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THE STRUCTURE OF INDIREGT TAXES IN 1971 AND 1973

Javed Ashraf*
I. INTRODUCTION

Protection is an important issue, being vital in
the overall economic growth of & country. Apart from the
well known infant industry argument, protection by allow-
ing domestic industry to expand, effects substantial
foreign exchange savings. The importwsubétitution which
takes place as a result of protection has several favoure
able effects on the economy. It allows indigenous entre-
preneurg to take advantage of existing markets rather
than have to forge new ones for their prdducts. By econo~
mizing on the use of foreign exchange, it reduces the

reliance on foreign assistance.

Protection is particularly important for Pakistan.
Several studies have been under~taken on the subject. Bome
of them e.g. those by Lewis and Qureshi_["5;7 note that
the relative profitability of investment in different
industries is affected'by government policies like the

exchange rate policy, import licensing, and the export

*The author is a Staff Economist at the Pakistan Institute
of Dewvolopment Economics and is currently on study leave
at Boston University.



THE STRUCTURE OF INDIRECT TAXES IN 1971 AND 1973
Javed Ashraf*
T. INTRODUCTION

Protection is an important issue, being vital in
the overall economic growth of & country. Apart from the
well known infant industry argument, protection by allowy-
ing domestic industry to expand, effects substantial
foreign exchaunge savings. The import~subétitutioﬂ which
takes place as a result of protection has several favour-
able effects on the economy. It allows indigenous entre-
preneurs to take advantage of existing markets rather
than have to forge new ones for their products. By econo-~
mizing on the use of forelign exchange, it reduces the

reliance on foreign assistance. -

Protection is particularly important for Pakistan.
Séveral studies have been under-taken on the subject. Some
of ﬁhemve.g. those by Lewis and QuresﬁiI[f§;7 note that
the relative profitabilityvof investment igvdifferentv
industries is affected}by government policies like thé_,,
exchaﬁge rate policy, import licensing, and the exﬁ@rﬁiﬁ]”f

*Phe author is a Staff Economist at the Pakistan Institute
of Dewelopment Economicg and is currently on study leave
at Boston University.




bonus scheme and that these may be more important than
the profit differentials generétéd‘by indirect taxes.
This not with standiﬁg, we examine the differential

incentives provided by indirect taxes alone, in this

paper.

The decade of the 1970s has been 1mportant
for Pakistan in two rGSpects. it heraldcd a rlowor growth
of industry beginning in 1970-71, and. thers was a change ;v”:vxalv
in the exchange~rate pollcy. The queutlons that we seek tb l  )
answer is what the leVel of protectzon 15, follow1ng the March

1972 devaluatmon. T

Thls stndy surveye the structure of 1ndlrect tdxes
by 1ndustr1al clas%mxleatlon, as existed in- Paklstan
prior to, and following the devaluation. ror thls, we have
taken 1970-71, and 1972-7% as ﬁhe representatlvesyears for
the pre and post devaluation eras. Tax 1evels, or in other
word, the degree of proteotlen belng accorded to 1nd1v1dua1
industrial groups, 51gn1flcant1y affects the incentlve for
private investment, and as a result the growth of productlon
and. employment The levying of different rates of taxes on
different 1ndustrlea, and on 1mported and locally goods

allows varying incentives for different industries.

It has not been possible for us to directly compare

1971 and 1973 protective levels due to lack of data on



import licensing and scarcity mark-ups. To this extent,
the purpose of this paper is limited, and it has no
pretensions to being an exhaustive review of protection.
We confine ourselves to surveying the structure of tariffs

and sales taxes before and following devaluation.

| The differential set of incentives created by the
structure of indirect takés er both 1970~71 and 1972-73
are clear from Table I aﬁd_Tﬁble_H;}Phirty'major industrial
categories have been divided into three major groups:
Consumer, intermedia£é énd inQéétment goods. A fourth group
'Other Miscellaneoué}:COnsiBts*of all such commodities as
do not fall under tﬁé'éérliéf three catégories. These
groups cover more than 2,000 éommodities; We have computed
both the sectoral and overall tax levels. On the average
consumer goods are charged the highest rate of taxes.
Intermediate goods have a relatively lower average tax
level whereas investment goods arc charged the least. This
structure holds for both 1971 and 1973, However, the
average level of taxes is substantially lower in 1972-73%

than in 1970-71,

The percentage drop inr the tariffs from 1971 to
197% is clear from Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4., |



