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t. INTRODUCTION

Since the first oil crisis many basic industries in the EEC have experienced
declining markets but in few has the recession been so protracted and severe
as in the shipbuilding industry. within this sector employment in nev‘
bu1ld1ng has: since 1975 within the present enlarged Community dropped by,
more than 50 ¥ and capacity has been reduced by close to 50 %

Within the Community during the last decade Member States have»respondedvto
_the crisis by a progressive retreat within the sector from one restructuring
plan to another, f involving 1ncreasing social and regional - probLems for
Member States, and continuous requests for public support and protection,
which have stretched the exigences to State budgetary resources and which
has at the same time led to a gradual‘segregation of the national.markets
within the EEC.

6ne of thebprincipal causes of this crisis has been the large excess capa-
city within the world's merchant fleet. The surplus, which has beenvsteadily
aggravated by . speculative ordering unrelated to the need of the market, is
today of an.estimated order of somewhat 150 million dwt, which corresponds
to 6 years production of all shipyards in the world at the 1985-level of
'product1on, and this at a time when seaborne trade expressed in tonneslmiles
is more than 10 % below the leveL of 1975.

Another main cause has been the development and expansion in certain third
countries of new sh1pbuild1ng capacities uhich have proved extremely compe~
-titive. ' ‘

Despite significant restructuring efforts 1nvoLv1ng heavy economic and
social sacrifices the crisis has continued ‘to deepen. Unless remedial action
is. taken the,sector seems destined to decline stitl further._ Presently, the

level of new orders has ‘deteriorated to a new low which makes. drastic
structural 1nterventions necessary both 1n51de the Community and by 1ts main

competitors.
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Given the short and medium-term outlook for the market, it is unrealistic.to.
expect any lessening of the crisis. Market forecasts for the coming 10-year
period give no hope for a better ut1L1zat1on rate of the existing excess

' capacities.

Faced w1th these sombre perspectives concerted action at Commun1ty level is
‘needed if the sector is to survive in the long term.

‘ Since éhipbuilding will continue in most yards only if supborted by public
~ finance the future aid strategy is the key element in the survival of the

sector.

Only by gearing the Community policy towards reinforcing the competitiveness
of -its shipbuilding industry on tﬁé_areas, where it remains relatively most
competitive, i.e. on high technology ships and vessels on which it has
deQeLoped a Lead as to know-how, can a heal;hy and effective core of activi-

ties be ensured, on which the future existence of the sector can be based.

Concentration on high technology shipbuilding activities will provide Com—
munity shipyards- with a sound foundation on which to follow ‘any future

trends of the market.



II.

AID STRATEGY FOR COMMUNITY SHIPBUILDING AFTER 1986

Since 1981 aid to the shipbuilding_sectbr.has been governed by the Fifth
Directive which expires at the end of 1986. The Directive has set out the

terms and-‘conditions‘ under which the Commission has been able to

authorise substaht{a[-voLumeS'df_state aid to the shipbuilding industry.

By linking the Commission's approval of these aids to strict, specific

_;onditions relating to reétructuring measures to be undertaken by the aid

beneficiaries, progress has been made in the structural adaptatipn of‘the :

CommunitYFs shipbuilding industry during the peﬁiod involved. .

The aid ruLes'Laid'down-in the Fifth birective have, however sufféred

from certain shortcomings. They have not been able to ensure full aid
_transparehcy because they do not place all kinds of assistance to ship— -

~ yards on an equal footing throughout the Community.

‘Moreover, together with a.general increase in state aids throughout the

Community, national policies iﬁ-réspohse to the shﬁpbuilding and shipping

»'prwses have resulted 1n ‘an 1ncreased segregation of " the national markets

w1th1n the EEC uh1ch has seen 1ntra-Commun1ty del1ver1es drOp from more i
than 20 % in years of low aid 1ntens1ty (1973—19?5) to below 5 % during,;'

"*the per1od of the F1fth D1rect1ve (see Annex 1, p. 13).-
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The world crisis in shipbuilding continues to deepeh.

THe important grants and credit facilities accorded to shipowners have

largely reduced the clients® own investment risk and have thus led to an

increase in tonnage which largely exceeds a market need which has been
declining due to a continuing trend towards less bulky cargo over shorter’

distances in the world's seaborne trade. -

- The volume of world-wide shipbuilding overcapadity is generally.estimated

‘around 30 %, this in_spite of the extensive structural adaptations car=

ried out during the-Last'10 years. 1In the enlarged EC capacities have
been almost halved from approximately 6.6 million cgt 1in 1975 to

approximately 3.5 million cgt at present.

Together with the overcapacity of operatibnat tonnage on the shipping'
market the fierce_ price competition for new buildihg“ has negatively
affected freight rates. The overcapacity situation for shipbuilding has
caused pbi;es to slump t6 a level where - often they hardty make any
contribution to fixed costs in West European shipyards. _This in turn has

had an adverseAaffect on shipbuilding prices.

The price problem has been accentuated by the fact that a major share of -
the new capacity brought on~stream over the last ten years in the Far
East is exfremely cost compet{tive. Differences in the cost structure in

favour of these Far Eastern price leaders compared to European yards can.

be up to S50 %Z .for standardized wvessels in series, which expltains the

dramatic fall din prices for certain types of ships.

‘Since the end of 1984 the structural crisis in this sector has been

aggravated by a cyclical'“criSis within a crisis®. forecasts of yearly

average newbuilding demand have recently been made by the Association of

- West European ‘Shipbuilders (AWES) and the Shipbuilders ‘Association of - .
- Japan (SAJ). They came to a remarkably similar conclusion : :
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{mitlion cat) : AWES - SAJ
1984-1990. -~ 12.7 BERE 2
' 1990-1995 18,5 - 19.0

These have to be compared with a 1985 world output of 13.7 million cgat

(of these approx. 16.5 % or 2,3 million cgt fall within EEC 12). However,

" ‘this +/= 13 million cgt for 1984-90 is the average of a slump in produc- -
tion of around 11 million cgt for 1987—88 (already initiated by a level

of new orders of 10,3 million ‘cgt in 1985) and a possible resumpt1on in
annual demand of around 15 million cgt at the end of the present decade.'

~ However, on the basis of the information presently available to the Com-
- -mission, it is doubtful when and whether any such resumption will take

':pLace,

Due to the differences in cost structure between West European yards and

the Far Eastern pribg Leaders for the most common types of ships, any
improvement in market prices due to a rise in demand or to a reduction of
the'éXCess capacities will immediatety initiate an expansipn.of capacity
in the Latter countries, which will find this profitable tong before the

' pr1ces have reached a level suff1c1ent to cover the operat1ng costs of

' European yards.

The expiry of the Fifth Directive at the end of this year provides an
opportunity to look in detail at the future of the industry and to decide

' thAbeSt to improve its possibilitiés of restoring its competitivéness in

‘the long term.

