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Introduction

The leather and leather goods industry worldwide has emerged as an unexpected
site where complex battles over the apparent trade- offs between trade liberdization,
economic growth and the environmenta consequences of this growth have played out in
the past decade. As an industry with production technologies that generate some of the
most polluting chemicd effluents, the leather sector has emerged as a battleground for
current environmenta debates. The chalenge has been to find waysin which firms and
governments can interndize the negative externdities generated by environmentally
damaging effluents that have long polluted the groundwater, Sreams and riversin Stes
where leather-processing is concentrated — and to do so without impeding the industry’s
growth or diminating the jobs that it generates.

Two features of the globa leather indusiry have influenced how this debate has
played out on the ground. Firg, the policy structure and state of technology in the
industry isincreasingly bi-moda worldwide—with advanced industrial economies
employing capital and chemicaly intengve tanning processes and technol ogies thet
require large minimum efficient scales to function effectively. By contragt, the defining
feature of the industry in many developing countries (like India) isthat it is dominated by
smdl firms and hastill recently been characterized by arange of |abor-intensve
technologies focused on the export of semi-finished leather, skins and hides.

The second key festure of the leather sector is the dramatic regulatory shiftsin the
industry. In the past fifteen years, even as demand for leather has increased, lesther
processing technologies have come under grester regulatory scrutiny by governments and

consumer advocacy groups in industria economies. Increasingly stringent restrictionson



polluting technol ogies and management of polluting effluents has pushed lesther firmsin
industrial economies to shift the most polluting phases of the production process—wet
processing—to developing countries where the policy environment has been far less
regulated till now. At firg the pressures that led leather processing firms to seek oversess
capacity and locations led to rapid growth of tanning capacity in developing countries.

But in recent years with the rise of new environmental practices such as eco-labding and
the ban by major leather importers of carcinogenic chemicals such as PCPs and azo dyes,
developing countries have been forced to make costly changesto their production
processes to meet stringent new quality standards. Firmsin different developing
countries have responded to these demands in avariety if ways. But one common theme
that runs across the casesis that the policy pressure that this scrutiny has brought to bear
on firms has pushed them toward more value-added segments of production, instead of
focusng primarily on the export of semi-finished leather. A related pressure on firmsis
the rise of concern over labor standards. Aswe will see below, firmsin Indiaand Tamil
Nadu are finding thet thisissue is forcing them to reorganize their work structure.

This paper examines how Tamil Nadu's lesther industry—a leading producer of
leather inf India, and a mgor employer, has responded to these new challenges. The
sector’ s recent troubles (dowdown of exports), aswell as its achievements (its
remarkably swift and broad- based adjustment to two recent crises—court mandated
requirements to set up common or individua effluent trestment plants to mitigate
hazardous waste digposal in the mid 1990s, and the abrupt ban by Germany, India's

largest buyer of finished leather, on two commonly used dyes) illugtrate important policy



lessons about the impact of recent policy and market shifts on firms, and what isworking

well in the lesther sector, and what is not and why.

Institutional and Policy Legacies in the Leather Sector!

The leather sector is Indid s sixth largest foreign exchange earner and a mgjor
employer. In 1999 India exported about $1618 million worth of lesther and lesther goods
(including footwear, footwear components, leather garments, handbags and other |eather
goods, and saddlery and harness),? and the sector employs about 2.5 million people
nationwide --directly and indirectly (Ramasami interview, June 2001). The current globd
market share of India sleather industry asawholeis 4.5% (CLRI 1998). Within India,
Tamil Nadu isthe nation’s premier leather producer, with 70% of the country’ s estimated
leather tanning capacity of 225 million processed pieces annualy (ClI-PriceWaterhouse
2000), and a 66% share in the nation’ s total |eather exports. Of dl exports from Southern
India, over 90% come from Tamil Nadu (Fillai, 2000).

The gtate has over 9000 registered smal and medium firmsin the leather sector
(“from top to bottom”), about 70 large scale firms and about 40 composdite firms (or firms
that area verticdly integrated with their own tanneries and finished goods production)
[Council for Leather Exports, 2000]. Spatidly, the industry is marked by distinct
agglomerations near river basins—a feature that adds to the negative externdities

associated with environmentally damaging effects of effluents generated by the industry

! This section draws mainly on Pillai 2000, UNDP-Madras School of Economics 1999, Indian Leather

2010, and interviews conducted by the author in Chennai in March and October 2000 and by Jeff Goebel in
May and June 2001.

2 Federation of Indian Export Organizaions (Southern region), 2000, pp.43 reports the figure in Rupees as
69558 million in 1999. | have used US$1 = Rs. 43; Tamil Nadu’ stotal leather and leather goods exports
were Rs. 27421 million, of which Rs. 20247 million were in leather goods and Rs. 7174 million in finished
leather exports.



that contaminate locad water-tables. In Tamil Nadu most of the tanneries (or firms that
process |leather and skins) are concentrated in a handful of locations dominated by the
Pdar valey in Vellore district and the Cauvery river basin.® Finished lesther and lesther
goods production is centered in and around Chennal, the Stat€' s coastal capital.

In the past fifteen years, thisindustry has changed sgnificantly, moving away
from the production of semi-finished legther to the production and export of finished
leather and value added |eather products (we return to the policy drivers of this shift
below). 1n 1999, of the US$ 638 million worth of legther exported from Tamil Nadu,
USS$ 471 million, -- 74% -- was in finished lesther products, mainly footwear
components, footwear, and leather garments. In this period, Tamil Nadu had a42% share
in India s leather footwear exports and a nationa share of 72% in the export of footwear
components such as lasts and shoe-upper and so on. Tamil Nadu (mainly Chennai) dso
accounted for 31% of the nation’s export of leather garments, and 15% of the country’s

export of lesther goods such as wallets and bags (Council for Leather Exports, 2000).*

The leather industry has long roots in Tamil Nadu. It emerged in the mid-1800s
in response to demand from the colonid government (Kennedy 1999), and was shaped in
its early years by the British government’ s procurement policies—aimed & procuring

chegp semi-tanned leather, skins and raw hides localy and shipping them to Europe for

3 palar valley, in Velloredistrict, islocated West of Chennai, and includes several clustersin the towns of
Vaniyambadi, Ambur, Ranipet and others (Kennedy 1999).

* There are three primary leather producing centersin India---TN leads in the Southern region with a major
focus on finished |leather and footwear components; the Eastern region including Calcuttain West Bengal
leads with atwo-thirds share in the country’ s |eather-goods exports (of items such as wallets and hadbags),
and the Northern region (dominated by Agraand Kanpur) leads the nation in the export of |eather
garments, saddlery and harnesses and footwear (with anational export share in each of 47%, 41% and 22%
respectively). [Council of Leather Exports, Chennai, 2000].



finishing, processing and conversion to leather products. Policy shifts over the years have

influenced the growth of Tamil Nadu'sindustry in important ways.