Table 1

Percentage.Drop in Welghted Tarlffs (Including Export
Industries) |

971 ’4975 Percentage Fall

Gonsumer Goods 95,15  61.62 25

Intermediate Goods 65.62 47,62 27

Investment Goods 50.62 32.38 36

Overall  75.87 50.43 oA
Table 2

. Percentage Drop in Weighted Tarlffs (Execluding Export
Lndustrles)

e

1971. 1975 Persontage Fall

Consunmer Gaods' O95.62 67.38 w2

- Intormediate Goods  59.86 _ 46.M 23
Investment Goods 50.62 32.38 %6
Qverall - 70.96  45.58 )

Table 3

Percentage Drop in Unweighted Tariffs (Includlng Export
Industrics)

Ao

1971 197% Porcentage Fall

Consumer Goods 95.62 67.38 50

Intermediate Goods 58.13  41.50 29

Investment Goods 56.25 35.50 37

Overall 74.90  51.87 31
Table &4

Percentage Drop in Unweighted Tariffs (Excluding Export
Industrics)

1971 1975 Percentage Pall

Consumer Goods 104,90 67.10 - %6
Intermediate Goods B2.4% 39,86 24
Investment Goods 56.25 35,50 37

Overall 75.19 49,77 34



I, EARLIER FINDINGS

Wherua% several studics on the 1nd1rect tax
otructuro havo bcon undertaken carlier, non has 50
far oxamined the tax system after the 1972 rupee
dQValuqtlon, This we have atuempted in this papcr."
In view of Lho far ranging implications of the
indirect tax structure, it is imperativo to exaﬁine“
how this structure has becn modified as a rcsult of
the devaluation, and the corrpspondlng effects on a

protective levels.

| In apstudy”éf tariffs and investment efficiency,
Stern and Soligo‘lf13~7 cancluded that tho tariff
structure was unduly biasced in favour of consumer goods
industries., High protectivoxlovels had led to over
investment in thesc indﬁétries,‘and they may oven hdve
had negative marginal prdducts. In strdngly pleaﬁing

for a thorough over havl éf the tariff and tax policiecs,
they wrote ";oeaqo..o..go.. when the potentially distort-
ing cffects of the tariff structurc wore neutralized by
import licensing'and other dircet controls, the pattefn
of invcsgtmont has bOoﬁ‘ﬁQStefully‘bidsed towards consumcr
goods industries. When‘ﬁhg neutralizing influcnces of
dircct controls arec remove and the existing tax s%fucturem
5@comes onc of the major determinants of relative-priceé

and relative refitabilities, Pakistan could be subjected



to a period of wasteful and inefficient investment in

additional consumer goods industries."

Khan /73_7 also criticised the high protection
being accorded to consumer goods industriés, He: argucd
that. this induccs ecxcessive investment in the protected
industrios; In the absence of export poésibilities, this
lcads to consumption liberalization, and this latcer might

in itself account for stagnation in per capita income,

Kemal [f2;7 concluded that a major part of
domestic value added is contributed by protection, thus
bearing out what Lewis and Guisinger / 4 7, and Soligo

and Stern / 13 7/ earlier found.

Lewis and Guisinger zfﬁ;? stated that after
making adjustmonts for price comparisons and the over
valuation of the domcstic currcncy, the weighted
average of industrics still had more than 66% valuc

addcd due to protection.

Power [/ 11_/ ond Radhu /12 7 also said that
the high protection being accorded to consumer goods
industries was detrimental to over all growth, and
that intermediate and investment good industrics, should

be given highor protectiomn.



T, THE STRUCTURE OF THDIZECT TAYES

1

Sales Taxes

Undcr Scction % of tﬁe BSales Tax Act 1954,'85165
Tﬁx is levied and collected on the valuc of ¢ (a) all
goods producid or manufactured in Pakiston payable by
the manufacturer or the producer: (b) a1l ﬁOod%" | |
imported into Pakistan payablc by the importer; (o)
all goods sold by licensecd wholesulors'payable'by the
licensed wholesalers; (d) goods notificd by the governé
ment 80 leviable when exported from Pakistan, payaﬁio

by the cxporter.

Quitc a number of commoditics arc excmpt from

the payment of Salcs Tax. The Pakistan Customg Tariff

(hereafter referred to as the PCT) which gives the
rates of HSalcs taxes has scveral 1ists giving the
different rates charged bn.various classés of commodi-
tics. in 1971; therc wé#c six such lists for (i) goods
excmpﬁod.only‘kpenlméﬁuféctured in Pakistan (ii) goods
excmptced on both imbort and local manufacture (iii)
goodb taxablu at a reduccd rate (iv) goods taxable

at an enhancud rato (v) poods taxed at 30% whon lmpor{;¢
ted 1nto West Pﬂkluth' aud 42/0 when 1mportgd 1nto B

East ?qklutax (v1) goods taxed when exported,



In 197% there were a total of nine such lists.
The first‘four and the sixth list were the same ag in
1971. The others were (ij goods:exempted.only on imporﬁ
(ii) exemption of machineries, their components and

spare parts; and (iii) special exemptions.

