant idling
of productive facilities in the industry, the
inability of a significanl number of firms to operate
at a reasonable level of profit, and significant
unemployment or underemployment within the industry;
with respect to threat of serious injury, a decline in
sales, a higher and growing inventory, and a downward
trend in production, profits, wages, or employment (or

increasing underemployment) in the domestic industry
concerned. . . . 18/

“"Serious injury" has been defined in past investigations as "an important,
crippling, or mortal injury, one having permanent or lasting
consequences"; 19/ and "threat of serious injury" has required findings that
the threat is "real rather than speculative" and that serioqs injury is
“highiy probable in the foresecable future." 20/ In the present
investigation, we are unable to find injury to the domestic industry that can

be characterized as important, crippling, or mortal. Also, in light of the

18/ 19 U.G.C. § 2251(b)(2).

19/ See e.g., Bolts, Nuts and Screws of Iron or Steel, Inv. No. TA-201-2,
USITC Pub. No. 747 at 19 (1975) (Views of Commissioner George Moore).
Vice Chairman Liebeler views this definition as consistent with "major
contraction of a domestic industry or its extinction." See Nonrubber
Footwear, Inv. No. TA-201-55, USITC Pub. No. 1717 at 32 (1985) (Views of
Vice Chairman Liebeler).

20/  Nonrubber Footwear, Inv. No. TA-201-50, USITC Pub. No. 1545 at 19 (1984).



Lrends evident in the market, particularly in the last quarter of 1985, we
think it imprébable that any of the industry's curirent probloms will in the
foreseeable future become so exacerbated as Lo amount Lo serious injury.
Remington urged the Commission to view this investigation as different
from "typical” section 201 investigations. 2 It argued that, unlike most
section 201 petitioners, it had come Lo ihe Commission while there was still a
real chance for the domestic industry to recover. 22/ It added that, even

. . 23
though the warket for electric shavers had expanded rapicdly since 1980 23/

and probably would continue Lo expand, Remington soon would be unable to
compete if it did not obtain, through import relief, the time needod to
transform its operations. We have considered petitioner's characterization of
1985 as a poor year and a harbinger of more sorious probloms; however, the
actual trends in shipments, profils, wages, and employmeni do not suppori
petitioner's conclusion or an affirmative detaermination.

The Commission has on occasion found serious injury, or the Lhreat
thereof, based on a poor market performance of short duration. It has done
50, however, only where the downturn has been sharp and agcomp&nied by other
Faétors indicating that the injury was not a temporary phenomenon. 2/ That
is not the case in this investigation.

The performance of Remington, the sole company in the domestic electric
shaver indusiry, was quite remarkable Following'its Lakeover in 1979 by
present management. Production and shipments rose dramatically through‘1984.

Employment and wages increased significanlly. Prices were steady in nominal

21/  Transcripl of the hearing (Tr.) at 44, 336.

22/ Tr. at 82, 337.

23/  Report at A-6-7.

24/  See, e.q., Nonrubber Foolwear, Inv. Mo. TA-201-55, USITC Pub. No. 1717
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terms. The company was profitable, generally enjoying increasiﬁg’sales and
operating income. However, in 1984 indications of a slowddwn‘appeared.‘
Profits were down, even with record shipments. "~Then for the Tirst thrde
quarters of 1985, growth stalled and most indicators declined. “The fourth
quarter, however, showed enough stability, not to mention indications of
upward movement relative to the first three quarters of 1985, Lo lead us Lo
find no serious injury or threat of serious injury.

There are several reasons why the fourth qdarter statislics are
particularly significant in this case. After a downturnséf such short
duration (three quarters), an improvement in the most recent period makes it
difficult to establish an overall downward trend. Second, the shaver industry
is very seasonal, with a disproportionate amount of sales occurring'in Lthe
fourth quarter. When that quarter's indicators show steadiness or even
increases, there is reason to doubt the significance of the earlier downturn.
Full-year figures are important, if not crucial, to a proper assessment of the
condition of a seasonal industry. Third, there is geheral agreement that
retailers overpurchased in the Ffourth quarter of 1984. As a result, -
producers' fourth quarter 1984 shipments overstated actual end-user demand for
shavers. Further, the overpurchasing caused excess inventories to accumulate,
and the working off of such inventories in the ea&ly part of 1985 reduced
producers’' shipments during that period. However, by the fourth quarter of
1985, Remington's domestic shipments had recovered to a level cdmparable Lo
the Fourth quarter of 1984, This occurred despite a shorter Christmas selling
season in 1985 than in 1984,