Structural shifts in the 1970s: The twin, foreign exchange and employment, focus of
earlier episodes of modernization. More than any other, one policy hasimpacted the
development of the Indian leather sector since independence in 1947: and that isthe
government’ s employment focus in devisng promotiond policies for this sector. Till
independence in 1947 the leather sector was dominated by laissez faire colonid policies
that led to the emergence of a hgphazard “ cottage industry” around leather processing.
After independence, two factors defined government policy toward the sector: foreign
exchange generation (in the 1940s), and employment creetion. Throughout the 1950s and
60s the government’ s incentives, tax exemptions, licensing practices and reservation
policies were amed a actively promoting the development of tanneriesin the smdl and
medium sector. The government also reserved the production of leather goods, such as
footwear, for smal firms—a policy thet wasin effect till last year when the government
began to dlow large firms to enter this sector on the condition that they export three-
quarters of their output.

This policy of reserving tanning and leather goods production in the small sector
did encourage employment. In fact the early employment focus of the government’s
leather policies had adistinctly politica purpose immediately after independence. It
served in part, to “protect the employment of minority communities such as Mudims and
scheduled castes who were traditiondly involved in the recovery of hides and skins,

leather tanning, and informa production and trade of lesther and leather goods’ (Indian



Leather 2010, 1994, cf. Rillai 2000:17). However, asthe policy continued over the years,
it ds0 generated a sat of indiitutiona conditions--and congraints--that have shaped the
impact of government policy on this sector throughout the past decades. Aswe will see
below, the complex historica palitics of viewing the leather sector through an
employment lens continues to create unexpected Sde-effects—both good and bad—even
today as the industry liberdizes and opens up to freer trade.

Critics of the government’ s reservation policy blame the sector’s dow
modernization and low productivity on the fragmentation of cgpacity that such apolicy
has apparently generated, arguing that reservation prevents the industry from exploiting
the economies of scale inherent in modern tanning practices, such as chrome processng.
Othersview the policy in apoalitical and historical context—as having unleashed a
politica process, asometimes limiting perimeter, that has circumscribed government
action in this sector. Asone observer noted, “the palitics [in the leather sector] are
complicated.” “Initidly, the centra government pushed legther as a mechanism for
gaining foreign exchange. Then, over time, they put pressure on the leather industry to
employ more people. So now, India as awhole is somewhat trapped paliticaly into
maintaining high employment levels even though it prevents producers from redly
becoming profitable and globaly competitive” (Ramasami interview, May 31 2001).

Still others point to the unforeseen and fortuitous ways in which this past, much
criticized policy of the government, actually helped Tamil Nadu's leather industry come
out of recent environmenta crises when its mgjor oversees buyers (mainly Germany)
banned the use of two popularly used tanning chemicas [more on thisbelow]. The

industry adjusted surprisingly quickly, and Rillai (2000) who studied the process of



adjustment, noted that part of the reason why the entire industry regrouped quickly was
that the leading exporters (who were not small firms), were compelled to cooperate with,
and pull aong, the smdl-scale tanneries that they relied on—many of which they dso
owned or had links to—through a process of “negotiated” collective action. The point
here is not that the reservation policy isin and of itsef good or bad, but thet in this
ingtance, it generated a set of indtitutiond relationships between large and smdl firms

that forced cooperation between the two. In the absence of these linkages, which made
large exporters dependent on small tanners, it islikely that the response of the sector may
have been more fragmented—with pockets of large and well capitaized tanneries
adjugting quickly, and smdler tanneries, delinked from the mgor exporters, lagging
behind. These inditutiond legacies are important to understand today as policy makers
look for new ways to foster competitiveness among leather firmsin the face of fierce
overseas competition. There may be portions of, or outcomes of“failed” policies that are

positive and could provide organizationd linkages that would be worth building upon

Perhaps the most interesting outcome of the government’ s employment focus on
the leather sector was that it indirectly put pressure on the industry to move from
exporting raw hides and skins to exporting mainly vaue added items such asfinished
leather and products.  Thefirgt turning point in this shift came in the early 1970s when
the government congtituted the Seetharamaih commission (in 1972) to examine waysto
increase the productivity of the Indian leather sector. Because economies of scale
through consolidation were ruled out by policy and palitics, the commission

recommended that the government ban the export of raw hides and skins, place aquota



restriction on the export of semi-finished or wet-blue leather, and encourage the
manufacture and export of vaue added finished leather products (UNDP Study 1999,
Pillai 2000).

The government adopted these recommendations and implemented a number of
policies to move the industry toward the export of finished goods. For example, it
imposed an export tax on the export of semi-finished leather. To get exportersto increase
their capacity to produce finished leather and products, the government ingtituted in 1973,
as part of the first stage of a modernization program that lasted up to the 1980s, numerous
incentives and support programs. These included: (1) a cash compensatory scheme to
compensate Indian exporters for the export disadvantages they faced vis-a&visthar
competitors abroad (South Korean Taiwan, Latin America)—with respect to high interest
rates, high income tax and taxes on imports. (2) The government aso provided an air-
freight subsidy of 15-22% on leather exports, excise duty exemption for exports of fina
products, and a duty drawback scheme that paid back firms excise and customs duties
paid on the import of raw materias (such as components, packaging materials and so on)
used in the manufacture and export of finished products (UNDP Study 1999).

(3) Smultaneoudy, in part to overcome the inability of smal tanneriesto derive
scale economies, the government aso adopted a licensing procedure that dlowed large
and medium szed tanneries to st up (and register with DGTD, a section of the ministry
of industry) on the condition that they export 95% of their production of finished leather.
Other firms registered as large exporting housing responsible for the export of lesther
products, but with ties to a network of small tanneries. And findly (4) to facilitate this

modernization, the Indian government provided financid assstance (from banks) to the



leather industry, and dlowed the import of chemicas, machinery and technology for the
production of finished leather.

The 1970s and early 1980s was a period of rapid technological changein the
Indian tanning sector. A number of modern tanning and finishing facilitieswere st up in
India, with the encouragement of the government and active support of foreign buyers of
leather (Indian Leather 2010, cf. Pillal 2000:19). At the sametime, many tanneriesin
Tamil Nadu and esawhere in India switched from vegetable tanning to chrome tanning—
aprocess widdly practiced in industrid countries that the Centra Leether Research
Ingtitute, a government funded, autonomous R& D indtitute helped introduce in India a
thistime. Thistechnica change reduced processing time from six weeks to one week
and increased productivity considerably. These policy changes had amajor impact on
the growth of the sector and asis evident in Table 1, lesther exports increased rapidly
throughout this period.  Until 1975 finished goods congtituted less than 1% of tota
exports. As exports of semi-processed leather declined after the 1970s, they were
initially replaced by finished leather exports, and then by finished lesther products. In
1990, finished leather congtituted 80% of exports; whilein 1998, nearly 80% of export
comprised of leather products (Fillai 2000).