The standard rate of sales tax for both 1971 and
1973 was 20%. We éssumed this fate for all commodities
which we failed to located in the lista refefred to
above. This procedure may have resulted in some errors
since the precise identification of'sbme comuodities

was difficult.

In general, necessities like food articles, drugs
and pharmaceuticals etc. were charged rates substantially
below the standard rate, while luxuries like fur and

silken gbods were charged more than the standard rate.

We has two sets of sales taxdés; those for imports
and those for domestic production. The substraction of the
latter from the former gave us the protection being
accorded by sales taxes to various industrial categories.
While the sales taxes in 1971 were in no caée higher for
domestic pfoduction as compared to imports, this was not
trﬁe in 197%, As a result the sales bax structure in 1077%
was extending negative protection to some industries. We

tool both the weighted and unweighted sales taxes for the



industries, using the value of imports'as the Weightsf

Our results are compiled in Table I and 1.,
Tariffs

Whereas tarifﬁs fulfill several functions
inclu&ing the preserving of foreignlexchange-through
the encouragementnéf import substitﬁtiqn, placing

‘cmxwrmhms . on consuaption and briuging in_revenue to
the government; the most important economic effect is
according protection to different industries. As with
sales taxes, the highest tariffs are levied on luxuries

while necessities have fairly low rates.

The tariff rates were obtained from the Pakistan

Custons Tariff for 1971 and 1973. The PCT has six columns
giving the statutory rafe of tariffs, the éeneral exemption
for all‘countries, the exemption allowed under GATT, ahd
the exemptions granted to the U.K. and to Ceyloﬁuér a

British colony.

Severai commodities are charged more than one
tariff rate depending upon the quality e.g. expensive
motor cars.afe charged highér duties thaﬂ the lesser
priced varieties. In.all‘suéh cases we took a simpie
average of the vaiious rates for the commodity in

question. As with salesg baxes, there was some difficulty -



10

in the proper identification of some commodities. In such
cases, selected only those commodities which seemed to
represent the industrial classification described in Table

I & T,

Most of the tariffs were reported on an ad valorem

basis. However gome of them were épecific, and these were
converted into ad valorem rates. The procedure was bo
obtain the unit cost of the commodity by dividing the
import value by the guantity and then by talking the
specific duty as a percentage of the unit cost. Both the
import values and quantities were obtained from the

Foreign Trade Statistics of Pakistan (July 1970-71 and

April-June 197% issues). While the IS gives the import
values for imports from all countries, it does not give
the corresponding quantities in all cases. In computing
unit costs, we took the import values and quantities only

for the major sources of import,

We calculated both the weighted and vaweighted
tariff rates for each industrial category (thé import
values being the weights). Our principal reason for
taking uﬁweighted averages was to‘offset the tendency
of commodities with large import valﬁeé to influence

the average of the entire industrial category.

The differential structure of tariffs is clear in

the following tables:-~
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Table 5

Percentage Tariff Rates of Industrial Sectors

Conmmgr Lo Taveee Ul

S Goods | Goods
19714 (Weighted) 95 (9q) 6 (60) o1 76 o
(Unweighted) 96 (105) 58 (52) = 56 75 (75
1973 (Weignted) 62 (53) 48  (46) 22 50 (46)
(Unweighted) 67 (67) 42 (40) 35 52 (50)

E E—— weam

Note: The figures in parcntheses indicate the tariff rates
excluding the export industries.

In several industrial categoriés, there is a tremendous.
amount of variation in the tariff rates of individual commodi-
ties as is evident from Table III. In some cases, one commodity
in an industrial categbry with a very large import value
influenced the average tariff rate of the whole category, there
by leading to a sizeable difference between the weighted and

unweighted averages.