_Thé;tastvexfension of the Fifth Directive»assumed some recovery. in. the

market by 1987. This upturn has not occured, and in fact, thé situation
has even further deteriorated. 1t is clear that the sector is suffering

from a fﬁndamentél'Structural-cr1s1s rather than a cycltical problem. of"

"_deMand. Market prospects remain bleak and it would be short51ghted to

i cont1nue to respond to the- aggravat1on of the cr1s1s by mult1pLy1ng the ,‘f -

,volume of operating aids. Such an approach would not seem the most
'appropr1ate way to use the increasingly scarce budgetary means of Member

States. It would furthermore tend to increase the segregation of the

-.-' -/6



national markets and jeopardize the existence of enterprises, which have

_ already taken or are presently going through extensive painful restruct- L

ur#ng measures in order to adapt to the realities of the market.

- The Commission recognizes, however, that state aid will continuevto be

necessary in order to encourage réstructuring in many yards and in view
of the cost differences which exist for most categories of ships 1in

c0mbarisQn to Far Eastern competitors.

- The Commission now proposes a tighter and more selective aid policy,

which supports the trend of shifting production away from relatively
unsophisticated ships such as crude oil tankers and bulk carriers toward
more technologically advanced ships for which the EEC cost disadvantage
is relatively lower, and which establishes fair uniform conditions for
intra Community competition. This constitutes the most appropriate and
posifive approach to ensure in the long term the maintenance of a suffi-
cient lLevel of activities in European shipyards and thereby the survival

of an efficient and competitive European éhipbulding industry.

This future aid strategy to be pursued by the Commission is based on the

following main comsiderations :

A

- the present depressed state of the market and its future prospects;

- the need- to provide a suitable instrument for achieving Community
objectives leading to the development of a common market and ensuring
_that intra=Community compet1t10n is carried out on equal terms for all
-Commun1ty operat1ons,

- the need to intensify siﬁuctura( change which can, 1in the longer term,

lead to a healthy. and -compefitive'»§hipbuilding industry in the

Community;
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'~ the need to take into accouht,the social and regional problems.

Théée ‘considerations lead the Commission to propose a.differentiated

approach'to the two basic types of aid'; production aid and aid for

restructuring.

A.

Production aid

Given the prevailing and foreseeable trends in world shipbuilding

_together with budgetary constraints within Member States there is an’"

increasing tendency to question the justification for continued
ekpenditure of scarce state resources in certain sectors of the ship-

'buitdﬁng industry where no cost-related return in the form of

restoredICOmpetitivéness can be expected in the foreseeable future.

A key element of the proposal is a reduced level of production aid
which is geared to meet competition in the areas of shipbuilding

where, compared to the Far Eastern yards, the Community‘s'COmpetifive

"disadvantage 1is Llowest, and where there is a real possibility of

restoring long term qompetitivenesé (eg. in areas where EC yards have
acquired particular know-how through specialisation such as highly .
sophisticated, - technological vessels,  together with ferries and

cruise Lliners).

. In order to imprbve the overall'competﬁtiveness and "to develop an

undistorted common market in shipbuilding by reversing the recent
trend toward segregat1on of national markets, this rqduced'Level.of
production aid should be attained by means of a common uniform

maximum ceiling, based on compensation for the cost disadvantages of

- "the most efficient European yards compared to the price of. the most

compet1tjve_ Far Eastern pr1ce Leaders 1n the categor1es of 5h1ps for .

uhibh,the'European yacds are relatively: mope compet1t1ve.:

The cr1ter1a for fixing and apply1ng the common maximum ce1l1ng for.

product1on aid- w1ll be the follow1ng :
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i)

19)

§94)

'iv)

v)

vi)

it will be fixed by the Commission after consultation with Member

States;

fhe.base for the fixing of the ceiling will be a study by an
independent shipbuilding consultancy éppraising for the var{ous
categories of ships the relative cost positibn of fhe most
effective ‘Community yards compared to the Far Eastern price
Leadérs, hereby taking into considerafion the price level and

sales conditions practised by the latter;

in fixing the ceiling due consideration will be given to the
expected long term consedquences for shipbuilding activity main-
tainable in the EEC, aimed both at ensuring the optimal activity
tevel justifiable on economic grounds and at urging the struc-

tural adjustment;

The comparative cost equation and the prevailing market price
level will be continuously monitored by the Commission, and if
there 1is a sighificant change in one of the variables the ceiling
will be adjusted accordingLy - again after consultation with
Member States at a multitateral meeting, chaired by the

Commission.

Only the basic criteria for establishing the ceiling, not its

concrete nominal level, will be stipulated in the aid Directive.

Nevertheless, the Member States will be informed of the level of
the ceiling by the Commission before adopting their position on

the Directive.

The proposed system w{Ll‘not exclude the granting of production
aid for any specific type of‘vesSeL, although in fjxing the maxi-
mum ceiling for production aid the Commission Qill'be guided by
the Community's relative lLevel of competitive disadvantage in the
construction of different type of vessels. Below thé aid ceiling
it will be for Member States to decide on the precise allocation

of aid.
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viii)

Lix)

"

It is impérativg in order to_avoid djscriminatioh,' to make all
forms of production aid subject to the aid ceiling, including
loss compensation and"such aid -which is granted indiiectty

through third persons.

Full tranSparancy as to 3uch aids and the1r de facto appl1cat1on

must therefore he ensured.

This implies e.g. that the grant equivalent of financing facili--
ties and tax concessions granted to shipowners for investments in
ships will be included, even if de jure not - Linked to national

yards, if the benefit accrues maihly to national yards.

Loss compensatioh for trading losses wilL-aLSo be included within

" the ;eiting.' The burden of. proof that tradﬁhg Lossés are not

concerned is incumbent .on the aid beneficiary. Due to the diffi-"

culties of allocating Lloss compensation .to dindividual ship-
building contracts its aid intensity will be calculated as a
percentagé of the turnover in merchant shipbuilding of the yard

concerned.

It is proposed in the initial stages to exclude from the ceiling
the aid element contained in the standard OECD export credit

terms.

Although. the grant1ng of such cred1ts at terms below ‘those pre-
vailing at the nat1onal market constitutes an aid, the fact that
they repcesent negot1ated generaL international terms does by an
alignment strategy allow fhis aid eLement_to be disregarded with=

in the ceiling.

_Some MemberiStates grént_aid to devetoping'couhtries in.the form

of:Shﬁps; For example,' undér'preVéiLing OECD'tgrms such_ships".
must contain a minimum-"gfft“ element of 25‘%; Such aid‘shddld
not be included under the aid cei(ing but it will be'necessary to
ensure strict control. of compliance with the OECD'. criteria

through obegatory pr1or not1f1cat1on of such cases. .
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xi) As the production aid ceiling represents an alignment with the
‘most effi@ient'yards to Far Eastern prices its application is not
conditional on restructuring measures; It should, however, in
‘itself constitute a built-in incentive for less competitive yards
to accelerate and intensify the structural adjustments necessary
in order to maintain a suff1c1ent level of activities within this

production support Level

‘Restructuring aid

As all Member States should have equal opportunities to'cqmpete at
the reduced level of production aid the Commission will consider
aids necessary to carry through the desired structural changes, i.e.
in pérticular aid destined to cover the costs. of tota( or partial
closures, normal expenditure occasioned by total or partial closures,
or investment costs connected to specialization and innovation or
research and development costs, provided that it does not lead to an

dncrease in capacity.