Since many of these early changesin theindusiry (asit opened up to tradein the
1970s and 80s) predate as well as resemble the current restructuring that the leether
indudtry is undergoing, it isimportant to ask: where did this earlier impetus for the
government to help modernize the leather sector and nudge it toward finished lesther
exports come from? And what lessons might this offer about the role of the government

in the current restructuring. A number of changes in the geography of legther production
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globaly, shiftsin the nature of demand for leather and leather products worldwide, new
export opportunitiesin this sector, and a growing transnationd role of buyers seeking to
source leather globdly drove—or at least formed an important backdrop for this mgor
policy shift in Indiaa this point in time in favor of improving the productivity of the
leather sector by pushing it toward finished product exports.

Firgt, on the demand side, as Pillai (2000) reports in her study, many tanneriesin
industrialized countries began to close down in the 1970s “due to tightening
environmentd regulations, risng costs of pollution control (in leather processing), and
the inability (of loca firms) to stay competitive in the face of wage increases,” rising fud
costs and shifting demand. Severa moved out their operations to devel oping countries
(pp18). Two countries that benefited the most from this shift were South Korea and
Tawan. AsRilla notes, thisisintriguiging because neither country had a naturd
advantage in leather production nor had awell-devel oped |eather- producing sector. In
both countries the leather industry developed as a result of consderable externa
assstance from the US (Fillal 2000:18). Growing export opportunities led many
developing countries, including Indiato increase loca |eather processing capacities.

Second, the ail shock of the early 1970s left many developing countries Sruggling
with balance of payment problems. Many sought to boost foreign exchange by
promoting exports. Leather exports were one of a handful of sectors that the Indian
government identified as a source of foreign exchange. Since the government’ s politica
commitment to maintaining the industry’ s smdl-firm based structure precluded adopting
policies based on exploiting scale economies to boost volumes, the government looked to

increase export revenues by encouraging firms to move up the vaue added chain toward
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manufactured products.  Findly, this shift, and the technologica move toward chrome
processing came a atime when market demand in indudtria countries shifted toward the
softer and more supple chrome and semi-chrome processed leather (Hashim 1997, cf.
Rilla: 19). Thisconjunctura dovetailing of changes on the demand and supply side led
to the first mgor spurt of growth in the sector since independence. This growth was
marked in the early 1980s by a diversfication of the sector’s product mix aswel asa

deepening of forward and backward linkages as we see below.

Diversification: 1n 1979, in the second stage of this modernization movement, the
government further liberdized the import of capital goods, components, chemicas and
inputs needed for producing finished goods. Upon the recommendation of the Kaul
Commission (in 1979), import duties on dl tannery, finishing, footwear, and other leather
goods machinery were lowered to a uniform rate of 25%. In the mid-1980s, upon the
recommendation of another commission, the Pande Commission, the government
removed dl duties on theimport of hides and skins, wet blue and crust lesther (UNDP-
MSE Study, 1999). It was during this period—the late 1970s and 1980s—that |eather
producersin Tamil Nadu developed strong forward and backward linkages and
diversfied into the manufacture of leather products such as jackets, garments, footwear
and footwear components such as shoe uppers, shoe lasts and complete shoes (UNDP
1999, Filla 2000:20). The government, and overseas buying agents played akey rolein
shaping the shift. It is gtriking that the government led three commissions on the leather
sector between the early 1970s and late 1970s and adopted policies to explicitly promote

the sector’ s divergification and growth. Similarly, arecent UNIDO study noted that



foreign buyers dso played an important role in linking loca firms to new markets — even
in that prior episode of restructuring two decades before the current liberdization of trade
inIndia “Theimpetusfor divergficaion came in sgnificant measure from European
buyers of Tamil Nadu's finished leather who persuaded their suppliersto diversfy into
leather products.. . because many local leather product manufacturing firms had closed
down or migrated abroad” (cf. Pillai 2000:20). Thus, far from adhoc growth, or market
driven change in India s leather sector, these first episodes of export and diversification
this sector were driven in large part by agency and palicy.

This policy- and foreign-buyer-led diversification of the 1970s took a specific
form which defines the character of manufactured lesther exports from India even today.
Mog of the firmsthat diversfied into finished goods in the 1970s and 1980s were—and
mary remained—smdl in scae. And rather than diversifying into finished goods—such
as shoes—mogt firms (especidly in Southern India) diversfied into footwear components
rather than compl ete shoes because they lacked an adequate marketing infrastructure.
Over the 1980s and 1990s, footwear component exports from Indiaincreased
sgnificantly, and Tamil Nadu's share within Indid s exports grew most dramatically.
Tamil Nadu' s share of leather exports from Indiarose from 49% in 1992 to over 77% of
the country’ s share (of leather exports) in 1996-97 (Council for Leather Exports,
Chenna).

By the late 1990s, the region’s—and India s — lesther sector had made the
trangtion away from semi-processed leather dmost completely (See Table 1). In 1975
semi-finished leather was the region’s primary export, and leather productsin total

exports were less that 1%. The share of leather products in total leather exports at the dl-



Indialeve increased to 37% in 1981-82, and rose to 76% in 1990-91 (when semi-
finished leather exports were banned by the government), and in 1996-7 (before the
environmentd crises lowered exports dightly) exports of leather products reached ahigh
of 80% of dl leather exports (see Table 2).

The policies of 1973 and beyond clearly led to a shift in the export compaosition in
this sector, and with arise in the unit vaue of exports, foreign exchange increased
(UNDP 1999).° They dso laid the organizationa basis of the country’s leather export
sector. Mogt of the firms that produced for export were smadl or medium, and most
manufactured exports were of the intermediates variety — footwear components — rather
than find goods like the complete shoes and other goods that countries like Brazil, Ching,
Taiwan and South Korea exported. How lagting were these changes, and how have they
contribute to the globa competitiveness of this sector? The answer to thisliesin partin

the indtitutiona legacies tha the government’ s early leather policies generated over time.