As a whole, the variation of tariff rates in the
consumer goods sector is highest, followed by the intermediate
and the investment goods sector. Many commoditeies in the
consumer goods category had low tariffs hecause they were
necessities or goods important for genral welfare, like
medicines. However, mbstlcommodities in this category had
high t;riffa, ﬁoéh probably in an mttuﬁpt by policy makers to

stiimloate their donestic production throurh inport substitution.
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This explain the very larpe variations in the toariff rates of this
catepory. This is borne out by the following tablesi~
Table 6

Standard Deviation of iariff Ratecs of Industrial Sector

Consumer Intere Investment Overall

Goods = mediate Goods Average
Goods -
1971 (Weighted) 7%.5% 40,0 ol 4 56,4
- (Unweighted) 44,9 - 27,4 " 20,7 37,2
1973 (Weighted) 42,3  26.2 12,8 33,9
(Unweighted) 30,8 19.9 . 172 28,1
Table 7

.Coefficient Variation of Tariff Raﬁeé of Industrial Sector

Consumer Inter.- Invest- Overall
Goods mediate ment Average
Goods Goods

68.2  77.0

Witz A

1971 (Weighted) 76.9 76009
 (Unweighted) 46,4  47.1 36.8  50.7
1973 (Weighted) 58.5 55.0 . 39.5 63,7
(Unweighted) 44,5 47,9 48,4 5547
Table 8

Semi Inter-Quartile Range of Tariff Rates of Industrial Sector

- SR s o -t

Congumner Inter- Jdnvesgst— Overall

Goods mediate ment Average
N i _ ____Goods Goods _
1971 (Weighted) 42.0 - 1640 19.7 28.5
(Unweighted)  30.5 14,5 15.2 22.7
1973 (Weighted) 26,0 12,0 . 12.0 18.5

(Unweighted) — 16.5 1365 117 1742
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Excise duties

Central excise duties are one of the largest single
sources of revenue of the government. They are imposed on a
gselective basis, both on goods and services., For this purpose
such goods and services are selected as may bear the incidence

without much adverse c¢ffcect on the overall industrial develop=-

went and marliet economy.

With the growth of the industrial sector, the field
for excise taxation has progressivoly expended over the
years. The rates of excise duties applicable to various

items are either specific or ad valorem depending on the

nature of the commodity and the enterprises concerned.
In the case of services, the rate of duty is a percentage

of the charge for the exciseable sgervice.

The excise procedure basically requires excise
goods to be cleared on payment of duty under exclge super-
vision from the place where they are produced, manufactured,
or stored under bound. In order to provide for the require-
ments of rapid industrial development, a procedure was
introduced iﬁ 1963 at principal industrial centres in
respect of certain exciseable commodities under which
goods could be cleared after payment of duty on the basis
of self assessment by the manufacturcs without intervention
of the excise staff. For encouraging the maximum utiliza-

tion of productive industrial potentially, six commodities



g
namely cement, sugar, soda ash, vegetable,products,'
cotton fabric and cotton yarh:put'on production
Capacity Scheme of Taxation since 1966. Under this
system, individual manufacturing units producing
these commoditics were required to pay duty on the
basis of the production capacity instead of actual
production, The quantities of these commodities
produced in excess of the notified production capa-

¢lty were thus not subjected to duty.

Relatively few of the &4 commodities subject
to excise duties, account for more than 90% of the
total value of the excisge duties collected. These are
cigarettes, petrolcum products, sugar, vegetable

products, cotton yarn, cotton fabrics and tea.

To the extent that excise dutics raise the price
of domestically produced goods they extend negative
protection to exciseable comnocdities. In a study of
production, it is therefore neccssary to inclﬁde excise
duties along with tariffs and sales taxes in conmputing
protection levels,‘Unfortunatoly, data on excise duties
were specific. Lack of unit costs of various CQmmodities

kept us from converting these specific into ad valorem

rates.

Table IV giving scarcity mark ups required for

protection levels to be equal in 1971 and 1973 have thus



been calculated without'takiﬁg”excise duties into account.

'IV. LEVELS OF PROTECTION

Direct comparison of 1971 and 1973 protection levels
has not been possible. for us to compute, in view of the non
availability of data on import licensing and scarcity mark
ups. However, we have calculated the scarcity make ups (8%)
that would be required for the level of protection to bhe

~equal in 1971 and 1973. For this, we have used the formulas:

y _
<’r'$“"§->“””-s-*
“Where:

f' = Official exchange rate APTER devaluation.

f = Official exchange rate BEFORE devaluatlion.
t!' = Tariff + differential sales tax AFTER devaluation.
t = Tariff + differential sales tax BEBORE

devaluation.
S¥=0= Protcetion unchriged. _
S* O—~Pr\t(chl m hug AncTensod.
5*<0 = Proteeticn has deerenced.