No aid ceiling will be imposed when  aids serving the necessary

- structural adjustments enabling yards to operate=under the 'new pro-

. duction aid ceiling are concerned. 1In the appreciation of such aid

the Commission will be guided bx the common interest in having a
viable shipbuilding 1ndustry, taking into account the persistent

structural d1spar1t1es of yards in the different Member States.

Restructuring aid will . be monitored closely to ensure that it is
limited to covering normal expenditure related to structural adjust-
ment_uhich js both genuine and iEreversibLe. In cooperation with
technical experts the Commission will endeavour to establish a yard-

stick for measuring capacity reductions.

The Commission is consc1ous of the soc1al and reg1onal conseqguences

“which are likely to result from these structural changes,-see in that

context the followwng two chapters.
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1t s proposed to treat ship conversion in the'same way as shipbuilding.
On the other hand; the Commission does not envisage allowing for aid for
shiprepair except for total and partial closures, ' in’ Line with the
present provisions of the Fifth Directive. There is currently a eonsider-.

able‘overcapacity in this sector and a further concentration here is

Likely as a result of the new aid strategy for shipbuilding.

The aid policy must be geared towards avoiding the maintenance of conti-
nued overcapacity 'by production aid and towards Supporting the necessary

structural adJustment through aid for th1$ purpose.

Full aid transparency is;a_vitaL element 1in assuring_the proper fUnction-_
ing of a Community aid system both in respect of operational aids and.
burden- sharing with regard'to restructuring efiorts. Consequently the
Commission’ will strengthen the notification rules, and also the a
posteriori reporting obligations of Member States as regards actual aid

payments, and the achievement of restructuring objectives.

Home credit schemes are operated in certain Member States. The_Commission_

has taken note of the reticence expressed by the majority of Member

States on the possible introduction of a Community Home Credit Scheme as

the sole. form of production aid for Community shipbuilding. It does not

_therefore intend to pursue this matter -at the present time.

In order to allow for the proposed aid strategy to produce a structural

. effect in the sector, it 1is proposed that the new aid rules apply for a

_ S-year period until the end of 1991.

However, the Commission reserves the right, if necessary, to make

'_probosaLs for an:adaptation of‘the'scheme; After tuo years of operation

‘of the new scheme" it will report to: the Council.

~In Spain and Portugal the*restructuring process is less advanced than in

other Member States and the immediate applicatidn of the'prooOSed'maximum _

obligatory production aid ceiling may cause speciat difficuLties in these-

countries.
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It is proposed to allow these two new Member States a certain trans-
jtional period, during which through dntensified and accelerated

reétﬁucturing they may become able to conform with the new rules.

buring this transitional period, which should be shorter than the vali-
dity of the new regime, it would seem reasonable to apply the current aid

-rules with the emphasis on the following conditions :
- a clear degressivity in production aid during the transitional period;
- the adoption of restructuring plans, which after the end of the

transitional period will make them capable of operating under the new

aid rules.

"12. The Commission will present to the Council a detailed proposal for a new

aid regime in the autumn 1986.

I11. THE COiSZQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED AID STRAT:IGY

1. Industrial Consequences -

1;1..~A-trend towards shifting the West European shipbuilding output towards
non-standardized ships with high—-added value is already very distinct,
see thé AWES f%gures in fhe attached statistic on development of
- merchant shipbuilding by region and type of'ship 1978-1985 in 1000 cgt
‘and % (Annex 2). ‘ .

This trend inevitably leads to a certain reduction. in shipbuilding
-activities within the EEC, Lless, however, measured in construction

value than in construction volume.
- The proposed qniform aicheiling for production aid will ensure that

.this structural adjustment takes place in an orderly way which in the

Long term renders maximum advantage to the Community.
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The proposed aid policy will have an optimal,effect on competitive-
ness, if the Member States use their aid to strengthen or maintain the

. position of the most competitive yards, ratner,than trying to spread

the cuts out evenly across the board. It is important for a yard not"

to fall below a certain critical level of capac1ty and output, beyond

which 1t beg1ns to Llose 1ts ab1l1ty to innovate, technological

diversity and versatility. =

The yards, too, wiiL have every interest in using the aid.available.

for. innovative designs within a more selective range of ship types.

The>sompetitiveness of European yards relative to their Asian rivals:
increases through the 15 ship types in the OECD classification, as
these become more technically sophisticated and non-standardized, . and
Community yards are able to compensate for their cost disadvantages
with greater know—how and eXper{enee.

For large oil tankers and bulk carriers Community. yards are so uncom- -

'pet1t1ve that -their position is scarcely worth defending. -

"~ They are better placed for ships - and this even applies to tankers

and bulk carriers - fitted with cargo-handling facilities or designed
for special kinds of cargo : e.g. bulk carriers fitted with their own

handling facilities for serving ports without proper infrastructure,.

ships for transporting cargos requiring special conditions (product

carriers,. LNG carriers, LPG carriers, reefers, chemical carriers) or
vessels of recent and innovative design (Ro-Ro vessels, container
ships). '

Because of 1ts know-hou and. exper1ence, especially in finishing and.

spec1aL equipment, the Commun1ty js.even better placed for non-cargo

sh1ps, such as passenqer L1ners and ferr1es.

: FinaLLy;' geograph1cal prox1m1ty and close L1nks between sh1pyards and_3

owners will" pLay a roLe with the smaller, 'less expenswve vesseLs or

those used over a more Llimited geograph1cal ‘area (fishing vesseLs and'

'other non-cargo ships such as LUQS’ dredgers, etc...). Ctose Links
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with the owners clearly favour Asian yards for car carriers, as that
is where the main car exborters are, and in fact Asian goods have a
virtual monopoly of car carriers. However, such links can also operate
to the advantage of vards in the importing countries, as is the casé
with LNG carriers which the LNG purchaser often negotiates to be built

by yards in his country.

The conclusions as to the types of vessels for which the Community
industry's positioh is or is not worth depending are not universally

true or unchanging :

- The classification is necessarily crude and does not reflect the
’ varying degrees of sophisticatioh possible within the same category,
which can differ by a factor of two or more. This is especially true
of the general cargo category. There is a constant demand for ships

to meet special requirements.

= A technological Llead sometimes rests on didentification of a need,
and may be short-lived if the technology used in'buildiné the vessel
is easily transferable oristandardizable. For example; container
'shibs are now standardized, the cgt coefficient for LNG carriers has
fallen from over 4 to 1.25 in the space of a few years, and this is.

- starting to apply to Ro-Ro vessels and reefers.