Institutional Legacies. A key set of legaciesthat these past policies of the government
have generated in the leather sector relate to the large number public and private sector
associations both at the state and nationa levels, that have been critical at each turning
point in the sector’ sevolution.  Important nationd level organizations that are
headquartered in Chennai include the Central Leather Research Indtitution (CLRI), the
Council of Leather Exports (CLE), and the Nationa Environmental Engineering Ingtitute
(NEERI). A powerful industry association that isvery activein Tamil Nadu isthe All

India Skin and Hide Tanners & Merchants Association (AISHTMA), that works closdy

® For raw hides and skinsworth Rs. 100, the average value addition for finished leather is estimated to be
about Rs. 86, and for finished products, the amount is Rs. 345 (UNDP, 1999:24). The
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with the South India Tanners and Dedler Association, aregiona organization, the Shoe
Federation, and the Finished Leather Manufacturers Association. Each of these
organizations has long roots in the country—and region. Just as they have played an
active and centrd rolein earlier shiftsin the structure of the region’s leather industry,
they are dl key playersin current efforts by the industry to reorient itself toward a more
environmentaly compliant path, as we will see later.

CLRI was established by the Indian government in 1948 as a congtituent member
of anetwork of nationd laboratories (in various sectors) under the Council of Scientific
and Industrial Research (CSIR). Headquartered in Tamil Nadu, and funded largely by
the nationa government, CLRI has been at the forefront of |eather-related research,
dissemination of new practices—including the spread of chrome tanning technologiesin
the region in the mid 1970s—and training.  According to one CLRI scienti<, “about
60% of the tanning industry is manned by CLRI-trained students’ (Sundar Rao, cf. Filla
2000:24). Apart from providing policy advice to the government and diffusing
information to the industry, one of the most important roles of CLRI isto provide testing,
and cetification facilitiesto firms. Thisrole was critica in the industry’ s successful

recent response to the German ban on PCPs and Azo dyes in the mid-1990s.

CLE was established in the 1960s to promote leather exports. Itsroleisto gather and
disseminate market information to the industry and to control the quality of products that
are shipped out (Pillai 2000). CLE leads trade delegations abroad, and runs awell-
subscribed trade journd called “Leathers” CLE has strong links to the Ministry of

Commerce. It dso has strong — and direct — tiesto locd industry. An important festure
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of its organizationd gructureisthat it is chaired by a representative from the industry,
and managed by a managing director gppointed by the Ministiry of Commerce. These
inditutiondly built-in industry-government ties have led to a system of feedback and
didogue that is quite pragmétic. The government gppointed managing director rarely
acts unilateraly or without consultation with the industry. For example, joint meetings
with outsiders (they public or anyone outsde CLE), and agroup of loca member firmsis
an important part of the agency’s protocal. It isan interna mechanism for CLE to
present an openvtransparent front to its members---to keegp industry involved in the
information they disseminate about the sector. However, the leading members of CLE
aredmog dl large and medium firms. Smal tanners argue that this dominance by large
exporters excludes them from trade del egations and that “as an exporter you can benefit a
lot if you are part of the inner circle, but not if you are outsde it” (Pillai interviews,
2000:25). Yet, as Kennedy showsin her study (1999) on the rdatively successful effort
around establishing common effluent trestment plantsin Tamil Nadu, under some
circumgtances that affect dl firmsin the lesther sector, such as the recently mandated
court ordersto drastically reduce untreated effluentsin the region’ s lesther sector as a
whole, CLE slarge and medium firms have often zad to come together with smaller
firms. Despite deegp seated divisons, smdler firms have benefited most from the
common treatment plants that are jointly owned by a group of smdl and large firms, but
arerun mainly on the badis of the critical mass of effluent generated by the larger firms
that allow “ effluent shares’ to be swapped between members and keep the plant running
despite the fluctuating and changing circumstances of |ess stable members (Kennedy

1999).
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The industry association AISTHMA was incorporated in 1917 and formally
registered in 1971 around the time that important changes were taking place in the Indian
leather sector. I1n recent years the association has been involved in implementing
common and individud effluent trestment plants aswell other devices for the trestment
of tanning waste. A key feature of the associationsin the lesther cluster, as one study
noted (Fillai 2000), is“interlocking directorates.” Members often belong to overlapping
professond groups and maintain multifaceted business and socid relationships (Pilla
2000 and Kennedy 1999). For example, the program coordinator of UNIDO' sregiona
program for the tanning industry in South Asiawas previoudy the director of CLE, the
current president of AISTHMA is dso the chairman of anew nonprofit organization, the
Indian Leather Industry Foundation (I1LIFO) that emerged in the wake of new issues such
as providing effluent trestment and environmental protection in the industry (Fillai 2000).

These interlocking ties between locdl firm and associations have been crucid to
the sector’ s ability to adjust to outside crises, aswe will see below. But their presence
does not mean that al thereis no conflict or disharmony in the Tamil Nadu lesther sector.
Nor does it mean that associations have equa clout or reach. Loca associations that dedl
with wage and dispute resolution issues, for example, rardy have the ability to influence
nationa or local policy inthe industry. Neither does it imply that the networks are rooted
in ethnic or socid homogeneity among the groups involved in the production of lesther
and leather products. Whileit istrue that abulk of Tamil Nadu's leather firm owners
belong to the state’' s Mudim community? and participate in common socid ingtitutions,

many of the workersin the tanneries aswell as exporters are Hindus. The industry and

6 Even though Muslims form less than 6% of the state’ s popul ation, they dominate the industry [K ennedy
1999).
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its indtitutions operate as tightly interlinked networks not because they are homogeneous
inanarrow ethnic or kinship sense, but because they share mulltiple relationships that
enable conflicts to be brought to the table to be resolved.

The intermeshed membership of these various associations, the active role of
regiond R&D indtitutions such as CLRI, aswell as the government’ s attempt to keep
amadl firms as centrd playersin the tanning sector has led to impressive amounts of
technica learning in the sector. Thisis especidly evident in how Tamil Nadu's leather
firms responded to the changes ingtituted by the government in the early 1970s (discussed
above), and the recent response of the industry to its environmenta crises. Asone
observer noted, “it appears that lead firms played a decisve role in opening the way for
others, firg into finishing leather and then into manufacturing of lesther products’
(Ramasami 1992 cf. Kennedy 1999:1678). Tamil Nadu's leather producers routingly win
nationd qudity avards in dl-India contestsin finished leather, lesther garments, lesther
uppers and footwear. As one producers noted, thisis reflected in the higher unit rates that
Tamil Nadu' s lesther products fetch in overseas markets relative to leather producersin
other parts of the country. For example in the US market, a pair of men’s shoes
manufactured in Tamil Nadu fetches at minimum US$ 20/pair compared to $10/pair for
shoes made in Agra, an important Northern shoe producing center. In European markets,
high-end Tamil Nadu shoes fetch as high as $60- 70 per pair (Interview, Kathiresan and
CLE firm members, April 2000). Europe is currently Tamil Nadu's main market, though

the US rgpidly growing in importance.