As an”example, the scarcity mark up for edible oils
required to make the protection levels equal in 1971-and
1973 is 119%. It shows that nrotectloa ig higher in 1973
than in 1971.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

The structure of tariffs, which accords the highest
protection to the consumer goods industries followed by
internediate and “then invéstﬁént goods industries, has
_1mportant 1mpllcat]0ns. It DfOVlde incentives for import -
 suost1tuf1on 1n the consumer goodo 1pdustrlesn Copital
;goods, hﬂVlng low tarle rateo are imported rather than
locally producpd ‘since fue latter course ig. not very
profltableq The heavy dutles on 1uxur1es and semi-luxuries
tends to curb their imports. Howéveﬁ,qthé high tariff
levels also helps to promote their local production, which
can only be remedied by the imposition of high saiéé taxes
and excise duties. If this"isvnqtvdoﬁe;_impofﬁ substitution

”mayztake'piacélfor these unessential goods.

There would seem to be weight,in the argument
advocating the levying of higher tariff rates on the
intermediate and investment goods industriés and thercby
1n1t1at1ng the procesa of 1mporu~subbt1tutlon in thbae
sectors. Ag pointed out by Guisinger /"5 7 in a recent
5tudy, the potentlal forllmport substitution in.the
consumer goods industries has becn almost totally
exhausted with only 6% of total suplies of these goods
imported compared to 58% and 6%% for intermediate and

investment goods.



%

Althcugh we can primas facie make out a case for

extending import substitution to the intermediate and
invegtment goodﬁ' sectors, certain things must be borne
in mind. The facility with which 1mportvoubst1tutlon

has been adopted in the consumer goods sectors has been

largely because. they make no huge demands on capital and

skilled labour regsources.

Moreover there is already a market for 8uch~
commodities in undér develoved countries. These may not
be true of other sectors. In the absence of ‘export:.
possibilities, limited domestic markets may not allow ..
firmse tou5perafo economiéallyp_Capital and gkilled .labour
shortages may act as further constraints. We therefore.
make our fecomﬁendation with certain. assumptions. Spelling
thege assumﬁtions out, howover,_;s beyond the scope of
this paper. The crucial nature of our recommendation was

streased in the Third Five Year Plan alsos -

Meoeosoooolhle import substitution effort will =
have to be intensified, particularly in capital
goods and intermed‘ate products, like base
metals, chemicals, petroleum products ond non—.
metallc minerals.......The scarcity price of
forelwn exchange ohOUld ‘be appropriately ref-
lected to the economy so that there 1s_qn
incentive to use less foreign exchange and
more domestic resources. This will call for

a change in the pres sent tariff polioynoaowooo"Qf”
"The second important element. in the (balance,
of paJmonts) strategy is to ‘develop an import



pattern which will encourage savings
and investment and extend the import
substitution e¢ffort %o a much wider
front",

The argument for equal sectoral prﬁtéétion
was advanced in Pakistan by Power who observed
that industrialization wuld be limited to impoft .
substitution in the consumer goods sector becausc
of a tariff structure discriminating against the
intermediate and inVCstmont_goods industries. The
system by placing the heaviest duties on the least
essential imports encouraged the production of non-
essentiai_consumer goods. Furthernmore; the low
income elasticity of démand for consumer goods in
foreign countries would act as a.limit to growth
through export expansion. Power pointed out that the
extention of import substitution fo the intermediate

and investment goods sectors would lead to a rise in

thexsavings rate, so vital for proPelling’the economy

J‘So:c'wa‘md.a The differential strucﬁuré of tariff would
'e‘ilso lead to "consumption liberalization". After a
time, domestically produced consumption goods would
be consumed in greater quantities than if they had
been imported. This decontrol of consumption brought
about by the tariff structure would adversely affcct
both savings and the rate of growth, Khan /3 7, too,

brought up this‘pointo

18
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Radhu in a study of the tax structure in 1964,
focussed attention on the discriminatory incentives
provided by the tariff rates. Tn arguing for a more
equitable tariff structure, he stressed that low rates
. of duties on capital goéds not only discouraged‘their
domestic production, but gave rise to huge profits in
the industries receiving the imported capital goods.
Apart from this, it led to the adoption of capital-

- intensive technigues of production. Radhu also. main-
tained that low duties on raw materials for consump-
tion goods lcd local producers of consumption goods to
use imported raw matcrials. Another point raised by

him was that the limited domestic market would curtail
the development of industry unless import substitution
was extended to the intormediate goods and investment
goods industries. In line with Powers reasoning. Radhu
stressed that import substitution in the consumers goods.

alone was detrimental to overall growth.

In drawing our own conclusions from the data that
has been available to us, the most striking preliminary
observation is that most of Radhu's contentions scem to
be valid even today. The structure of taxes both in 1971
and 197% continued to be strongly discriminatory against
the intermediate goods and investment goods sectors.