= Fluctuations in demand and hence priqes sometimes allow the Commu-
nity industry to win orders for which it 1is usually not competitive
enough (e.g., the comparative surge in demand for bulk carriers in
1983-84),

- Conversely, the sectors where Community yards appear strongest are
not immune to attack ~from our Asian competitors; . for example,
Japanese yards, ‘and recently Korean ones too, = have won orders for

ferries and passenger ships.
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However, - broadly speaking it is safe to say that a ceiling on produc-
tion aid of around the average difference between the prices (includ-
ing credit facilities) Community and Asian yards are abLe.to_bffér on
different fypes of vessels would mean ‘the foLLowfng for Community -

yards :

-.a very sﬁbstantial reduction in the production of’unsophisticated
and largely standardized‘vessels (bulk carriers aﬁd tankers); 1in
1985 these made up 14.2 % of the Community industry's outpuf but had

" already fallen to only 8.7 % of new orders. It should be stressed
that technologically a withdrawal from this segment would not be
irreversible : by maintaining a lead in more sophisticated techno-
logy it would be cOmparativéLy easy to reactivate less sophisticated.

‘technologies when the market permitted or conditions required;

_; maintenanée or strengthening of Community yards' position”in'seﬁtorS'

"_in which they have little or no competitive disadVantage : ferries,
passenger ships, fishing.vessels,‘ other non-cargo vessels. This
segment accounted for 26.3 %iof Community output in 1985 but 38.9 %

of its order intake;

- in the intermediate categories (general cargo ships, reefers, Ro-Ro
vessels, chemical carriers, container ships, LPG and LNG cafriérs),
which accounted for 59.5 % of Community output and 52;3 % of new
orders in 1985 and in which the Community industry, although under a
‘definite cost disadvantage, still has a position worth defending,-~
whether the Community manages to hold on tbvifs present market share.

. or to retren;h‘fo a sméller-scéle; but compétifively mpfe stable

bosition will mainly depend-qn':

. the yards' strategies for innovation in design and improvements’ in

-production processes,
. the”cobperatiqh between yards and“equipmeni suppliefs to prohéte

and utilize technological -advances and standardization in

 equipment,
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. the help the‘pubtic authorities are able to give to stimulate -

these trends.

-Yards would in any case remain free to choose their own product'mix;
proVided their aid requirements did not exceed the ceiling for pro-
duciion aid set by the’Cbmmissﬁon. Within its chosen product mix, a
‘yard_woutd even be able to cbntinue producing some bULk carriers or
tankers, vprovided it was able to make up for the losses on these from

its building of other more profitable ships.

International Consequences -

The Commission 1is conscious of the importance which must be attached to

the part1cular 1nternat1onal dimension of this sector.

Present worldwide overcapacity remains considerable and only by a common
burden-sharing by the necessary structural adaptatiohs will it be pos-
sible to halt the price slump and to arrijve at a normal market s1tua-

t1on, vwhere the sector can exist without aid support.

In order to re-inforce its international negotiating power the Community

will have to convince third countries that the Cemmunify is willing to

-improue competitiveness and efficiency inside its own mafket. An aid

policy which aims at providing undifferentiated support regardless of
market developments hardly seems an appropriate basis for negotiation.
On the other hand, the fact that the production aid ceiling is flexible

and directly Llinked to the market behaviour of Far Eastern price leaders’

provides the Commission with a usefuL'bargaining base for its negotia-

tions on capacity reductions with these countries. Moreover, the inten-
sified structural adjustments which are part of the new aid strategy
wilt re-inforce the strength and credibility of the Commission as a

negotiating partner.
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. International Measures

The Commission will intensify its pressure at the international Llevel to
obtain from the Japanese market Leader and the Korean price Leaders a more
equ1table contribution to the structural contract1ons necessary to reach a

better worldmde equ1l1br1um between supply and demand.

It is the Commission's ihténtfon alongside the efforts displayed at the .
multinational Llevel within Ndrkiﬁg Gboup'b of‘the OECD - efforts which it
must be allowed have so far only brought hodest results - to. take fhe .
offensive by purSU1ng ad hoc bilateral . d1scuss1ons at a high Llevel w1th;

both Japan and South Korea.
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1.

- ANNEX I

§ETUATION AND STRUCTURAL TRENDS IN THE SHIPBUILDING SECTOR

Production and market shares1

1. Shipbuilding in the broad sense accounts for 1.4 % of industrial employ-
ment and 1.1 X of the value added by industry. The relationship between
these two indicators is in itself an indication that value added per:_
capita  is much lower in the shipbuilding sector than in induetfy as a
uholez, one of the reasons being that sh1pbu1ld1ng is heav1Ly dependent on

components and mater1als suppLied.

1.2.. In 1985 the shipbuilding industry of the Community of ‘Ten production

2 mitlion cgt as egainst 5.1 million cgt in 1976, ‘thus accounting for
‘ ﬂ4 2 of the world total of 14.1 million cgt. This level is the Louest‘
recorded since the beg1nn1ng of the cr1s1s and represents a 61 % reduction
- since 1976.

This decline has not only affected Community producers : it has also hit

-those in Japan and in the rest of the world, although to,e Lesser extent
(Japan down 22.2 %, the rest of the world down 36 %). By contrast, the
onLy major producer whose output has increased regularty “from year to year
is South Korea, wh1ch has recorded a 266 x increase  in product1on since
1980 (thereby ra1s1ng its share of the world market from 3. 5 % in 1980 to
11.5 % in 1985). '

1 .
. As a generat rule, tonnages are expressed in- terms of compensated gross tonnes -

(cgt) This 1is not a physical unit but simply -a statistical unit which

reflects the volume of work that goes -into building a vessel. by mult1pLy1ng f-'

the physical unit (gt = gross tonnes) by a coefficient, 'which is either -

: greater or smaller than 1 according to the complexity of the vessel type.

It is not easy to place shipbuilding in the strict sense of the word, that is
to say the building of new merchant ships, in perspective within the
Community’s industrial structure, since the macroeconomic indicators relate
only to shipbuilding in the broad sense (i.e. dncluding repairs, military
vessels and allied activities). . ,
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1.3.

1.

ANNEX I

Forecasts for world shipbuilding for the coming years, according to

'figuresfsupplied_by the trade associations, are as follows :

annual avehagg'F m cgt

1984-90 : : 1990-95
AUES * | 12.7 18.5
SAJ 13.3 . 19.0

* Association qf West European Shipbuilders
ke Shipbuilders Association of Japan

_According'to these estimates, completions for the period 1984-90 are

likely to amount to 12.7 million cgt annually, i.e. 12 % Less than during
the previous five years. However, this average does not reflect the slump
in the market in the short term : the AWES graph (Table 1) points o a fall
to under 11 million cgt in 1987.

This is already foreshadowed by the new. order intake figures of only

"10.3 mil{ion cgt in 1985 and the Latest fﬁgures for the first quarter of.

1986. The figures in fact show a fall in demand greater ﬁhan was assumed -

in the newbuilding forecasts.

'worlduide order intake (million cgt)

| Last 12 months

7 g |
1982 | 1984 | 1985 | CApril 1985 - |

: R ¥ e March 1986) |

; I ) ) - [

14,8 o SRR I AT - 103 , 9.7 |
8.0 o : i ’ |

This steady fall in demand has inevitably affected the level of order

'books. At the end of March 1986 order books in the enlarged Community uere-’

" estimated at around 3.5.million cgt. Annual production capacity in the

.-./3
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Commuhity js estimated at 3.4 million cgt, and average annual production.
in the Community over tHe'last thrée years has been about 2.5 million cgt.
Hence, current order books represent only one year's work if capacity uere.
fully used and less than one-and-a—-half years' work at recent production

levels.