When dealing with relatively shortvperiods of alleged serious injury,
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Lthere is another factor that makes il hard Lo distinguish real irends from
aberrations. SbeciFically, lead times For shipments differ For domestic and
foreign producers, so that the domestic indusiry can generally react more
promptly to changes in the market place. That appears to have been the case
here. Remington quickly slowed its production in early 1985 while the foreign
producers continued their earlier shipment trends. This is reflected
generally in the inventory levels of the various suppliers, Remington's having

e
25/ In the fourth quarter of

returned to a more normal level by late 1985,
1985, Remington was able Lo increase its shipment levels and ils market

share., It is clear, therefore, that in this case Full-ycar data are required
Lo assess the domestic industry's actual markel share and shipment levels. On

the basis of the above considerations, we conclude that the domestic industry

was not suffering serious injury or the threat Lhereof.

26/

Because we have found that the domestic industry is not seriously injured
or threatened with serious injury, we need not make a determination as to
whether the increasing imports were a substantial cause of" serious injury, or

threat Lhereof.

25/ Tr. at 104; Report at A-17.
26/  See additional views of Commissioner David B. Rohr.

10
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER DAVID B. ROHR

I have joined with my colleagues in this investigation in
concluding that the domestic industry is not currently
experiencing material injury and is not threatened with
material injury. However, in considering the record in this
investigation, I was impressed by the valuable insights that it
provides into the issue of causation under Section 201.
Recently, it has increasingly been argued that the Commission
should analyze causation in terms of supply and demand curves.
I believe it important to explain the limitations on such
analysis illustrated by this investigation.

In concluding that the domestic electric shaver industry
is not experiencing material injury, I have not ignored the
fact that there have been recent downturns in a number of the
indicators of the performance of this industry. 1/ My
conclusion is that these downturns are not sufficient to be
characterized as "serious injury" under the statute, and
neither are they indicative of a trend which would support a

"threat" finding.

1l/ I concur with my colleagues that, as a result of fourth
quarter performance, these downturns for the full year 1985
were less pronounced than it appeared they would be based upon
data for the first three quarters. Nevertheless, it is
appropriate to characterize what has occurred, particularly
with regard to financial performance, as a downturn.

12
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While these findings alone are sufficient to fulfill the
Commission's statutory mandate under section 201, the
information gathered during this investigation supports a
further conclusion. It is clear that imports are not as
important a cause of the downturns in this industry's
performance as certain other causes. Specifically, the
declining sales performance of certain domestic models of
electric shavers, relative to their imported competition,
appears to be a direct function of the design age of these
products. The decision to delay introduction of new models of
shavers, whether or not justified at the time, is a more
important cause of the recent downturn in the domestic
industry's performance than imports.

Our ability to identify this precise cause of the downturn
in the performance of the industry highlights the limitations
on attempts to analyze causation in section 201 investigations
simply on the basis of demand and supply curves. Such an
analysis is premised on the theory thét there are only three
possible causes of injury to a domestic industry: a decline in
demand, a decline in domestic supply, or an increase in import
supply, all of which can be seen on gfaphs of prices and
quantities. 2/ According to the theory, the recent changés in
economic performance, even if they do not amount to the
required statutory level of injury, should be explainable by

these graphs and curves.

2/ See Prehearing Brief by the Federal Trade Commission,
Electric Shavers and Parts Thereof, Investigation No. 13
TA-201-51, 4, January 1986.
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However, in fact, the graphs do not explain the data.
First, it is clear that demand has increased, even in the most
recent time periods. Obviously, then, a "decline in demand"
does not explain what has happened. The second explanation
which this theory advances would be a change in domestic -
supply. However, the undisputed evidence gathered during the
investigation is that there have been, at most, insignificant
changes in the domestic unit costs of producing electric
shavers. Shifts in domestic supply therefore do not explain
what the data show.

If declines in demand or domestic supply do not explain
the data, it would seem that the theory requires the
explanation be found in import supply. We would be required to
find that imports are the cause of the declines in the
performance of the domestic industry. The difficulty with such
an explanation is that it is not true. The actual information
indicates that, unless one uses unreliable indicators, such as
aﬁerage unit values, there was no decrease in import prices to
support the theoretical shift in the import supply curve. 3/

More importantly, the mechanistic shifting of supply and
demand curves is simply too gross a tool to use to establish
the causal relationships that are required in a proper anaiysis
of section 201. One cannot fine tune a piano with a

sledgehammer. The analysis does not answer the crucial

3/ Average unit values are unreliable in this case because of
the many different models and prices that exist and because of
the many new models that were introduced throughout the perioq4
of investigation at many different price points.
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question of why the various indicators perform as they do. It
is precisely the question of "why" that Congress directed thé
Commission to consider when it specifically listed factors such
as "poor management", "plant obsolescence", and "changes in
technology" as relevant to section 201 analysis. 4/ To
abstract these factors to the level of supply and demand curves
eliminates precisely the degfee of discrimination that Congréss
required.