" Moreover, the “clout” of the various institutions that dominate the industry is subject to change over time
and in response to changing conditions of competition. For example, the recent emergence of common
effluent treatment plants (and the organizations that manage them) as important institutionsin the leather
sector have diminished the power of the older tanner’ s associations, as Kennedy (1999) pointsout. Their
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If public policy, and the structure of production of the industry were important
catdysts for upgrading and modernization of Tamil Nadu's lesther sector in previous
episodes of adjustment, how is the sector positioned today to cope with competition from
abroad, and the new environmenta challenges that the industry faces after liberdization
in 19917 In the next section we examine two “crises’ that struck the industry in 1994-
1996: the pollution crisisin 1995 and the imposition of tough environmenta standards
by Germany on finished goodsin 1994 and 1996. For factua materid here | draw on two
Sudies that examined these crisesin detall—L orraine Kennedy’ s examination of the

former (1999) and my student, Poonam Rillai’ s account of the latter (2000).

Adjusting to liberalization’s new environmental challenges

In 1995, adjudicating on complaints brought by farmers about groundwater
polluted by tannery effluents, the Supreme Court of India ordered the closure of tanneries
in Tamil Nadu that were not treating their effluents in accordance with pollution control
regulations. In Tamil Nadu's Palar valey done over 200 tanneries were forced to close
down unless they complied with effluent treetment laws within sx months.  Firms faced
immediate problems of how to operate, meet their export orders, and yet comply with the
Court order in such ashort period of time. All firms—Ilarge and smdl faced the same
dilemma. Firms essentidly had three options—either to shut down; build their own
Effluent treetment plant (ETP) or join agroup of firmsin building a Common Effluent
Trestment Plant (CETP). Location and financid capakility influenced how firms made

their choices—only the largest firms could afford individua ETPs, and some of the

legitimacy diminished in part because they failed to anticipate the pollution crisis (Kennedy 1999, Pillai
2000).



smallest firms closed down. But as Kennedy (1999) points out, despite the short window
of time available to firms, about 400 firms, or 80% of the Vdley’ stanneries, choseto
join saven Common Effluent Treatment Plants which became functiond in a reasonably
short period of three years. Although exports were disrupted, and some firms went out of
business, and five years later, exports are not yet back at pre-crissleves, Kennedy
documents how collective action by smdl and large tanneries, and the active involvement
of locd public sector agenciesled to ardatively successful response to an unforeseen
criss.

This success was predicated on the creetion of new inditutions—CETPswhich
are jointly owned by a group of member firms and run by a professona manager the
firmshire. Largefirms and ther financid clout carries the entire group in a CETP—so
large firms play and important leading role, but because of the functiond interlinkages
between amdl, medium and larger firms Pdar valey’slegther cluger, smdl firmsform
an important part of the new inditutions. Although the severity of the Court order, the
short time-frame of adjustment, and self-interest were main drivers of collective action,
the more sdient point that Kennedy notes is that rather than expecting government
agencies to impose a solution to upgrade pollution control mechanisms in leather clusters,
locd firms themsdves are acrucia source of innovaive initigtives. The government
playsarolein this process, in Kennedy’ s view, but of aresponsive supporter, and
facilitator, rather than an initiator. “Local leaders have emerged, and with the consent of
their peers, put in place mechanisms for monitoring and for pendizing ‘ defectors' [non
compliant firms]. Therole of the state has been more to enable and ass g, rather than to

initiate and lead” (Kennedy 1999:1684). Most importantly, in successful CETPS, an old
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inditutiond feature of the industry—namely, the overlapping directorates that we noted
before—aided in crucia ways the ability of loca leaders to manage a complicated group-
compliance process. “CETP directors have become the main interlocutors of decison
makersin regiond level professond bodies and dso in government and research
ingitutions” (Kennedy 1999). The Indian Lesther Industry Foundation, which arosein
part of help the lesther industry adopt more effective pollution control practicesin the
mid-1990sisamaor point of reference for many CETP |leaders.

But even in Kennedy' s account of overal successin the Pdar Vdley, there are
ingdtances of ‘ callective failure, and the free-rider problem. Eventhough such instances
appear to be associated with places where the local community lacked aprior history of
cooperation, conditions that lead to cooperation in some places (and not in others) are not
hard-wired into the shared histories of regions where cooperation does occur. They are
the result of indtitutiond relationships that change over time, and are not necessarily
bereft of conflict, but instead where mechanisms have emerged or been put in place by
agency and choice that alow conflicts to be mitigated and resolved . Inthese
circumstances, where cooperation is rarely ever guaranteed by past histories, can the
government play arolein helping put in place circumstances that will generate these
conflict-resolution mechanisms, or pressure on firms to come together around commonly
shared problems such as pollution control, even if they do not cooperate around other
issues as amatter of course? How might the government do so?

Thereisat least one obvious way in which the state can help quite directly. Since
geography (and spatid proximity) is an important factor in determining the feasibility of

collective solutions such as CETPS, the government could aid the process by creating
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functiondly specidized industria parks geared around the leather sector. Some Indian
gtates like Punjab have recently established such parks with a great dedl of success, and
have been eroding Tamil Nadu's market share in exports and aswel as domestic
production of leather products (CLE interview, April 2000). Smilarly, regiond
governmentsin countries like China have made huge investments in cresting water and
wadte trestment facilities in designated Stes which have in turn attracted large amounts of
investment by US and European firms and have led to the transfer of wet- processing
technologies [in both leather and textiles] to these regions [from developed countries]
(Brigitte Interview, March 2001).

A second example of what the state could do to cregte the conditions for firmsto
come together to solve joint problems pertains to standard setting, training,
intermediation, and shared monitoring. Thisisillustrated by the successful response of
Tamil Nadu's leather firmsto their “second criss’ of the 1990s. the ban by Germany,
the region’ s largest trading partner on the import of leather dyed with Azo dyes and
benzidinein 1994. Once again, locd firms succeeded in making organizationa changes
in thelr structure of production and modifying their inputs and dyeing processes to
comply with the German ban in less than two years. We turn to a brief account of this
experience (drawn from Pillai’ s sudy) next.

In 1989/1990, the German government banned the import of leether items
containing more than 5Smg/kg of Pentachlorophenol (PCP); The industry had barely
adjusted to this shift, when this ban was followed by another in 1994 when Germany
banned the import of leather (and textiles) treated azo dyes (benzidine). Soon after these

announcements, Germany rejected severd shipments of leather and leather products from



Indig, threatening to cut off the leather sector from itslargest market. The chalenge of
adapting to these bans was complicated by the fact that over 90% of Tamil Nadu's leather
processing is done by smdl firms—just the firmsthat are viewed in the literature as being
most vulnerable to adisruption of revenues, and lacking the resources to invest in costly
technical or organizationa changes to meet stringent environmenta standards—the old
growth vs. environment debate. Moreover, how does one get such large numbers of
decentrdized smdl firms to comply with the new regulations, and how does one monitor
that compliance?