We would also therefbro, recommend a structure of taxes
that may allow the extension of import substitution to

the intermediate and investment goods sectors. This is
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imperative in view of the near exhaustion of the import
substitution potential in the consumer goods sector. The
low rates of duties on capital goods has hitherto contri-
buted significaﬁtly to the low investment in this sector;
since, capital goods can be cheaply imported. Higher
_duties should not only serve as an incentive for invest_
ment in this seétor,’but wili~also ease the presure of
domestic demand for capital goods. Growth via exports of
consumer goods cannot go very far because of the low
income elasticity of demand for these commodities abroad,
Hence export oriented growth can be successful only by

the growth of the intermediate and investment goods
industries. Mo the exbtent that import substitution departs
from thé priaciple of cdmﬁarétive advantage, it gives high
Qost,“ineffioient industrieé surviving only because of the
high tariffs. The protection accorded to them may because

higher than their contribution in‘terms of value added.

- Raw materials for capital goéds industries should
be taxed at a higher rate to encourage their domestic
production. However such materials asbare‘not domestically
available should be taxed lightly as before. There should
be heavy salcs taxes on unegsential éonsumer goods so that
the advantage gained from their reduced imports because
of high tariffs is not lost by their increased domestic

production,
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1971
TARTFF RATSS AND SALES TAXES OF COMPETING INDUSTRIES OF PAKTSTAN

Wted Av. Unwted . Wted Av. Wied — Umited T Value
| T e mae e O G T e o
Consumer Goods - E . (Imports) Tax - - Tax . SBales .~ . (in
: : " (Dom. Imports) Tax 000s)
% & % T g g (Demg g

N O S R G OB ),

I Sugar:& Confectionary (19) 86 30 18 18 Niz 18 ~ 18 Nil | 930

2- Edible & Inedible oils & fats(2) 41 48 20 . 7 13 220 10 10 11
3- Tea & Coffee (3) | 28 7B Ml Nil M1 13 13 M1 5467
b- Food Manufacturing N.i.5.(136) 23 78 b A M1 10 10 M1 33961
5e Tobacco Products (8) | 287 207 Nil Nil Nil Nil oNil Ml 558
6- Spinning  etc. of cotton | 103 99 20 . .3 17 20 2 0 18 647

 textiles (33) o : | ' ,
7- Other Textiles (38) B U 95 4 Nil 13 13 Nil 31347
8- Footear & made-up articles(59) 118 143 20 8 . 2. 20 18 2 1749
9~ Furniture (8) - 125 109 20 20 N1 20 20 Nil 2409
10- Printing & Publishing (13) L3 63 8 8 N1 13 13 Nil 11511
11— - Sports, athletic goods & ;oys(37) 81 66 15 Nil f 15 6 Nil 6 4158
12- Medicines & Pharmacevticals (77) 43 56 1 .1 Ml 7 7 M1 59772,
13~ Consumer Durables (42) 118 gk 9 5 oML 22 22 N1 83082
. . | 95.1 | 95,62  10.31  7.08  3.62 14,00  11.23 2.77
Intérmediate Goods - (91.20) © (104.90) -(9,50) (8}50) : (1.15) (14.3) (13.1) (1.23)

1h= Wood & Cork (37) 55 7 2 20 M1 20 ‘20 : Ml 11780
15= Papér & Paper goods (66) 57 . 78 20 20 M1 19 19 M1 38579
16~ Leather & leather goods (26)- .~ 106 = 98 30 Nil 30 30 S Nil 30 6927
17= Rubber & rubber Products (51)1. 55 | L 20 20 Nil 20 20 Nil 63163