In 1987-90 annual production is forecast to be 15 miLLion‘cgt worldwide
and in 1990~95 18.5 million cgt. '

Thus, demand is only expected to regain the pre=-1976 levels of 17-20 mil-
Lion cgt in the fairly long term and in view of the accelerating and
intensifying structural adjustment in shipping, even these forecasts could

turn out to be over-optimistic and may need to be revised downwards.

2. Capacities and rates of utilisation

2.1,

Although world output has fallen_by around 362 since 1976, world produc-

tion capacities have not been reduced to the same extent. Since the term

production bapacity can be defined in a variety of ways, the figures vary

according to their respective sources. Nevertheless, all the statistics
point strongly to the existence of substantial surplus capacity in the
world, in spite of the efforts deployed by most shipbuilders to reduce

capacity in response to the steadily falling world demand.

It would appear, on the basis of the various estimates available3, that

world production capacity was reduced by around 20% between the beginning o

bf 1976 and 1985. According to the same figures, capacity was cut by some

45 % in the Community and around 37 % in Japan, while capacity in Eastern

Europe remained stable; 1in South Korea, Taiwan and the People's Republic

6f;Chiha, on the ‘other hand,ZCabacﬁty has increased considerably.

T

_OECD; AWES; Institute of Shipping Economies and Logistics, Bremen
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Also within the Community the degree of capacity-redugtion has yaried~:

from over 50 % in the U.K. and the Netherlands to
‘between 40 and 50 % in Germany,

betuéen 30 and 40 X in Denmark and
- 30 X or Less in fFrance, Italy and Belgium.

The rate of utilization of existing capacity, estimated at around 70 X for
the Community as a whole, also varies considerably from one Member State

to another :

70 % or more for Germany, Denmark and the Netherlands
around S0 X for Greece and Belgium and
around 40 % in Italy, the U.K. and France.

" The above figures show that comparing the medium—term demand forecasts
with production capacities in 1985, the surplus production capacity world~
wide is Likely to be around 30X between now and the beginning of the next
‘decade, unless the major shipbuilding countries substantially reduce their

over-capacity.

Employment

Over the last ten years total employment in'Cqmmunity shipyards has faLLen
by almost 50 %. The reduction in Japan over the same period has been of
the order of 40 %Z. In South Korea, by contrast, the workforce in the ship-
building industry is now two—and—-a-half times what it was ten years ago.

' The Member States of the Community which have suffered the most substan-
'tial job losses are the United Kingdom (64 %) and the Netherlands (58 %);

~ the rema1n1ng céuntries have seen employment ‘Llevels in this sector faLl by -

betueen 28 % in the case of Greece and 52 z 1n the case of Belg1um.

c--/S
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The 50 % decline in the Community Labour force has affected the ‘ship-f
building industry as a whote (including the building of new vessels,.
off-shore constructions, m1l1tary vessels’ and repairs). The trend in the

various naval activities over the last ten years. has been as follows :

- Bu1Ld1ng of new merchant vessels ' - 59%

- Repa1rs - o _ - 33%

- Military vessels v - ¥ 26%

Consequently, some of the massive. losses of jobs in the building of new

' ships in the Community have. been absorbed in other -sectors . of the

industry, particutarly military construct1on and the. off-shore sector.

This phenomenon is h1ghl1ghted by the change in the distr1but1on of labour‘ﬁi
_w1th1n the 1ndustry since the beg1nn1ng of 1976.

1976 1985

‘Neﬁ.merchant Ships ' __  : 713t 57 %
Military construction - § :  h.4% 10.8%
Ship repairs ,-. T 14.3%°  18.6%
0ff-shore ' "_'_ o = 2.1%

Other activities - R 10.0%  11.5%

It should be noted that the leVels of job .losses and of output in tonnes

(Hot_in value) in the Community have followed a virtdally'paré[tel trend.
The increasés in productivity, which have been effect1vely ach1eve, have
been largely offset by faw capac1ty ut1L1zat1on.. S

Prices and profitability .

:Fr@ﬁ the ‘trends in the'priéeé'charged by Japanese and Korean'yardé for_heu_;
ships:over-thé last ten years (see Annex 3),  it'is clear that, apart'from;j ’

‘a'short lived'upturn in 1980-81 pr1ces for most types of ships (except_

- for . med1um-s1ze oil tankers’ and ‘butk carr1ers) have cont1nued to fall,

'--_-/6 .
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ANNEX 1

dEOpping back to their 1976 levels in 1984 and falling even lower in'1985,
BetwWeén 1980 and 198S, pr1ces quoted both in US doLlars and .in yen have

fallen by more than 50 % in certain cases.

It is plain that the cost of shipbuilding has risen considerably over the

last ten years. One need only look at trends in steel prices and Labour
costs, which alone account for at Least half of the cost of a ship,

between 1980 and 1985.

A fall in,price of this magnitude, notwithstanding continually rising
costs, means marginal or even negative levels of profitability even in the

most competitive shipyards and has led to renewed calls for increases in

In Japan the number of Loss-making yards is increasing; 1in Europe a yard

that makes a profit has become the except1on in the present markgt

'»51tuat1on.

Types ‘of production

‘As a result of the decline in world prices for vessels over the last ten

years, Community producers have become considerably Lless competitive

internationally for certain categories of ships.

Gfouping ships into three major categories, the situation is as follows :

= for oil tankers and bulk carriers, costs in the Community are approxi-

mately 50 % higher than world prices set by the Asian yards. The Commu=—
‘ n1ty s share of world deL1veries has fallen to the po1nt where (at less .

" than 8 %) it can be cons1dered to be marg1nal,

S =lin the case of the various types of cargo. vesseLs, ~ the difference

between costs - 1n the Commun1ty and  word prices betueen 10 and 20 X%.
'Thus, while it may be Los1ng its cost competitiveness, the Commun1ty 1sj

neverthetess hoLd1ng its ground on the world market;

.Il/?
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~ for non-cargo carrying vessels, costs in the Community do not appear'to
B¢ higher than those of shipbuilders in other countfies; _althdugh the

Community does not have a predominant market share at’ present, the share

it does have seems to be safe.

Hence, the Far Eastern shipyards enjoy a definite advantage over Comunity
yards when it comes to series—produced large and medium-sized ships. This

‘advantage is due to a number of factors such as :

- economfes of scale, whwch they en]oy prec1sely because they are able to

manufacture in Larger quant1t1es

newer and more efficient yards

- Lau Labour costs and higher productivity

- equipment (e.g. \arge eng1nes) manufactured on the spot and at more

competit1ve prices.
The Community still maintains some advantages and hence can stay reason-
abLy competitive in the thwrd category of sh1ps, and to some extent in the

second, thanks to :

- the higher LeveL of technical expertise 1in design, know-how and

finishing;

= the smaller proport1on of the total value of the sh1p accounted for by

tabour costs,

- the importance of soph1st1cated equ1pment wh1ch, in the main, 1s still

European-made,

---/8
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- the fact that although shipbuilding ﬁs a worldwide activity by defini-
~tion, a shipowner may in certain cases e.g. in the case of shibs which
require intensive supervision, prefer to order from a European yard
because of the geographical distances involved. (This relative advantage

can account for between 3 and S % of the cost).