RFillai found that despite these challenges, Tamil Nadu's leather sector adjusted to
the new environmenta standards imposed by Germany relatively quickly and in a
sugtained way. Within three years of the first (PCP) ban, only 7% of al leather samples
tested more than 5mg/kg levels of PCPs compared to 46% in 1990, right after the ban.
And in 1998, three years after the second ban was imposed, only 1 in 129 samples tested
failed the azo-dye test compared to nearly dl in 1994 (CLRI cf. Rillai 2000). What
explains this success?

Severd factors that helped Tamil Nadu' s leather firms successfully resolve the
crisis provoked by these bans relate back to old, often discredited policies of the
government. One key factor was the centra role of quas-public sector (or public sector
supported) indtitutions such as CLRI and CLE in standard setting and monitoring. Both
these nationa-level organizations were set up by the centrd government in the 1940s and
1960s respectively, and are headquartered in Tamil Nadu as we saw previoudy. Both
these agencies played akey role in setting new standards, testing, and certifying and

disseminating new information about the German standards. The key feature that gave
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these indtitutions clout was their ‘interlocking directorates —i.e., their strong links both
to government and industry (one of CLE' s co-chairmen is gppointed by the Minigry of
Commerce and the other by AISHTMA, the locd |eather manufacturer’ s association.
These government-industry ties helped establish trust at atime of disruption, and helped
the industry move from top-down “regulation” to public- private cooperation (Tendler
2001, Rillai 2000).

The second key factor that helped the lesther sector adjust was the government’s
much criticized policy of reserving the “primary” phase of leather processing for small
firms. Theimpact of thispolicy after the German bans, Pillal reports, was that small
firmsinvolved in the primary phase of tanning had to be included by the leading lesther
exporters in finding ways to comply with the bans. Rather than resort to vertica
integration, as large firms threatened by quality control issues are wont to do, the
government’s old reservation policy forced the larger firmsto help upgrade smdler ones
(Rillai 2000).

Thethird critical factor in getting leather firms to comply successfully with the
German bans was the action of the centrd government itsdlf. Instead of relying on a
policy of monitoring individua firms to ensure compliance —atask inordinatdly difficult
in the context of asmadl firm-dominated sector, the government banned the production
(rather than use) of PCPsand azo dyes. In other words, the government targeted the
input suppliers—the large chemica companies that manufactured the die, rether than
amdl (leather) firmstha used them. CLE, with its politica links to government and to
leading legther exporters, lobbied the government hard for this decison. Unexpectedly,

this targeting to input producers unleashed a process of innovation in the chemica
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indugtry as firms experimented with new, PCP-free dyes (in consultation with their
customers, the leather exporters). Once aternative dyes were devel oped, it wasthe
chemica companies who wanted to sell their product, and not the state or local
associations, that pushed to diffuse the new dyes as widely as possible among their
potential clients—small and large lesther processing firms. To get firms to adopt their
products, the chemica companies dso offered technical assstanceto smdl firms. The
combined effect of these policies was to ensure that small tanneries were able to comply
quickly and widdly, with the German regulations. The Indian bans on the production of
the chemicals “reinforced pre-existing cooperétive ties between smal tanners and
chemica and dye manufacturers and led them to a greater degree of collaboration” and
helped minimize the cogt to smdl tanneries of switching to the new dyes (Filla 2000).
Finaly, this process led CLRI, a supply-sde agency conducting R& D and training for the
leather sector to “upgrade’ itsdf, in regponse to requests from leading exporters, to act in
amore demand-driven way and develop customized certification and testing procedures
for PCPsand azo dyes. To do so, CLRI upgraded its own technica facilities and
developed a collaborative relationship with a German research ingtitute to establish
mutually acceptable testing procedures.

Thus, aset of prior ingtitutiond relationships put in place by older policies (e.g of
reservation, and of establishing inditutions like CLRI), turned an exogenous criss of
trade-related environmental standards into a process of inditutiona upgrading of firms as
well astheir related support networks. It also created the conditions for alarge and

decentraized industry to adjust surprisngly quickly and sustainably to stringent new

25



environmenta sandards—demondrating that environmental compliance in the leather

sector in developing countries need not come at the cost of growth.

Comparisons with other competitors and the high-end vs. low end, high volume

dilemma

Thisfindly brings usto the discussion of adilemmathat the lesther industry has
increasingly faced since the country liberdized trade in 1991: intensified competition
from other countries such as China, East Ada, and Latin Americaand the debate about
choice of drategy. Should government policy encourage Indian lesther firmsto compete
with Chinain high volume sectors, or should it encourage firms to enter more
demanding, value added markets. At onelevd, thisis afase debate—success at one
level need not come at the expense of the other or preclude the other path. And aswe
saw, snce the 1970s, India has gradudly but steedily moved in the direction of more
vaue added, finished goods production in the leasther sector. However, given the clamor
over de-regulation and de-resarvation in the lesther sector, theissue is worth examining
closdy.

Jugt asthelesther industry in South Koreaand Taiwan developed virtudly from
scratch in the 1970s as aresult of favorable government policies and the support of buyers
fromthe US, the 1990s has witnessed the rise of leather production and exports from
Ching, Brazil, Indonesia, Thailand and the Philippines. Indian trade journds of the
leather industry point out how Chinese exports dominate the world market in severd

categories (See table below). The currency devaduation in Chinain 1992, and East Asain
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1996- 7, further led to an upsurge of exports from these countries, at the same time that it

made Indian exports reatively more expensve.

International Comparison of Major Exports of Selected Items in US$ million: 1998

L egther L eather Footwear Footwear Components
Ity 5857 Ity 5701 Ity 928

S. Korea 2328 China 3768 China 335
Argentina 1534 Spain 1769 S. Korea 330
USA 1590 Portuga 1499 USA 299
Brazil 1307 Brezil 1200 India 244
China 669 Germany 994 Romania 231
Audrdia 566 Indonesa 867 Portuga 118
India 265 India 290

Source: Leather Age, April 2001:21

Asin severd other sectors, the Chinese advantage isin scde. Government-encouraged
investments in mass- produced, standardized leather processing and manufacturing

capacity has attracted input suppliers from the US and Europe to invest in creating amgor
wet- processing (dyeing, finishing) center in China This has made fina goods cheaper to
manufacture in China, and has reduced lead times sgnificantly. Asmany critics of

Indid s reservation and employment-focused leather policy have contended, doesthis
mean Indian leather firms—and Indian leather policy—should learn from Chinaand turn
toward scale economies? A second issue that trade associations repestedly focus on when
making international comparisons is the wage question and India s lack of an exit policy.