Cont'd..
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Intermediate Goods (1) @) &) ) G (6) @ @
18~ Industrial Chemicals (415) Lo 50 20 13 : 7 20 17 3 302355
19.. Fertilizers (8) il Nil Nil Nil Nil Wil Nil Nil 117528
' 20~ Petroleum Products (41) 141 63 2 2 M1 12 12 Nil 96780
21— Instruments (67) 62 53 27 20 7. 23 18 5 45810
Sector _tlverége: 55.62 58413 1737 11.87 5.50 18.6 43 85 4,75
(59.85) (52.43) (15.57) (11.87) (2.0) (15.29) (15.14) (91.14)
Investment Goods '
22~ Wood (2) 15 25 20 20 Mil 20 20 M1 13877
2% Non metallic mineral 76 75 21 - i< 2 21 17 L - 32863
Products (10) | ‘ |
2l Basic metal industries {(162) 41 Lg 14 N:il 17 Nil 17 L4L508
25~ Fabricated metal - 62 68 14 14 Niz 18 18 Ml 160%k2i
industries (123}
26~ Electrical Machinery (100} 53 56 29 26 i1 28 28 Nil  2LkL792
27- Non-electrical machinery(250) 50 50 200 18 1 20 18 2 663213
28. Motor Vehicles (16) 90 oh 16 T 16 M1l 15 15 M1 125125
29- ' Other transport equipment 18 36 20 20 oML 18 18 CmL 295379
Ssctor Average: (33) 50.62 . 56.25 19,25  A7.72 2,12 19.62 16,75 2,87
Other , . .
30- Other Miscellameous (199) 109 89 18 18 Ni1 18 18 Nil 24602
Overall : - 75,87 790 15 11.40 3,60 16.17  13.47 3.23
Average * (70.96)  (75.19) (14.65) (12:88) (1.97) (16.67) (14.96) (.65)



ABLE T

L
TATIFF P71 AND SALsS TAXES OF CTMPLTT™3 INTUST IES OF PARLSIAN i

T s e T Ra v wheaibve gy Toperts

Consumer Goods - o EZ;iffv(iigorts} ¥;§m. (5)-(%) ?:ies gzies (6)-(7). (in 000s)

- ‘Prod.) | (Dorta,  (Dor,
Prod.) Prod.) :
% % % % % % % %
(D 3 B (8 ()
1- Sugar & Confectlon ry (13) 5 . 4z M1 20 -20 4 20 ~6 7 431917
2- Tdaible % inedible oils & fast(l) 70 L2 20 . 13 20 20 5 15 561
3- Téa & Coffee (3) | 17 55 o Mil 20 =20 13 20 T 1633
- Food Menufacturing M8 (58) 4o e 13 13 N1 16 1% 3 61675
5- Tobacco Products (3) 150 4150 Nil 20 ~20 Nil 20 =20 69
6— Spinning etc. of cotton textiles 82 72 16 NE 16 14 Nii o o 95k
7. Other textites (39) Pz 8o 3 8 -5 8 1M 3 154713
3. Tootwear Made-up articles (L2) 5 7 R Nil 21 21 . Mm1 28609
9~ Furniture (5) 91 8 - 20 20 ‘N il 20 . ‘20 MLl - 2024 %
10— Printing & Publishing (25) xg . k79 19 -0 10 17 7 14016
11- Sports, athletic goods & toys(31) 57 53 20 2 CNil 3 3 Nil 2Li58
N 2- Medlclnes, Phalnaceutlcals etc° 11 29y 9 18 5 1 =120 131585
13~ Consumer Durables (34) = _57 76 15 15 Nil 20 20 M1 130408
o Sector Average: 61.62 67.38  8.46  14.23 4,38 12.61  14.38 1.77
- (52.1) (67.1) (8.9) (17.5) (.6 (3.9 (7.3 . -1.2) -
Intermediate Goods . R T L T i |

14;‘Wood-:& Cork (25) - 62 53 5 - 15 -10- 7 13 =6 17436

¢ -

;15~:Eapérm&32ap§r goods . - 3 {;;‘ . -52 L '58;';;_ % "14-F SN 1 = % R 11 . . 18 - 105832,



. RN @G s 8 (8)
16~ Leather & Leather gocds LB 57 19 Niy g 18N a8
17- Rubber & Rubber Products . 3¢ 38 7 1% -6 SR TR S PR
18~ Industrial Chemicals s 31 L 9 =5 3 14 =29
19~ Fertilizers - oMy L OMNi1 o N§1 20 -20 N1 200 ey
20— Petroleum Products (34) =~ 95 69 Nil Nil o N 13 NiL g3
21~ Instruments (59) 37 30 .9 7 2 g & 2
Sector iverage:  47.52 41,50 7.12 975 =2.50 8.87 G.62 - 0.75
(865.4%) (39.86) (53575-(11 1) (-0.14) (7.57) (11¢oo)" (-17,1)

Investnent Goods

22 Wood (1) 15 15 mii o 2¢ -20 il 20 20 195304
2%.. Non-lMetallic mineral Procucts L4 Sk 15 17 21 16 13 31 38534
2k.. Basic Metal Industries (134} 23 23 7 FLL 7 9 W1 9 892933
25~ Fabricated Metal Industri:s 50 52 10 i[e; ML 12 ﬁa NiZ 215997
o6.. Flecirical Machinery(oh$ 077 =3 38 5 ¢ -1 9 8 : 432708
27~ Non~electrical machinery(215) 23 27 o ¢ 2 1z RE 1 776512
28~ Motorvehicles (14) 49 L5 19 19 Nil 15 16 M1 294685
29- Other Transport Equipment(22) 22 30 1 17 -16 5 14 ~11 84561
' Sector Average: 35.38 350 E5 1195 32.25 0.0 .8 343
uirexr
20~ Other Miscellaneous 72 60 12 12 N1 13 A3 Nil 647750