5.3. These factors are reflected in particular in the fact that'Community pro-
duction expressed in terms of cgt (the unit which converts §ross'tonnes
into tonnes per hour of work) enjoys a much higher coefficientf than‘thé
other shipbuilding countries. of the world, in particular the Asian

countries.

Indeed, tﬁe degree of technical sophistication of ships built in Europe,
which is also reflected in the cost of components and equipment, 1is such
that even though the Llabour cost per tonne is higher in Europe, Labour
st{ll accounts for a smaller share of the total cost per completed tbnne.

As the trend in the coefficients of the various major producers shpus, the

Community has continued to maintain this qualitative edge :

CGT coefficient

1976 1980 1985
Community | , 0.67 1.37 1.09
Japan | 0.52 . 0.85 0.68

South Korea 0.42 0.42 . 0.62

.4 The higher the coefficient, the more sophisticated the ship

‘.../9n, -
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- fhis means that the Community's market shares are, increasingly, far

smaller when expressed in physical units than when expressed- in -cgt :

: Commuhity share of world prodddtién

1976 .

6T - 233

1980 -

19.3

14.0

1985

140

10.1

In the case of Japan and Korea the ratio is completely;the reverse :

Japan : ' _ 1976
6T s 37.8%
6T - T " 46.8%

- Korea
C6T . : : T 1.6%
6T - L 2.4%

1980

41.2%
48.2%

1985
45.9%

52.2%

11.5%

14.6%

The pictUre of recent and future demand for the main»categories of ships

(which are given in descending order of technical .sophistication and

«--/10
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therefore in ascending order 1in terms of the cgt coefficient). is as.

- follows :
1980 1985 1984-85 (est)
0il tankers and bulk carriers 50.7% . 29.3% S 34 - 36%
Cargo vessels C333% 0 49.8% 36 - 38%

Non-cargo carrying'vessets 16.0% 20.8% . - 27 - 29%

The corresponding breakdown of demand for Community production is as

follows :

1980 . 1985
0il tankers/bulk carriers 28.4% 8.7%
Cargo vessels 41.5% 52.3%
Non-cargo'carry{ng»yessels' _ 30.0% . - 38.9%

Thué} thanks to its expertise,. Community industry is reasonably competi-
tive in ‘a substantial segment of the market whic is substantial and will

remain so. :

~ with over 60 % of the tonnage this segment accounts for a far greater

_ share of the world's production in value terms,

- even if the Community's position is eroded - as it is likely to be - by
the progress of'its rivals, there are on the other hand signs of a
reLat1ve reduction in the number of very heavy ships being series-built
and a tendency towards ‘a greater measure of techn1cal soph1st1cat1on in -

-pcerta1n areas (e. g. for the transport of ref1ned petroleum products).

eee/11
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Structural trends in shipbuilding in the Community

The structure of sh1pbu1ld1ng 1n the Commun1ty has undergone far-reach1ng_-
changes over the last ten years,‘.uhjch have been prompted in particular by
the need to adapt the industry both quanfitatively _and qualitafively to
markef trends. The measures taken have been in various . forms : complete
closures of yards, partial closures, conversion of existing plant for allied
activities such'as-repairs, .constroction_of offshore structures or[militéry
vessels, mothballing of part of.tne_plant'and equipment,'Shedding‘of Labour,
centralisation of management of certain yards involying the -suppression of

some of the amalgamated firms or converting them to. other activities.

Overall, the number of shipyards in the Member States5 fell from 214 at the
'-beginnjng of 1976 to 153 at the end of 1985.'Consequently, the actual number
of yards hasofallen by 29 %. However, since some of the remaining yards ha9e3
taken some ptant out of operation,  the reduction in caoacity~term$‘i$nas'
indicated ébove, The pattern has differed from one Member State'to_énother,f
_ depending partLy on'thé competitve situation and partly on cUrren;.poLicies,
the industrial fabric specific to that sector and on social and regional
constraints. The figures below provide an idea of this trend, although they

are not strwctly comparable from one Member State to another.

Number of shipyards in the Community

B Ok D F GR IRL I N UK ECCIO) S P
1975 8 22 45 16 2 1 11 65 44 214 45 13
1980 8 21 41 14 2 1 1S4 29 182 44 13
) o _

1985 19 38 14 2 o-0 10245 19 153 31 13

:

These figures refer only to shipyards above a certain size which build

primarily merchant vessels. Nevertheless, the criteria that determine this-
threshold size. may vary from one Member State to another; it is assumed that
the sh1pyards covered by these figures represent at least 90 X% of nat1onaL‘

--capac1ty.

Ceell12
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Number of large sh1pyards

8 DK D F'"-GFJ L1 M 3 EC(10) P
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in Beyg%um;.’tno,major shipyarde-uere amalgamated in 1982 '”foftowino thé”‘
bankruptcy of"one of fhem, ‘this 1nvoLved rat1onalizat1on measures and§~"
' capacity-shedding as well as d1verswf1cat1on of production. = A’ med‘uum—size:":"-"t
shipyard was declared bankrupt 1n_1984. The Belgian statejhas,e financiat’:f‘
stake in the capital of the large yard. - ' B

In Denmark the only major yard builds mainly medium=sized: vesse[s. 0f the
medium-sized yards, two have abandoned the construction of merchant ships,
one in 1978 and the other in 1983 The sh1pyards in th1s group bu1ld: )
specialized ships. A oart1cular feature of the banish s1tuat1on 1; the@“';;
: spec1al relatwonsh1p between " the shipyards and. the shipowners, hho'ownvmosffﬁxl*
of the sh1pbuilding firms. ' S

In France, .the number of ma;or yards has remained unchanged.-'in 1982 they7>u

were amalgamated into two 1ndustr1al undertakings uhose parent’ compan1es are

“nationalised. This operation was accompanied by measures toorationalwse and_s:
reduce capacity and conversion to other activities mainly connécted with .
shipping. Some small and med1um-sized yards were amalgamated prior to 1986;

tne restructur1ng operat1ons carried out since. then have been a1med .,»
primarily at reducing the capacity of those undertakings. . The Normed group,
representing three large yards and 7,000 employees has recentLy.fiLed for- ..

~bankruptcy before the commercial court.

fn-Germany, two major yards have ceased shipbuilding activity since 1983; at .
the same time a2 number of undertakings operating Llarge _yards were
amalgamated'ﬁn 1983 and 1985. For some of the yards this inVotvedgdrastic
'-_reduct1ons in capacity through conversion to other act1v1t1es, particutarty_b
'connected‘u1th shipping. Ewght smarl_fo med1um-sized yards have been closed - o
since 1975 Generally, sh1pyards are under pr1vate ounershvp. ' -

’

In Greece, generally speaking; sh1pyards have substantially reduced sh1p-'.:f"

bu1ld1ng act1v1ty. Ireland’'s only shipyard was closed in- 198#.