Each case must be assessed on its own facts. No simple
mechanistic model will suffice. Congress stated with absolute
clarity, "It is not intended that a mathematical test be
applied by the Commission." 5/ I believe that this
investigation eiemplifies the reasons for Congress's rejection
of mathematical tests. It is not that such tests make it
easier or more difficult to meet the statutory requirements.

It is that they do not answer the questions Congress has asked.

4/ S. Rep. No. 1298, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 121 (1974).
5/ 1Id. at 120. ‘ ~ 15
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION
Introduction

Oon October 8, 1985, the U.S. International Trade Commission instituted
investigation No. TA-201-57 under section 201(b) of the Trade Act of 1974, to
determine whether electric shavers with self-contained electric motors, and
parts thereof, provided for in item 683.50 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States (TSUS) are being imported into the United States in such
increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or the

threat thereof, to the domestic industry producing articles like or directly
competitive with the imported articles.

This investigation resulted from a petition filed with the Commission on
September 27, 1985, on behalf of Remington Products, Inc., a U.S. producer of
electric shavers. On November 26, 1985, the Commission, at the request of the
petitioner, expanded the scope of the investigation to cover certain articles
classified under TSUS item 650.77--specifically, nonelectric shavers, and
blades and cutting heads therefor and for electric shavers.

Notice of the institution of the investigation, scheduling of a hearing,
and expansion of the scope of the investigation was given by posting copies of
the notices in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notices in the Federal
Register of October 23, 1985 (50 F.R. 43009) and December 4, 1985 (50 F.R.
49776). 1/ The public hearing was held in Washington, DC, on January 14-15,
1986 and the briefing and vote was held on February 20, 1986.

The Product

Description and uses

Electric shavers are electro-mechanical devices used to remove hair from
the surface of the skin. Each shaver consists of a motor, cutting blades, and
cutting blade guards (together called cutting heads) assembled into a compact
housing. The motor either oscillates or rotates the cutting blade or blades,
and the blade guards prevent the skin from being cut while shaving. Some
shavers include a built-in trimmer mechanism that consists of a stationary and
a movable (sliding) cutting blade usually mounted adjacent to the cutting head
that is used primarily to trim sideburns and mustaches.

Electric shavers may be classified into three types, depending upon the
source of power utilized in their operation. 1In the most common type (cord),
the source of power is house current, supplied to the shaver through an
electric cord connected to a power outlet. Another type (cordless or
rechargeable) is supplied with a rechargeable power unit, located in a small
cube on the line-cord plug. The power unit is usually equipped with two
batteries (often nickel-cadmium) that can normally be recharged through an
electric cord connected to a household outlet. Some rechargeable shavers are
equipped with a cord and can be operated either by house current or by
self-contained nickel-cadmium batteries. A third type (battery-operated) uses
ordinary disposable dry cell batteries as the power source.

1/ Copies of the Federal Register notices are presented in app. A.
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Within the three classifications of shavers, there are three distinct
cutting head designs which are as follows: :

(a) Slot--A cutting head that is equipped with at least three rows
of narrow, flat, cutting guards under which cutter blades
move rapidly back and forth in slots;

(b) Rotary--A cutting head that is equipped with two or three
spring-mounted disc guards covering blades that spin
underneath; and

(c) Foil--A cutting head that is designed with one or two thin,
flexible perforated guards over vibrating cutters that
shuttle underneath.

Domestic and imported shavers are similar in appearance and operation;
however, the U.S. produced electric shaver heads are either foil or slot

design, whereas the imported electric shavers have foil, slot, or rotary
design heads.

Generally, electric shavers designed for women (introduced on the market
in the 1950's) are available in cord, rechargeable, and battery models and are
smaller and less expensive than those designed for men.

The parts of electric shavers covered in this investigation include
cutting heads, cutting head guards, and cutting blades, as well as components

solely or chiefly used in the manufacture of electric shavers that are not
specifically provided for elsewhere in the TSUS, such as electric motors.