Mog firms are il focused on the issue of labor and wages, arguing that it is Indid srigid
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labor laws hamper productivity. Isthisredly the main story with repect to productivity?
Some andydts, as we see below offer an interesting and different view.

In arecent interview® Mr. Ramasami, the current director of CLRI offered amuch
more nuanced view. While agreeing that “globd trends cdl for larger firmswith
economies of scale,” he argued that a second path for the Indian lesther industry was to
take advantage of the investments they have made in the past to move toward value added
production, as well as the invessments they are now being forced to make to meet new
environmenta and pollution control standards, to capture the higher-end leather market.

In this view, rather than compete with mass producers such as China, Indian firms“should
leave [the mass| market to the Chinese, and target high end niche markets.” They should
“focus on economies of scope,” just as Itay has consistently broadened its repertoire and
moved upmarket to beset its competition (Interview, Chennai, May 2001).

Indeed, there is congderable debate within the industry and in policy circles about
how the Indian leather industry can turn “clean tanning into a comparative advantage’
(Kennedy 1999: 1685, CLE interview, April 2000). Discussions are underway to
develop “eco-labding” and niche markets for specidized products produced in Tamil
Nadu—specificaly the reviva of East India tanned lesther that is a specidty of this
region. Eagt Indialesther isaspecia kind of semi-finished lesther that is processed using
vegetable tannins that are less polluting and can be preserved for along period of time.
Because this legther is harder, firms are trying to adapt it to the production of luggage,
handbags and related items.  Firms believe that they can “ create a niche demand for
[such products] in the name of ‘ pollution-free, chemicads-free’ products.” (CLE

interview, April 2000).
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Locd firms aso argue that government agencies and industry associations could
help firms form consortia and help firms learn how to “ proactively market their product
in high end export markets’ (Ramasami interview, 2001). Just asin the case of CETPs,
lead firms again have an important tutelege role to play in helping the industry asawhole
upgrade its marketing capabilities. In some cases overseas buyers are helping establish
these ties through establishing their own training centersin Tamil Nadu. For example,
Ecco of Denmark recently set up atraining center in Vdlore, with CAD facilities, lecture
roomsand a‘pilot’ plant. The god wasto “raise the competence of suppliersin
production as well as management aspects’ (Leathers, 1999, vol. 15, No. 8).

Thereis plenty of evidence that the existing structure of export production, which
is dominated currently by large firms (gpproximately 35 legther firms that are cgpable of
producing high qudity leather account for 60% of the country’ s leather export base) can
become powerful sources of upgrading for smdler firms under transformed relations of
production. But as these arrangements currently stand, the ties between large and smdll
firms are often functiona and add little new knowledge to either partner. Some argue
that this old-fashioned arrangement is “leading cogts of production to increese and it is
lowering productivity” (Ramasami interview, 2001). But again, dternative examples
come from some of the successful experiments dready underway in Southern Indiaand
esawhere, where some firms have initiated long-term subcontracting relaions with
smadler firmsthat have led to rgpid technica learning and high productivity on the part of
both the lead firm and its suppliers. A griking example comes from the ory of the Tata

group and itsinvolvement in the leather sector—a story that harks back to the

8 Interview conducted by research assistant Jefferey Goebel, May 31, 2001.
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employment and foreign exchange focus of the government’ s leather policy. The Tata
group, known for its engineering and related businesses, was not origindly involved in
leather. As part of the government’s palicy to find appropriate sources of employment
creation, aformer president “urged” the Tata group to get into leather to contribute to job
generation, “even if at aloss’ (Ramasami interview, May 2001). The Tatagroup did
enter the industry, but sought different ways of doing business so asto not operate at a
loss.

The group entered into long-term sub-contracting ties with smdler firmsto
undertake major aspects of the production process — cutting, stitching, and assembly. To
ensure qudity, the Tata group sent a representative to the supplier who worked with them
on-dteto supervise the job, and train the supplier firm.  If the smdl firm lacks capacity
in specific areas, Tata provides—or arranges for expert consultation. If the firm lacks
capital to upgrade or suffers cash flow problems, again, the Tata group provides
favorable loans. This has dlowed the firm to form a network of highly cgpable smal
producers whom it can rely on for high quality work. Asin severd other sectors such as
appardl, auto-components and e ectronics, when these long-term relationd ties work
wel—as they have in the Tata Leather case, they succeed in ‘ professondizing the
amdler leather firms through “coaching and mentoring.” Eventudly, the Tata supervisor
leaves, but the small supplier is expected to—and is able to—meet al the quotas that the
Tata group requires (Ramasami interview, April 2001).

Aswe saw earlier, in the discusson about the Pdar valey, long-standing
collaborative ties have long existed in some segments of the leather industry. The above

exampleillugtrates an ongoing professionalization and modernization of this relationship.



The growing trend toward dedicated long-term supplier relations—rather than capacity
subcontracting or mere job work relations has the potentia to upgrade awhole segment

of the smdl firm sector, asthe industry copes with intensified competition oversess.

Conclusion:

The leather industry in Tamil Nadu and Indiais & aturning point. Asthe country
opens up to greater trade, and as overseas competition intensifies, it isimperative that the
industry improve its technologicd, organizationa cgpabilities, and improve productivity
to achieve deeper market penetration at home and abroad. Two of the most critical
chdlenges facing the leather sector nationdly are the growing emphasison
environmenta and pollution control standards, and greater scrutiny over labor practices
of local firms. Government policy and collective efforts of industry clearly need to be
amed a heping locd firms, especidly smdler firms meet these chdlenges.

The government of India’s*“employment” and “foreign exchange’-driven
priorities for the lesther sector have created complicated politics around this industry’s
ongoing restructuring. On the face of it, globd trends seem to indicate that economies of
scale are key to improving the industry’ s productivity, but a the same time, recent
experiences by firms like the Tata group, and others point to other options. They have
succeed in achieving profitability and increasing productivity despite the government’s
employmert focus by adopting innovative practices that involve the upgrading and close
mentoring of smdl suppliers by largefirms. Others have improved productivity by

nurturing high end niches and the production of finished lesther products. Nonetheless,
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India s overal sharein the globa market for leather and leather products remains a mere
4.5%.