.ee/13
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In Italv, the bu1Lding of civ1l ships has been contentrated since 1975 on arﬁ: :
9mall number of yards, the rema1ning yards have either been’ converted to . the;;-_,
3 bu1Ld1ng of mit1tary vessels or- repa1r work: or have been mothbaLLed Th1s?:;'“

has appl1ed “to Large and. smatl sh1pyards al1ke.: In 1984 the state-ownedlf

yards, wh1ch make up a very Large proport1on of th1s sector,, uere amaL-:[%v
" gamated, 1nvoLv1ng 1n part1cular rat1onal1zat1on measures and central1zat1onv" :

'of management. N

In the Netherlands, various meréers have taken place, 'particotarlv between
the large and med1um-s1zed yards, as a result a number,' 1nclud1ng the only

_large yard, have been converted. to shipp1ng-related act1vit1es other thanbi
'the bu1ld1ng of. ‘merchant sh1ps. Tak1ng all shwpyards_together,,JS yards haveﬂ'r

been closed and 6 have stopped building ships. Host_of the'oynershipiof _

'.these yards is 1n private - hands.

In the United Kingdom a substantial proport1on of the sh1pbu1ld1ng 1ndustry:"

 was nationalised in 1977 and s1nce ‘then more than 20 yards have. been closed,‘f"
'-some have been given over to shipp1ng activities other than the build1ng of
fmerchant ships. There have been recent moves to re-pr1vat1se the under—

-tak1nqs carrying out these act1v1t1es._ ' - i

" Intra=-Community trade

‘The volume of intra-Community trade in the shipbuiLding sector is very

smaLL. The most strk1nq feature is the drast1c drop in 1ntra-Commun1ty trade

that has occured _since the last per1od of lou aid support’ 1nside the EEC :i =N
.(1973-75). ‘ ' . |
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The féllouing table shows the deliver1es of sh1ps from EEC yards by flag
dest1nat1on in 1973-75 compared to the per1od of the Fifth d1rect1ve. 1: o

(in million brt) o

1973 | 1974 { 1975 || 1981 | 1982 | 1983 |. 1984 | 1985 . |

Total EEC . 11 : N I A
deliveries | 6.70 | 7.36 [ .7.61 || 2.21 | 2.16 | 2:53 [ .2.19 | 1.66

Hereof
to national |- _
markets 3.00
to other EEC|"
countries | 1.44
to third |
countries | . 2.26

613 | 3.55-]] 0.9 | 1.23 | 1.41 | 1.46 | 1.07 |

1,35 | 1.86 0.05 | 0.11 | 0.21 | 0.08 | 0.06

1.88 |- 2.22 1.22 | 0.82 0.91 {1 0.65 | :0.53 | - »°-
EEC intra-
Community
deliveries out
of total N
deliveries | 21.5%

——
——

18.3% | 24. 2% | '2.3x‘ 5% | 8.3% [ 37X | 3.6% |

e e e e
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‘,QCONTRACT PRICES FOR ORDERS OF NEW VESSELS 1976-83

"ijr1ces at the end of the year in USS m1Ll1on

charged by Japanese and

norean sh1pyards)

‘Source"

:fFearﬁleys

Trend of Japanese prices in Yen'

- Gin 000 million)

N 19751 19784 1979 issol 1981} 1$82]-19 ';31984,if;f;
__ | R R N R BT N (SRS N
30.000 -dwt product carrier | 15io['1sfo| 23’6[ 25;6!’25;0|~17 Ofilﬁtb](iﬁ;smxi[
.ﬂs7.ooo dwt o1L ‘tanker | 18,0] zb.dl 30, 0l 35;OIIZO:D] _:‘_“ﬁéZ}brﬁff
A .;210.000 Cdut il ‘tanker I 'f3f|{58.0! 45 ol 57,6l.58;9|;48.0lﬁuﬂf”f 42y0 ;f"
| '96.000 dut oil/bulk/ore carrier | 23,0| 24,0 35,0| 47,0| 44,0] 30,0{ 28,0| 260
30.000 dwt bulk carrier | 11,0/ 12,0| 15,5] 20,0| 19,0] 13,0| 12:0}{ 11,0| -
70.000 dwt bulk carrier | 18,0l 19,0] 26.0] 30,0] 29,0| 19,0| 1850] 16.5{.
120.000 dwt bulk carrier | 24,0 28, ol’sa dl 44,0| 42,0] 28,0} 25,01124 0
125.000 cbm LNG carrier l10s,0]l115,0]125,0l150,0{175, of1so, 0|150 0{130,0{ 1
75.000 cbm LPG carrier | 42,0! 45,0] s0.0| 75,0] 75,0] s3, o| so o} 5,0 ?;
-§.ooo ‘g:: roLL-on/roLl-off | 10 OI 12,0| 14,0] 16,0]| 20 OI 15, OI 12 0[ 10 Ov?féi
P Y SN IR SO t) R N RO SRR

| | | ‘ { 1979{ 1980{ 1981 1s82] 1983 r 954! 198§Tf
35.000 dwt bulk carrier [ 3,4] 2.0] 4 g
S 4 ' LIRS ? ’7l 4v6|. -3 3,2 1
60.000 C-hdt o1L't_anker. - l‘ 4,1_|. slzl: ‘6'41 5,2]_ . Ii - ll 2—{
-(Source : Shipstét ;IB_s_)r" l |,v.  '» r ' I u
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- PAST AND FORECAST FUTURE TRENDS IN
WORLD PRODUCTION OF SHIPYARDS (million cgt)
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CONEW ORDERS .

R R =

1984

— T =
1 1983
|
1

BELGIUM . | 58 700 69 500 26800 | 13000 |

DENMARK | 428 900 405 200 86 000 | .81 500

FRANCE | 136400 | 106 500 262 500 | 193 100

"F.R. GERMANY. | 550 400 . | . 644 500 819700 | 637.100

IRELAND

257 400

ITALY 57100 | . 68 200 622 900

NETHERLANDS | 237 300 248 400 268 800 | 206 900

UNITED KINGDOM | 150 400 107 600 224 400 61 700

A ¢

7 400 29 400

GREECE | 4 600 30 400

EEC10 | 1623800 | 1657200 | 1975800 | 1847 400 -

30600 | 120 | 4200

[
|
l
|
1
|
|
|
I
l
|
|
| Lo

- S
|
I
|
I
|
|
|
|
l
|
|
!
. . _ T
PORTUGAL = 1 |
- |
|

sPAIN | 92 200 197 600 .| 256 900

ec12 . { | 1780000 | 2174600 | 2 108 500

REST OF AWES | I | |

WESTERN. EUROPE

JAPAN | 7389 100 6040 000 | 4 440 000 | 4 516 200

e et o —

'REST OF WORLD |-
OF WHICH -
FASTERN BLOCK -

1544 000 |1 143900 1 414 000 13607000

SOUTH KOREA - | 2 147 100 1180 900

|

I

|
806500 - | 711200

|

I

|

|

|

l

l

|

.‘“I

TOTAL ]