Manufacturing process 1/

In the production of electric shavers, * * *,

1/ The information on the manufacturing process is based on information
provided by Remington on its process.

2/ The manufacturing process for the head assembly outlined here applies to
that for foil and slot shavers. The production of rotary heads would be
somewhat different.



* * X X * x x
* * * * * * *
* x* * * * * x

Remington produces many of the parts for its electric shavers itself,
including * * %, It purchases the * * X from U.S. suppliers. It purchases
the * * * from a U.S. supplier that imports them from * * %, The precise
percentage of U.S. content differs from model to model. However, Remington
states that the U.S. content in some of its shaver models is as high as *%x
percent.

Technological changes

Recent technological developments in the electric shaver market have been
primarily in the form of refinements to existing features, such as the dual
voltage circuitry (110/220) offered on some shavers. This improvement (over
the standard single voltage circuitry) permits travelers to switch between
domestic and foreign voltages without damage to the shaver. Another
innovation is the use of a micro-thin foil in the shaving treads. These
perforated ultra-thin guards provide the user with a much closer shave. 1In an
effort to woo consumers who normally use wet shavers (razor blades), a
Japanese manufacturer of electric shavers (Matsushita-Panasonic) has
introduced to the U.S. market a unique electric shaver that can be used either
with soap and water to lubricate the beard or just as a dry shaver. Because
the shaver is waterproof, it can be conveniently cleaned under running water.
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U.S. tariff treatment

Electric shavers and parts are classified under TSUS item 683.50, and
cutting blades and cutting heads for electric shavers fall under item 650.77.
Presidential Proclamation No. 4707 of December 11, 1979, implementing
concessions negotiated during the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade
Negotiations, provided for gradual duty reductions for imports under these
tariff items to be effected in eight annual stages beginning January 1, 1980.
The 1980 rate, the current rate and the final rate of duty applicable to
imports entitled to most-favored-nation treatment for each of the TSUS items
are as follows (in percent ad valorem):

TSUS item Jan. 1, 1980 Jan. 1, 1985 Jan. 1, 1987

683.50 6.2 4.9 4.4
650.77 4.4 3.7 3.4

Imports from Communist countries enumerated in TSUS general headnote 3(d) are
dutiable at rates of 27.5 percent ad valorem under item 650.77 and 35 percent
ad valorem under item 683.50.

Title V of the Trade Act of 1974 authorizes the establishment of a U.S.
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) for eligible articles imported from
beneficiary developing countries. The President has designated the articles
in both of the subject TSUS items as eligible for duty-free treatment under
the provisions of the GSP.

Title II of Public Law 98-67, implemented by Presidential Proclamation
No. 5133 of November 30, 1983, enacted the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery
Act (CBERA) providing preferences for eligible articles imported from
designated beneficiary countries. The President has designated the articles
in both of the above TSUS items as eligible for duty-free entry under CBERA.

Preferential tariff treatment, in the form of rates of duty of "free," is
applicable to imports entered under the above TSUS items from Israel granted
under the United States-Israel Free Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985, as
provided in general headnote 3(e)(viii) of the TSUS. -

The U.S. Market -

Channels of distribution

Electric shavers are predominantly sold directly to large retail stores.
According to questionnaire responses, during January-September 1985, *xx
percent of shipments made by the U.S. producer and the importers were made to
unrelated retail stores for sale to endusers (table 1). An additional **x*

percent were made to related retail stores, namely by Remington to its retail
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Table 1l.--Electric shavers:

A-5

U.S. producer's and importers'
shipments, by market, January-September 1985

(In percent)

.

. Distributors : Retailers : Other
Company : . : : ; .

. Related ‘Unrelated’ Related  Unrelated. Related  Unrelated
Remington—————-———— . XXX+ KK KKK k% XkK K%k
Braun-———————— 4 KRk o KXKX ¢ ARk o KXk o AKXk o AKX
Hitachi-————cmeeeo : XXX ¢ 3 2 AXK . KKK o AKX ¢ KKk
Norelco——————mmmmee : *kk . XXX ; XXX 3 2 KKK . XKk
Panasonic—————————~ s KXX . KXX KKK o ARX ¢ KKK o AKX
ROnsonN-—-————— e : AXX AKX ¢ AKX ¢ AXX . XXX KXXK
Sanyo---—-————————n N XXk o XXX o XXX o KKk o XXX o AKXk
Schick————mmmmm e : XXX o *kk . KXKX o KXK ¢ KKK ¢ KK

Average _________ H XXXk o XXX o AKX ¢ Ak%x <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>