"

Overall 5043 | 51.87 8.26 11.97 =3.43 10,93 12.4. | ~1.13

(43.58)  (49.77) (8.90)  (13.42) (-2.82) (10.96) (13.77) (-1.58 )

(23

Average

Note: The figures in parentheses indicate the number commodities in each 1ndustr1al categorya



TABLE TII

26-

Raﬁge of Duties on Imported Goods by Industrial Classification

Consumer Goods

(=
2--
Zm
fm

>~

-
Ve
8um
9n
10
k™

120

13~

Sugar and Confectionary
Ldible & inedibleoils & facts
Tea & Coffee ; '
Food.Manufacturing Na.€.5
Tobacco Products

Spiining etc. of cotton textiles
Other textiles '
Footwear & made~up articles
Farniture

Printing & Publishing
Sport, athletic goods & toys
Medicines, pharaceutical efcn

Consumer durables

Ipﬁermediafe Goods

Aliee

15+

16m
17
18w
19
20~
29

Wood & Cork

Paper & Paper goods
Leather' & leather goods
Rubber & rubber products
Industrial chemicals
Fertilizers

Petroleun Products

Instruments

InvestmEnt Goods

o
2B
2l

25

26m
2 7-

Wood

Non metallic mineral- products
Basic metal industries
Fabricated metal industries
Electriéal'machinery

Non electrical machinery

1971

1972

%
Nil-329.76
20,99~75
25.485-100
Nil - 125
50«55
65~162,5
25-150
12.5-212.5
30~125
Nil-125
N{1~150
Ni1-125
20=-171.60

15150
50-125
50-200
Nil-87.5
15150
N3
25—431.5
Nii=~100

15-25
N41-150
10~125
50~150
1245-100
Ni1-150

%

. 5-100 |
‘12v?5‘

15422=75
Nil - 100
150
L0-100
20-250
20-112.5
40100
Ni1-100
4575
Ni1-100

. 20~120

20-125
20-125
N§.1~60
Ni1-100
N 1l

. 20~339

Mi1m75

15
Nil~100
10~100
20100
Nil-75
N11-100

Cont’doi



Investment Goods

28~ Motor Vehicles
29. Other transport equipment

Other

30~ Other miscellaneous

197

%

15017166
Nil-75

Ni1-150

27

1975
%.='

10,126

10=60

Nil~150



TABLE 1V 28

Scarcity Mark Ups Required for Protection Levels to be same in 1971 and

1973 |
s* S*
L ¥%§d° 'vﬁngﬁedﬁu
Consunmer Goods i (%)
1~ Sugar Confectionary S 1 . 68
2~ Edible &incdinhle oils & fats 173 . - M9
Zw  Tea & Coffee - 67 v 890
ke Food Manufacturing N.E.S. o 152 o es
5~ Tobacco Products » o 31 66
A= Spinning etc. of cotton textiles 99 90
e Other Textiles . 107 101
8= Footwear & Made-lp articles 52 59
9« Furniture 38 99
10~ Printing & Publishing 99 20
11= Sports, athletic goods & toys 77 97
12- Medicines, Pharmaceuticals etc. L 66
1%« Consumer Durables 59 75
Sector Average (A) 7 86
v , ' ' (8) 70 9
e Wood & Cork 117 86
15~ Paper & Paper goods 114 97
16~ Leather & Leather goods 66 - 35
17~ Rubber & rubber goods 190 108
18« Industrial chemicals 8k 72
19~ Fertilizers 77 77
20« Petroleun products .82 159
29« Instruments 87 92
Sector fLverage (4) 87 %
| (B) 99 99
Investment goods
22~ \ood 83 - 68
2%= Non metallic mineral products 105 92
2k~ Basic metal industries ' 85 79
25« Fabricated metal industries 105 100
26~ Electrical Machinery | | 91 | 97

Cont'd..



27= Non electrical machinery
28=  HMotor vehicles

29~  Other Transport equipment

Sector Average :

Other

- 30  Other Miscellaneous

(i)

Overal Average

(B)

83
73

99
86

81

83 -

65
65
93
85

87
87
85
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