I
i
I
|
|
T . I
| 10 321 300 . | 9 756 800

B

14 850 100 11 777 600




DEVELOPMENT, OF MERCHANT SHIP NEWBUILDING BY REGION AND jrnz'
 OF SHIP 4978 TO 1985 IN 1.000°CGTY AND % (= MERCHANT SHARES) =

Annex 2

S.-Korea -

Others3)

- NAES Japan . . Totdl
_ - from 1982 R
" OGT Y ‘06T 8 T ¥ Q6T L 1 fo'e, SO T
Dry Cargo 1978 2876,0 36,0 3265,3 40,9 1836,8 23,0 ~7978,6- 48,2 .
Ships 1979 2701,4 37,3 2628,5 36,3 1906,4 26,3  7236,0 514
incl. 1980 ~ 1747,8 - 33,V  2099,7 39,8 1431,9 27,1 5279,8 43,80
Container- 1981 1662,0 39,9 -1343,7 32,3 1159,1 27,8 4164,8 30,3
ships. 1982 1468,2. 35,5 °1450,6 35,1 ~ 167,3 - 4,0 1219,7 29,5  4138,57.28,4-.
) 1983 1258,4 28,2 1809,2 40,5 30,6 6,8 1396,6 31,3 .4464,2 32,9 -~
1984 1335,1 26,4 2145,2 42,4  542,1°10,7 15817 31,2 - 5061:9.-:33,0.° .
1985 - 1190,2 26,7 .1844,0 41,4  521,3 11,7 1423,2 31,9 - 4457.3 '35
Bulk~ 1978 52,3 19,3 1438,5 53,4 935,9 27,3 2695,5 16,3
Carriers 1379 311,77 22,5  527,4 38,3 546,7 39,5  1385,6 - 9,8
incl.: 1980  197,4 13,3  569,9 38,5 713,6 48,2 1480,8. 11,7
Combined 1981 441,8 13,3 1856,1 55,7 1034,8 31,0 . 3332,7 24,2
Carriers 1982 625,6 14,7 2439,9 57,3  473,2 11,1 1196,1 28,1 4261,6 29,2.
: 1983  723,6 21,7 1664,6 49,9 447,01 13,4  949,5 28,4 3337,7 24,6 -
984 17,3 9,7 3%01,0 67,6 249,5 4,7 1207,4 22,7 5325,7- 34,7
1985 . 358,4 7,2 3145,7 63,0 768,8 15,4 1486,6 29,8  4990,7 35,2
0il 1978 968,9 45,6 533,13 25,1 623,4 29,3 2125,7 12,8 -
Tariker 19719 611,71 29,8  949,1 46,3 489,4 23,9 2049,5 14,6
' 1980  294,5 14,5 1473,4 72,6 260,7 12,8  2029,0 16,}
1981 470,5 19,2 1519,5 62,0 459,6 18,8  2449,6 17,8
1982 324,6. 16,1 1181,8 58,6 100,6 5.0 511,8 25,4 2018,2 13,8
1983  S532,8 34,8  500,0 32,7 13,2 7,4 496,5 32,5 1529,3 11,3
1984 97,6 15,9 183,7 30,0 70,5 27,8 331,9 54,2 6€13,2 4,0
) 1985 19,8 4,1 293,7 60,5 66,3 13,7 172,2 35,5 485,7 3,4
Gas/(hem. 1978  435,6 50,0 73,1, 8,4 162,1 41,6 870,7. 5,3 -
and Prod, 1979  481,8 53,2  180,8 20,0 " 242,5 26,8 904,9 ~ 6,4
Tankersd) 1980 ' 426,7 47,1. 379,1 41,8 _ 100,1 11,0 -906,0 - 7,2 N
1981  607,2 53,3  426,5 37,4 ' 106,4 9,3 1140,1 8,3,
1982 - 655,3 57,1 283,71 24,7 119,7-°10,4 208,8 18,2 1147,2-° 7,9,
1983 421,7 39,7  473,2 44,5 42,6 4,0 168,5 15,8 1063,4 7,8
1984  463,0 '29,0 8%9,0 53,7 35,7 2,2 276,7 17,3 ° 1598,7 10,4
1985 - 523,3 27,1 833,0 43,1 217,0 11,2 577,7 29,9  1933,9 13,6
Pishing 1978 262,0 26,3 208,5 20,8 : 534,6 53,2 1004,7 . 6,1
Vessels 1979 180,3 21,6  262,3 M4 393,1 47,0 835,9 5,9
1980  233,6 21,6  304,8 30,8 470,1 47,5 988,7 7,8
1981 175,17 23,8 179,6 24,4 . 380,6 51,8 735,3 5,3
1982 148,7 18,6 119,6 14,9 - - $33,0 66,5 801,3 5,5
1983 222,3 26,1 126,3 14,8 9,5 1,1 504,0 59,1 852,6 6,3
1984 197,6 22,5 ~ 132,4 15,1 6,8 0,8 547,0 62,4 877,1 - 5,7
1985 169,7 25,4 145,0 21,7 10,2 1,5 35,2 52,9  669,0 4,7
Other 1978 769,2 41,1 601,7 32,1 501,0 26,8 1872,0 11,3
NOCV 1979 821,7 49,3  427,5 25,7 416,9 25,0 1666,4 . 11,8
: 1980 1051,5 53,5 380,0 19,5 519,0 26,6 1950,8 15,4
1981 1162,8 60,2  270,2 14,0 499,0 25,8 1932,0 .14,0
1982 1062,6 47,8  336,1 15,1 19,6 0,9 8822,3 37,0  2221,0 15,2
1983 1217, 52,8  334,9 14,5 71,5 3. 753,1 32,7 2305, 17,0 .
1984 B800,4 42,8  315,1 16,9 - 29,4 1,6 754,4 40,3 1869,9 12,2 -
1985  827,7 50,7  237,1 14,5 4,7 3,0 567,2 34,8 1631,9 11,5

5832,9 35,3 6120,5 37,0 504,6 16546,7 100,0

Total 1978 0  4593,3 27,8

1979 5107,9 36,3 4975,2 35,3  449,7 2 3994,4 28,4 14077,7 100,0

1980 1931.8 31,1 5207,2 41,2 4457 5 -3496,3 27,7 12635,2 100,0

1981 4519,4 32,9 5595,6 40,7 - 516,0 8 3639,5 26,5 13754,5 100,0

1982 4285,0 29,4 5811,) 39,8. 880,4 0 449%,7 30,8 14587,8 100,0

1983  4375,9 32,3 4908,2 36,2 ; 985,5 3 4268,2 31,5 13552,3 100,0

~ 1984 3410,9 22,2 7236,6 47,2 1034, .7 '4699,0 30,6 .15346,5 100,0
1985 3088,9 21,8 6498,4° 45,9 - 1633,37 11,5 '4%81,3 32,3 14168,6 100,0

Source: Lioyd's Register of'.ShipéiEg_,Adifferences due to ,rcundirﬁ ' . _ o

1) from 1984 based on new OGT confficients
2) fram 1982 including Greece
3) including South-Rorea

. 4) fram 1984 including Product Tankers