Yet, thereisalot of past success on which to build. The ingtitutiona structure of
the industry and the government’ s own past policies provide important legacies from
which to draw |lessons as the industry transforms. Despite the clamor of criticism over
the state’ s small- scae reservation policy, the government’ s attempts in the 1970s and
1980s to move the Indian leather industry from one oriented toward the export raw hides
and to one that today exports mainly finished lesther and vaue added legther productsis
amgor success story.  Indeed, many of the challenges facing the industry today, were
reflected in that prior period. Many of the key ingtitutional changes—and sgnificant
shiftsin the industry—thus predate current liberaization

An important legacy of this older period is the creation of a set of inditutionsin
the public and private sector such as CLE, CLRI and AISTHMA that have played a
critica role a each turning point in theindustry. The roles of these indtitutions—aswell
as their importance and prestige have not remained stetic, but have evolved over time.
But an important festure of their success liesin their intermeshing and overlapping
membership and cross-fertilization of leaders. It isoften said that “trust” isaresult of
locally based relationships. Wheat the history of these ingtitutions dso demondratesis
that relationships that creete links between locd indtitutions as well and nationd and
regiond inditutions, aswell as between public and private sectors not only “ground”
trugt, but also make its sources lessisolated and insular.  These cross-functiond tiesno
doubt breed conflict, but aso provide the range and breadth of scope that may cregte the

conditions for the progressve resolution of conflict and crises.



Two recent success stories that illustrate the significance both of loca history, as
well as of nationa clout and reach relate to the successful adjustmert of Tamil Nadu's
leather sector to two environmentd crises. In both cases, an experimenta approach was
necessary.® In both casss, linkages with the wider market through buyers or overseas
dandards as well as nationd inditutions (including the courts, as well asinternationa
R&D indtitutions) was critical. 1n both cases strong exogenous crises created “windows’
within which new and quite radical changes became possibleto carry out. In both
processes, politics—micropalitics as well as marco politics was centra to the
implementation of successful outcomes. Both cases showed that collective action was
possible even in Stuations of conflict, and that the state has an important role to play in
creating the conditions for collective action, oversight and joint action. Embedded in
these examples of success are areas of weakness, and potential struggle. Much of the
debate on the part of firms till centers on complaints about |abor costs, wages, and poor
infragtructure. While it is true that improved infragtructureis critica to increasing the
sector’ s productivity, improved infrastructure—nor low wages—are sufficient for the
sector’ s long term competitiveness. As both the cases showed, adopting higher
environmenta standards, cleaner technologies, aswell as good labor practicesis not a

tradeoff with growth, but a critical component of it.
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Figure 1: Different Stages of |eather processing, from raw to finished.
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Figure 1

India’ s Export Performance of Leather and L eather Products (1975-76 to 97-98). In MillionsUS $.

Year |Semi- Finished L eather Footwear L eather L eather L eather Sports Total
Finished L eather Footwear componen-ts| goods Garments | Manufacturel Goods
L eather S

75-76|360 137.5 47.5 25 20 25 45 6 580
76-77)375 262.5 65 15 25 7.5 6.5 15.25 772.5
77-781305 270 47.5 37.5 27.5 15 8.5 17.5 730
78-79|277.5 480 57.5 45 47.5 20 12 26.75 967.5
79-80|282.5 802.5 75 92.5 52.5 20 34.5 23 1382.5
80-81(127.5 567.5 85 112.5 62.5 125 34.5 255 1027.5
81-82|135 565 75 192.5 725 175 30 21.75 1110
82-83(115 525 72.5 217.5 65 25 41 24 1085
83-84|130 587.5 77.5 305 80 30 48.75 18.75 1277.5
84-85(162.5 902.5 1125 437.5 122.5 55 61 16.5 1870
85-86(170 835 102.5 560 147.5 70 50.75 12.75 1947.5
86-87(147.5 1020 1725 572.5 177.5 172.5 83.5 125 2357.5
87-88]140 1345 307.5 7375 270 300 108.75 13.25 3222.5
88-89|75 1625 350 952.5 325 455 155.75 10.75 3950
89-90(40 1822.5 497.5 1097.5 487.5 902.5 233.25 175 5097.5
90-91|32.5 1997.5 757.5 14325 632.5 1392.5 294 24.25 6562.5
91-92|27.5 1792.5 1062.5 1750 977.5 1902.5 399.75 20.75 7932.5
92-93]- 2017.5 1387.5 1505 1387.5 2610 464 235 9395
93-94(- 1882.5 2007.5 1647.5 1485 2522.5 417.75 32 9995
94-95]- 3002.5 2500 1630 1857.5 3060 657.25 74.75 12782.5
95-96 |- 3102.5 2757.5 2035 25325 3467.5 803.5 120.25 14820
96-97|- 2670 2925 1965 22275 37775 756.75 179.25 14500
97-98]- 2662.5 2655 21325 3445 3867.5 @ @ 14762.5

Monthly Statistics of the Foreign Trade of India-Volume 1-Exports and Re-exports-Machissuesaf 1976 t0 1997. Published by DGIS,
Calcutta. (Compiled by CLRI, Chennai). Rs.40 = $1 (US); Source: Pillai 2000



Table 2: Exports of Leather and Leather Products: Tamil Nadu .

ltem 1992-1993 | 19931994 | 1994-1995 | 19951996 | 1996-1997
Percentage Shares
Finished leather | 4051 31.99 37.93 34.05 29.65
Leather footwear | 13.28 14.42 12.96 1457 16.94
Footwear 20.78 2256 20.28 22.36 2379
components
Leather garments | 18.84 2295 21.33 2154 20.97
L eather goods 6.59 8.06 750 748 8.64
Tota (US$ 420.8 514 600.8 687.9 6444
million)
Tamil Nadu's Sharesin India’ Exports
Finished leather | 83.89 7757 77.02 75.44 7159
Leather footwear | 47.01 46.29 3333 35.21 35.87
Footwear 49.09 58.36 63.72 75.69 76.88
components
Leather garments | 33.63 4395 42.86 4283 35.89
L eather goods 14.68 23.06 19.96 16.03 2294
Total 4550 5043 48.24 46.95 46.36
Source: Central Leather Research Ingtitute, cf. Pillai 2000
Table 3: Statistical Data of PCP Content in Leather Samples
Period 1990 1991 1991 1992 1993
Jun-Dec Jan-June July-Dec Jan-Dec Jan-May
No of Samples 310 483 169 745 232
% samples with 46 42 20 15 7
morethan 5
mg/kg of PCP

Source: Murlidharan et al. (1993) cf. Pillai 2000
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Table4: Trend analysisfor azo dyes

Period Azo dyes
Total number of Number of
tests conducted Samples that
failed the test

Jan (1997) 67 4

Feb 46 5

March 92 11

April 75 4

May 57 8

June 40 7

July 45 7

Aug 31 4

Sept 44 7

Oct 47 3

Nov 40 1

Dec 17 0

Jan (1998) 14 0

Feb 26 4

March A 2

April 28 1

May 35 0

June 39 5

July 28 4

Aug 91 4

Sept 78 4

Oct R 5

Nov 113 2
December 129 1

Source: Central Leather Research Institute: Expertise Center for Eco-Testing cf. Pillai 2000



